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Abstract
We consider the classical minisuperspace model describing a closed, homogeneous
and isotropic Universe, with a positive cosmological constant. Upon canonical
quantization, the infinite number of possible operator orderings in the quantum
Hamiltonian leads to distinct Wheeler-DeWitt equations for the wavefunction
ψ of the Universe. Similarly, ambiguity arises in the path-integral formulation
of ψ, due to the infinite choices of path-integral measures for the single degree of
freedom of the model. For each choice of path-integral measure, we determine the
correct operator ordering of the quantum Hamiltonian and derive the exact form
of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation, including all corrections in ℏ. Additionally, we
impose Hermiticity of the Hamiltonian to deduce the Hilbert-space measure µ,
which appears in the definition of the Hermitian inner product. Remarkably,
all quantum predictions can be expressed through the combination Ψ = √

µψ,
which satisfies a universal Wheeler-DeWitt equation, independent of the initial
path-integral prescription. This result demonstrates that all seemingly distinct
quantum theories arising from different quantization schemes of the same classical
model are fundamentally equivalent.
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1 Introduction

There are a number of unresolved questions concerning the Wheeler-DeWitt (WDW) equa-
tion for the wavefunction of the Universe [1], both conceptual and technical [1–15]. Any
progress towards their resolution will be important for our understanding of quantum cos-
mology at a fundamental level. In this work we will focus on a technical question regarding
the existence of operator-ordering ambiguities in implementing the Hamiltonian constraint
at the quantum level—see e.g. [1,9,10]. Despite the fact that a number of interesting propos-
als have been put forward over the years to resolve this issue, imposing for example special
boundary conditions for the wavefunction of the Universe [16, 17], a complete satisfactory
solution is still lacking.

Indeed, even in the simplest case of a minisuperspace model involving a single degree
of freedom, there is an infinite number of operator-ordering choices in the expression of
the quantum Hamiltonian, leading to distinct WDW equations for the wavefunction of the
Universe. It does not seem possible to select among these choices from first principles.
The same ambiguities arise in the path-integral formulation of the quantum theory. Indeed,
while the classical action is invariant under field redefinitions of the minisuperspace degree of
freedom—here the scale-factor degree of freedom—the gauge-invariant path-integral measure
is not, since the different measures are related by no-trivial Jacobians. There is indeed an
infinite number of inequivalent gauge-invariant path-integral measures, leading to different
expressions for the wavefunction of the Universe and distinct WDW equations [18]. Naively,
it seems that the same classical theory leads to inequivalent quantum theories. It is important
to stress, however, that in order for the quantum prescriptions to be truly inequivalent, they
must lead to distinct predictions for the physical observables and probability amplitudes. To
address the question fully, we must also obtain an appropriate inner product on the Hilbert
space of wavefunctions, which can be utilized to define probability amplitudes and other
physical observables.

In previous work [18–20], two of us studied the issue of operator-ordering ambiguities
in the simplest one-dimensional minisuperspace model arising in the context of pure four-
dimensional Einstein gravity in the presence of a positive cosmological constant. In this
approximation, we take the cosmological metric to be homogeneous and isotropic, and the
spatial sections to be closed. There is a single degree of freedom, namely the scale factor of
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the cosmology. Our analysis in that work focussed on the semiclassical limit. For each path-
integral wavefunction based on a gauge-invariant measure associated to a field redefinition of
the scale factor, we determined the ambiguity functions and the WDW equation it satisfies
at the semiclassical level. The inner-product measure on the Hilbert space was determined
by requiring the Hamiltonian operator to be Hermitian. In fact, this Hermiticity condition
suffices to determine the inner-product measure uniquely for each such quantum prescription.
Taking the inner-product measure into account, we demonstrated that the various quantum
prescriptions lead to identical results for the probability amplitudes at the semiclassical
level [18,21]. This result was taken to be suggestive that the various quantum prescriptions
are in fact equivalent, with the universality extending beyond the semiclassical level.

However, our analysis in Ref. [18] did not determine all the ambiguity functions that can
appear in the WDW equation, since the computations were restricted at the semiclassical
level. Additional ambiguity can arise at higher orders in the ℏ expansion, which can be
resolved by computing the path-integral wavefunction at higher orders. It is important to
investigate whether the universality of the physical observables persists at the exact order
in ℏ, rendering the multitude of the quantum prescriptions associated with the path-integral
formulation physically equivalent. In the present work, we show that this is indeed the case.
By discretizing suitably the path-integral wavefunction for each quantum prescription, and
taking the continuum limit [22], we obtain the WDW equation it satisfies exactly, to all orders
in ℏ, and, therefore, resolve all ambiguity functions in the expressions. Physical observables
and probability amplitudes are defined by utilizing the Hermitian inner-product measure,
which we also determine exactly. We demonstrate that the various quantum prescriptions
yield identical results for the physical observables to all orders in ℏ. In fact, the product of
the path-integral wavefunction with the square root of the inner-product measure satisfies a
universal WDW equation, which is free of any ambiguities associated with operator-ordering
choices or the path-integral measure. This result establishes the universality of the various
quantum prescriptions at the exact level in ℏ.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sect. 2, we review the classical one-dimensional
minisuperspace model based on four-dimensional pure Einstein gravity in the presence of a
positive cosmological constant. We cast it as a one-dimensional non-linear σ-model involving
a one-dimensional target space. In Sect. 3, we carry the canonical quantization of the
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model. We show how to parametrize the operator-ordering ambiguities in the Hamiltonian
and the WDW equation. This involves two complex functions of the minisuperspace degree
of freedom, transforming as a scalar and vector under field redefinitions, respectively. In
Sect. 4, we show how the path-integral approach to quantization also leads to ambiguities
due to the multitude of choices for the gauge-invariant path-integral measure, associated
with field redefinitions. In Sect. 5, we impose the Hermiticity condition of the quantum
Hamiltonian in order to obtain the inner-product measure for each quantum prescription
or path-integral measure choice, and use it to define probability amplitudes. The latter
depend on the combination Ψ = √

µψ, where µ is the inner-product measure and ψ is the
wavefunction of the Universe. We proceed in Sect. 6 to derive the ambiguity functions
and the exact WDW equation, valid to all orders in the ℏ expansion, for each choice of
path-integral measure. This is achieved by considering a suitable discretized version of the
path-integral wavefunction and taking the continuum limit at the end. Having obtained the
ambiguity functions, we show that for all these quantum prescriptions, Ψ satisfies a universal
equation, to all orders in ℏ. Therefore, the probability amplitudes and physical observables
are universal. In Sect. 7, we comment on previous results appearing in the literature. Sect. 8
explains why our approach is limited to the case where the σ-model target space is locally
Minikowskian, when applied to minisuperspace models involving more than one degree of
freedom. We also conclude with future research directions.

2 Classical minisuperspace model

In this section, we present the simplest classical minisuperspace model in four dimensions,
which will be quantized in the following sections.

