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We revisit a mechanism proposed by Hawking to resolve the cosmological constant problem (and the contro-
versy it generated) to identify possibly more palatable alternatives and explore new connections and interpre-
tations. In particular, through the introduction of a new action coupling the four-form field strength F' = dA
to the cosmological constant via a dynamical field A(z), a novel Baum-Hawking-Coleman type mechanism is
presented. This mechanism can be seen as a generalisation of Unimodular Gravity. A theory with a similar
coupling to “F2” is also presented, with promising results. We show how in such theories the 3-form is closely
related to the Chern-Simons density, and its associated definition of time. On the interpretational front, we pro-
pose a method avoiding the standard Euclidean action prescription, which makes use of Vilenkin’s probability

flux.

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE
PROBLEM

A. Hawking’s Original Proposal

The fine tuning of the cosmological constant A is infa-
mously one of the greatest mysteries of modern Physics -
6]. Attempts to resolve this problem have motivated many
attempts at modifications of General Relativity (GR). One ex-
ample is Unimodular Gravity [[7-9], whereby the metric de-
terminant is constrained to |¢g| = 1. The point is to force
the vacuum contributions of the stress-energy tensor to drop
out of the equations of motion (EoM). However, this only re-
places such contributions by an integration constant, taking on
the role of A, leaving the problem unresolved 15, [107.

In a more promising approach, Hawking proposed (11 the
introduction of a gauge three-form A, so that the Euclidean
gravity action is:

1
S = g/eabcde“eb (RCd + EecedA) + /F AxEF, (1)

where F is the field strength of A (F' = dA), e* = e da
with {ej;} vierbein [12-14], rR*> = R“i’wd:r“dx” the curva-
ture two-form, and k = (167G)~! with G Newton’s gravi-
tation constant. The EoM for just A is then solved, with the
familiar result

dxF =0 = xF=c¢, 2
a constant. When substituted back into the action, this yields
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for a closed universe (with Hartle-Hawking boundary con-
ditions), where the spacetime volume V = [dz*\/|g| =
[*1/41is V = 247%/A.55(c)? [1l]. One can then use this
to make a probability argument via the path integral formu-
lation of quantum field theory (QFT). In this framework, the
probability amplitude of going from state 1 (with a field con-
figuration ¢ at time t;), to a state 2 (likewise ¢ at ¢2)

(p2(t2)|d1(t1)) /D JetSrlo) 4)

where Sy, is the Lorentzian action, and the measure D[¢)] in-
dicates the integral over all field configurations with ¢ equal
to ¢1 and ¢ at times t; and to respectively. Since the inte-
gral oscillates rather than converging, a Wick rotation is often
performed, taking the integral over imaginary time 7 = it,

becoming
/D *SE[(b 5)

a converging path integral of the Euclidean action S =
—iSy, instead [11]. The amplitude can then be analytically
continued back to real time configurations. This approach
can also be used for gravity, with a few caveats and sub-
tleties , , ]. The dominant contributions are then from
the metrics which are close to the solutions of the field equa-
tions. In particular, when the fields are near their ground state
- arguably a good approximation for the present universe - the
probability is approximately given by the effective Euclidean
action S (i.e. classical, and a solution to the EoM) [|ﬁ|, ].
In this case, a probability distribution for c is obtained

(p2(t2)] 1 (t1))

P(c) oc exp(=Serr(c)), (6)

which from (@) produces a sharp probability peak as
Aesf(c) — 0T, thus justifying its vanishing [[11].
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B. Flaws in the Mechanism and Existing Fixes

However, this mechanism suffers from two main issues.
First, interpreting a path integral over geometries as a prob-
ability distribution via a Wick rotation is ill-defined at best ,

