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Abstract

Recent studies have demonstrated the possibility to uphold classical determinism
within gravitational singularities, showcasing the ability to uniquely extend Ein-
stein’s equations across the singularity in certain symmetry-reduced models. This
extension can be achieved by allowing the orientation of spatial hypersurfaces to
dynamically change. Furthermore, a crucial aspect of the analysis revolves around
the formulation of the dynamical equations in terms of physical degrees of freedom,
demonstrating their regularity at the singularity. Remarkably, singular behavior is
found to be confined solely to the gauge/unphysical degrees of freedom. This pa-
per extends these results to gravity coupled with Abelian and non-Abelian gauge
fields in a symmetry-reduced model (homogeneous anisotropic universe). Near the
Big Bang, the dynamics of the geometry and the gauge fields is reformulated in a
way that shows that determinism is preserved, assuming a change in orientation
at the singularity. The gauge fields are demonstrated to maintain their orienta-
tion throughout the singularity, indicating that the predicted orientation change
of spatial hypersurfaces holds physical significance. This observation suggests that
an observer can discern the specific side of the Big Bang they inhabit.
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1 Introduction

General relativity (GR) predicts the existence of gravitational singularities: regions
of the spacetime manifold where certain physical quantities become meaningless in a
coordinate-independent way. In these regions, for example, some components of the
stress-energy tensor may diverge, as well as some curvature invariants, or the geodesic
equation may be singular (i.e., geodesic incompleteness, as predicted by the Penrose–
Hawking singularity theorems [1–5]).

Currently, quantum gravity effects are considered the most promising approach to
regularize gravitational singularities [6–9], similar to how QED renders the energy of
a point-like electric charge finite, thanks to the uncertainty principle [10]. However,
spacetime singularities differ significantly from those in electromagnetism. Unlike the
latter, spacetime singularities arise directly from the evolution (via Einstein’s equations)
of regular initial data. This makes them physical predictions of the theory, while the
diverging energy of a point-like charge is a consequence of the idealization of a point
particle, which is introduced manually into the initial conditions.

One of the most remarkable implications of gravitational singularities is the apparent
breakdown of determinism. In Lorentzian field theories like GR, classical determinism
refers to the ability to uniquely predict the values of the physical fields anywhere within
a region of spacetime known as the causal diamond, provided that the initial values
of these fields on some space-like region are given. The presence of a gravitational
singularity appears to violate determinism, making it impossible to predict the values
of the fields throughout a future causal cone originating from the singularity. The loss
of predictability in GR around these regions can be summarized by Hawking’s words:
“One does not know what will come out of a singularity” [11].

Nevertheless, recent works [12–15] have revealed the possibility of preserving de-
terminism in certain symmetry-reduced models that exhibit Big Bang or black hole
singularities. Ref. [12] proved that, under a homogeneous but not necessarily isotropic
ansatz, it is possible to reformulate Einstein’s equations in terms of a set of variables that
satisfies a theorem of existence and uniqueness at the singularity. This result has been
established in [12–15] for the initial singularity of the Bianchi-IX model, a homogeneous
non-isotropic universe with an S3 topology [16,17], filled with stiff matter. The presence
of this type of matter source is necessary to regularize the eternal chaotic dynamics that
would otherwise occur as the singularity is approached. In the absence of stiff matter,
the Bianchi-IX singularity exhibits Misner’s mixmaster behavior [16, 17]: as the singu-
larity is approached, the spatial volume goes to zero, while the shape degrees of freedom
(which measure the anisotropy of the spatial metric) oscillate chaotically. This intricate
motion persists indefinitely in coordinate time, with the shape variables oscillating an
infinite number of times before reaching the singularity. However, the singularity itself is
reached within a finite amount of proper time: the behavior is then that of an essential
singularity (analogous to limx→0 sin (1/x)). This essential singularity prevents knowl-
edge of the exact values of all the physical degrees of freedom at the singularity. The
presence of stiff matter regularizes this behavior, ensuring that the system enters a final
phase of quiescence, i.e., a non-chaotic anisotropic collapse described by the Bianchi-I
(or Kasner) model [18]. This condition is indispensable for extending the solution of
Einstein’s equation through the singularity since each physical degree of freedom must
admit a well-defined limit at the Big Bang.

It is possible to identify a set of physical variables that remain well-defined at the
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singularity,1 enabling the formulation of the equations of motion in a manner consis-
tent with the Picard–Lindelöf theorem on the existence and uniqueness of solutions.
This implies that the newly introduced regular variables continue to evolve uniquely
through the singularity. As the singularity resides at the boundary of the configuration
space, this suggests the need to extend the configuration space of GR. In [12], this is
achieved by allowing changes in the orientation of space. The interpretation of the reg-
ular variables beyond the singularity is as follows: they describe the geometry of spatial
hypersurfaces with reversed orientations that lie beyond the Big Bang. Consequently, a
“second universe” emerges from the singularity with an inverted spatial orientation.

In [14], it was conjectured that the preservation of determinism is not limited to
homogeneous models such as Bianchi IX but is a general characteristic of realistic Big
Bang and black hole singularities. Firstly, quiescence, which was a key feature of the
original result [12], is not exclusive to models with a stiff matter source. As noted
in [14], the Starobinski model, which involves an effective action for gravity that includes
the lowest-order quantum corrections to the Einstein–Hilbert action, also exhibits this
characteristic (in addition to being the most promising candidate for explaining inflation
[24]). Therefore, it can be said that pure (semiclassical) gravity alone, without any
matter sources, tends towards a quiescent behavior.

Secondly, the assumption of homogeneity, which allowed the treatability of the mod-
els examined thus far, does not seem to be a prerequisite for the continuity results to
hold. A strong evidence supporting this idea is provided by the Belinsky–Khalatnikov–
Lifshitz (BKL) conjecture [25], which states that as one approaches a space-like sin-
gularity, the time derivatives in Einstein’s equations dominate over spatial derivatives,
implying that the asymptotic dynamics is described by an (infinite) set of decoupled
ordinary differential equations, one for each spatial point. These equations are identical
to the equations of motion for a Bianchi-IX universe, and in quiescent models, they
exhibit the continuation result under discussion. Interestingly, the BKL conjecture is
essentially proven for universes with stiff matter sources [26], providing strong indica-
tions that inhomogeneities will not change the result regarding continuation through
singularities.

Furthermore, the models examined thus far have only included scalar matter fields,
which, as we remarked, can be seen as an effective description of quantum gravitational
degrees of freedom, in the case of Starobinski’s model [14]. It is commonly understood
that “matter does not matter” near a singularity [8,27,28]. In the vicinity of an isotropic
FLRW solution, a simple scaling argument shows that the contributions to Friedman’s
equations arising from Standard Model matter (a−3), radiation (a−4), the cosmological
constant (a0), and spatial curvature (a−2) are all suppressed compared to the contribu-
tion of anisotropic shear, which scales as a−6 (where a denotes the FLRW scale factor).
Here, by anisotropic shear, we refer to what we later refer to as shape kinetic energy,
which represents the term analogous to kinetic energy associated with the change in
anisotropy parameters (visualize a scenario in which we are in close proximity to an
initially isotropic spatial metric that is gradually losing its isotropy). It should be noted
that the only exception to this behavior is scalar fields, which contribute to the Fried-
man equations with terms that scale as a−6. This intuition does not hold when we
delve deep into the anisotropic regime [29]. If the pressure of matter sources becomes
anisotropic, it can interact in a complex manner with the shape degrees of freedom,

1See [19–23] for a reformulation of the dynamics of GR as a non-hamiltonian system based on these
variables.
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and it is not possible to demonstrate that matter or radiation decouples in the same
way as in the isotropic regime. The motto “matter does not matter” does not hold in
an anisotropic universe, therefore the continuability of Einstein’s equations through the
Big Bang needs to be proven separately in presence of matter or radiation fields.

In this paper, our focus is on radiation, specifically electromagnetic and Yang–Mills
fields. We aim to provide a comprehensive analysis of their dynamics near a Big Bang
singularity in a simplified model, namely, under the assumption of homogeneity. Our
first objective is to rigorously prove that the radiation degrees of freedom truly decouple
from the gravitational ones (in the sense that they disappear from the equations of
motion of the latter), while being driven by their own evolution. This will be the first
goal of this paper.

The second goal is to study how the gauge degrees of freedom evolve under the
influence of the gravitational ones as we progress through the singularity. This question
is intriguing because, although the orientation of spatial slices is reversed upon crossing
the singularity, it is not evident whether this reversal can be observed, for example by
means of parity-breaking tests like beta decay [30]. It remains uncertain whether such
tests could determine the side of the singularity we find ourselves on. For this, we need
to know what happens to gauge fields and fermions, whether for example their direction
is flipped or not. This paper takes the first step towards addressing this question by
analyzing the behavior of the gauge fields.