Let us consider four-dimensional cosmologies, in the presence of a positive cosmological
constant Λ and in the absence of matter. In General Relativity, this can be described from
the Lorentzian action

S = 1
2

∫
M

d4x
√

−g (R − 2Λ) −
∫

∂M

d3y
√
hK , (2.1)

where M denotes the spacetime manifold of metric gµν and Ricci curvature R.1 The second
term is the Gibbons-York-Hawking boundary term, which contributes when the manifold M

1We use units where the Newton constant satisfies 8πG = 1.
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has a boundary ∂M. In the present case, ∂M is spacelike and we denote its coordinates
as yi, induced metric as hij and trace of the extrinsic curvature as K.

For a closed, homogeneous and isotropic Universe, space is a 3-sphere and the metric
takes the following Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker form

ds2 = −N2(x0)dx02 + a2(x0)dΩ2
3 . (2.2)

In this expression, N(x0) is the lapse function, a(x0) is the scale factor and dΩ2
3 is the metric

on the unit 3-sphere. The lapse function is non-dynamical and can be fixed to unity by
a suitable time reparametrization, while a(x0) is a scalar under time reparametrizations.
Inserting the above metric in the action, we obtain the effective Lagrangian for the scale-
factor degree of freedom,

L = 3v3N
(

− a

N2 ȧ
2 + a− λ2a3

)
, where λ =

√
Λ
3 . (2.3)

In this equation, v3 = 2π2 is the volume of the unit 3-sphere and dots stand for derivatives
with respect to time x0. This Lagrangian is that of the minisuperspace model, where all
inhomogeneities and the other metric degrees of freedom are omitted. Varying the action
with respect to N leads to an equation for the scale factor. Using cosmological time t, which
corresponds to the gauge choice N(t) ≡ 1, this equation becomes

(λa)2 −
(

d(λa)
d(λt)

)2

= 1 . (2.4)

Its solution consists of a pure de Sitter space, namely

λa(t) = cosh(λt) . (2.5)

We may consider field redefinitions of the scale factor,

a = A(q) , (2.6)

where A is an arbitrary positive, invertible function of a new field q. In terms of q(x0), the
classical Lagrangian in Eq. (2.3) becomes

L = 3v3N

(
−AA′2

N2 q̇2 + A − λ2A3
)
, (2.7)
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where primes denote derivatives with respect to q. It is useful to interpret the model as a
non-linear σ-model, with the base manifold—or domain—being a line parametrized by time
and the target space being a one-dimensional manifold T parametrized by the values of the
field q. In order to avoid later confusions in the notations, we will denote the corresponding
coordinate in T in roman style, q. In this case, the Lagrangian can be written in the form

L(N, q, q̇) = N

(
1
2 γqq(q) q̇

2

N2 − V (q)
)
, (2.8)

where
γqq = −6v3AA′2 (2.9)

is the target-space metric and
V = 3v3

(
−A + λ2A3

)
(2.10)

is the effective potential.2 The conjugate momentum of the field q is given by

πq = γqq
q̇

N
(2.11)

and the classical Hamiltonian satisfies

H = πq q̇ − L

= 1
2 γqq

q̇2

N
+NV

= −N ∂L

∂N
.

(2.12)

Since ∂L/∂N = 0 is imposed, the on-shell classical Hamiltonian is constrained to vanish,

H

N
≡ 1

2 γ
qqπ2

q + V = 0 . (2.13)

This can also be seen as a consequence of time-reparametrization invariance.

3 Ambiguities of the canonical-quantization

Let us now apply the canonical approach to quantize the model. The aim is to derive the
WDW equation satisfied by the possible wavefunctions of the Universe. We will review the
fact that this approach leads to ambiguities in the precise expression of the equation.

2Note that γqq is negative. The kinetic term is therefore of the opposite sign to that of a scalar field.
In general, the target space of a minisuperspace model comprising more than one degree of freedom is
Lorentzian [1].
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In the canonical approach, the field q and its conjugate momentum πq are promoted to
quantum operators,

q −→ q̂ , πq −→ π̂q , (3.1)

which satisfy the commutation relation

[q̂, π̂q] = iℏ . (3.2)

This algebra can be represented by considering a Hilbert space of wavefunctions that describe
the possible states of the Universe. Since these functions depend on the coordinate q of the
target space T , the commutation relation is achieved as usual by substituting

q̂ −→ q , π̂q −→ −iℏ d
dq . (3.3)

The constraint of cancellation of the on-shell classical Hamiltonian is promoted at the quan-
tum level by requiring that the quantum Hamiltonian Ĥ annihilates any wavefunction ψ(q)
of the Universe,

Ĥ

N
ψ = 0 . (3.4)

Using Eqs. (2.13), (3.1) and (3.3), this contraint becomes the WDW equation for ψ(q).

As is well known, this quantization procedure leads however to ambiguities in the expres-
sion of the WDW equation [1, 9]. They result from the existence of various possible choices
regarding the ordering of the operators. In practice, two arbitrary complex functions can
be introduced in the kinetic term of the classical Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.13) [18]. Denoting
them as vq(q) and s(q) for reasons that will be clear in the sequel, we have indeed

γqqπqπq = γqq

vq s
πq v

q πq s , (3.5)

since every term commutes. However, upon quantization, the right-hand side accounts for
a variety of distinct operators, since the commutators of the momentum operators and the
ambiguity functions are non-trivial. Note that assuming the WDW equation to be second
order in derivatives, no ambiguity function (also) depending on πq can be introduced in the
kinetic or potential term. As a result, the WDW equation takes the general form

Ĥ

N
ψ ≡ −ℏ2

2
γqq

vq s

d
dq

(
vq d(sψ)

dq

)
+ V ψ = 0 , (3.6)
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where all quantities are now depending on the target-space coordinate q. Let us now im-
plement a change of variable q ≡ q(q̌). In terms of the target manifold T , this is a change
of coordinate. Under such a transformation, the wavefunction is a scalar and the ambiguity
functions appearing in the WDW equation transform as

s −→ s , vq −→ vq dq̌
dq ≡ vq̌ . (3.7)

In other words, s is a scalar and vq is a vector, thus motivating the upper index notation
anticipated before. We find it convenient to redefine the ambiguity vector and scalar as
follows:

ρq = vqs2 , ω = γqq

vq s

d
dq

(
vq ds

dq

)
≡ ∇q(vq ∇qs)

vq s
, (3.8)

where ∇q is the covariant derivative on T . In terms of these quantities, the WDW equation
takes the alternative diffeomorphism-invariant forms

0 = Ĥ

N
ψ ≡ −ℏ2

2

[
γqq

ρq
d
dq

(
ρq dψ

dq

)
+ ωψ

]
+ V ψ

= −ℏ2

2

[
γqqψ′′ + γqq ρ

q′

ρq ψ
′ + ωψ

]
+ V ψ

= −ℏ2

2

[
∇2ψ + ∇qρq

ρq ∇qψ + ωψ

]
+ V ψ ,

(3.9)

where primes now stand for derivatives with respect to the variable q. Note that the ambi-
guity vector ρq is not an artefact that can be gauged away by a change of coordinate in T .
Indeed, if we implement the change of variable q ≡ q(q̌) such that ρq̌ = 1, the inverse metric
γqq transforms into an expression of γq̌q̌ that depends on the initial ambiguity vector ρq.