]. Second, only the EoM for A was solved and substi-
tuted into the action, ignoring the EoM for e®. All the EoM
should be extracted before any substitutions, since these can
alter the resulting EoM. This is true in the present case, as was
demonstrated by Duff [20], who showed that first extracting
the EoM for A and e® before any substitution into the action,
one obtains respectively

dx F =0,
1 1 7
€abeae’ | RS+ Zee?A | — — % FE peqebeced = 0, ™
3 6k
which together yield the same condition as previously (xF =
¢), as well as the Einstein field equation with A — Aeg(c)

eabcdeb (RCd + %ecedz\eff(c)) = O, (8)
2

/\eff(C) =A-— g_n (9)

Therefore, this definition of Aef(c) is the measurable effective
cosmological constant, rather than that defined from the action
in @), since it is the EoM that describe the actual Physics. The
sign flip in the last expression then invalidates the proposed
mechanism, because substituting these solutions back into the
action, with the new Acg(c) definition, the expression becomes

9672k A
Aerle)?

Clearly the right hand term dominates for small Aef(c) which,
looking also at (&), has the wrong sign to exhibit a probability
peak.
Nevertheless, this sign problem was later fixed in two pos-
sible Wzﬁ. First, by introducing a suitable boundary term
]:

(17, 21,

48712k
Aett(€)

Seff = — (10)

81:—2C/F, SQ:—Q/d(A/\*F), (11)

with the c here set to be the same as the integration constant
above (and so S appears unsuitable for this argument, but will
be referred to later). On shell these both become —2¢? [ x1,
effectively flipping the ¢® term’s sign. Second, on a closed
manifold use can be made of the Hodge decomposition theo-
rem [17] by splitting F' = '+ ¢ x 1, where F' = dA is an
exact form and ¢ * 1 is obviously a harmonic form. The only
term entering the A EoM is f F A xF so that on shell «xF" = b,
a constant. However due to the uniqueness of the Hodge de-
composition, b = 0, and so the only term remaining in the
effective action and the Einstein equations is the c? term, this
time without a sign flip. Hawking’s original result was thus
recovered, with the modified Aegr(c) from (8).

The purpose of this paper is to revisit this controversy and
see whether other mechanisms can be found resolving the
same problem, preferably without sharing the drawbacks of

these proposals. We will also investigate whether the Eu-
clidean action prescription can be replaced by something more
physical, without destroying the results.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In section II, a novel
action coupling F’ to A via a field A(z) is shown to straight-
forwardly produce a Baum-Hawking-Coleman (BHC) prob-
ability peak, while simultaneously being a generalisation of
Unimodular Gravity. Section III modifies this action to more
closely resemble Hawking’s, exhibiting generalised BHC re-
sults. A further generalization and connection is found in Sec-
tion [Vl where the possibility of relating the Chern-Simons
density to the Hawking 3-form is shown. In Section V the de-
pendence of these successes on the dubious probability inter-
pretation based on Euclideanised gravity actions is examined.
An alternative probability interpretation, due to Vilenkin, is
presented and applied to the theories proposed in this paper,
with positive results. These are then all brought together and
discussed in section VI.

II. A — F COUPLING AND UNIMODULAR GRAVITY

In this Section we first show how a mechanism similar to
Hawking’s can be implemented without having to appeal to
boundary terms or use a Hodge decomposition (which has
the drawback of introducing in the action parameters fixed to
counter others appearing as solutions to the equations of mo-
tion). Our proposal involves a direct coupling of I to A using
the field A(z) as

R

1
S = 3 /eabcdeaeb <RCd + geced(A + )\(x)))

4 / o(A(2)F. (12)

again with a Euclidean action, and o(\(x)) so far arbitrary.
Varying with respect to A, A(z) and e® leads respectively to

do(\) =0,
a b c_ d 12 /
€apeace’e‘e” + —0 (MF =0,
€abed€’ (RCd + 1ec(adA) — iU(/\)Fabcdebeced =0,
3 6k
(13)

where o’(\) = do(\)/d). The first equation forces A\(z) = ¢
to be constant, while the second can be rearranged to * /' =
—ﬁ/(c), so that the Einstein equations are again derived (8]

with a different effective cosmological constant

Aett(c) = A+ c+ UU,((CC)) . (14)

Aetr(¢) can thus be identified from the Einstein equations
and substituted back into the effective action under the same
closed universe assumption, leading to:

48712k
Aett(€)
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Seft = — (15)



This exhibits the desired probability peak for vanishing et (c)
if o(c)/o’(c) > 0, without any need for boundary terms.