Our results suggest that gauge fields do not reverse their direction across the sin-
gularity, although we cannot prove this yet in a fully general context. Our analysis is
restricted to homogeneous gauge fields, and furthermore, it applies in full generality only
to Abelian gauge groups. In the non-Abelian case, our analysis is limited to a “one-
dimensional” ansatz, meaning that both the gauge vector potential and its conjugate
momentum are assumed to point in the same spatial direction throughout the evolution.
The relaxation of these assumptions will be the focus of future investigations.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a review of the Hamiltonian
formulation of the Einstein–Maxwell system. Sections 3 and 4 focus on the phase-space
reduction to the homogeneous case, assuming a spatial topology of a three-sphere and
the invariance under translations of both the metric and the gauge fields throughout the
evolution. This ansatz is compatible with the Hamiltonian evolution and reduces the
degrees of freedom to a finite set, whose equations of motion are ordinary differential
equations in time.

Section 5 introduces the Misner variables commonly used to discuss homogeneous
universes with a three-sphere topology (Bianchi-IX models) and demonstrates the in-
evitability of the singularity even in the presence of gauge fields. In Section 6, a further
simplification is introduced through the one-dimensional ansatz for the gauge fields
discussed earlier. Under this ansatz, the continuation result can be (relatively) easily
proven.

Section 7 considers the relaxation of the one-dimensional ansatz for Abelian gauge
fields and the continuation result is proven. The extension of this result to SU(2)
and SU(3) gauge fields under the one-dimensional ansatz is detailed in Appendix A.
However, the relaxation of this ansatz in non-Abelian gauge theories goes beyond the
scope of the present paper. Finally, in Section 8, we draw conclusions based on the
knowledge gained thus far. In Table 1 we summarize the notations used in the paper.
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Greek indices are spacetime indices µ, ν, ρ, . . . ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}

Latin lowercase indices from the end of the alphabet
are spatial indices

i, j, k, . . . ∈ {1, 2, 3}

Latin lowercase indices from the beginning of the al-
phabet are internal/dreibein indices

a, b, c, . . . ∈ {1, 2, 3}

Latin uppercase indices are internal SO(N) indices I, J,K, . . . ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N2 − 1}

Table 1: Notations used in the paper.

2 Hamiltonian formulation of Einstein–Maxwell the-

ory

Our goal is to extend the model of [12,14] to the case of the Einstein–Maxwell system:
GR minimally coupled with electromagnetism, whose action is given by

S =

∫
d4x
√
−h
(
R− 1

4
hµνhρσFµρFνσ

)
, Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAν . (1)

In the Arnowitt–Deser–Misner Hamiltonian formalism [31], the four-dimensional
metric hµν is split into its spatial components gij, which serve as canonical variables,
and four other fields: the lapse scalar N and the shift vector N i,2 which are Lagrange
multipliers because their time derivatives do not appear in the action. The relations
between these quantities and the spacetime metric components are given by hij = gij,
h00 = −N2 +NiN

i, and h0i = hi0 = Ni.
These quantities have the following physical interpretations: the spatial components

gij represent the three-dimensional metric of equal-time hypersurfaces, the shift gener-
ates infinitesimal spatial translations along the hypersurfaces, and the lapse represents
the proper time measured by observers moving orthogonally between neighboring hy-
persurfaces. The time derivatives of gij are replaced, through a Legendre transform, by
the conjugate momenta πij =

(√
g/2N

) (
gikgjl − gijgkl

)
(ġkl −£ ~N gkl), where gij is the

inverse matrix of gij, and £ ~N is the Lie derivative w.r.t. the shift N i.
The Hamiltonian decomposition of the electromagnetic action is similar to the fa-

miliar one in Minkowski spacetime: the canonical variables are the spatial components
of the electromagnetic potential Ai, while the time component A0 (which is the scalar
potential) acts as a fifth Lagrange multiplier. The spatial components of the Faraday
tensor are given by Fij = ∂iAj − ∂jAi. Finally, the momenta canonically conjugate to
Ai are the components of the electric field Ei =

(√
g/N

)
gij
(
F0j −NkFkj

)
.

The following equal-time Poisson-bracket relations hold for conjugate pairs of vari-
ables:

{gij(x), πkl(y)} = 1
2

(
δki δ

l
j + δli δ

k
j

)
δ(3)(x− y) ,

{Ai(x), Ej(y)} = δji δ
(3)(x− y) ,

(2)

while all other brackets are zero. The time evolution is given by the total Hamiltonian,

2The spatial metric, shift, and lapse are a two-tensor, a vector and a scalar field, respectively, under
diffeomorphisms of the spatial hypersurface.
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which for our system is a linear combination of the following constraints:

H[N ] =

∫
d3xN

(
1√
g

(
πijπij − 1

2
π2 + 1

2
gijE

iEj
)

+
√
g
(
1
4
gijgklFikFjl −K

))
,

Hi[N
i] =

∫
d3xN i

(
EjFij − 2 gij∇kπjk

)
,

G[A0] = −
∫
d3xA0

(
∇iEi

)
,

(3)

where K is the Ricci scalar and ∇i is the covariant derivative, both w.r.t. the metric
gij. These constraints are first-class, and close an extension of the so-called hypersurface
deformation algebra [32, 33] (or rather algebroid [34]). The first and the last lines in
Eq. (3) represent the Hamiltonian and Gauss constraints, which generate time evolution
and electromagnetic gauge transformations respectively. The three constraintsHi can be
expressed (up to boundary terms) as a linear combination of Gauss and diffeomorphism
constraints:

Hi[N
i] = Di[N i]− G[AiN

i] + (boundary terms) , (4)

where:

Di[N i] =

∫
d3x

(
Ei£ ~NAi + πij£ ~Ngij

)
. (5)

3 Homogeneous ansatz

We now impose the homogeneous ansatz, which has been the starting point of previ-
ous works such as [12, 14]. The most general spatially-homogeneous universe with the
topology of a three-sphere is described by the Bianchi-IX model [16,17,35]. The spatial
metric is assumed to have three independent Killing vectors that generate spatial trans-
lations (homogeneity). On S3, coordinatized by the usual hyperspherical coordinates
θ ∈ [0, π], φ ∈ [0, π], ψ ∈ [0, 2π), it is possible to construct a basis of vector fields that
are invariant under these translations, as well as a dual basis of one-forms:
χ1 = − sinψ ∂θ + cosψ csc θ ∂φ − cosψ cot θ ∂ψ

χ2 = − cosψ ∂θ − sinψ csc θ ∂φ + sinψ cot θ ∂ψ

χ3 = ∂ψ

,


σ1 = − sinψ dθ + cosψ sin θ dφ

σ2 = − cosψ dθ − sinψ sin θ dφ

σ3 = dψ + cos θ dφ

,

(6)
where the duality is given by

σai χ
j
a = δji , σai χ

i
b = δab . (7)

The most generic homogeneous (but not necessarily isotropic) metric on S3 can be
expressed as a quadratic form (with spatially constant coefficients) in this basis. By
imposing the homogeneous ansatz also on the conjugate momenta pij (which is necessary
to preserve the homogeneous ansatz for the metric under time evolution), as well as on
the electromagnetic fields Ai and Ei, we obtain:

gij(t, x) = qab(t)σ
a
i (x)σbj(x) ,

Ai(t, x) = Aa(t)σ
a
i (x) ,

πij(t, x) = pab(t)χia(x)χjb(x) detσ(x) ,

Ei(t, x) = Ea(t)χia(x) detσ(x) ,

Fij(t, x) = Fbc(t)σ
b
i (x)σcj(x) = −Aa(t) δad εdbc σbi (x)σcj(x) .

(8)
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Notice that the conjugate momenta pij and Ei require a term detσ(x) = sin θ to ensure
the correct transformation behavior under diffeomorphisms (that of a tensor density of
weight +1). In this basis, all these tensor fields have homogeneous components: qab, p

ab,
Aa, E

a, with only a time dependence. Under this ansatz, all the constraints (each of
which constrains one degree of freedom per spatial point) can be smeared over arbitrary
functions and become the following global constraints:

H[N ] = n
(
pabpcdqbc qda − 1

2
(pabqab)

2 + qab qcd δ
bcδda − 1

2
(qab δ

ab)2

+1
2
qabE

aEb + 1
4

det q qabqcdFac Fbd
)
,

Hi[N
i] = nd

(
EaFda + 2 pab qac εbdf δ

fc
)

= Di[N i] ,

G[ϕ] = 0 ,

(9)

where:

n = 1√
det q

∫
dθdφdψ sin θ N(x) , na =

∫
dθdφdψ sin θ σai (x)N i(x) , (10)

are four leftover Lagrange multipliers (the spatial averages of the lapse and shift). Notice
that the Gauss constraint is automatically solved by the homogeneous ansatz.

The homogeneous ansatz is dynamically consistent, i.e., it is preserved by the evolu-
tion [16,17], as can be verified by substituting the ansatz into the RHS of the Einstein
equations.