4 Ambiguity of the path-integral quantization

Quantization of the minisuperspace model of Sect. 2 can also be achieved from a path-integral
point of view—see e.g. [6, 10, 11, 13, 14, 18]. In this section, we explain that this again leads
to ambiguity [18].

In this approach, one considers all paths for the lapse function N and field q that are
defined on arbitrary intervals of time [x0

i , x
0
f ] and satisfying the boundary conditions

q(x0
i ) = qi , q(x0

f ) = q . (4.1)
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Since the WDW equation is linear and of order 2, the Hilbert space of wavefunctions is two-
dimensional and the boundary condition which involves some given qi is enough to specify
the state of the Universe [6]. A formal expression of the wavefunction is then given by [18]

ψ(q) =
∫ DN

Vol(Diff[−N2])

∫ q(x0
f )=q

q(x0
i )=qi

Dq e
i
ℏ

∫ x0
f

x0
i

dx0 L(N,q,q̇)
, (4.2)

where L(N, q, q̇) is the Lagrangian given in Eq. (2.8). In the exponent, the action is invariant
under time reparametrizations. As a result, when distinct metrics g00 ≡ −N2 of the base
manifold of the σ-model are related by a diffeomorphism, they are overcounting physically
equivalent configurations. For this reason, the path-integral measure DN is divided by the
volume of Diff[−N2], the group of diffeomorphisms. Moreover, the path-integral measure
Dq must be invariant under Diff[−N2], for the field configurations q(x0) and q(ξ(x0)) to be
truly equivalent for any ξ ∈ Diff[−N2].

An important thing to note is that two distinct metrics g00 of the base manifold, which is
a line segment, cannot in general be transformed into each other by a diffeomorphism. This
can be seen by noticing that such a transformation does not change the proper length ℓ of
a line segment,3

ℓ =
∫ x0

f

x0
i

dx0 √
−g00 . (4.3)

As a result, the set of metrics g00 can be divided into equivalence classes characterized by
the value of ℓ ∈ R+. To put it another way, a line segment admits a moduli space of real
dimension one parametrized by ℓ. In practice, varying the modulus of a metric g00 amounts
to rescaling it, while keeping fixed its domain of definition [x0

i , x
0
f ]. Hence, denoting g00[ℓ] a

particular representative of each equivalence class, we may take

g00[ℓ] = −ℓ2 , defined on [x0
i , x

0
f ] = [0, 1] . (4.4)

This corresponds to a gauge choice for which the lapse function is constant, N ≡ ℓ, and
the time interval is fixed. Any metric g00 in class ℓ can then be obtained by the action of a
diffeomorphism ξ on g00[ℓ].4

The above considerations can be used to simplify Eq. (4.2) [18]. Indeed, the path integral
over N can be replaced by an integral over the moduli space and an integral over the orbit

3Talking about “duration” rather than “length” may be more appropriate in the present case.
4For a line segment, such a transformation ξ is unique up to the discrete isometry that reverses the

orientation of the segment.
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of each equivalence class. This has the effect of cancelling the volume of the diffeomorphism
group. Following the method of Faddeev and Popov, this implementation of a gauge fixing
requires the introduction of a Jacobian ∆FP, which depends only on the class ℓ. As a result,
one obtains an expression

ψ(q) =
∫ +∞

0
dℓ ∆FP(ℓ)

∫ q(1)=q

q(0)=qi
Dq e

i
ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0 L(ℓ,q,q̇) . (4.5)

In general, the expression of the Faddeev-Popov determinant ∆FP depends on the topology
of the base manifold of the σ-model. For a line segment, the result turns out to be trivial [18],
i.e. independent of the class ℓ,5

∆FP(ℓ) = 1 . (4.6)

Note that in principle, one may determine the ambiguity tensors ρq and ω by calculating
explicitly the path integral in Eq. (4.5) for a certain qi, and by imposing that the result is a
solution of the WDW equation. In practice, though, it is enough to evaluate ψ(q) at second
order in ℏ. To see this, let us consider the formal expansion in ℏ,

ψ(q) = exp
[
i

ℏ

(
F0(q) + ℏ

i
F1(q) − ℏ2F2(q) + O(ℏ3)

)]
. (4.7)

By computing the path-integral at the semiclassical level, i.e. the next-to-leading order
in ℏ, one identifies the functions F0(q), F1(q). Then, inserting Eq. (4.7) in the second line
of Eq. (3.9), one determines ρq [18]. Since ω shows up at second order in ℏ in the WDW
equation, it can be determined the same way by computing F2(q), i.e. the path integral at
second order. However, we will not follow this strategy in the present work. On the contrary,
we will see in Sect. 6 that much less effort is needed to determine the ambiguity tensors of
the model we consider. As will be discussed in the last section, this model is representative
of a broader class of theories, which are characterized by σ-models whose target spaces are
locally Minkowskian.

Before doing so, we would like to emphasize an important issue of the path-integral
formalism. To present it, let us implement a field redefinition

q = Q(q̌) (4.8)

in the path integral, where Q is any invertible function. The classical action and thus the
integrand in Eq. (4.5) are invariant, while the path-integral measures of the fields q and q̌

5In other instances, where the base manifold is periodic, one obtains ∆FP(ℓ) = 1/ℓ.
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differ from each other by a Jacobian. Specifically, we have

Dq = Dq̌ J , (4.9)

where a formal expression of J is given by

J =
∏

x0∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣∣dq(x0)
dq̌(x0)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∏

x0∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Q′(q̌(x0))
∣∣∣ . (4.10)

As a result, we have

ψ(q) =
∫ +∞

0
dℓ
∫ q

qi
Dq e

i
ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0 L(ℓ,q,q̇) ,

=
∫ +∞

0
dℓ
∫ q̌

q̌i
Dq̌ J e

i
ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0 Ľ(ℓ,q̌, ˙̌q) ,

(4.11)

in which we have defined

Ľ(ℓ, q̌, ˙̌q) = ℓ

(
1
2 γq̌q̌(q̌)

˙̌q2

ℓ2 − V̌ (q̌)
)
, where V̌ (q̌) = V

(
Q−1(q̌)

)
. (4.12)

Moreover, the boundary conditions of the paths q̌(x0), x0 ∈ [0, 1], are

q̌(1) = q̌ , q̌(0) = q̌i , (4.13)

where we have set

q̌ = Q−1(q(1)) = Q−1(q) ≡ q̌(q) ,

q̌i = q̌(qi) .
(4.14)

