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Abstract

In this paper, we study the classical limit and unitary evolution of quantum cosmology by applying the Weyl–Wigner–
Groenewold–Moyal formalism of deformation quantization to quantum cosmology of a homogeneous and isotropic uni-
verse with positive spatial curvature and conformally coupled scalar field. The corresponding quantum cosmology
(similar to the Schrödinger interpretation in canonical quantization scheme of quantum cosmology) is described by the
Moyal–Wheeler–DeWitt equation which has an exact solution in Moyal phase space, resulting in Wigner quasiprobability
distribution function, peaking over the classical solutions. We show that for a large value of the quantum number n,
the emerged classical universe is filled with radiation with quantum mechanical origin. Also, we introduce a canonical
transformation on the scalar field sector of the model such that the conjugate momenta of the new canonical variable
appear linearly in the transformed total Hamiltonian. Using this canonical transformation, we show that, it may lead to
disentangle the time from the true dynamical variables. We obtain the time-dependent Wigner function for a coherent
as well as for squeezed states. We show that the peak of these Wigner functions follows the classical trajectory in the
phase space.

Keywords: Quantum cosmology, Deformation quantization, Wigner function, Dirac and Friedmann observables,
Coherent state, Time evolution

1. Introduction

The canonical formalism of quantum cosmology is based
on the Wheeler–DeWitt (WDW) equation, which repre-
sents the wave function of the whole universe [1, 2]. Hence,
constructing wave functions in the Schrödinger interpre-
tation [3, 4], obtained from the solutions of the WDW
equation, is a suitable approach to investigate quantum
cosmology. Hereof, the square of the wave function of a
solution of WDW equation is interpreted as the probability
density for “finding” the cosmological model in a specific
state

Prob(R; Ψ) =

∫
R

Ψ∗(q)Ψ(q)
√
−GdDq, (1)

where R is a subset of minisuperspace under considera-
tion and

√
−GdDq is the natural volume element in D-

dimensional minisuperspace. The Schrödinger interpre-
tation has been used in studies of quantum cosmology
models by various authors, as an example see, [5, 6, 7].
In general, a conventional application of the Schrödinger
interpretation is to pose questions of the type “What is
the probability of finding this or that universe?” or “how
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quantum mechanical wave formalism has a classical de-
scription?” rather than questions dealing with various
evolution models of the same universe. The generally
accepted explanation is that quantum mechanics is the
fundamental theory and the classical behavior is only a
limit for large systems, i.e. a quantum system with enough
large quantum number. Generalizing this scope, one may
ask how the classical limit of our world can emerge from
a quantum cosmology theory? Actually, it is not an easy
question to answer. As a viewpoint one can regard the
peaking of the wave function, providing a way to study
the classical limit by preparing a comparison between the
classical and quantum dynamics in the phase space. This
implies that for a classical limit being existed, the quan-
tum world should occur while peaking around a classical
trajectory in the phase space [8].

But, while dealing with the wave function, which is ob-
tained by WDW equation or path integral, a conceptual
problem is arisen where it is necessary to know how to
construct a proper wave packet, peaked around the origi-
nal classical cosmological model [9]. In ordinary quantum
mechanics, where one describes the dynamics of an ensem-
ble of identical systems, the wave packet reduction in the
Copenhagen interpretation leads to no practical problem.
But in cosmology, the observer is an element of the uni-
verse itself, i.e. there is only one universe as a system.
Therefore, the corresponding wave function of the state of
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the universe is not clear.
Another problem that arises here is called the measure-

ment problem. During an observation in the standard
quantum mechanics, the quantum system interacts with
a classical domain where the classical domain necessarily
comes from how it solves the measurement problem [10].
In a conventional measurement, the wave function plus
measuring device splits into non-overlapping branches,
containing the measured system in an eigenstate of the
measured observable, while the measuring device indicat-
ing the corresponding eigenvalue. Therefore, the wave
function collapses into an eigenstate of the observable, and
the other branches disappear. This is due to the short du-
ration and strong coupling interaction between the mea-
sured system and the classical measuring device. In the
Copenhagen interpretation, a real collapse of the wave
function cannot be described by the unitary quantum evo-
lution, and the fundamental measuring process should oc-
cur outside the quantum system, i.e. in a classical realm.
But this is problematic, since in quantum cosmology, as a
quantum theory of the whole universe, there is no place
for a classical domain outside of that. Hence, an improved
scheme is needed to be applied to quantum cosmology.
Some models such as de Broglie–Bohm interpretation of
quantum cosmology [11], quantum Hamilton-Jacobi cos-
mology [12], and deformation quantization of cosmology
[13, 14], are proposed to overcome the quantum cosmo-
logical difficulties about the measurement problem while
maintaining the universality of quantum theory and the
emergence of the classical universe.

As we know, one of the most important features which
are related to the WDW equation and the corresponding
Wigner function is the problem of time. The Hamilto-
nian of general relativity is a combination of first-class
constraints and consequently, it vanishes on the reduced
state space, which means that there is no notion of time
evolution in the space with true degrees of freedom. The
problem of the time was addressed for the first time by
DeWitt. However, in a series of articles [15] he argued
that this problem should not be considered as an obstacle
in the sense that the theory itself would contain a suitable
well-defined time parameter. In this scheme, “intrinsic”
time parameter is identified with one of the variables of
the 3D submanifold (usually the scale factors or the conju-
gate momenta corresponding to the scale factors), or with
a scalar character of matter field(s) coupled to gravity,
known as the “extrinsic” time. Different approaches, aris-
ing from these two methods to “disentangle the time” from
the “true dynamical variables” have been investigated in
detail in [16]. If the selected time variable results in a close
correspondence between the expectation value of the dy-
namical variable and the classical prediction (prediction of
general relativity) for long enough time, the selected time
variable can be considered as acceptable.