4 Solving the diffeomorphism constraints

In order to eliminate the non-physical degrees of freedom, we need to gauge-fix the
three diffeomorphism constraints using Dirac’s procedure for constrained Hamiltonian
systems [36–38]. The diffeomorphism generators are:

ξ1 = D1 = 2
(
p13q12 − p12q13 + p23q2 − p2q23 + p3q23 − p23q3

)
+ E3A2 − E2A3 ≈ 0 ,

ξ2 = D2 = 2
(
p1q13 − p13q1 + p12q23 − p23q12 + p13q3 − p3q13

)
+ E1A3 − E3A1 ≈ 0 ,

ξ3 = D3 = 2
(
p2q12 − p12q2 + p23q13 − p13q2 + p12q1 − p1q12

)
+ E2A1 − E1A2 ≈ 0 .

(11)
A suitable choice [14,33] for the gauge-fixing constraints is:

ξ4 = q23 ≈ 0 , ξ5 = q13 ≈ 0 , ξ6 = q12 ≈ 0 . (12)

These gauge-fixing constraints are second-class w.r.t. ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 everywhere except at the
three planes of symmetry q1 = q2, q2 = q3 and q3 = q1. Except for a measure-zero
set of solutions that takes entirely place on these planes, all solutions that intersect
these planes can be uniquely continued through them by making a different local choice
of gauge-fixing. We can solve the diffeomorphism constraints w.r.t. the non-diagonal
components of pab, and this choice is regular everywhere away from the three symmetry
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planes: 

p23 =
E2A3 − E3A2

2 (q2 − q3)
,

p13 =
E3A1 − E1A3

2 (q3 − q1)
,

p12 =
E1A2 − E2A1

2 (q1 − q2)
.

(13)

Using the six second-class constraints ξα, α = 1, . . . , 6, we can construct the Dirac
matrix, which, when evaluated on the constraints hypersurface in the space of solutions
of the system (i.e., on-shell), reads:

Cαβ = {ξα, ξβ} ≈
(

0 M
−M 0

)
, (14)

where M = diag(q3 − q2, q1 − q3, q2 − q1). The inverse Dirac matrix is then simply:

(C−1)αβ ≈
(

0 M−1

−M−1 0

)
. (15)

Therefore, the Dirac bracket:

{f, g}∗ = {f, g} − {f, ξα}(C−1)αβ{ξβ, g} , (16)

is canonical on the diagonal components of the metric and their momenta, and on the
three components of the electromagnetic potential and their momenta:

{qa, pb}∗ = δba , {Aa, Eb}∗ = δba , (17)

and all the other Dirac brackets are zero.
We started with a system described by eighteen (not all physical) degrees of freedom:

six components of the symmetric three-dimensional metric qab, six components of metric
momenta pab, three components of the electromagnetic potential Aa, and three of the
electromagnetic momenta Ea (the electric field). After the diffeomorphism gauge-fixing,
we fixed six degrees of freedom: the three off-diagonal components of the metric q12,
q23, q13 (which are set to zero), and the three off-diagonal components of the metric
momenta p12, p23, p13 (which are now functions of all the other variables). Therefore,
we end up with twelve degrees of freedom. Of these, ten are truly physical, in the sense
that they are the minimum number of independent variables necessary to uniquely
determine a solution. The remaining two are constrained by the Hamiltonian constraint
(first equation in (9)) and its gauge-fixing (i.e., the fact that we can freely choose initial
conditions among the different points of the solution curve without changing the solution
itself).

The equations of motion generated by the Dirac bracket are the canonical equations
of motion obtained from the on-shell Hamiltonian:

H[N ] = n

[
HBIX +

q2q3(M1)
2

2 (q2 − q3)2
+

q1q3(M2)
2

2 (q1 − q3)2
+

q1q2(M3)
2

2 (q1 − q2)2

+ 1
2
q1
(
(E1)2 + (A1)

2
)

+ 1
2
q2
(
(E2)2 + (A2)

2
)

+ 1
2
q3
(
(E3)2 + (A3)

2
) ]

,

(18)
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where we called q11 = q1, q22 = q2, q33 = q3, p
11 = p1, p22 = p2, p33 = p3, and:

M1 = E2A3 − E3A2 , M2 = E3A1 − E1A3 , M3 = E1A2 − E2A1 , (19)

and where:

HBIX = (p1q1)
2

+ (p2q2)
2

+ (p3q3)
2 − (p3q3+p2q2+p1q1)

2

2
+ q21 + q22 + q23 −

(q1+q2+q3)
2

2
, (20)

is the Hamiltonian constraint of an empty Bianchi-IX universe [14].

5 Inevitability of collapse

With the following canonical transformation:
q1 = a20 exp

(
x0−
√
3x1+x2√
3

)
,

q2 = a20 exp
(
x0+
√
3x1+x2√
3

)
,

q3 = a20 exp
(
x0−2x2√

3

)
,


p1 = a−20

(
k2−
√
3k1+2k0
2
√
3

)
exp

(
−x0−

√
3x1+x2√
3

)
,

p2 = a−20

(
k2+
√
3k1+2k0
2
√
3

)
exp

(
−x0+

√
3x1+x2√
3

)
,

p3 = a−20

(
k0−k2√

3

)
exp

(
−x0−2x2√

3

)
,

(21)

where a0 is a dimensional constant (a reference scale), the Hamiltonian constraint takes
the form of a diagonal quadratic kinetic term for the metric variables ka, plus a potential-
like term that depends on the metric and electromagnetic variables:

H[N ] = n
[
1
2

(−k20 + k21 + k22) + 1
2
U(x,A,E)

]
,

U(x,A,E) = a40 e
2x0√

3 C(x1, x2) + a20 e
x0√
3V (x1, x2, A,E) +W (x1, x2, A,E) .

(22)

In the previous equation:

C(x1, x2) = e
−2x1+ 2√

3
x2

+ e
2x1+

2√
3
x2

+ e
− 4√

3
x2

− 2

(
e

2√
3
x2

+ e
−x1− 1√

3
x2

+ e
x1− 1√

3
x2
)
,

(23)

is the Bianchi-IX potential [14,33], and

V (x1, x2, A,E) = e
−x1+ x2√

3
(
(E1)2 + (A1)

2
)

+ e
x1+ x2√

3

(
(E2)2 + (A2)

2
)

+ e
− 2x2√

3

(
(E3)2 + (A3)

2
)
,

W (x1, x2, A,E) =
ex

1+
√
3x2(M1)

2

(ex1+
√
3x2 − 1)2

+
ex

1+
√
3x2(M2)

2

(ex1 − e
√
3x2)2

+
e2x

1
(M3)

2

(e2x1 − 1)2
,

(24)

are two new contributions depending on the electromagnetic field.
The variables x1 and x2 represent the shape degrees of freedom, which quantify the

anisotropy of the spatial metric. Their conjugate momenta, k1 and k2, correspond to
the rate of change of these anisotropies. The variable x0 and its conjugate momentum
k0 are related to the volume of the universe v and its conjugate momentum τ , known
as the York time. These relationships are expressed as follows:

v = a30 e
√
3
2
x0 , τ = 2√

3
a−30 e−

√
3

2
x0k0 . (25)
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The variable τ , which is named after James York [39], is associated with a specific
foliation of spacetime known as CMC (constant-mean extrinsic curvature). In this
foliation, the initial-value problem can be formulated as a system of elliptic equations,
whose solution exists and is unique. In a cosmological setting, τ is proportional to
(minus) the Hubble parameter [33]. The adoption of this foliation is motivated by the
fact that the physical degrees of freedom of GR are spatial-conformal invariants, leading
to the proposal of reformulating GR as a three-dimensional conformal field theory known
as Shape Dynamics [33, 40]. The concepts discussed in the present paper, such as the
identification of the shape degrees of freedom as the physical ones, are compatible with
the principles of Shape Dynamics, although it does not rely on the shape dynamical
interpretation of GR. Therefore, one can view this paper as a result in Shape Dynamics
or as an entirely independent result within Hamiltonian GR.

Consider now the equations of motion for x0 and k0:

ẋ0 = −n k0 , k̇0 = −n
(

1√
3
a40 e

2x0√
3 C + 1

2
√
3
a20 e

x0√
3 V

)
, (26)

and assuming, without loss of generality, n = 1 and a0 = 1, we can use these equations
to calculate the second time derivative of the quantity exp

(
−x0/

√
3
)
, which is a certain

power of the volume:

d2

dt2

(
e
− x0√

3

)
=

d

dt

(
e
− x0√

3k0

)
= −1

3
e
− x0√

3

(
−k20 + e

2x0√
3 C

)
− 1

6
V

≈ 1
3
e
− x0√

3

(
k21 + k22 +W

)
+ 1

6
V ,

(27)

where we used the Hamiltonian constraint in the last step. The RHS is non-negative,
because both V and W are positive-definite. Thus, we have proven that the quantity
exp

(
−x0/

√
3
)

is concave upwards. Consequently, it will monotonically decrease for
half of each solution, reaching a single minimum (which may potentially be infinitely
far in time, resulting in strictly increasing or decreasing behavior), and then it will
monotonically increase for the rest of the solution.