In fact, in the above equation, the first line defines a change of coordinate q = q(q̌) of the
target space T that we have used in the second line. As a result, ψ(q(q̌)) is given by the
second line in Eq. (4.11) and solves the WDW equation with the transformed ambiguity
vector

ρq̌ = ρq dq̌
dq (4.15)

and the ambiguity scalar ω. However, had we considered from the outset the field q̌ instead
of q, we would have claimed that the wavefunction is

ψ̌(q̌) =
∫ +∞

0
dℓ
∫ q̌

q̌i
Dq̌ e

i
ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0 Ľ(ℓ,q̌, ˙̌q) . (4.16)

Since this expression is identical to the second line of Eq. (4.11) except that the Jacobian
is missing, one concludes that ψ̌(q̌) and ψ(q(q̌)) are not equal. Hence, there also exists an

10



ambiguity in the definition of the wavefunction from the path-integral point of view, as there
exists a multitude of distinct choices of path-integral measures—such as Dq or Dq̌—while the
integrand is invariant under field redefinitions. Since ψ̌(q̌), for a given q̌i, is as legitimate as
ψ(q), for the corresponding qi, as a wavefunction, it follows that ψ̌(q̌) is a solution of a WDW
equation with ambiguity tensors ρ̌q̌, ω̌ that are distinct from ρq̌, ω. A fundamental question
then arises. Is the quantum theory based on ψ(q) given in Eq. (4.11) and corresponding
ambiguity tensors ρq, ω, equivalent to the quantum theory based on ψ̌(q̌) given in Eq. (4.16)
and corresponding ambiguity tensors ρ̌q̌, ω̌?

5 Inner product of the Hilbert space and probability
amplitudes

To answer the above question, we first have to discuss probability amplitudes. We will
complete our arguments in the next section.

Probability amplitudes are based on an inner product we wish to specify. For the Hilbert
space of wavefunctions computed for a given choice of path-integral measure Dq,6 let us
define the inner product as

⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩Dq =
∫

T
dq

√
−γ µψ∗

1ψ2

= sign(A′)
∫ A−1(+∞)

A−1(0)
dq

√
−γ µψ∗

1ψ2 .
(5.1)

In this expression, µ(q) is a real positive function that serves as a measure on the Hilbert
space of wavefunctions ψ1(q), ψ2(q), which are defined as in the first line of Eq. (4.11) for
arbitrary initial values qi1 , qi2 , respectively. In the second line of Eq. (5.1), the bounds of
the integral correspond to the values of q where the scale factor vanishes or is infinite. Using
Eq. (2.6), these values are A−1(0) and A−1(+∞). Since A is an invertible function, it is
monotonic and therefore the sign of its derivative A′ is fixed. The overall factor sign(A′) is
introduced to make the inner product positive.

The measure µ can be determined by requiring the quantum Hamiltonian to be Her-
mitian [18]. To do this, let us extend the definition (5.1) to arbitrary complex functions

6Or, equivalently, for the Hilbert space of solutions of the WDW equation involving the corresponding
ambiguity tensors ρq, ω.
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f1(q), f2(q). Since they are arbitrary, they don’t have to be annihilated by the Hamiltonian.
Integrating by parts, one obtains the identity〈

f1,
Ĥ

N
f2

〉
=
〈
Ĥ†

N
f1, f2

〉
− sign(A′) ℏ

2

2 ×
[
ρq
(
γqq

ρq
√

−γ µ f ∗
1

df2

dq − d
dq

(
γqq

ρq
√

−γ µ f ∗
1

)
f2

)]A−1(+∞)

A−1(0)
,

(5.2)

where we have defined for any complex function f

Ĥ†

N
f ≡ −ℏ2

2
1√

−γ µ
d
dq

(
ρq∗ d

dq

(
γqq

ρq∗

√
−γ µ f

))
+
(
V − ℏ2

2 ω∗
)
f . (5.3)

Let us suppose for a moment that
Ĥ

N
f = Ĥ†

N
f (5.4)

is satisfied for all f . In this case, applying Eq. (5.2) to arbitrary wavefunctions ψ1, ψ2, i.e.
functions f1, f2 annihilated by Ĥ, one concludes that the boundary term in the right-hand
side vanishes. Hence, if Eq. (5.4) is satisfied for all complex function f , the Hamiltonian is
automatically a Hermitian operator on the Hilbert space of wavefunctions.

To make all this concrete, let us define

ρq = rq eiθ , where rq ∈ R , θ ∈
(

−π

2 ,
π

2

]
. (5.5)

Since all changes of coordinate q ≡ q(q̌) are real, rq transforms as a vector and θ as a scalar.7

Eq. (5.4) then leads to

2γqq
[
rq′

rq − (γqq√
−γ µ)′

γqq√
−γ µ

]
f ′ =

−2i Imω + γqq

(
γqq

ρq∗

√
−γ µ

)′′
+ ρq∗′

ρq∗

(
γqq

ρq∗

√
−γ µ

)′

γqq

ρq∗

√
−γ µ

f .
(5.6)

If the expression in brackets in the left-hand side does not vanish identically, the equation
is separable and f takes a particular form, which contradicts the fact that it is arbitrary.
Hence the expression in brackets in the left-hand side cancels out identically, which fixes the
measure to be

µ = |rq|
−γqq√

−γ

=
√

−γ |ρq| ,
(5.7)

7The seemingly more natural choice of taking rq ≥ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, π] would not lead to tensorial
transformations under an invertible change of coordinate q = q(q̌) such that the constant sign of dq/dq̌ is
negative.
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up to an irrelevant multiplicative integration constant C > 0. Indeed, one can always absorb
a factor

√
C in the definition of each wavefunction in Eq. (5.1). Using the expression for µ,

vanishing of the right-hand side of Eq. (5.6) also yields

Imω = γqq

2

(
θ′′ + rq′

rq θ
′
)

= 1
2

(
∇2θ + ∇qrq

rq ∇qθ
)
.

(5.8)

This result means that Hermiticity of the Hamiltonian left us with only three real quanti-
ties—rather than four—to parametrize the ambiguities of the WDW equation, namely rq,
θ, Reω. At this stage, a few remarks are in order:

• In Eq. (5.1), the volume element |dq|
√

−γ, the measure µ and the wavefunctions are
invariant under a change of variable q ≡ q(q̌). It is thus consistent to find that the
expression (5.7) is a scalar under reparametrization of the target space T .

• However, µ = √−γqq |ρq| = √−γq̌q̌ |ρq̌| depends on the module of the ambiguity
vector ρq̌. As a result, µ differs a priori from the measure µ̌ = √−γq̌q̌ |ρ̌q̌| associated
to the Hilbert space of wavefunctions ψ̌(q̌), for which the correct ambiguity vector
is ρ̌q̌.8 In other words, both the wavefunctions and the measure on their Hilbert space
depend on the choice of path-integral measure—Dq or Dq̌.

• Since ω is invariant under a change of variable q ≡ q(q̌), it is consistent to find an
expression for Imω that is explicitly a scalar, as shown in the second line of Eq. (5.8).