A notable example for the choice o(A(z)) x A(x), is de-
rived in Henneaux and Teitelboim’s Hamiltonian analysis of
Unimodular Gravity 18]. They write the action in terms of
the ADM metric, obtaining the EoM by varying all compo-
nents of this (spacial metric, its conjugate momentum and the
lapse function), except for the determinant of the full metric
itself. The EoM reproduce General Relativity, with primary,
secondary and tertiary constraints. These can all be incorpo-
rated directly into the action, and in order to write this as a
manifestly local and Lorentz invariant action, the rank 3 ten-
sor field A, is introduced, as the dual to a vector field 7#
containing a time field 7° and Lagrange multipliers 7, as
defined in [8]. This can be repackaged into the form

S = g/eabcdeaeb (R“l + ecedix> + 2:‘€//~XR (16)

where A arises as an integration constant. It is an interesting
result that one can arrive at this action from (I2) by setting
A(z) — X to a dynamical spacetime constant, and defining

o(\) = 2eA(N) (17)
AN =A+ A (18)

Unimodular Gravity could, therefore, provide the motivation
for an implementation of a BHC type mechanism, to justify a
suppressed cosmological constant.

Recent generalisations to Unimodular Gravity in (23] and
particularly [24) follow a similar process but with a more gen-
eral constraint, the effects of which are briefly sketched out
here for completeness. This leads to a ”dark” stress-energy
tensor with the form of a perfect fluid, rather than simply
a cosmological constant as an integration constant, which is
merely a special case here. The trade-off is loss of Lorentz-
invariance, though this may well not be an issue, particularly
in the context of inflation and the very early universe. One
might wonder if the correspondence between our proposed
action and Unimodular gravity could be maintained in these
generalisations by also doing away with Lorentz invariance -
this possibility has not been looked at in detail so far.

II. A — F> MODIFICATION

The parallel with Hawking’s original proposal can be more
directly seen by modifying the £ term in (I2)) to mirror Hawk-

ing’s:
Jowiene fooe
The equations of motion are, in the same order as previously
d(o(A\)«F)=0,

€apeae’eleed + =

)E A «F. (19)

o' (\F A+F =0,

1
€abed€’ <RCd + ecedA) - 6—0()\) % FEypeqe’ee? =0,

K
(20)

which can be solved in a similar way, though this time the
EoM provide an explicit solution for o:

1
oc(AMz)) = ——————, 21
a+ 41{2\2@0)
along with the usual Einstein equations (8), and:
ab?
)\eff(a, b) A — E
b (22)
a(Mx))’

with a and b integration constants. This produces a very simi-
lar result to Hawking’s original action (10):

967kA K
P 5[ e
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Now, one could define A(z) to cancel out the last two terms,
but there is no good motivation for this.

More interestingly, the action can be “corrected” in the
same way as Hawking’s, with boundary terms

Sepf=—

S = —2b/F, Sy = —2/d[a(/\(:v))A AxF], (24)
which reduce to —2ab? f x1 on shell. In this case, S7 might
not be discounted so readily, since only b is set explicitly,
while a remains unconstrained. Furthermore, the Hodge de-
composition argument can also be used for this action, split-
ting again F = F + ¢« 1 with ' = dA, so that the EoM
together require
[ 25
x F = oY) c. 25)
Due to the uniqueness of the Hodge decomposition, this leads
to either ¢ = 0 and so xF' = O (trivial), or xF' = 0. As a
result, A\(z) drops out of the EoM and effective action entirely
(and is in fact also set to a constant), so that equation (@) is
recovered, with a different Acy:

4872k ac?
W 5 )\eff(a, C) = A — E (26)

Either one or two integration constants are thus available to
minimize the effective cosmological constant, depending on
one’s preferred method. A — F' coupling does indeed seem
to lead to a clear generalisation of both Unimodular gravity
and the Baum-Hawking-Coleman mechanism, through A — F?
coupling.