The volume, given by the (square root of the) inverse of this quantity, generally will
monotonically increase for half of each solution, will reach a maximum, and subsequently
will monotonically decrease to zero. As remarked above, there may also exist degenerate
solutions that undergo either monotonic growth or shrinking, reaching maximal expan-
sion only as t → +∞ (or t → −∞) while exhibiting a single Big Bang singularity as
t→ −∞ (or t→ +∞). Our focus in this paper is solely on the behavior of the system
near one singularity, while the behavior far away from it, where matter fields, cosmo-
logical constant terms, and inhomogeneities dominate the dynamics, does not concern
us.

The results above represent a cosmological reformulation of the Penrose–Hawking
singularity theorems [1–5]. According to these theorems, once a solution begins to
collapse, it cannot be halted and will continue to shrink until it reaches a singularity. It
is important to note that, although the Big Bang is only reached as t→ ±∞, this does
not mean that it is in the infinite future (or past). In fact, a finite amount of proper
time elapses between any finite value of t and t→ ±∞, as proved in [14].

10



6 One-dimensional ansatz

In this section, we consider a simpler but illustrative case in which the electromagnetic
field has only one spatial component:

A1 = A2 = 0 , E1 = E2 = 0 . (28)

These conditions are preserved by the equations of motion:

{A1,H[N ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

≈ 0 , {A2,H[N ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

≈ 0 ,

{E1,H[N ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

≈ 0 , {E2,H[N ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

≈ 0 ,
(29)

{A1,G[ϕ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

= 0 , {A2,G[ϕ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

= 0 ,

{E1,G[ϕ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

= 0 , {E2,G[ϕ]}∗
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

= 0 .
(30)

In our ansatz, we arbitrarily chose to keep the third component as the non-zero one,
but this choice does not make the model lose any generality. In fact, if we were to
choose the first or second component of Aa and Ea as the non-zero one in our ansatz,
the dynamics would remain identical, with the labels for the first, second and third
components permuted accordingly. This can be proven by performing a simultaneous
reflection transformation, such as q1 → q2, q3 → q1, q2 → q3 and likewise for pa. This
transformation does not change the Bianchi-IX part of the Hamiltonian constraint:
this is due to a discrete symmetry of our system, which remains invariant under the
aforementioned reflection transformations.

The Hamiltonian constraint in Eq. (18) now reads:

H[N ] = H[N ]
∣∣∣A1=A2=0
E1=E2=0

= n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3
(
(E3)2 + (A3)

2
)]
. (31)

If we now consider the following quantity:

H1D
HO = (E3)2 + (A3)

2 , (32)

it is immediate to prove that it is conserved, because it is first-class w.r.t. the Hamilto-
nian constraint:

{H1D
HO,H[N ]}∗ ≈ 0 , (33)

therefore, we can assign a constant of motion ε to it, which will remain unchanged along
the whole solution. As a result, the geometric degrees of freedom will evolve according
to the following effective Hamiltonian constraint:

Heff [N ] = n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3 ε
]
. (34)

We can combine the new term with the potential term present in HBIX . For any finite
value of ε, we can describe the dynamics of the geometrical degrees of freedom as being
controlled by an effective potential given by:

U1D = q21 + q22 + q23 −
(q1+q2+q3)

2

2
+ 1

2
q3 ε . (35)

Now let us demonstrate that the additional term in the potential does not alter the
result regarding the continuation through the singularity.
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1 Quiescence is unchanged. The structure of the Hamiltonian constraint resem-
bles that of Bianchi IX, although with a deformed potential. The solutions exhibit
similar characteristics to those of Bianchi IX: stretches of inertial motion known as
Kasner epochs when the potential term is negligible, interrupted by brief quasi-elastic
bounces referred to as Taub transitions that dissipate some of the shape momenta k1,
k2 [33].

During a Kasner epoch, the dynamics can be well approximated by that of a free
particle. In these phases, both the shape degrees of freedom xi and the scale degree
of freedom x0 evolve linearly w.r.t. parameter time t, so the spatial volume v decreases
exponentially. Notice that the proper time s measured by a comoving observer is expo-
nentially related to t (s is proportional to the t-integral of the volume). Therefore, if
a Kasner epoch were to extend all the way to the singularity at t → +∞, only a finite
amount of proper time would have elapsed [14]. Conversely, in a Taub transition, the
configuration point bounces against the Bianchi-IX potential, leading to rapid changes
in certain shape variables (such as the direction of motion in configuration space), while
x0 undergoes rapid changes in speed (i.e.,its conjugate momentum varies rapidly), but
not significantly in magnitude. The resulting motion for x0 is that of a segmented curve,
with periods of straight-line motion separated by rapid changes in slope. Proper time
remains finite all the way to the singularity. The Big Bang is thus reached within a
finite amount of proper time, but the system undergoes an infinite number of Taub
transitions. This chaotic behavior prevents certain degrees of freedom from having a
well-defined limit at the singularity.

For instance, consider the angular variable of the polar coordinates of the (x1, x2)
plane. If a Kasner epoch were to extend to the singularity, this variable would settle into
a limiting value. However, each Taub transition makes it change again. If we were to plot
its value against proper time, near the singularity it would resemble something similar
to the function sin(1/x) as x → 0, exhibiting an essential singularity. Consequently, it
is impossible to determine the specific value this variable takes at the Big Bang. This
prevent any attempt to continue these solutions thought it [14, 33].

If we introduce a scalar field, we can induce a state of quiescence, meaning that the
chaotic behavior stops after a finite number of Taub bounces, and the solution settles
onto a last Kasner epoch lasting all the way to the Big Bang. However, the additional
term in the potential (35) could, in principle, change the conditions for quiescence. This
is not the case for potential terms that are polynomial in the metric components q1,
q2, q3, as the one we have under the one-dimensional ansatz. This is easily proven by
considering the following scenario: let us assume that we begin during a Kasner epoch.
The solution takes the following form:

xα(t) = ηαβkβ t+ xα(0) , kα(t) = vα , v0 = +
√

(v1)2 + (v2)2 , (36)

where ηαβ = diag(−1, 1, 1), α, β = 0, 1, 2. The plus sign in the dispersion relation for
the integration constants vα has been chosen so that the Big Bang singularity occurs at
t→ +∞. Replacing the solution into the metric components (21), we obtain:

q1(t) = a20 exp
(
x0(t)−

√
3x1(t)+x2(t)√

3

)
∝ exp

(
−
√

(v1)2+(v2)2+
√
3 v1−v2√

3
t

)
= e−ρ1 t ,

q2(t) = a20 exp
(
x0(t)+

√
3x1(t)+x2(t)√

3

)
∝ exp

(
−
√

(v1)2+(v2)2−
√
3 v1−v2√

3
t

)
= e−ρ2 t ,

q3(t) = a20 exp
(
x0(t)−2x2(t)√

3

)
∝ exp

(
−
√

(v1)2+(v2)2+2 v2√
3

t

)
= e−ρ3 t .

(37)
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In polar coordinates (v1, v2) = |~v|(cosϕ, sinϕ), the three coefficients ρa appearing in the
equations above can be expressed as follows:

ρ1 = |~v|√
3

(
1 +
√

3 cosϕ− sinϕ
)
,

ρ2 = |~v|√
3

(
1−
√

3 cosϕ− sinϕ
)
,

ρ3 = |~v|√
3

(1 + 2 sinϕ) ,

(38)

and, for any value of ϕ, one of the coefficients ρa is always negative (except for the
three special directions along the symmetry axes of the potential, ϕ = π

2
, 7π

6
, 11π

6
, which,

however, only concern a measure-zero set of solutions). This can be observed in Fig. 1.

π

2

5 π

6

7 π

6

3 π

2

11 π

6
2 π

φ

-1

0

1

2

3

Figure 1: Plot of the three coefficients ρa vs. the direction ϕ.