According to the comments above, it turns out to be relevant to consider the particular
combination of Hilbert-space measure and wavefunction

Ψ = √
µψ , (5.9)

in terms of which the inner product of ψ1, ψ2 simplifies to

⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩Dq =
∫

T
dq

√
−γΨ1(q)∗Ψ2(q) . (5.10)

8We say “a priori” because at this stage, there is still the possibility that ρq̌ and ρ̌q̌ differ only by a phase.
However, we will see in the next section that this is not the case.
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Indeed, using only the definition (5.9)—i.e. without knowing what the expression of µ is—it
is straightforward to show that the WDW equation (3.9) can be written as

0 = √
µ
Ĥ

N
ψ ≡ −ℏ2

2
[
∇2Ψ + Y q∇qΨ +WΨ

]
+ VΨ , (5.11)

where we have defined

Y q = γqq ρ
q′

ρq − (γqq√
−γµ)′

√
−γµ

− γqq ∇q
√
µ

√
µ

,

W = ω −
∇2√µ
√
µ

− Y q ∇q
√
µ

√
µ

.

(5.12)

Thanks to the particular form of µ given in Eq. (5.7), the expression of Y q reduces to

Y q = i∇qθ , (5.13)

which is pure imaginary and explicitly a vector. Using the expression of Imω given in
Eq. (5.8), the extra potential term of the equation becomes

W = Reω −
∇2√µ
√
µ

+ i

2 ∇2θ . (5.14)

To sum up, the WDW equation can be recasted in the form

−ℏ2

2
[
∇2Ψ + i∇θ∇Ψ +WΨ

]
+ VΨ = 0 , (5.15)

where the most general ambiguity is parametrized by the real angle θ(q) and the complex
quantity W (q). Although both are scalars under coordinate transformations q ≡ q(q̌) of T ,
it is more appropriate to think of θ as an axion of the target space, as only its derivatives
matter.9

As in Eq. (4.16), had we considered wavefunctions defined with the path-integral measure
Dq̌ rather than Dq, we would have ended with a WDW equation for Ψ̌ =

√
µ̌ ψ̌, involving

ambiguities ∇q̌θ̌, W̌ . The key point is that if the ambiguities happen to be invariant under
the change of path-integral measure, i.e.

θ̌(q̌) = θ(q(q̌)) + cst. , W̌ (q̌) = W (q(q̌)) , (5.16)
9We stress that in the present context, the ambiguity scalar and axion are really meant for the target

space T of the σ-model, rather than for (space)time, which is the domain of the σ-model.
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then the two WDW equations are the same and we can identify their pairwise solutions,

Ψ̌(q̌) = Ψ(q(q̌)) . (5.17)

Under this scenario, the inner product is invariant, since Eq. (5.10) yields

⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩Dq =
∫

T
dq̌
√

−γq̌q̌ Ψ1(q(q̌))∗Ψ2(q(q̌))

=
∫

T
dq̌
√

−γq̌q̌ Ψ̌1(q̌)∗Ψ̌2(q̌)

= ⟨ψ̌1, ψ̌2⟩Dq̌ ,

(5.18)

and the notion of probability amplitude is universal. In other words, invariance of ∇qθ, W
under the change of path-integral measure is the condition for the quantum theory to be
unique, i.e. invariant under the ambiguous choice of path-integral measure Dq in the defini-
tion of the wavefunctions. In the next section, we determine ∇qθ, W for any path-integral
measure Dq and conclude that the quantum theory is unique.

6 Determination of the ambiguities ρq, ω and unique-
ness of the quantum theory

In this section, we derive the ambiguity tensors ρq, ω of the WDW equation corresponding
to any choice of path-integral measure in the definition of the wavefunctions. The result for
Imω turns out to be consistent with Eq. (5.8). Most importantly, we are able to conclude
that all choices of path-integral measure lead to identical quantum predictions.

To start with, let us consider the probability amplitude for the field q to vary from an
initial value qi to a final value q, in a lapse of cosmological time equal to ℓ. In terms of path
integral, it can be expressed as

U(qi, q, ℓ) =
∫ q

qi
Dq e

i
ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0 L(ℓ,q,q̇)

=
∫ q

qi
Dq e

i
ℏ

∫ ℓ

0 dt
(

1
2 γqq(q)( dq

dt
)2−V (q)

)
,

(6.1)

where, in the second line, we apply a change of gauge to use cosmological time defined above
Eq. (2.4). In the following, we derive a differential equation satisfied by this amplitude.

To this end, we look for a field redefinition for which the new field q0 has a canonical
kinetic term. Writing the relation between q0 and the scale factor as

a = A0(q0) , (6.2)
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we see from Eq. (2.9) that
−6v3A0(q0)A′2

0 (q0) = −1 , (6.3)

which leads to

A0(q0) =
(

3
2

1√
6v3

) 3
2

|q0 − q0∗|
2
3 , (6.4)

where q0∗ is an arbitrary integration constant. For the function A0 to be invertible, we
choose the canonical field to vary in the range [q0∗,+∞]. It is then straightforward to find
the explicit relation between the fields q and q0, since

q = A−1(a) = A−1(A0(q0))

≡ Q0(q0) ,
(6.5)

where the function Q0 is invertible. In terms of q0, the amplitude takes the form

U(qi, q, ℓ) =
∫ q0

q0i
Dq0 J0 e

− i
ℏ

∫ ℓ

0 dt ( 1
2 ( dq0

dt
)2+V0(q0))

≡ U0(q0i, q0, ℓ) ,
(6.6)

where we have defined new variables

q0 = Q−1
0 (q) , q0i = Q−1

0 (qi) . (6.7)

Moreover, the potential term is simply

V0(q0) = V
(
Q0(q0)

)
, (6.8)

while the Jacobian of the path-integral measure is given by

J0 =
∏

t∈[0,ℓ]
J
(
q0(t)

)
, where J

(
q0(t)

)
=
∣∣∣Q′

0

(
q0(t)

)∣∣∣ . (6.9)

Next, we proceed as in the derivation of the Schrödinger equation for a nonrelativistic
quantum-mechanical particle moving in a one-dimensional space [22], except that we have
to keep track of the Jacobian J . This requires defining a discretized version of the amplitude
U0(q0i, q0, ℓ). This is done by dividing the interval of cosmological time [0, ℓ] into n ≥ 1 slices
of duration ε. Moreover, one introduces real numbers q0k, k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, corresponding to
the values of the field q0(t) at the discrete times t = kε. Since the path integral is over
all trajectories satisfying fixed boundary conditions, we only have to integrate over q0k′ for
k′ ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. Furthermore, as the scale factor a can take values from 0 to +∞, the
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domain of integration of q0k′ is from A−1
0 (0) = q0∗ to A−1

0 (+∞) = +∞. In these notations,
the discretized amplitude reads

U
(n)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ) = 1

N (ε, q0i, q0)

n−1∏
k′=1

(∫ +∞

q0∗

dq0k′

N (ε, q0i, q0)
J(q0k′)

)

× e− i
ℏ
∑n−1

k=0 ε[1
2( q0(k+1)−q0k

ε
)2 + V0(

q0k+q0(k+1)
2 )] ,

where ε = ℓ

n
, q00 = q0i , q0n = q0 .