In this paper, we study the deformation quantization
(which is also known as the phase space formalism of
quantum mechanics) of quantum cosmology. Deforma-

tion quantization is based on the Wigner quasi-distribution
function and Weyl correspondence between quantum me-
chanical operators and ordinary phase space functions
[17, 18, 19]. In this formalism, observables are not rep-
resented by operators and are defined as the functions of
phase space variables. To get a quantum mechanical de-
scription, the algebra of phase space functions is changed
via replacing common point-wise product between observ-
ables with an associative, but noncommutative, pseudo-
differential star-product [14, 20, 21]. Thus, instead of
changing the nature of classical phase space functions, de-
formation quantization only deforms the structure of the
corresponding algebra. Applying this approach to pass
from classical to quantum cosmology has the advantage
of making quantum cosmology calculations similar to the
Hamiltonian formalism of classical cosmology, to stay away
from doing arduous operator calculations [13].

In this article, by applying Arnowitt–Deser–Misner
(ADM) formalism [22], we construct the Wigner function
of a conformally coupled scalar field in the näıve and the
internal time interpretations of quantum cosmology. In
the first interpretation of the model, we try to obtain the
classical-quantum correlation by finding the extremum of
the quasi-distribution probability function. One the other
hand, in the second interpretation, by using the Hamilto-
nian of the scalar field part, we obtain the proper internal
time “coordinate” to obtain a time-evolving picture of the
Wigner function of the model. The comparison of these
two pictures presents a complementary theme; i.e. in the
Schrödinger interpretation of the model (represented in
Fig.(1)) one can measure the energy of the matter content
of the universe (the scalar field here) with higher accu-
rately while losing the time concept. One the other hand,
in the internal time interpretation, measuring the posi-
tion time evolution of the universe accurately will disturb
the corresponding conjugate momenta, representing the
energy of the scalar field in the universe.

This article is organized as follows. In section 2, we
explain a classical model as a non-minimally coupling of
a free scalar field with gravity with a positive curvature
FLRW background. In section 3, we analyze the quantum
cosmology of the model and find that the Wigner function
of the model is made of two independent Laguerre func-
tions. Furthermore, we check the compatibility of clas-
sical and quantum solutions. We show that the classi-
cal universe emerged is radiation dominated, and its en-
tropy with quantum cosmology origin is estimated there-
after. Finally, we construct time-dependent Wigner func-
tions corresponding to coherent and squeezed states. We
show that the peak of these Wigner functions follows the
corresponding classical solution in the phase space.

2. The Classical Model

In the ADM formalism, the 4D spacetimeM is split (or
decomposed) into a family of spacelike three-hypersurfaces
Σt, and the spacetime curvature scalar is expressed via the
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curvature (3)R of Σt, its induced metric hab (a, b = 1, 2, 3),
its extrinsic curvature tensor Kab, the lapse function N
and the shift vector Na. The ADM action functional of
a non-minimally coupled scalar field Φ in natural units,
(~ = c = 1), is given by [23]

S =

∫ tf

ti

dt

∫
Σt

[N√h
2

(M2
P

4π
− ζΦ2

)(
(3)R+KabK

ab −K2
)

−2
√
hζΦΦ̇K − 2

√
hζΦΦa

(
KNa −

√
hhabN,b

)
−N

√
h

2

(
−Φ̇2

N2 + habΦaΦb + V (Φ)
) ]
d3x, (2)

where MP = 1/
√
G is the Planck mass and ζ is a dimen-

sionless coupling constant which is valued as ζ = 0 for
minimal coupling, and ζ = 1

6 for conformal (V (Φ) = 0)
coupling [24]. Here, we apply the non-minimal coupling
value for ζ with V (Φ) = 0 to have a conformally invariant
Φ. In classical cosmology scenarios, a conformal (non-
minimal) coupling is usually referred to the coupling of
a scalar field and the Ricci scalar [25], whereas it could
have different types of interactions in different cosmologi-
cal themes [26, 27, 28]. Indeed, the conformal coupling of
the scalar field seems to be interesting for several reasons
[29, 30, 31, 32]. For instance, it allows us to explore the
exact solutions of simple models, and at the same time, it
is rich enough to be considered as a significant modifica-
tion of quantum cosmology [33, 34, 35]. Moreover, having
a model with a coupled scalar field and gravity in hand,
one can provide a more precise explanation for the effects
of the curvature on the very early Universe [36].

Let us consider a classical model which is consisted of a
cosmological system, presented by action (2), and a FLRW
minisuperspace model with a constant positive curvature
with the line element

ds2 = −N2(t)dt2 + a2(t)
[
dr2

1−r2 + r2
(
dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2

)]
,

(3)
where, a(t) is the scale factor and the lapse function is
identified by N(t). Assuming the scalar field to be homo-
geneous and isotropic, Φ = Φ(t), for a conformally coupled
case we substitute the line element (3) into the action func-
tional (2), and rescaling lapse function as Ñ = N

3πaMP
and

introducing new variables x1(t) := a(t), x2(t) :=
√

2a(t)Φ(t)√
3Mp

we get

S = −
∫
dt
(Mp

2Ñ
(ẋ1

2 − ẋ2
2) +

1

2
Mpω

2Ñ(x2
1 − x2

2)
)
, (4)

with ω = 3πMp. To construct the Hamiltonian of the
model, we consider the conjugate momenta of {x1, x2} de-
fined by