Seff = —

IV. POSSIBLE RELATION WITH CHERN-SIMONS
THEORY

An interesting further bridge can be found with the alterna-
tive replacement:

Jowine s fove

)R A *R. 27)



With this prescription, we are effectively replacing the 3-form
appearing in unimodular gravity by the imaginary part of the
Chern-Simons density:

2
Los =Tr (ASDdASD + §ASDASDASD)

A
=73 ( spdAsp + gfijkAZSDAJSDAgD> -(28)

(where A%, is the Self-dual part of the spin-connection). This
is true since:

RA*R =4dSSLcs, (29)
(see, e.g. ]). By choosing:

3

N (30)

o =

we are therefore connecting directly with the quasi-
topological theory in 24, 27). Unsurprisingly, a primary con-
straint (see [IE, ] for details) then forces the time field 7°
found in unimodular gravity (8] to be nothing but the Chern-
Simons time [28,29]. Recall that the unimodular prescription
may be implemented by the addition:

So — S =S — /d%AauT/’( (31)
generating a time field:
7O = / d3xT°. (32)

We will not explore further this connection in this paper,
but stress that it is possible to keep Hawking’s 3-form within
the gravitational sector via this choice. Note that if, on the one
hand we have replaced F' with R in (T9), on the other we have
ended up with an action of the form (12) with I = dA and
the 3-form A given by:

A=SLcs (33)

where L s is obtained from the gravitational spin-connection
alone.

We note, however, an interesting connection with the prob-
lem of time in quantum gravity ]. Here, as in unimod-
ular gravity, the “relational” or ”physical” time that converts
the WDW equation into a Schroedinger equation is the mo-
mentum of the cosmological constant (or a function thereof),
rendered a physical variable by the extension of GR contained
in the theory. In our case a (first class) constraint forces this
momentum to be the Chern-Simons time [IE, ] (in unmod-
ular gravity (8], a Hamilton equation forces this momentum,
or rather, its zero mode to be Misner’s volume time [@]). We
note that Chern-Simons time was proposed (28] as a measure
of time long before modern discussions (and indeed it is re-
lated to the even earlier York time [@]).

V. PROBABILITY FLUX IN FLRW SPACETIME

However, these connections notwithstanding, the issue of
using a Euclidean action to describe a gravitational theory on a
Lorentzian manifold has yet to be addressed. Here Vilenkin’s
probability flux may be of use [34], where he identifies the
Wheeler-de-Witt (WdW) equation [35, 36] with the Klein-
Gordon (KG) equation, by separating the the Hamiltonian op-
erator into its kinetic and potential terms:

HU = <ap%ap— — U(a)> U(a)=0. (34)

a = a(t) is the expansion factor from the FLRW metric, and
p encodes operator ordering. One can compare this to the KG
equation (9,0" — m?)¢(z) = 0, which has a conserved cur-
rent - particle number - given by j* = 5= (¢*9"¢ — pOF¢*).
Therefore, Vilenkin similarly defined the conserved current
i 0 0
i) = 5o (@ v - Ha g v @) 69

as the probability flux in superspace. For a potential term of
the form U(a) = Aa? (1 — B*a?) with A and B constants,
the WKB solutions for the classically allowed (¢ > B~!) and
classically forbidden (¢ < B~!) regions are given respec-

tively as [@, @]:

\I/il)(a) = exp (:l:i

V-=U(a')da' F %) ,

B—1

\Ifgf)(a):exp (j:/ ]\/—U(a’)‘da’> ,

(36)

assuming a tunnelling boundary condition. If one substitutes
these solutions into the probability flux formula (33)), one ob-
tains

i (a) = Fa?/~U(a),
) (37)
J+ (CL) = 07

so that the former case is dependent upon the potential term
Ul(a).