(6.10)

Note that in the discretized version of the path-integral measure, we introduce in the denom-
inator a normalization factor N for each of the n slices. This is allowed—and will turn out
to be mandatory—provided this does not modify the weights of the slices, which are deter-
mined by the values of the Jacobians J(q0k′). This condition means that N cannot depend
on the integration variables q0k′ , k′ ∈ {1, . . . , n−1}, but may depend on the duration ε of the
slices and the fixed boundary values q0i, q0. As mentioned below Eq. (4.2), the path-integral
measure Dq must be invariant under time reparametrizations. It is probably possible to
show that the discretized version of the path-integral measure implemented in Eq. (6.10)
gives rise, in the continuum limit, to a measure Dq satisfying this property. However, in
the following, we will only assume that this is the case. Indeed, we will present in Sect. 7 a
consistency check of this hypothesis, by showing that our final results are fully compatible
with those of Ref. [18], which uses gauge-invariant measures.

Let us now consider the amplitude where the last slice is removed. This amplitude
takes into account all paths starting from q00 = q0i, and ending at some fixed boundary
value q0(n−1). To be explicit, we have

U
(n−1)
0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ϵ) = 1

N (ε, q0i, q0)

n−2∏
k′=1

(∫ +∞

q0∗

dq0k′

N (ε, q0i, q0)
J(q0k′)

)

× e− i
ℏ
∑n−2

k=0 ε[1
2( q0(k+1)−q0k

ε
)2 + V0(

q0k+q0(k+1)
2 )] ,

(6.11)

which is consistent since
ε = ℓ− ε

n− 1 . (6.12)

Let us point out that while removing one slice, we make the choice to retain the path-integral
measure used previously. This means that we have n−1 factors N taken at (ε, q0i, q0) rather
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than at (ε, q0i, q0(n−1)). As a result, we have

U
(n)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ) =

∫ +∞

q0∗

dq0(n−1)

N (ε, q0i, q0)
J(q0(n−1)) e− i

2ℏε
(q0−q0(n−1))2

e− i
ℏ εV0( q0(n−1)+q0

2 )

× U
(n−1)
0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ϵ) .

(6.13)

We are going to evaluate the right-hand side of this equation for small ε.

To achieve this, note that for large n, i.e. small ε, the first exponential in the integrand
produces destructive interference, unless |q0 − q0(n−1)| ≲

√
2ℏε. As a result, we perform a

double expansion: The first one for small ε and the second one for q0(n−1) close to q0. In
practice, it is enough to write

e− i
ℏ εV0( q0+q0(n−1)

2 ) = 1 − i

ℏ
ε
[
V0(q0) + O(q0(n−1) − q0)

]
+ O(ε2) (6.14)

as well as

J(q0(n−1))U (n−1)
0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ϵ) =1 + (q0(n−1) − q0)

∂

∂q0(n−1)
+ (q0(n−1) − q0)2

2
∂2

∂q2
0(n−1)

+ O
(
(q0(n−1) − q0)3

)
×
[
J(q0(n−1))U (n−1)

0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ϵ)
]∣∣∣∣

q0(n−1)=q0

.

(6.15)

We can now integrate term by term over q0(n−1). Since, q0∗ is an arbitrary constant, it is
convenient to do the computation in the limit where q0∗ → −∞. In this case, the Gaussian
integral formulæ ∫ +∞

−∞
dq e−αq2 =

√
π

α
,

∫ +∞

−∞
dq q2 e−αq2 = 1

2α

√
π

α
(6.16)

can be used. It is however necessary to implement a regularization scheme that ensures
convergence of the integrals. This is done by identifying

α = i

2ℏε(1 − iκ) , where κ > 0 , (6.17)

and then taking the limit κ → 0+. By proceeding in this way, one obtains

U
(n)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ) = 1

N (ε, q0i, q0)

√
2πℏε
i

(
1 − i

ε

ℏ
V0(q0) + ℏε

2i
∂2

∂q2
0(n−1)

+ O(ε2)
)

×
[
J(q0(n−1))U (n−1)

0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ε)
]∣∣∣∣

q0(n−1)=q0

.

(6.18)
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In the limit n → +∞ for which ε → 0, the above identity yields

U0(q0i, q0, ℓ) ∼
ε→0

1
N (ε, q0i, q0)

√
2πℏε
i

J(q0)U0(q0i, q0, ℓ) . (6.19)

Therefore, the normalization factor can be any function satisfying this consistency constraint.
Choosing

N (ε, q0i, q0) =
√

2πℏε
i

J(q0) , (6.20)

Eq. (6.18) can be rewritten as follows:

iℏ
U

(n−1)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ− ε) − U

(n)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ)

−ε
=

ℏ2

2
1

J(q0)
∂2

∂q2
0(n−1)

[
J(q0(n−1))U (n−1)

0 (q0i, q0(n−1), ℓ− ε)
]∣∣∣∣

q0(n−1)=q0

+ V0(q0)U (n−1)
0 (q0i, q0, ℓ− ε) .

(6.21)

By taking the continuum limit n → +∞, one obtains the partial-differential equation

iℏ
∂

∂ℓ
U0(q0i, q0, ℓ) ={

ℏ2

2

[
∂2

∂q2
0

+ 2
J(q0)

dJ
dq0

(q0)
∂

∂q0
+ 1
J(q0)

d2J

dq2
0

(q0)
]

+ V0(q0)
}
U0(q0i, q0, ℓ) .

(6.22)

Let us now rewrite this equation in terms of the original variables qi and q. This is done
by using the expression of the Jacobian

J(q0) = |Q′(q0)| = sign(Q′) dq
dq0

, (6.23)

where sign(Q′) is a constant sign, since Q0 is invertible and thus monotonic. Indeed, one
first obtains

iℏ
∂

∂ℓ
U(qi, q, ℓ) ={
ℏ2

2 J(q0)2
[
∂2

∂q2 + 3
sign(Q′

0)J(q0)2
dJ
dq0

(q0)
∂

∂q + 1
J(q0)3

d2J

dq2
0

(q0)
]

+ V (q)
}
U(qi, q, ℓ) .

(6.24)

Then, by noticing that

γqq(q) = γq0q0(q0)
(

dq0

dq

)2

= − 1
J(q0)2 ,

(6.25)
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the above equation can be written as

iℏ
∂

∂ℓ
U(qi, q, ℓ) =

{
−ℏ2

2

[
γqq ∂

2

∂q2 + γqq

P q
dP q

dq
∂

∂q + Ω
]
+ V

}
U(qi, q, ℓ)

≡ ĤU(qi, q, ℓ) .