Π1 = −Mp

Ñ
ẋ1, Π2 =

Mp

Ñ
ẋ2. (5)

The corresponding Hamiltonian in terms of 2D minisuper-

space {x1, x2} is

H = ÑH := Ñ(H1 −H2), (6)

where H1 and H2 are the superhamiltonians of the grav-
itational and scalar field parts respectively which are in-
troduced by

H1 := 1
2Mp

Π2
1 + 1

2Mpω
2x2

1,

H2 := 1
2Mp

Π2
2 + 1

2Mpω
2x2

2.
(7)

The lapse function Ñ acts as a Lagrange multiplier. The
variation of the above action with respect to Ñ yields to
the superhamiltonian constraint

H ≈ 0. (8)

In conformal time gauge fixing, Ñ = 1, the classical solu-
tions of field equations are given by

x1 = amax sin(ωt), x2 = ηamax sin(ωt+ δ), (9)

where η = ±1 is imposed via using the superHamiltonian
constraint (8) and amax is the maximum value of the scale
factor a(t). The above solution implies that the classical
solution to be displayed as following trajectories

x2
1 + x2

2 − 2η cos δx1x2 = a2
max sin2 δ. (10)

3. Quantum cosmology and emerged classical Uni-
verse

In deformation quantization, observables are repre-
sented by phase space functions. Consequently the princi-
pal element of deformation quantization, that lays in the
algebraic structure of the theory, is an associative and
noncommutative pseudo-differential star-product [14, 37].
The quasi-probability distribution Wigner function, which
corresponds to the state of the system, is a prominent com-
ponent of phase space quantization and allows us to calcu-
late expectation values and probabilities [38]. The Wigner
function in a 2D-dimensional phase space (xi,Πj), i, j =
1, 2, .., D, is introduced by

Wn(x,Π) = C

∫
dyDe−iΠyψ∗n(x− y

2
)ψn(x+

y

2
),

∫
dDxdDΠWn(x,Π) = 1,

(11)

where C is a constant and ψn(x) denotes a general state.
In addition, the concept of star-product was introduced by
Gerstenhaber [19]. To apply it into quantum mechanics,
we should consider the Moyal-Groenewold star product,
∗m, of two observables, say f(x,Π) and g(x,Π), on a Pois-
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son manifold as

f(x,Π) ∗m g(x,Π) :=

f(x,Π) exp
{
i
2 (
←−
∂x
−→
∂Π −

←−
∂Π
−→
∂x)
}
g(x,Π).

(12)

To obtain the Moyal–Wheeler–DeWitt equation, we intro-
duce the formal form of the Moyal star-product between
superHamiltonian H(x,Π) in (6) and the Wigner function
W (x,Π)

H(x,Π) ∗m W (x,Π) = 0, (13)

in which the ordinary product of the observables in phase
space is replaced by the Moyal product. To be in the form
of Bopp’s shift formula [39], the Moyal–Wheeler–DeWitt
(13) becomes

H

(
xi +

i

2
~∂Πi ,Πi −

i

2
~∂xi

)
W (xi,Πi) = 0, (14)

with i = 1, 2, stating two modes of the superHamiltonian
(6). This is equivalent to[

(Π1− i
2∂x1

)2

2Mp
+ Mpω

2

2 (x1 + i
2∂Π1

)2 − (Π2− i
2∂x2

)2

2Mp

−Mpω
2

2 (x2 + i
2∂Π2

)2
]
W (x1, x2,Π1,Π2) = 0.

(15)

Since the Wigner function is a real valued function, one can
separate the real and imaginary parts of (15) and obtain
two coupled partial differential equations with the real part
identified as[

1
2Mp

(Π2
1 −Π2

2) + Mpω
2

2 (x2
1 − x2

2)− 1
8Mp

(∂2
x1

+ ∂2
x2

)

−Mpω
2

8 (∂2
Π1

+ ∂2
Π2

)
]
W (x1, x2,Π1,Π2) = 0,

(16)
and the imaginary part as[

1
2Mp

(
Π1∂x1 −Π2∂x2

)
−

Mpω
2

2

(
x1∂Π1 − x2∂Π2

)]
W (x1, x2,Π1,Π2) = 0.

(17)

The imaginary part (17) enforces a special symmetry that
the Wigner function depending only on the superHamil-
tonians (7), W = W (H1,H2) 1. This leads to have the
following relations,

∂2
xi
f(Hi) = Mpω

2∂Hi
f(Hi) +M2

Pω
4x2
i ∂

2
Hi
f(Hi),

∂2
Πi
f(Hi) = 1

Mp
∂Hi

f(Hi) +
Π2

i

M2
P
∂2
Hi
f(Hi).

(18)

1Note that Eq.(17) implies that W = W (H1,H2, x1Π2 + x2Π1).
However, as we show in Eq.(29), the relation between Wigner func-
tion and the wave function indicate that the Wigner function is a
function only of H1 and H2.

Substituting them into (16), we obtain the following dif-
ferential equation[

(H1 − ω2

4 ∂H1 − ω2

4 H1∂
2
H1

)−

(H2 − ω2

4 ∂H2 − ω2

4 H2∂
2
H2

)
]
W (H1,H2) = 0,

(19)

which leads to the separable Wigner function

W (H1,H1) = W1(H1)W2(H2), (20)

each of them satisfying

Hi
d2Wi(Hi)
dHi2

+
dWi(Hi)
dHi

−
( 4

ω2
Hi−

4E

ω2

)
Wi(Hi) = 0, (21)

where E is a separating constant. The equations (21) give
the following solutions in terms of Laguerre polynomials,
Ln,

Wi(Hi) =
(−1)n

π
e−

2Hi
ω Ln

(4Hi
ω

)
, i = 1, 2, (22)

with natural numbers n, and E = ω(n + 1
2 ). Hence, the

Wigner function (20) is

Wn(H1,H2) =
1
π2 e
− 2

ω (H1+H2)Ln

(
4
ωH1

)
Ln

(
4
ωH2

)
.