A. Application to the 3-form

The objective is then to obtain a semi-classical expression
for U(a) from Hawking’s action, by performing a Hamilto-
nian analysis of it in FLRW spacetime. For this section, the
Einstein-Hilbert formalism will be used for clarity, and the ac-
tion will of course be Lorentzian since the whole point is to
avoid the Euclidean issues. The total Lagrangian with the field
strength tensor Fj,,a5 = 40),A,qp) coupled to gravity is

L=Lc+Lp,

Le = ry/=g (R—2A), (38)
LF = —qvV _gF,uuaﬁFHVaBa



with R the Ricci scalar, and ¢ > 0 a constant. Now in an
FLRW regime ds® = —N2dt* +a(t)?~,;; (¥)dz'dz?, /=g —
N \/'_ya(t)g, and the gravitational Lagrangian can written as

Lc = 6kyTa (—%(a)z + Nk — %Acﬂ) . (39)

using integration by parts to avoid the d term. Meanwhile, £
can be decomposed in the following way:

EF = — 4qNﬁa3 (AijkAijk + 3aiAjk06iAjk0
i i A » (40)
_GAZ-jkazA]kO N 66iAjk06]A”“0) .

The conjugate pairs that must be considered are (N,py =
O)a (7”7 Pij = O)a (Aowaﬂ-Oij = O)a (avpa)a (Al]kv Wijk), SO

that the first 3 are constraints, p, = —%

aa and Tijk =
—8qN ﬁa3 (Aijk; - 361'14]']{;0). The Legendre transform is

then very similar to the uncoupled case:

H=Ha+HF,
N m A,
HG__24H\/'7;_6'€NWG(]€_§G>7
1 3 o
R — P 9 ATRO
HF 16qN\/’7a3ﬂ-wkTr +37leka
_ 24qNﬁa3 (aiAjkoaiAjkO _ 24(‘1)1‘14‘7'1908]‘14%0) ’

(41)

but with additional constraints to take into account. Now de-
termining the following constraint using integration by parts

7.Tjk0 = 38i7rijk — 48¢q (8181Ajk0 + 8i8ink0) ~0, 42)

and substituting 70 into the F-sector Lagrangian and Hamil-
tonian, using integration by parts again, one finds:

Hr =LF. (43)

This makes sense since it only has a kinetic term. Note
that from the Euler-Lagrange equations for Ao, Flva g =
Ceuvap implies that semi-classically Lp = 24N, /7a’qc?,
and finally:

Hp = 24Nﬁa3qcz. (44)

So far this is all the same as the uncoupled case. The first
change comes from imposing the py ~ 0 constraint, which
when comparing with (0) sets He = L, and thus from (@3))
He = Hp. Therefore H # 0, and for the Hamiltonian con-
straint to be applied in the WdW equation, it should instead
be of the form:

H =He—Hrp. (45)

Now when integrating over space to obtain a Hamiltonian con-
straint, there is the subtle issue of the 1/,/7 factor in the ki-
netic term of the gravitational Hamiltonian density in (4I).

Strictly speaking, one should integrate the Lagrangian densi-
ties, such as (39), over space before performing the Legen-
dre transform, to get a Hamiltonian rather than a Hamiltonian
density. Therefore the /Y term becomes V., = f dz? Vs the
co-moving volume, in the Lagrangian, and the resulting semi-
classical Hamiltonian constraint. Further setting ¢ = 1/4! to
be consistent with the EC action (), one obtains:

N p? ’
/ — _245‘/ % — GIQN‘/CCL (kf — %Aeff(c)) )
2 (46)
)\eff(c) =A- %

The effective cosmological constant is exactly the same as
that obtained from the working mechanisms earlier, the re-
definition of H — H’ having effectively taken care of the
sign flip. Now clearly from @3), H'U(a) = 0 as required,
and can be quantized using Dirac’s quantization prescription
{a,pa} = 1 — [a,ps] = ih, which can be achieved with
Do = —ih%. With some choice of p,-a~"' ordering rep-
resented by p = 0, —1, the resulting WdW equation can be
written