(6.26)

In this expression, we have defined

P q = (−γqq)− 3
2 ,

Ω = − 1
2 (γqq)2

d2γqq

dq2 + 1
(γqq)3

(
dγqq

dq

)2

,
(6.27)

while the operator Ĥ is interpreted as a quantum Hamiltonian, in the cosmological-time
gauge. Notice the similarity between the right-hand side of the differential equation (6.26)
and the second line of Eq. (3.9). From the first line of Eq. (3.9), we see that under an arbitrary
change of coordinate q ≡ q(q̌), the quantity P q transforms as a vector, thus justifying its
upper index notation, while Ω is a scalar.10

Before going any further, it is interesting to note that the amplitude defined as a path
integral can be written in the canonical formalism as

U(qi, q, ℓ) = ⟨q|e− i
ℏ Ĥ ℓ|qi⟩ , (6.28)

where the substitution
q −→ q̂ , −iℏ ∂

∂q −→ π̂q (6.29)

is understood. To show this, notice first that the right-hand side of Eq. (6.28) satisfies the
differential equation (6.26), and the boundary condition at ℓ = 0

⟨q|e− i
ℏ Ĥ 0|qi⟩ = ⟨q|qi⟩ = δ(q − qi) . (6.30)

Next, let us consider the discretized version of the amplitude for a single slice of duration ε.
From Eq. (6.10), we see that it does not involve any integration,

U
(1)
0 (q0i, q0, ε) = 1

N (ε, q0i, q0)
e− i

ℏ ε[1
2(q0−q0i

ε
)2 + V0(q0i+q0

2 )] . (6.31)

10Let us stress that the right-hand sides of Eq. (6.27) do not say anything about the tensorial nature of the
left-hand sides. They are only their actual expressions for the choice of coordinate q of the target space T .
Moreover, P q̌ is not equal to (−γq̌q̌)− 3

2 = P̌ q̌, which is the corresponding quantity found when considering
the wavefunctions defined with the path-integral measure Dq̌ instead of Dq.
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Using the expression of the normalization N given in Eq. (6.20), one obtains for small ε

U
(1)
0 (q0i, q0, ε) = 1

J(q0)
1

σ
√

2π
e− (q0−q0i)2

2σ2
(
1 + O(σ2)

)
, (6.32)

where σ is the standard deviation of the Gaussian distribution,

σ =
√
ℏ ε
i
. (6.33)

Since in the ε → 0 limit, U (1)
0 (q0i, q0, ε) approaches U0(q0i, q0, ε), Eq. (6.32) leads to

U(qi, q, 0) = δ(q0 − q0i)
J(q0)

= δ(qi − q)
|dq0

dq (q)|J(q0)
= δ(q − qi) , (6.34)

where we have used Eq. (6.23). This is the same boundary condition as in Eq. (6.30), and
so one concludes that Eq. (6.28) is true.

Since the Faddeev-Popov determinant arising from the gauge fixing of time reparametriza-
tions is trivial, the wavefunction defined in Eq. (4.5) is related to the amplitude as follows:

ψ(q) =
∫ +∞

0
dℓ U(qi, q, ℓ) . (6.35)

Therefore, integrating over the length ℓ of the time interval both sides of Eq. (6.26), one
obtains

iℏ
[
U(qi, q, ℓ)

]ℓ=+∞

ℓ=0
= Ĥψ ≡ −ℏ2

2

[
γqqψ′′ + γqq P

q′

P q ψ
′ + Ωψ

]
+ V ψ . (6.36)

However, since the integrand of the amplitude

U(qi, q, ℓ) =
∫ q

qi
Dq e− i

ℏ

∫ 1
0 dx0

(
1
2 |γqq| q̇2

ℓ
+ℓV (q)

)
(6.37)

is highly oscillating when ℓ → +∞ or ℓ → 0+, making sense of the left-hand side of Eq. (6.36)
requires a regularization scheme. To present it, let us use the formal expression of the path-
integral,

U(qi, q, ℓ) =
∏

x0∈(0,1)

∫ +∞

−∞
dq(x0) e− i

ℏ

(
1
2 |γqq| q̇2

ℓ
+ℓV (q)

)
, (6.38)

where q(0) = qi, q(1) = q. In order to take the large ℓ limit, we add a small imaginary part
to the factor ℓ multiplying V (q(x0)), with a suitable x0-dependent sign. To be specific, we
define

U(qi, q,+∞) = lim
κ→0+

lim
ℓ→+∞

∏
x0∈(0,1)

∫ +∞

−∞
dq(x0) e− i

ℏ

(
1
2 |γqq| q̇2

ℓ
+ℓ
[
1−iκ sign(V (q))

]
V (q)

)

= lim
κ→0+

lim
ℓ→+∞

∏
x0∈(0,1)

∫ +∞

−∞
dq(x0) e− i

ℏ

(
1
2 |γqq| q̇2

ℓ
+ℓV (q)

)
e− κ

ℏ ℓ|V (q)| .
(6.39)
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Since for any x0 ∈ (0, 1) the integrand vanishes when ℓ → +∞, we conclude that

U(qi, q,+∞) = 0 . (6.40)

For the limit of small ℓ, the prescription consists in approaching the origin along the positive
imaginary axis. Hence, we define

U(qi, q, 0) = lim
κ→0+

∏
x0∈(0,1)

∫ +∞

−∞
dq(x0) e− i

ℏ

(
1
2 |γqq| q̇2

iκ
+iκV (q)

)
. (6.41)

Since the integrand vanishes when κ → 0+, we obtain

U(qi, q, 0) = 0 . (6.42)

As a result, Eq. (6.36) is nothing but the WDW equation (3.9), and thus P q, Ω are the
ambiguity vector and scalar ρq, ω, while the quantum Hamiltonian Ĥ = Ĥ/N is constrained
to vanish.

We are now ready to present the main results of the present work. The wavefunctions
defined in Eq. (4.2)—or in the first line of Eq. (4.11)—for any choice of path-integral measure
Dq satisfy the WDW equation

− ℏ2

2

[
γqqψ′′ + γqq ρ

q′

ρq ψ
′ + ωψ

]
+ V ψ = 0 ,

i.e. − ℏ2

2

[
∇2ψ + ∇qρq

ρq ∇qψ + ωψ

]
+ V ψ = 0 ,

where ρq =(−γqq)− 3
2 , ω = − 1

2 (γqq)2
d2γqq

dq2 + 1
(γqq)3

(
dγqq

dq

)2

.