(23)

Let us see how one can directly obtain the above Wigner
function from its definition in Eq.(11). First, we need to
obtain the wave function Ψ(x1, x2) = ψ1(x1)ψ2(x2) of the
model, with the total Hamiltonian operator Ĥ = Ĥ1 −
Ĥ2 = 0. The classical scale factor satisfies the inequality
x1 = a ≥ 0, which means that we deal with the spatial
metric reconstruction problem in the WDW equation. In
addition, to have a Hermitian and a self-adjoint extension
for the superHamiltonian of the gravitational part, H1, we
need to chose a suitable boundary conditions at x1 = 0.
This problem can be tackled in several different ways such
as: 1) Imposing standard commutation relations for the
pair of conjugate operators (x̂1, Π̂1), [x̂1, Π̂1] = i, even
though we know this leads to a spectrum for the scale
factor, x̂1, which is the entire real line [3]. In fact, it follows
that the conception of extended superspace of DeWitt [41],
which in the present special case consists of extending the
range of x1 values to (−∞,∞). The Hilbert space of the
gravitational part will be L2(R, dx1) with the operators
defined in the usual way as

x̂1 := x1, Π̂1 = −i ∂
∂x1

. (24)

In this approach, the problem is how to give some physical
meaning to the negative values of the scale factor. Usually,
we choose the absolute value of the scale factor, |a|, as a
physically meaningful quantity [40].

2) One can insist on using the Hilbert space L2(R+, da)
of the wave functions that are defined on the half-line but
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keep the definitions (24). In this case, the conjugate mo-
menta Π̂1 is no longer a self-adjoint operator but never-
theless, it is possible to find for the superHamiltonian Ĥ1

a self-adjoint extension. A necessary and sufficient condi-
tion to have a self-adjoint Ĥ1 is given by Robin boundary
condition [35] for the gravitational sector of the wave func-
tion

1

ψ(x1)

∂ψ(x1)

∂x1

∣∣∣
x1=0

= β, β ∈ R, (25)

where β is an arbitrary real constant which has the dimen-
sion of the inverse of length. The parameter β thus char-
acterizes a 1-parameter family of self-adjoint extensions of
the Ĥ1 on the half-line. The problem in this approach is to
give a physical meaning to the new parameter β in the the-
ory: β would be a new fundamental constant of the theory
[42]. 3) Using a canonical transformation at the classical
level to a new variable α defined by x1 := exp(α) with the
conjugate momenta Πα = exp(−α)Π1. Now, α ∈ R and
it can therefore be quantized as part of a conventional set
of commutation relations, [α̂, Π̂α] = i, using the Hilbert
space L2(R, dα). Since in this article, we use the Moyal
bracket deformation (or quantization) given by

{{xi,Πj}} = i, (26)

in which

{{f, g}} := 1
i (f ∗M g − g ∗M f)

= 2f(x,Π) sin i
2 (
←−
∂x
−→
∂Π −

←−
∂Π
−→
∂x)g(x,Π),

(27)

is the Moyal bracket, we should use the first Schrödinger
quantization method as mentioned above to obtain the
wave function. The resulting wave function is the wave
function of a oscillator-ghost-oscillator system in which
[43]

Ψn(x1, x2) =
√
MPω√
π2nn!

×Hn(
√
MPωx1)Hn(

√
MPωx2)e−

MPω

2 (x2
1+x2

2),
(28)

where Hn(x) is a Hermite polynomial of the nth order.
Inserting (28) into (11) and after a little calculations we
find

Wn(xi,Πj) =

e−
2
ω (H1+H2)

∞∑
k,k′=0

Cn,k,k′H1
n−kH2

n−k′ . (29)

This means that Wn(x,Π) is a function only of H1 and H2

and can be written as Wn(H1,H2), as we find in (17). Us-
ing Talmi transformation [44] one can obtain the analytic
form of the Wigner function (23). To conclude this part,
let us mention that deformation quantization maintains
several advantages to deal with more involved obstacles in
quantum cosmology [45]. For example, to treat cosmolog-
ical models with nontrivial topology, boundary conditions
or with curved minisuperspaces is more suitable. For these

circumstances (as we saw in obtaining the wave function in
the above where the configuration space was a half-line),
the conventional canonical quantization could lead to the
presence of non-Hermitian operators. This issue is avoided
in the Weyl–Wigner–Groenewold–Moyal formalism as a re-
sult of the use of classical functions instead of self-adjoint
operators.

Let us see how we can recover the corresponding classi-
cal cosmological model represented by superHamiltonian
constraint (8). In canonical quantization, resulted to the
WDW equation, one needs usually to construct a coherent
wave packet, with a suitable asymptotic behavior, peak-
ing in the vicinity of the classical trajectory of the model
in the minisuperspace [46]. One may could extent this
method to the Weyl–Wigner–Groenewold–Moyal formal-
ism by using the Wigner function for the mixed states. To
do this, let us consider a set of orthonormal pure states
{|ψn〉, 〈ψm|ψn〉 = δmn} with the corresponding Wigner
functions Wn obtained in (23). Then, from these Wigner
functions of pure states we can construct a Wigner func-
tion for a mixed state as

W =

N∑
n=0

cnWn, (30)

where coefficients ci satisfy the following conditions [48]