Now, if we introduce a homogeneous scalar field without mass nor potential, the
Hamiltonian constraint (34) changes into:

Heff [N ] = n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3 ε+ 1

2
k23
]
, (39)

where k3 is the conjugate momentum to a homogeneous scalar field, which we call x3. A
Kasner epoch in this case looks exactly the same, with the difference that the dispersion
relation appearing in (36) now looks like:

v0 =
√

(v1)2 + (v2)2 + (v3)2 , (40)

where the constant of motion v3 is the (conserved) value of k3. Now, Eqs. (37) take the
same form, except that the ρa coefficients change into:

ρ1(w) = |~v|√
3

(
w +
√

3 cosϕ− sinϕ
)
,

ρ2(w) = |~v|√
3

(
w −
√

3 cosϕ− sinϕ
)
,

ρ3(w) = |~v|√
3

(w + 2 sinϕ) ,

w =
√

1 + (v3)2

(v1)2+(v2)2
. (41)

The parameter w takes value 1 when v3 = 0 (no scalar field), and w > 1 when v3 6= 0.
Each Taub transition ends in a new Kasner epoch with a lower value of (v1)

2 + (v2)
2

(see [14, 33] for the proof), so the parameter w progressively grows larger after each
bounce. When it reaches values equal to or larger than w = 2, all the ρa(w) functions
become positive everywhere. We reach a situation in which all the terms in any potential
that is polynomial in qa can only decrease with time. The solution settles with increasing
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accuracy around a single Kasner epoch all the way to the singularity, without further
Taub bounces.

As we mentioned earlier, the effective potential of the one-dimensional model (35)
is polynomial in qa (it includes quadratic terms from the Bianchi-IX part and a linear
term in q3). Therefore, the conditions for quiescence remains completely unchanged.

However, it is important to notice that the polynomiality of the potential is not
guaranteed in general. From Eq. (18), we can observe that in the general case where the
electromagnetic field has more than one spatial component, there are non-polynomial
terms, such as q1q2/(q1 − q2), and so on.

2 Continuing the dynamics through the singularity. In the previous Para-
graph, we have proved that the presence of a one-dimensional electromagnetic field does
not alter the quiescent behavior as the system approaches the Big Bang. This provides
the foundation for extending the continuation result of [12,14] to GR minimally coupled
with electromagnetism under the one-dimensional ansatz.

It is important to note that the variables x0, x1, x2, x3, k0, k1, k2, k3 are not a
suitable set for describing the system at the Big Bang. For example, the singularity is
located at the boundary of the (x1, x2) plane, where (x1)2+(x2)2 →∞. Therefore, when
expressed in terms of x0, k0, . . . , x

3, k3, the solutions become degenerate at the Big Bang.
The values of certain variables (such as (x1)2+(x2)2) at the singularity do not depend on
the choice of initial values and, in this sense, they are not predictive. However, we can
demonstrate that this loss of predictability at the Big Bang is coordinate-dependent. It
is possible to find a sufficiently large number of variables that tend to finite nontrivial
limits at the Big Bang, and at the same time possess the property that specifying their
values at any instant, including at the singularity, uniquely determines the solution.

Specifically, we can demonstrate that the equations of motion in these variables form
an autonomous set of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) that are regular at the Big
Bang. This means that the RHSs of the equations of motion tend to finite limits, as do
their first derivatives. At the singularity, these equations satisfy the conditions required
by the Picard-Lindelöf theorem of existence and uniqueness of solutions of ODEs [41].
Thus, it is possible to set an initial value problem at the Big Bang that has a unique
solution. Consequently, the Big Bang is not necessarily a region where determinism
fails, as no information about the dynamical system is lost there.

If the singularity is a region where the existence and uniqueness theorem holds, a
unique solution should depart from any of its points, in two directions. One direction
leads to the interior of the configuration space we used so far. However, it is not clear
at this point where the other direction should lead. In fact, the singularity lies at
the boundary of the configuration space, and we need to extend this space in order to
discuss the fate of the solutions that reach the Big Bang. The aforementioned regular
variables enable us to achieve such an extension in a natural manner: the metric and
scalar variables x1, x2, x3 are related to the three regular variables β, θ, ϕ through a
gnomonic map: 

x1 = | tan β| sin θ cosϕ ,

x2 = | tan β| sin θ sinϕ ,

x3 = | tan β| cos θ ,

(42)

where β, θ ∈ [0, π], ϕ ∈ [0, 2π) are hyperspherical coordinates on a three-sphere. These
coordinates project the configuration space (x1, x2, x3) onto a hemisphere of a three-
sphere. The gnomonic map defines a double cover of an N -dimensional plane by an
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N -sphere (see Fig. 2a), in which each hemisphere is mapped to a (x1, x2, x3) hyper-
plane, extending the original configuration space into two copies of itself. Physically, we
interpret each hyperplane as the configuration space of a three-geometry (plus a scalar
field) with a different spatial orientation that flips upon crossing the boundary of the two
hyperplanes (the equator of the three-sphere) [12, 14]. This implies that a universe ap-
proaching the singularity with a certain spatial orientation will collapse at the Big Bang
into a degenerate zero-volume one-dimensional geometry, in which two spatial directions
are infinitely smaller than the third one.3 Once the Big Bang is reached, the volume
can start growing again, but a universe with an opposite spatial orientation will emerge.
This entire process can be described using the extended configuration space (namely,
the gnomonic three-sphere) where the singularity is projected from the boundary of the
plane associated with a fixed spatial orientation onto the equator of the sphere (β = π

2
).

Therefore, the Big Bang is approached as β → π
2
±, while the angles θ, ϕ represent the

direction in which the equator is approached in the extended configuration space. Qui-
escent solutions, which were straight lines in the configuration plane, are projected onto
half great circles on the gnomonic sphere. Each half great circle has a unique natural
and regular continuation, which corresponds to the other half of the same great circle
in the other hemisphere (see Fig. 2b).

(a)

(b)

Figure 2: Gnomonic map in two dimensions. (a) Gnomonic projection from (two
copies of) a plane to a sphere. (b) Straight lines on planes are projected onto half
great circles on the gnomonic sphere.

3There is also a measure-zero set of solutions of two-dimensional degenerate geometries, in which
one direction is infinitely smaller than the other two [14].
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At this point, we have a continuation result for purely Kasner solutions: they are
great circles on the gnomonic sphere, which correspond to two (generally distinct)
straight lines on the two (x1, x2, x3) hyperplanes associated with the two spatial ori-
entations. To extend this result to Bianchi-IX solutions, where the straight lines only
exist in a neighborhood of the singularity, we must identify an additional set of five
variables that exhibit a finite nontrivial value at the singularity.

The shape and scalar conjugate momenta k1, k2, k3 can be regularized through the
following change of variables:

J = sgn(tan β) x1k1+x2k2+x3k3√
(x1)2+(x2)2+(x3)2

,

L1 = x2k3 − x3k2 ,
L3 = x1k2 − x2k1 ,

(43)

while the scale variable and its conjugate momentum, x0 and k0, require the following
transformation: η = sgn(tan β)

(
x0 + k0

(x1)2+(x2)2+(x3)2

x1k1+x2k2+x3k3

)
,

κ = |k0| .
(44)

The variables we introduced tend to a finite limit as the singularity is approached by a
quiescent solution:

J → sin θ (v1 cosϕ+ v2 sinϕ) + v3 cos θ ,

L1 → tan β (v3 sin θ sinϕ− v2 cos θ) ,

L3 → tan β sin θ (v2 cosϕ− v1 sinϕ) ,

η → sgn(tan β)x0 + v0 J
−1 tan β ,

κ→ v0 ,

as β → π
2
± . (45)

The solution identified by the initial data v0, v1, v2, v3, x
0(0), x1(0), x2(0), x3(0) can be

matched to a unique solution belonging to the other hemisphere with initial data −v0,
−v1, −v2, −v3, −x0(0), −x1(0), −x2(0), −x3(0). It is worth noting that the second
solution reaches the limit as t→ −∞, i.e., the Big Bang singularity of the universe with
the opposite spatial orientation is reached as t→ −∞.

We have yet to discuss the electromagnetic degrees of freedom. Under the one-
dimensional ansatz, there are two electromagnetic variables, A3 and E3. Their equations
of motion w.r.t. the effective Hamiltonian (39) (for n = 1) are the following:

Ȧ3 = q3E
3 , Ė3 = −q3A3 . (46)

At the singularity, A3 and E3 become conserved as q3 goes to zero. The electromag-
netic variables are unaffected by the orientation flip, meaning that the constant values
to which these variables tend are the same regardless of whether the singularity is ap-
proached from the left or the right (β → π

2
+ or β → π

2
−). Thus, these variables are

already regular and effectively describe the evolution of electromagnetic degrees of free-
dom in the entire extended configuration space.