9 0 144k%V2 Aett(€)
—p p . c 2 _ Deff 2 _
(a %% 9 " e [k —3 ¢ }) Y(a) =0
(47)

The a 88:2 (a=') case does not seem to be covered by
Vilenkin’s p-ordering, and will be ignored here. However, it
appears the arguments below would still likely apply, since it
would lead to a similar kinetic term to the p = —1 case, with
an additional 2¢~2 term added to the potential. Nevertheless,
comparing to Vilenkin’s expression (34), and noting V., =
V/ (N [ dta(t)?), the semi-classical potential term sought af-
ter, again for a closed universe solution (V = 2472 /X, ¢ f(c)?,
k=+1),is

2887k \’ a?
U(a) = (m@) (1 — gAeff(C)) 5 (48)

with T = [ dta(t)3, so that substituting this into the proba-
bility current for the classically allowed region (37) yields

, 2887k a?
j(il)(a, C) = $ap+1 oY ff—(c)Q 1— EAeff(C). (49)

Therefore |j§[1)(c)| — 00 as Aesr(c) = 0, solong as T
does not tend to infinity. Note that the condition Hg = Hr
leads to the first massless Friedmann equation with a modified
cosmological constant A — A.s(c), as does the trace of the
constraint Pij ~ 0. The EoM of p, likewise leads directly to
the second massless Friedmann equation with the same mod-
ification.

B. Adding matter

Finally, the behaviour of 7" can be determined by including
some general matter Lagrangian £ (N, a, vij, ¢) — Has, 8O



that the same derivation can be performed, where instead of
H' = He — Hp, one obtains H' = He — Hr + N,/ya’p.
The matter density p is naturally determined from the result-
ing Friedmann equations, along with the pressure-density ra-
t10 w:

.\ 2
a k N2 /p

C) pNE o (2,
(a) + a? 3 (2m+/\ff(c))’

a NZrop

e__N TP _ 50
- : [ L (1+3u) Aeff(c)}, (50)
- 1 6HM w__l 1 a_36HM/6a
e ON T 3 N OHn /ON )

These equations can then be solved by moving to conformal
time Ndt — a(n)dn, a(t) — a(n), and absorbing Aef(c)
into p = p + 2kAer(c) and w0 = w/ (14 26Aet(c)/p),
which then simply replace p and w above. Now, defining
C = (1+ 3w) /2, multiplying this to the first equation and
then adding the result to the second, while defining a new
function a’/a = f’/C [ (prime denotes derivative with re-
spect to 1), reduces this to:

f//

—+Ck=0. ShH

f
Assuming C' remains constant, enforcing the boundary con-
dition f(0) = 0, and converting back to a, one finds a(n) =
amamsin(\/an)%. @maz can then be determined by substi-
tuting the solution back into the first Friedmann equation in
conformal time, and choosing = 7/ 2¢/C, so that

3
Aett(€) + p/2kK

1 3w
c=2(1+— 3 )
5 ( 1 +2meff(c)/p>

where as usual w = 0, 1/3 for a cold matter or radiation dom-
inated universe respectively. Note that the w = —1 case is
absent since any \.s(c) dependence has been extracted from
w. In conformal time, T becomes T = % f dna(n)*, and
changing variables again to # = \/C7), and setting the limits
to when a(n) = 0, this is

9

a(n) = + sin(VCn)®,

(52)

T = / dasin(z)T.  (53)
NVC (eii(e) + p/2)* Jo
For w = 0, 4/C = 8, which can be readily solved for:
9v2 35
To = V2 i (54)

N ()\eff(c) + p/?ﬁ)Q 1—28

However, the w = 1/3 cannot be solved as C' still depends
on the specifics of Aer(c)/p. To get around this, note the be-
haviour of (33), as Aegr(c) — 07, C — (1 + 3w) /2, so that
the integrals for w = 0, 1/3 can both be performed:

9v2 357
_) -

N (p/2x)" 128

o9 3
VSN (p/2k) 8

(55)

This result for Ty agrees with that obtained previously (534) for
Aesf(c) = 0. In both cases, T does not blow up to infinity,
and taking into account the new p term in the potential:

(1) _ L opt1_ 2887k \/1 _a? (/\ ﬁ)

ji’(a,¢) = Fa 7hT}\eff(C)2 3 eft(C) + o)
(56)

it does indeed appear that |j§[1)(c)| —ooas Aefr(c) = 0.