N∑
n=0

cn = 1, 0 ≤ cn ≤ 1, and

N∑
n=0

c2n < 1. (31)

For our subsequent analysis, by using Christoffel-Darboux
formula [49]

N∑
n=0

Ln(x)Ln(y) =

(N+1)
x−y (LN (x)LN+1(y)− LN+1(x)LN (y)) ,

if x 6= y,

(N + 1)
(
LN (x)L

(1)
N (x)− LN+1(x)L

(1)
N−1(x)

)
,

if x = y,

(32)

where L
(α)
n (x) is generalized Laguerre polynomial, and

substituting the Wigner function of the pure state (23)
into (30), we can evaluate the sum over n by choosing the
coefficients ci as c1 = c2 = ... = cN = 1/N

W (H1,H2) = (N+1)
Nπ2 ×

e−
(x+y)

2
1

x−y

(
LN (x)LN+1(y)− LN+1(x)LN (y)

)
,

if x 6= y,

e−x
(
LN (x)L

(1)
N (x)− LN+1(x)L

(1)
N−1(x)

)
,

if x = y,

(33)

where x := 4H1/ω and y := 4H2/ω
2. Note that according
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to the correspondence principle, for large values of the N ,
we should expect a peak around the classical Hamiltonian
of the system [47]. Figure (1) shows a plot of the Wigner
function W (H1,H2) obtained in (33) for N = 220. It will
be observed that among the small quantum fluctuations,
there is a sharp extremum in the vicinity of the classical
loci H1 − H2 = 0. To understand the meaning of the
above Wigner function, let us review the structure of the
phase space of the model. According to Dirac [50], an ob-
servable is a quantity which has vanishing Poisson bracket
in the presence of the constraints. Regarding general rel-
ativity (GR), it is invariant under the group of diffeomor-
phism of hyperbolic spacetime manifold. Hamiltonian for-
malism of GR contains first-class constraints, namely, the
Hamiltonian and momentum constraints. This leads to
the conclusion that all GR Dirac observables should be
time independent. The unconstrained phase space of the
model is R4 with global coordinates (xi,Πi). However, all
coordinates are not independent and they are connect by
the Hamiltonian constraint (8). Consequently, the physi-
cal phase space is a 3D subspace of R4 and all observables
are confined to the physical phase space given by Hamilto-
nian constraint (8). If we form the quadratic combinations
[33] 

J
(i)
+ := 1

2 (C∗i )2,

J
(i)
− := 1

2 (Ci)
2,

J
(i)
0 := 1

2CiC
∗
i = 1

2ωHi, i = 1, 2,

(34)

with

Ci :=
√

MPω
2

(
xi + iΠi

MPω

)
,

C∗i :=
√

MPω
2

(
xi − iΠi

MPω

)
,

(35)

we obtain two Poisson su(1, 1) algebras
{J (i)

0 , J
(i)
± } = ∓iJ (i)

± ,

{J (i)
+ , J

(i)
− } = 2iJ

(i)
0 .

(36)

Furthermore, for the gravitational and the scalar field
parts, we define the central elements of the above alge-
bras as

J2
(i) := (J

(i)
0 )2 − J (i)

− J
(i)
+ . (37)

The phase space functions J ∈ {J (i)
0 , J

(i)
+ , J

(i)
− , J2

(i)}, de-

fined by (34) and (37), are all Dirac observables, since their
Poisson brackets with the superHamiltonian H = H1−H2

vanish.

{J ,H} = 0. (38)

Thus, the extended phase space of the model is a 6D

space spanned by Γ = {J (i)
± , J

(i)
0 , J2

(i)}. On the other hand,

superHamiltonian constraint (8) indicate J
(1)
0 − J (2)

0 = 0
and J2

(1) = J2
(2) = −3/16, which show that only three

Figure 1: The Wigner function of a mixed state obtained in (33)
for ω = 1 and N = 220. The corresponding classical universe is
H1 −H2 = 0.

of the set of Dirac observables are independent. Hence,
the reduced phase space is 3D and one can choose three

of {J (i)
0 , J

(i)
± } as a true coordinates of the phase space.

At the quantum level, the quantum deformation of the
Poisson algebra (36) is given by following two Lie–Moyal
su(1, 1) algebras

{{J (i)
0 , J

(i)
± }} = ±J (i)

± ,

{{J (i)
+ , J

(i)
− }} = −2J

(i)
0 .

(39)

This shows that at the quantum level (according to the
uncertainty principle) the phase space is “fuzzy” and one
cannot measure three-coordinates of a point on the phase
space simultaneously. The Wigner function (33) is ex-
pressed in terms of Dirac observables (or the coordinates)

J
(i)
0 and it shows that the most probable universe is the

original classical universe given by the Hamiltonian con-
straint (8). The lake of information on the other two other
coordinates, gives us the freedom to have a sharp pick

around the classical solution which depends only J
(i)
0 s.

To see the classical-quantum correspondence in pure
states, we use the large values of quantum number n in
pure Wigner functions (23). By using the asymptotic ex-
pansion of the Laguerre function, the Wigner function (23)
reduces to

Wn(H1,H2) '
(−1)n

π2ω
1
2
√
n

(
H1H2

) 1
4

cos
(
4
√

nH1

ω − π
4

)
cos
(
4
√

nH2

ω − π
4

)
.