Expressed in terms of the variables β, θ, ϕ, η, J , L1, L3, κ, A3, E
3, and assuming the

quiescence conditions are satisfied (i.e., neglecting the potential terms), the Hamiltonian
constraint (39) becomes:

HKasner = 1
2

[
κ2 − J2 − L2

1

tan2 β sin2 ϕ
+

L2
3(cos2 ϕ−sin−2 θ)

tan2 β sin2 ϕ
− L1L3

tan2 β tan θ tanϕ sinϕ

]
, (47)
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where we set n = 1 for sake of simplicity.
The equations of motion for the variables β, θ, ϕ, η, J , L1, L3, κ, A3, E

3 with respect
to the coordinate time t can be obtained by calculating the Dirac brackets using the
Hamiltonian constraint (39). However, t is not a suitable choice of independent variable
at the singularity as it diverges there. Instead, a natural choice of independent variable
is the arc-length on the gnomonic sphere:

d` =
√
dβ2 + sin2 β(dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2) , (48)

which is automatically monotonic everywhere on a solution and tends to a finite limit
at the singularity. The equations of motion give us the relationship between the two
independent variables:

d`
dt

= Λ−1 cos2 β , Λ =

(
J2 + sin−2 β

(
(L3 sin θ)2 +

(
L1

sinϕ
+ L3

tan θ tanϕ

)2))−1
2

. (49)

The equations of motion w.r.t. the arc-length during quiescence read:

dβ
d`

= Λ J ,
dθ
d`

= −Λ
(
L1 + L3

cosϕ
tan θ

)
sin−2 β sin−1 ϕ ,

dϕ
d`

= ΛL3 sin−2 β sin−2 θ ,
dη
d`

= −Λ Θκ J−2 sin−2 β ,
dA3

d`
= 0 ,

dJ
d`

= Λ Θ cos β sin−3 β ,
dL1

d`
= 0 ,

dL3

d`
= 0 ,

dκ
d`

= 0 ,
dE3

d`
= 0 ,

(50)

where:
Θ =

(
L2
3

tan2 θ tan2 ϕ
+

L2
3

sin3 θ
+ 2L1L3

tan θ tanϕ sinϕ
+

L2
1

sin2 ϕ

)
sin θ . (51)

It is important to notice that this model has ten degrees of freedom, but only eight of
them are truly physical, as two are redundant due to the Hamiltonian constraint and its
gauge-fixing. To eliminate the two remaining non-physical degrees of freedom, we need
to solve the Hamiltonian constraint (47) w.r.t. one of the variables and impose a gauge-
fixing condition. A straightforward choice for gauge fixing the Hamiltonian constraint,
which also serves as the generator of the dynamics, is to fix a specific instant of time.
In our case, the natural choice is β = π

2
, which represent the instant of the singularity.

The suitability of fixing β as a gauge for (47) can be verified by calculating the Dirac
bracket between β and (47) and observing that it is never zero at β = π

2
.

At the singularity, the Hamiltonian constraint tends to the simple expression

HKasner =
1

2
(κ2 − J2) . (52)

Therefore, it can be easily solved w.r.t. either the variable κ or J . Once we compute
the equations of motion and their first derivatives, we can impose the condition κ = J
(keeping in mind that both κ and J are positive-definite at the singularity) if we wish
to eliminate this last redundant degree of freedom.

We are now prepared to present the continuation result. The equations of motion
(50) are regular at the singularity,meaning that they admit the same left and right limit
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as β → π
2
:

dβ
d`
→ Λπ/2 J ,

dθ
d`
→ −Λπ/2

(
L1 + L3

cosϕ
tan θ

)
sin−1 ϕ ,

dϕ
d`
→ Λπ/2 L3 sin−2 θ ,

dη
d`
→ −Λπ/2 Θκ J−2 ,

dA3

d`
→ 0 ,

dJ
d`
→ 0 ,

dL1

d`
→ 0 ,

dL3

d`
→ 0 ,

dκ
d`
→ 0 ,

dE3

d`
→ 0 ,

(53)

where:

Λπ/2 = lim
β→π/2

Λ =

(
J2 + (L3 sin θ)2 +

(
L1

sinϕ
+ L3

tan θ tanϕ

)2)−1
2

. (54)

The assumptions of the Picard–Lindelöf theorem require the Lipshitz continuity of the
right-hand side of the equations of motion. However, in our case, we can prove an even
stronger condition: differentiability. In fact, the first derivatives of the RHSs of (50)
w.r.t. all the variables β, θ, ϕ, η, J , L1, L3, κ, A3, E

3 are all regular as β → π
2
±:

∂β
(
dJ
d`

)
→ −Λπ/2 Θ ,

∂θ
(
dβ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2 J sin θ
(
L2
3 cos θ − L2

3

tan θ tan2 ϕ sin3 θ
− L1L3

sinϕ tanϕ sin3 θ

)
,

∂θ
(
dθ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
L3

sin2 θ

(
L1L3 cos θ sin

3 θ
sinϕ

+
J2+

1
2
L2
3 sin

2 θ (3+cos(2θ))

tanϕ

)
,

∂θ
(
dϕ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
L3

sin2 θ

(
L2
3

tan θ tan2 ϕ sin2 θ
+ L1L3

tanϕ sin2 θ sinϕ
− 2J2

tan θ

− 2
tan θ

(
L1

sinϕ
+ L3

tan θ tanϕ

)2
− 3L2

3 cos θ sin θ

)
,

∂θ
(
dη
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
κ
J2

(
−L3 Θ sin θ

(
L3

tan θ tan2 ϕ sin3 θ
+ L1

tanϕ sin3 θ sinϕ
− L3 cos θ

)
+Λ−2π/2

L3

sin θ

(
L3

tan θ

(
2

tan2 ϕ
+ 3

sin θ

)
+ 2L1

tanϕ sinϕ

)
− Λ−2π/2 Θ cos θ

)
,

∂ϕ
(
dβ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
J

sinϕ

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)(
L1

tanϕ
+ L3

tan θ sinϕ

)
,

∂ϕ
(
dθ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
2J2+L2

3+L
2
3 cos(2θ)

2 sin2 ϕ

(
L1 cosϕ+ L3

tan θ

)
,

∂ϕ
(
dϕ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
L3

sin2 θ sinϕ

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)(
L1

tanϕ
+ L3

tan θ sinϕ

)
,

∂ϕ
(
dη
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
κ sin3 θ
J2 sin2 ϕ

(
2L2

1

tanϕ
+

2L2
3

tanϕ tan2 θ
+ L1L3(3+cos(2θ))

tan θ sinϕ

)
(

2L2
3 −

L2
3

sin5 θ
+ 2J2

sin2 θ
+
(

L3

tan θ tanϕ sin θ
+ L1

sinϕ sin θ

)2)
,

∂J
(
dβ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2

(
(L3 sin θ)2 +

(
L1

sinϕ
+ L3

tan θ tanϕ

)2)
,

∂J
(
dθ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
J2

sinϕ

(
L1 + L3 cosϕ

tan θ

)
,

∂J
(
dϕ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2
JL3

sin2 θ
,

∂J
(
dη
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2 Θ κ
J3

(
3J2 + 2 (L3 sin θ)2 + 2

(
L1

sinϕ
+ L3

tan θ tanϕ

)2)
,

(continued on next page)
(55)
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(continued from previous page)

∂L1

(
dβ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2
J

sinϕ

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)
,

∂L1

(
dθ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2
J2+L2

3 sin
2 θ

sinϕ
,

∂L1

(
dϕ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2
L3

sin2 θ sinϕ

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)
,

∂L1

(
dη
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2
κ sin3 θ
J2 sinϕ

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)
(

2L2
3 −

L2
3

sin5 θ
+ 2J2

sin2 θ
+
(

L3

tan θ tanϕ sin θ
+ L1

sinϕ sin θ

)2)
,

∂L3

(
dβ
d`

)
→ −Λ3

π/2 J
(
L3 sin2 θ + L3

tan2 θ tan2 ϕ
+ L1

tan θ tanϕ sinϕ

)
,

∂L3

(
dθ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2

(
L1L2 sin

2 θ
sinϕ

− J2

tan θ tanϕ

)
,

∂L3

(
dϕ
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2

(
J2

sin2 θ
+ L1L3

tan θ tanϕ sinϕ sin2 θ
+

L2
1

sin2 θ sin2 ϕ

)
,

∂L3

(
dη
d`

)
→ Λ3

π/2
κ
J2

((
L3 cos θ

tan θ tan2 ϕ
+ L1 cos θ

tanϕ sinϕ

)(
2J2 +

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)2)
− L3

3 cos
2 θ sin θ

tan2 ϕ
+

L2
1L3 sin

3 θ

sin2 ϕ
− L3

3

− L3

sin2 θ

(
2J2 +

(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ L1

sinϕ

)(
L3

tan θ tanϕ
+ 2L1

sinϕ

)))
,

∂κ
(
dθ
d`

)
→ −Λπ/2 Θ J−2 ,

and all the other derivatives tend to zero. Notice that imposing the asymptotic solution
of the Hamiltonian constraint, κ = J , does not alter the regularity of the RHSs.