VI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

It is clear that the BHC mechanism can be made to work
with a variety of approaches, as has been shown in previous
work [[17, d 22]. This paper provides potentially new ap-
proaches via new actions, such as A — F' coupling, which ex-
hibits BHC behaviour while simultaneously encompassing a
form of Unimodular Gravity presented by Henneaux and Teit-
elboim [E]. Meanwhile, a variation on this, A — F2 coupling,
demonstrates a clearer generalisation of Hawking’s original
action, and of the BCH mechanism in general. Therefore,
Unimodular Gravity could provide a potential motivation for
a BCH-type result. At the very least, the link is noteworthy.

Lastly, using Vilenkin’s probability flux [34] instead of the
troublesome Euclidean action, broad agreement was found
with the latter’s results. This is very encouraging, but one
must take note of the assumptions and approximations made.
First, the Vilenkin wavefunctions (36) used to derive an ex-
pression for the probability flux are WKB approximate solu-
tions to the WdW equation. Fortunately, taking Aegt(c) — 0T
makes U (a) tend to infinity, likely leading to a slowly evolv-
ing solution, which the WKB approximation was designed
for (U >> K, for K the kinetic term). Secondly, only the
classically allowed region is being considered here, where
a < /3/(Aewr(c) + p/2x). Thirdly, considering a semi-
classical Hamiltonian naturally leads to its own concerns over
potential inaccuracies, which may be partly alleviated by only
considering the classically allowed region. Lastly, it was as-
sumed that C in (32) was constant to derive the behaviour of
a(n), and by extension the matter density p was also assumed
to be constant, or at least slowly evolving. While this might be
compatible with a slowly evolving WKB solution, it may be
increasingly inaccurate when integrating over the universe’s
lifetime, as was done here. Nevertheless, the results of this
integration, and indeed the whole probability flux are merely
instructive, to gauge the general dependence of this on the ef-
fective cosmological constant as it tends to zero.

This probability flux approach can also be applied to the
new “coupling” actions with minor modifications, and is ex-
pected to produce broadly similar results. How one would
approach quantizing these new variations in the scheme of
larger quantum gravity theories remains to be seen - as was
done for the original BHC mechanism in the context of String
Theory 3]. All together, the linking of Unimodular Gravity
to the BHC mechanism via new actions, with a promising new
probability argument, that all appear in agreement, presents at
the least an interesting new take on the topic.

We close by noting that connections may probably be found




with other work. Hawking’s approach has clear parallels with
that of sequestration @] and wormholes @]. In all of these
approaches one generates an ensemble of effective field theo-
ries with different cosmological constants (although they dif-
fer in how to select among them). Could the lessons learnt in
this paper illuminate the differences and interconnections be-
tween all of these different mechanisms? On a different front,
Lambda may be released from constancy in quasi-topological
theories [26, 27]. Then, Lambda appears closely related to
a form of conformal invariance, associated with the presence
of torsion [40], which can be broken together with parity. The
quantum cosmology of such theories [41] leads to an approach
almost orthogonal to that followed in this paper, which does

not mean that they cannot be combined. The possibility that
Lambda is a purely quantum phenomenon [42] in theories
where gravity emerges as a Fermi liquid [43-45] is another
puzzling connection that remains to be made. Lastly, note
that [46] similarly drew links between the BHC mechanism
and Unimodular gravity, in the context of imposing a nonlo-
cal constraint on the gravity action.
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