(40)
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The locus of extremums of the above Wigner function are
given by the following simultaneous conditions

H1 =
π2ω

16n

(
m1 +

1

4

)2
, H2 =

π2ω

16n

(
m2 +

1

4

)2
, (41)

with m1,m2 = 0, 1, 2, ... . These two superHamiltonians
give us

Π2
1

2Mp
+

1

2
Mpω

2x2
1 −

Π2
2

2Mp
− 1

2
Mplω

2x2
2 − E = 0, (42)

where

E :=
ωπ2(m1 −m2)

32n
(1 + 2m1 + 2m2). (43)

Hence, the extremums of the Wigner function of a pure
state (40) is given by (42) which differs from the origi-
nal Hamiltonian constraint (8), in that it contains a con-
stant E , and it represents the semi-classical superHamilto-
nian for the most probable universes predicted by Wigner
function (40). In fact, the origin of E is uncertainty
on measurement of superHamiltonians ∆Hi. Considering
m1 ' n� m2, we get

E =
π2ωn

16
. (44)

On the other hand, one can show that the quantum cor-
rections are manifested in classical emerged universe as a
perfect fluid of radiation type2 as it is shown in [51, 52]

E = 2π2ωρx4
1 =

ω

8

(1215

π4

) 1
3S

4
3
γ , (48)

where ρ and Sγ are energy density and entropy of radia-
tion, respectively. The equality of relations (44) and (48)

gives the estimation for the radiation entropy as Sγ ∼ n
3
4 .

Using the current value of the entropy of radiation, i.e.
Sγ ∼ 1088, we can estimate the approximate value of the

2The ADM action of a perfect fluid in the FLRW background is

S =
3VkM

2
P

8π

∫ (
−
aȧ2

N
+ kNa−

8π

3MP
Na3ρ

)
dt, (45)

where ρ represents the energy density of the fluid and Vk is the vol-
ume of the spatial space with the constant curvature k. If we define
the new lapse function (as we did in Eq.(4)) by N = 3VkMPaÑ/(4π),
then the Hamiltonian of the model will be

HADM = −Ñ
( 1

2MP
Π2
a +

k

2
MPω

2a2 −
3MPV

2
k

4π
ρa4
)
, (46)

where Πa is the conjugate momenta to the scale factor and ω :=
3VkMP/(4π). For radiation perfect fluid, ρ = ρ0a−4. Substituting
the energy density of the radiation into the above ADM Hamiltonian
gives us the superHamiltonian constraint equation

1

2MP
Π2
a +

k

2
MPω

2a2 − ωVkρ0 = 0, (47)

where ρ0 is the energy density of the fluid at the present epoch. Note
that for k = 1, the spatial volume is Vk = 2π2.

quantum number n as n ∼ 10117 which is in agreement
with [34, 51].

Let us see how we can introduce a time-evolving Wigner
function. To have a time-dependent Moyal–Wheeler–
DeWitt equation, we introduce a canonical transformation
on the scalar field sector of the Hamiltonian (6) such that
in terms of the new canonical variables, the total Hamil-
tonian contains linear momentum. Consider the following
canonical transformation (x2,Π2)→ (T,ΠT ){

x2 :=
√

2ΠT

MPω2 sin(ωT ),

Π2 :=
√

2MPΠT cos(ωT ).
(49)

Under this transformations, the Hamiltonian (6) takes the
form

H = Ñ

(
1

2Mp
Π2

1 +
1

2
Mpω

2x2
1 −ΠT

)
, (50)

which shows that the coordinates of the reduced 3D phase

space are Γ = {J (1)
± ,ΠT }. The classical field equations

then will be{
ẋ1 = Ñ

MP
Π1,

Π̇1 = −Mpω
2Ñx1,

{
Ṫ = −Ñ ,
Π̇T = 0.

(51)

In conformal time gauge fixing, Ñ = 1, the solutions of
the second set of the above dynamical equations are

ΠT = const., T = −t, (52)

which show that T plays the role of time parameter. The
solutions of the first set in (51) are

x1 = amax sin(ωt), Π1 = MPωamax cos(ωt), (53)

that are the classical solutions for scale factor obtained in
(9). Note that the Poisson bracket of the time parame-
ter T does not vanish with superHamiltonian, {T,H} =
{T,ΠT } = 1, which shows that T is not a Dirac observ-
able and so eligible to be considered as a time variable to
measure the passage of time [53].

The canonical transformations (49) maps the phase
space (x2,Π2) onto the space (T,ΠT ), meaning that the
area element of the phase space dσ′ in the new coordinates
is related to the old area element dσ by dσ = Jdσ′, where
J is the Jacobian of the transformation. As a result, the
Moyal–Groenewold star product defined by (12) yields

f(x2,Π2) ∗m g(x2,Π2) :=

f(x2,Π2) exp
{
i
2 (
←−
∂x2

−−→
∂Π2
−
←−−
∂Π2

−→
∂x2

)
}
g(x2,Π2)

= f(T,ΠT ) exp
{
i
2J
−1(
←−
∂T
−−→
∂ΠT
−
←−−
∂ΠT

−→
∂T )
}
g(T,ΠT )

= f(T,ΠT ) ∗m g(T,ΠT ),

(54)

where in the last equality we used the fact that J = 1.
Hence, the Moyal–Groenewold star product is preserved
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under canonical transformation (49).
Note that the new set of phase space coordinates (T,ΠT )

are related to the action-angle variables (ϕ, pϕ) of har-
monic oscillator by

T =
ϕ

ω
, ΠT = ωpϕ. (55)

In terms of action-angle variables, the classical observables
(34) for the scalar field part will be

J
(2)
+ = − 1

2pϕe
2iϕ,

J
(2)
− = − 1

2pϕe
−2iϕ,

J
(2)
0 = 1

2pϕ.