In full generality, when the potential terms cannot be neglected, the Hamiltonian
constraint (39) assumes the following form in the new variables:

Heff = HKasner + 1
2
e

2√
3
sgn(tanβ)(η−κJ−1 tanβ)

C(β, θ, ϕ)

+ 1
2
e

1√
3
sgn(tanβ)(η−κJ−1 tanβ)

e
− 2√

3
| tanβ| sin θ sinϕ

ε ,

(56)

where C(β, θ, ϕ) represents the Bianchi-IX potential (23) as a function of β, θ, ϕ. When
the quiescent approximation is relaxed, the equations of motion (50) acquire additional
“force” terms arisig from the potential. However, these terms are strongly suppressed
near the equator/singularity, due to the exponential factors in Eq. (56), which tend to
zero as β → π

2
like exp (−const.| tan β|) (after solving the Hamiltonian, e.g., w.r.t. κ,

and substituting the solution back into the equations of motion). In the equations of
motion, the suppressing exponentials appear multiplied by powers of tan β. Although
the positive powers diverge, they do so slower than the exponentials and end up sup-
pressed as well. As a result, the full equations of motion asymptotically tend to the
quiescent ones (50). This holds true for the first-derivative expressions (55) as well,
once again due to the presence of the suppressing exponentials.

7 Generic Einstein–Maxwell system

In the most generic situation, the electromagnetic field has all three components. The
Hamiltonian constraint is given by Eq. (22). In this case as well, we can identify a
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conserved quantity (i.e., one that is first-class w.r.t. the Hamiltonian constraint):

H3D
HO =

3∑
a=1

(
(Ea)2 + (Aa)

2
)
, {H3D

HO,H[N ]}∗ = 0 . (57)

This can be readily proven by observing that H[N ] depends on the electromagnetic
variables only though the six terms (Ea)2+(Aa)

2 and Ma (the latter defined in Eq. (19)),
and each of these terms commutes separately with H3D

HO. These six terms correspond
to the conserved quantities of a three-dimensional Harmonic oscillator, namely, three
“energies” and three components of the angular momentum. Hence, we can associate a
constant of motion ε3D to H3D

HO. It is important to notice that, although this quantity
is not explicitly present in (22), it establishes bounds on the possible values of the
electromagnetic field and momenta:

|Aa| ≤
√
ε3D , |Ea| ≤

√
ε3D . (58)

We now demonstrate that, with the inclusion of a scalar field, as discussed in Para-
graph 1 of Section 6, the conditions for quiescence are still satisfied, even without the
one-dimensional ansatz for the electromagnetic field.

As mentioned before, the relevant Hamiltonian constraint in this scenario is given by
Eq. (22), to which we add a scalar field (referred to as x3) without mass nor potential
terms:

H[N ] = n
[
1
2

(
−k20 + k21 + k22 + k23

)
+ 1

2
U(x,A,E)

]
, (59)

where k3 represents the conjugate momentum to x3. Since the electromagnetic variables
only appear in the potential term U(x,A,E), the removal of the one-dimensional ansatz
does not affect the results obtained in Paragraph 1 of Section 6: during a Kasner epoch,
the metric components qa progressively decrease in time, along with any polynomial
quantity derived from them. However, in the absence of the one-dimensional ansatz, the
potential U acquires two additional terms (see Eqs. (23) and (24)), one of which is not
even polynomial in qa. Consequently, they need separate discussion.

The potential U now consists of a combination of three quantities: C, V , and W .
The Bianchi-IX potential C(x1, x2) depends only on the metric variables and is poly-
nomial in qa, hence its behavior is analogous to that of the effective potential in the
one-dimensional model (35). The potential V (x1, x2, A,E) is again polynomial in qa,
but its coefficients are functions of the electromagnetic variables. The presence of the
conserved quantity (57) implies that Ea and Aa can only oscillate within finite and
fixed values, thus the behavior of V is controlled by that of qa. Similarly, the behavior
of W (x1, x2, A,E) is determined by qa. However, in this case, the dependence of W on
qa is non-polynomial. W depends on the following three functions of qa:

q1q2
(q1−q2)2 = e2|~v|t cosϕ

(e2|~v|t cosϕ−1)2 ,
q2q3

(q2−q3)2 = e|~v|t(cosϕ+
√
3 sinϕ)

(e|~v|t(cosϕ+
√
3 sinϕ)−1)2

,

q3q1
(q3−q1)2 = e|~v|t(cosϕ+

√
3 sinϕ)

(e|~v|t cosϕ−e
√
3|~v|t sinϕ)2

,
(60)

where qa has been replaced by the solutions of the equations of motion during a Kasner
epoch, as given by Eq. (37), with the velocities expressed in polar coordinates as in
Eq. (38). As t → +∞, the three quantities in Eq. (60) tend to zero for all values of
ϕ, except ϕ = π

6
, π
2
, 5π

6
, 7π

6
, 3π

2
, 11π

6
. These six directions are parallel to the three axes

of symmetry of the shape potential C(x1, x2) [12, 14]. Along these directions, two of
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the metric components qa are identical, and one of the quantities in Eq. (60) becomes
infinite. This singularity only affects a measure-zero set of solutions (those confined
along the symmetry axes), and their continuability can be discussed separately.

We have demonstrated that the removal of the one-dimensional ansatz does not
hinder quiescence: all the potential terms decrease with time, allowing the solution to
settle around a single Kasner epoch all the way to the singularity.

Having established that the entire system (i.e., including all six electromagnetic
degrees of freedom) exhibits quiescent behavior as it approaches the Big Bang, we now
proceed to demonstrate that the continuation result holds as well. To prove this, we
follow the same procedure as described in Paragraph 2 of Section 6. In terms of the
variables β, θ, ϕ, η, J , L1, L3, κ, A1, E

1, A2, E
2, A3, E

3, the dynamics governed by
the Hamiltonian constraint (59) is indistinguishable from that generated by (39) when
the quiescence conditions are satisfied. Therefore, the equations of motion can be well
approximated by Eqs. (50), with the addition of:

dA1

d`
= 0 , dA2

d`
= 0 , dE1

d`
= 0 , dE2

d`
= 0 , (61)

whose RHSs are differentiable, similar to the other equations of motion, as we have
previously demonstrated.

Due to the presence of additional potential terms, Eq. (56) modifies as:

Heff = HKasner + 1
2
e

2√
3
sgn(tanβ)(η−κJ−1 tanβ)

C(β, θ, ϕ)

+ 1
2
e

1√
3
sgn(tanβ)(η−κJ−1 tanβ)

V (β, θ, ϕ,A,E) + 1
2
W (β, θ, ϕ,A,E) .

(62)

The equations of motion acquire additional “force” terms compared to the system un-
der the one-dimensional ansatz ; however, these terms are highly suppressed near the
singularity. All the potential terms go exponentially to zero as β → π

2
, and the pres-

ence of a generic electromagnetic field does not affect this behavior. This is because all
components of the electromagnetic field are bounded within fixed and finite values, and
thus they do not lead any divergent contribution.

We are able to extend part of these results to non-Abelian gauge fields. However,
this is only true under the one-dimensional simplifying ansatz, in which the first and the
second components of the gauge fields (and momenta) are set to zero. At the moment we
cannot prove the continuation result in full generality in the non-Abelian case, therefore
we relegated the discussion of the present state of our understanding to Appendix A.

8 Conclusions

In Ref. [12], we conjectured that it is possible to continue Einstein’s classical equations
through the Big Bang singularity into another universe with an opposite time direction
and spatial orientation, which preserves all the information about the state of universe
on the other side of the singularity (although it might become irretrievably scrambled
in the process due to a chaotic phase of the dynamics). This is intimately related to
far-reaching issues such as black hole unitarity and the nature of the Big Bang.

This conjecture was proven in simplified cases, including homogeneous cosmologies
[12], inflationary models [13,14], and the Schwarzshild-scalar system [15]. Our approach
is to gradually increase the complexity of the models under consideration, test the
validity of the conjecture, and gain insight into the behavior of physical fields across
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the singularity. As mentioned in the previous paper [14], the next natural step in this
process is to determine if the predicted reversal of orientation at the singularity can be
physically measurable. In other words, can the inhabitants of the universe determine,
through an experiment, which side of the Big Bang singularity they live in?

To answer this question, three ingredients are necessary. Firstly, we need to under-
stand what happens to the orientation of space defined by the vielbein/frame fields. It
has been established that these fields undergo a sign change at the singularity in the
original paper [12]. Secondly, we must establish the behavior of vector (gauge) fields and
fermions. If all of these fields undergo a “flipping” transition at the singularity, it might
cancel out the orientation reversal effect of the vielbeins, making it unobservable. Fi-
nally, we need to investigate what happens to experimentally realizable processes, such
as beta decays. Ultimately, the crucial factor is whether the parity-breaking vertices
of the Standard Model remain unchanged across the singularity when considering their
dependence on the spacetime vielbeins.

In the present paper, we conducted a detailed analysis of gauge fields. We first
determined that the continuation result remains unchanged in the presence of Abelian
gauge fields (in general) and non-Abelian gauge fields (under the simplifying assumption
of the one-dimensional ansatz). Additionally, we established that the behavior of the
gauge fields near the singularity is straightforward: their values freeze, with zero time
derivatives at the exact instant of the singularity, and they evolve through it without
flipping their orientation. The next logical step is to analyze fermion fields, which will
allow us to determine the fate of the parity-breaking vertices of the Standard Model.
Another interesting extension of this work would be to relax the one-dimensional ansatz
for non-Abelian gauge fields, although this step has not been feasible thus far. This
paper provides compelling evidence that the general case, beyond the one-dimensional
ansatz, does not affect the continuation outcome nor the conclusion that gauge fields
do not “flip” at the singularity. However, there is still some uncertainty around this
matter, and further research is needed for confirmation.
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Appendices

A Einstein–Yang–Mills model under one-dimensional

ansatz

The results presented in this work for the Einstein–Maxwell system can be extended
to the Einstein–Yang–Mills systems with SU(2) and SU(3) structure groups, under the
one-dimensional ansatz. These non-abelian models are described by the action:

S =
∫
d4x
√
−h
(
R− 1

4
hµνhρσF I

µρF
J
νσ δIJ

)
, (63)

with Faraday tensor F I
µν = ∂µA

I
ν − ∂νA

I
µ + cIJKA

J
µA

K
ν . The structure constants are

given by the three-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol cIJK = δILεLJK for SU(2), and, in
the case of SU(3), by a totally-antisymmetric symbol cIJK = δILfLJK , where f123 = 1,
f147 = f165 = f246 = f257 = f345 = f376 = 1/2, f458 = f678 =

√
3/2, and all the others

(which are not permutations of these indices) are zero. The scalar product in the internal
gauge space is given by the group metric δIJ , which is also used for raising and lowering
internal indices.

1 Homogeneous ansatz and global constraints. In the Hamiltonian formalism,
after imposing the homogeneous ansatz, a generic Einstein–Yang–Mills system undergoes
time evolution governed by a Hamiltonian that is a linear combination of the following
global constraints:

H[N ] = n
(
pabpcdqbc qda − 1

2
(pabqab)

2 + qab qcd δ
bcδda − 1

2
(qab δ

ab)2

+1
2
qab δ

IJEa
IE

b
J + 1

4
det q qabqcdδIJF

I
ac F

J
bd

)
,

Di[N i] = nd
(
Ea
IA

I
bεadcδ

cb + 2 pab qac εbdf δ
fc
)
,

GI [AI0] = aI0(A
J
aE

a
Kc

K
JI) ,

(64)

where δIJ is the inverse group metric, n and na are defined in Eq. (10), and

aI0 =

∫
dθdφdψ sin θ AI0(x) , (65)

are N2− 1 new Lagrange multipliers, corresponding to the spatial average of the scalar
potential AI0, where dimSU(N) = N2 − 1 is the dimension of the gauge group. It
should be noted that unlike the Einstein–Maxwell model where the Gauss constraint is
automatically satisfied by the homogeneous ansatz (as shown in Eqs. (9)), in the case
of the Einstein–Yang–Mills system, the Gauss constraint becomes a set of N2 − 1 new
proper constraints that need to be solved and gauge-fixed.

2 Gauge-fixing the diffeomorphism constraints. The diffeomorphism constraints
in Eqs. (64) share the same functional expression as the abelian ones (the electromag-
netic contribution to the diffeomorphism constraints in Eqs. (9) can be rewritten as
EaAbεadcδ

cb). Consequently, we can use the same gauge-fixing as in Eqs. (12). By
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solving the constraints, the following solutions are obtained:

p23 =
E2
IA

I
3 − E3

IA
I
2

2 (q2 − q3)
,

p13 =
E3
IA

I
1 − E1

IA
I
3

2 (q3 − q1)
,

p12 =
E1
IA

I
2 − E2

IA
I
1

2 (q1 − q2)
.

(66)

By applying the same procedure as outlined in Section 4, we derive the following on-shell
Hamiltonian constraint:

H[N ] = n

[
HBIX +

q2q3(M1)
2

2 (q2 − q3)2
+

q1q3(M2)
2

2 (q1 − q3)2
+

q1q2(M3)
2

2 (q1 − q2)2

+ 1
2

N2−1∑
I=1

(
q1
(
(E1

I )
2 + (AI1)

2
)

+ q2
(
(E2

I )
2 + (AI2)

2
)

+ q3
(
(E3

I )
2 + (AI3)

2
) )

+ f(AAA) + g(AAAA)

]
,

(67)
where in this case, the kinetic term of the gauge fields incorporates the contribution from
all the gauge components, and there are also two additional terms (cubic and quartic in
the vector potential AIa) arising from the interaction of the non-abelian gauge field with
itself. The Gauss constraints, which are independent of the metric variables, remain
unchanged.

3 One-dimensional ansatz. As we did for the electromagnetic case, we consider a
gauge field with a single spatial component:

AI1 = AI2 = 0 , E1
I = E2

I = 0 , ∀ I ∈ {1, . . . , N2 − 1} . (68)

This ansatz is well-posed for the same reasons discussed at the beginning of Section 6.
The Hamiltonian constraint (Eq. (67)) and Gauss constraints (the last equation in

(64)) become:

H[N ] = H[N ]
∣∣∣AI

1=A
I
2=0

E1
I=E

2
I=0

= n

[
HBIX + 1

2
q3

N2−1∑
I=1

(
(E3

I )
2 + (AI3)

2
)]

,

GI [AI0] = aI0(A
J
3E

3
Kc

K
JI) .

(69)

Notice that, under the one-dimensional ansatz, the solution of the diffeomorphism con-
straints becomes p12 = p23 = p13 = 0, similar to the one-dimensional abelian case. Addi-
tionally, the self-interaction terms f(AAA) and f(AAAA) in the Hamiltonian constraint
are also zero. Therefore, the Hamiltonian constraint of a one-dimensional non-abelian
system takes the same form as the abelian one under the same ansatz, viz. Eq. (31).
However, the Gauss constraints still need to be solved and gauge-fixed.
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4 Gauge-fixing the Gauss constraints. A non-abelian model with a gauge group
SU(N) has N2 − 1 non-zero Gauss constraints. However, under the one-dimensional
ansatz, not all of these constraints are independent. In the case of the groups we are
interested in, namely SU(2) and SU(3), it is found that there are only two (out of three)
linearly independent Gauss constraint for SU(2), and six (out of eight) linearly inde-
pendent Gauss constraints for SU(3). This observation is consistent with the number
of Casimir operators of these groups: SU(2) has one Casimir, whereas SU(3) has two.
The Casimir operators represent the number of free parameters used to label the group
representations, while the remaining parameters are determined by the choice of gauge
for the independent Gauss constraints.

By arbitrarily selecting G1,2 as the independent gauge generators for SU(2) and
G1,2,4,5,6,7 for SU(3), we can find a well-posed gauge-fixing:

SU(2) :

{
G1 , G2 ≈ 0 ,

A1
3 , A

2
3 ≈ 0 ,

SU(3) :

{
G1 , G2 , G4 , G5 , G6 , G7 ≈ 0 ,

A1
3 , A

2
3 , A

4
3 , A

5
3 , A

6
3 , A

7
3 ≈ 0 .

(70)

Once the Gauss constraints are solved, the conjugate momenta E3
I corresponding to the

gauge-fixed components AI3 must be zero. As a result, the remaining independent gauge
components are A3

3, E
3
3 for SU(2), and A3

3, A
8
3, E

3
3 , E

3
8 for SU(3).

5 Effective Hamiltonian constraint. Afters solving the Gauss constraints, the
only remaining constraint is the Hamiltonian one:

SU(2) : H[N ] = n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3 ((E3

3)2 + (A3
3)

2)
]
,

SU(3) : H[N ] = n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3 ((E3

3)2 + E3
8)2 + (A3

3)
2 + (A8

3)
2)
]
.

(71)

As discussed in Section 6, we can identify a conserved quantity, which is a first-class
quantity w.r.t. the Hamiltonian constraint. In the case of SU(2), this conserved quantity
corresponds again a one-dimensional harmonic oscillator:

H1D
HO = (E3

3)2 + (A3
3)

2 , (72)

(compare this to the abelian case, Eq. (32)), while for SU(3) the conserved quantity is:

H2D
HO = (E3

3)2 + E3
8)2 + (A3

3)
2 + (A8

3)
2 . (73)

H1D
HO and H2D

HO are constants of motion, and we can set them to a positive constant ε for
both gauge groups without loss of generality. This final step allows us to describe the
dynamics of both SU(2) and SU(3) gauge systems with the same effective Hamiltonian:

Heff [N ] = n
[
HBIX + 1

2
q3 ε
]
. (74)

Since this effective Hamiltonian is identical to that of the one-dimensional abelian
case (see Eq. (34)), the continuation result proven in Section 6 also applies to the
Einstein–Yang–Mills systems with SU(2) and SU(3) as structure groups under the one-
dimensional ansatz.
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