(56)

In the new action-angle coordinates (49), the Moyal–
Wheeler–DeWitt equation for the scalar field, H2, will be

ΠT ∗M W2 = EW2, (57)

where E is defined in Eq.(21). Using the Bopp’s shift
formula, the above equation turns to(

ΠT −
i

2

∂

∂T

)
W2 = EW2. (58)

SinceW2 is a real valued function, the above equation leads
to E = ΠT and W2 = W2(ΠT ). To obtain the explicit
form of W2, we solve the corresponding WDW equation.
Thus, let us define the set of the action-angle (or angular)
operators {e±iϕ̂, p̂ϕ}

eiϕ̂.e−iϕ̂ = e−iϕ̂.eiϕ̂ = 1,
p̂ϕ = p̂†ϕ, (eiϕ̂)† = e−iϕ̂,[

p̂ϕ, e
iϕ̂
]

= eiϕ̂,
p̂ϕ|n〉 = n|n〉, n = 0,±1,±2, ...,

e±iϕ̂|ϕ〉 = e±iϕ|ϕ〉,
e±iϕ̂|n〉 = |n± 1〉,

(59)

where |n〉 and |ϕ〉 are eigenvectors of p̂ϕ and e±iϕ̂, respec-
tively. The operator form of the canonical transformations
(49) is given by [54]x̂2 := − i√

2MPω

(√
p̂ϕe

iϕ̂ − e−iϕ̂
√
p̂ϕ

)
,

Π̂2 :=
√

MPω
2

(√
p̂ϕe

iϕ̂ + e−iϕ̂
√
p̂ϕ

)
,

(60)

where the square-root symbol is interpreted as
√
p̂ϕ|n〉 =√

n|n〉. The Hermicity of x̂2 and Π̂2 implies n have to be
a non-negative integer, n = 0, 1, 2, ... . In terms of the new
variable, the superHamiltonian of scalar field part, H2 will
be

Ĥ2 = ω(p̂ϕ +
1

2
). (61)

Hence, the wave function of H2 is given by [55]

ψ2(ϕ) = 〈ϕ|n〉 =
1√
2π
ei(n+ 1

2 )ϕ

=
1√
2π
eiω(n+ 1

2 )T , n = 0, 1, 2, ... , (62)

where we used ϕ = ωT in the last equality. Substituting
(62) into Eq.(11) and doing a simple calculation, we get

W2(ΠT ) =
δ
(
ωpϕ − ω(n+ 1

2 )
)

= δ
(
ΠT − ω(n+ 1

2 )
)
,

(63)

where we used ΠT = ωpϕ in the last equality. This
is essentially a statement of Bohr–Sommerfeld quantiza-
tion: for state |n〉, the phase space distribution in action-
angle variables is that the classical action ΠT is the quan-
tum half-integer n, and the angle variable ωT is ran-
dom (i.e., the distribution is independent of T ). By in-
troducing the new form of the Hamiltonian in (50), the
Moyal–Wheeler–DeWitt Eq. (14) will turn to the follow-
ing Moyal–Wheeler–DeWitt–Schrödinger equation(

1

2MP
Π2

1 +
1

2
MPω

2x2
1 −ΠT

)
∗M W = 0. (64)

One may rewrite the above equation in terms of Bopp’s
shif formula (

1
2MP

(Π1 + i
2∂x1

)2+

1
2MPω

2(x1 − i
2∂Π1)2 −ΠT + i

2∂T

)
W = 0.

(65)

In differential equation (65), the Wigner function is only
function of Friedmann observables (x1,Π1). All other
Friedmann observables (for example, redshift, density pa-
rameter and deceleration parameter) are functions of these
coordinates of 2D reduced phase space [53]. Using ΠT = E
(as we find in (58)) and separating the real and imaginary
parts (remember W is a real function) of the above dif-
ferential equation gives us the following two differential
equations(

H1 −
1

8MP
∂2
x1
− MPω

2

8
∂2

Π1

)
W = EW, (66)

and

∂TW =

(
MPω

2x1∂Π1
− 1

MP
Π1∂x1

)
W. (67)

As we find in (16), Eq.(66) presents differential equation
for Wigner function of a simple harmonic oscillator with
mass MP. On the other hand, Eq.(67) shows the time
dependency of the Wigner function. The solution of (67)
is [56]

W (x1,Π1, t) =

exp
{(
MPω

2x1∂Π1
− Π1

MP
∂x1

)
T
}
W (x1,Π1, 0),

(68)

where W (x1,Π1, 0) is the solution of (66). The above so-
lution shows a rotation around the origin in phase space.
In matrix form, this rotation can be represented as(√

MPωx
′
1

1√
MP

Π′1

)
=

(
cos(ωt) − sin(ωt)
sin(ωt) cos(ωt)

)(√
MPωx1
1√
MP

Π1

)
. (69)
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Figure 2: Plot of the Wigner functions of a coherent state. The state
start at the Big Bang, t = 0, x1 = 0, and moves in a clockwise fashion
about the origin and finally it finish at the Big Crunch t = π

ω
, x1 = 0.

It is shown at times t = 0, t = π
2ω

, and t = π
ω

. In generating this
plot the following values were used: LP = 1, b = 5.

The time evolution of the Wigner function lies in the
phase space coordinates, so that it maintains its shape,
but moves around in elliptical orbits in phase space. This
means that

W (x1,Π1, t) = W
(
x1 cos(ωt)

− Π1

MPω
sin(ωt), cos(ωt)Π1 +MPωx1 sin(ωt), 0

)
,

(70)

rotates uniformly on the phase space and it is essentially
classically, even though it provides a complete quantum
mechanical description [56]. Let us take the Wigner func-
tion at time t = 0 to be the lowest state of the harmonic
oscillator (obtained in (22)) shifted by b = MPωamax in
the Π1 direction

W (x1,Π1, 0) =
1

π
exp

(
−L2(Π1 − b)2 − x2

1

L2

)
, (71)

where L := 1/
√
MPω = LP/

√
3π in which LP = 1/MP

is the Planck length. This is in fact, the Wigner function
of a coherent state. The Wigner function at other times
becomes

W (x1,Π1, t) = 1
π exp

(
− L2(Π1 − b cos(ωt))2

− 1
L2 (x1 − bL2 sin(ωt))2

)
.

(72)

As we see in Fig. 2, the time evolution of the state is a
motion in an ellipse in the (x1,Π1) plane centered about
the origin: the Wigner function starts at the Big Bang,
t = 0, and moves in a clockwise fashion about the origin of
phase space, reaches to the point (amax,Π1 = 0) at t = π

2ω
and finally it finishes at the Big Crunch, t = π

ω , x1 = 0. As
the Wigner function moves around its path in phase space,
its projection on the scale factor axis, x1, moves from the
Big Bang towards the Big Crunch with unchanging profile.

Figure 3: Plot of the Wigner functions of a squeezed state. The state
start at the Big Bang, t = 0, x1 = 0, and moves in a clockwise fashion
about the origin and finally it finish at the Big Crunch t = π

ω
, x1 = 0.

It is shown at times t = 0, t = π
2ω

, and t = π
ω

. In generating this
plot the following values were used: L = 2, b = 5.

Note that in Wigner function (70), L can be arbitrarily
chosen, and generally it is not needed to be constrained by
the relation L = 1/

√
ωMP. In the later case, the Wigner

function is

W = 1
π exp

(
− 1

L2

(
x1 cos(ωt)− Π1

ω sin(ωt)
)2−

L2 (Π1 cos(ωt) +MPωx1 sin(ωt)− b)2
)
,

(73)

and it is the Wigner function of a squeezed state which
have a different ratio of spread in the scale actor and its
momenta directions from the coherent state. Fig.(3) shows
the Wigner function of a squeezed state. We find that its
projection on the x1 axis differs from that of the coherent
state. Although it will move from the Big Bang to the Big
crunch, its width in x1 will vary during the motion.

To conclude, let see what is the relation of the Fig.(1)
and subsequent two other figures (2) and (3). In fact, they
show the behavior of Dirac and Friedmann Wigner func-
tion as a function of corresponding observables, respec-
tively. Unlike the Dirac observables, Friedmann observ-
ables (like the age of the universe, Hubble parameter, den-
sity parameters, redshift, and so on) are time-dependent
observables. In Fig.(1), for each point on the extremum
of the Wigner function, the coordinates are given by H1

and H2 = ΠT and we have a minimum uncertainty for
those coordinates. The time coordinate T and the cor-
responding momenta ΠT satisfy Moyal bracket relation
{{T,ΠT }} = i, consequently, minimizing the uncertainty
on ΠT = H2 extremize the uncertainty on the time param-
eter T . In other words, one can say that our universe is
located on the peak of Fig.(1) and the figure does not give
us any information about the time. On the other hand for
coherent and squeezed states (which realize the Friedmann
observables), we have minimum uncertainty for the time,
yielding a maximum uncertain value for ΠT as a Dirac ob-
servable. Thus, these figures, in one hand Fig(1) and on
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the other hand figures 2 and 3, are related to each other
by two kind of observables, ΠT and T , and the canoni-
cal commutation relation between them, {{T,ΠT }} = 1.
ΠT and T are complementary observables and as a result,
Dirac and Friedmann observables of the model are of the
complementary ones.

4. Conclusion

The problem of time in quantum cosmology has been
studied from different points of view (e.g. see [3] and
references therein). Among them, one can mention two
main approaches, namely the internal time interpretation
(in which a canonical transformation is used to obtain
a Hamiltonian, linear in a variable such that its canon-
ical conjugate can be used as a time variable), and the
Schrödinger interpretation (belonging to the time-less cat-
egory of quantum cosmology models). There is a vast liter-
ature, studying those aforementioned interpretations using
the Wheeler–DeWitt equation. However in this paper, we
used the Wigner function to compare two aforementioned
approaches, and as a result, we showed that there is a
complementary relation between them. In detail, in the
Schrödinger interpretation of the model one can measure
the energy of the matter content of the universe (the scalar
field here) with higher accurately while losing the time con-
cept, whereas in the internal time interpretation, having
the time evolution of the universe will disturb the corre-
sponding conjugate momenta, representing the energy of
the scalar field.

By studying quantum cosmology of a conformally cou-
pled scalar field in a positive curvature background of an
FLRW type universe. We have solved the MWDW equa-
tion exactly and obtained four types of Wigner functions,
regarding mixed, pure, coherent, and squeezed states. The
quasi-probability distribution Wigner function is related
to classical solutions without recourse to WKB approx-
imation techniques. The Wigner function of the mixed
states for Dirac observables is plotted in Fig.(1), showing
that there exists a peak over the classical trajectory, indi-
cating a good coincidence between classical and the most
probable quantum states. We showed that for large val-
ues of quantum number n of the Wigner function of the
pure states, the classical universe arose from the quantized
model includes a radiation perfect fluid. Afterward, we in-
troduced an extrinsic time parameter in which the result-
ing Wigner function is time-dependent. We introduced
coherent state Wigner function in which as the Wigner
function moves around its path in phase space, its pro-
jection on the scale factor axis moves from Big Bang to
the Big Crunch (see Fig.2) with an unchanging profile.
Besides, we establish a squeezed Wigner function which
represents an exact classical-quantum correlation in any
time-evolution of the universe, which is plotted in Fig.(3).
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