(6.43)

From the first line of Eq. (3.9), one sees that ρq is a vector and ω is a scalar under an arbitrary
change of coordinate q(q̌) in the equation, while keeping the same path-integral measure Dq
in the definition of the wavefunctions. Since the ambiguity vector ρq and scalar ω are real,
the ambiguity axion is simply

θ = 0 , (6.44)

and the expression of Imω given in Eq. (5.8) is trivially satisfied. The Hilbert-space measure
appearing in the inner product (5.1) is

µ =
√

−γ |ρq|

= (−γqq)−1 .
(6.45)
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In the first line, even if ρq is positive, we keep the absolute value in order for the formula to
remain true after implementation of a change of coordinate as in Eq. (4.15). In this case,
µ transforms consistently as a scalar. We remind that the expression of µ in the second
line, as well as those of ρq, ω in the second line of Eq. (6.43), are the actual values of
these quantities but do not capture their tensorial properties. Using the fact that ∇2√µ =

1√
−γ

d
dq

(√
−γ γqq d√

µ

dq

)
, one can see that the ambiguity scalar satisfies the relation

ω =
∇2√µ
√
µ

, (6.46)

which is explicitly a scalar. Remarkably, the extra potential term W defined in Eq. (5.14)
turns out to be

W = 0 . (6.47)

As explained at the end of the previous section, since θ and W are independent of the
choice of path-integral measure, we conclude that the quantum theory is unique, i.e. also
independent of this choice. In fact, the WDW equation can be put in the alternative form

−ℏ2

2 ∇2Ψ + VΨ = 0 , where Ψ = √
µψ . (6.48)

Therefore, the inner product given in Eq. (5.10) does indeed take a universal form, in terms
of the wavefunctions Ψ.

Note, though, that these conclusions have been reached assuming that the discretized
version of the path-integral measure introduced in Eq. (6.10) yields a time-reparametrization
invariant measure Dq in the continuum limit. In the next section, we provide a non-trivial
consistency check of this assumption.

7 Comparison with previous works

In this section, we compare our results with previous literature. We first show that they are
compatible with the derivations presented in Ref. [18]. We then explain why we disagree
about earlier attempts to derive the exact WDW equation for minisuperspace models. As
a consequence, our final answer for the equation associated to the model we consider differs
to that found in previous works.

At first glance, the expression of the ambiguity vector ρq given in Eq. (6.43) seems in
contradiction with that found in Ref. [18]. Let us explain that both results are actually
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fully consistent. As said below Eq. (4.7), the ambiguity tensors ρq and ω can indeed be
determined by following a different route to that followed in the present work. In Ref. [18],
the wavefunction ψ(q), for any choice of path-integral measure Dq, was considered in the
particular case where qi = A−1(0). From Eq. (2.6), this choice corresponds to a sum over all
paths q(x0), x0 ∈ [0, 1], such that the scale factor a(x0) satisfies a(0) = 0.11 The wavefunction
exhibits distinct behaviors [6,18], depending on the regime in which the variable q is taken,
namely

the classically forbidden region 0 ≤ A(q) < λ−1 ,

the classically allowed region λ−1 ≤ A(q) .
(7.1)

In the former case, the value A(q) of the scale factor cannot be reached by the classical de
Sitter evolution in Eq. (2.5), whereas in the second, it can. Ref. [18] actually computes at
the semiclassical level the wavefunction as a path integral, for q in the core of the classically
forbidden region.12 For these values of q, the ambiguity vector of Ref. [18], which we denote
by ρq

[18], turns out to be

ρq
[18] = A− 3

4 |A′|−
3
2

=
(
−γqq

6v3

)− 3
4
,

(7.2)

where Eq. (2.9) is used in the second line. Up to an irrelevant multiplicative factor, this is
the square root of the result found in the present work. To understand that this apparent
discrepancy is not a contradiction, note that for a given field redefinition a = A(q) in the
classical action, the path-integral measure chosen in Ref. [18] may differ from that chosen in
the present work. Indeed, in Ref. [18], the quantum fluctuations of the field q are expanded
in an orthonormal basis of functions, and the path-integral measure is defined as the exterior
product of the differentials of the coefficients of this expansion. Hence, the latter depends
on the choice of orthonormal basis.

To make the above remarks concrete, let us consider the wavefunction defined as in the
right-hand side of Eqs. (4.5), with ∆FP = 1, but with the path-integral measure Dq replaced
by Dq̃, which is that associated to a redefined field q̃. In this case, the wavefunction is a

11Actually, Ref. [18] considers the Euclidean version of the path integral, as initially introduced by Hartle
and Hawking as the “no-boundary proposal” [6].

12The computations are valid when A(q) is not too close from 0 and λ−1.
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solution of a WDW equation with ambiguity vector

ρ̃q̃ = (−γq̃q̃)− 3
2 , (7.3)

as follows from Eq. (6.43). Rewriting the equation in terms of the variable q, the ambiguity
vector becomes

ρ̃q = ρ̃q̃ dq
dq̃ . (7.4)

Let us now choose the field q̃ so that the associated target-space metric satisfies

−γq̃q̃ = (−γqq)ν

= −γqq

(dq
dq̃

)2
,

(7.5)

for some real coefficient ν. We thus have
dq̃
dq = ±(−γqq) 1−ν

2 , (7.6)

where the overall sign is constant, for the change of variable q̃ ≡ q̃(q) to be monotonic. This
yields

ρ̃q = ±(−γqq)−ν− 1
2 . (7.7)

Choosing ν = 1/4, we find that
ρq

[18] = ±(6v3)
3
4 ρ̃q . (7.8)

This shows that for any choice of fields q, denoting D[18]q the path-integral measure used in
Ref. [18], we have

D[18]q = Dq̃ , where q̃ = q̃∗ ±
∫ q

A−1(0)
du (−γqq(u)) 3

8 , (7.9)

for any choice of real constant q̃∗ and sign ±. Since D[18]q is invariant under time reparametriza-
tions [18], the above identification provides a consistency check of the assumption made below
Eq. (6.10), namely that this is also the case for the path-integral measures used in the present
work.

Next, we would like to raise issues in previous literature. The first concerns the gauge
fixing of time reparametrizations in the path integral. In many works, such as Refs. [13,
14], the wavefunction is initially considered in the form given in Eqs. (4.5), (4.6). As in
Refs. [10, 11], the authors then implement the following reparametrization of time and field
redefinition

ℓ dx0 = ℓ

a(x0) du , a = A(q) = √
q . (7.10)
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Choosing for instance u(0) = 0, the minisuperspace action becomes

S = 3v3

∫ u(1)

0
du
[
− 1

4ℓ

(dq
du

)2
+ ℓ (1 − λq)

]
, where u(1) =

∫ 1

0
dx0

√
q(x0) . (7.11)

Notice that the upper bound of the integral, u(1), depends on the path of the field q. However,
many authors [13,14] replace u(1) by a fixed value equal to 1. As a result, the path integral
on the field q becomes Gaussian and can be computed exactly. However, changing u(1) by 1
is not allowed, as this modifies the classical action and thus the model.

Moreover, in Ref. [10], the attempt in deriving the WDW equation leads to a wavefunction
that depends on the gauge of time reparametrizations. This may sound weird, as we are
more familiar with computations of path integrals that give an answer independent of the
gauge chosen for each local symmetry. In fact, the issue is related to the remark in the
previous paragraph. When the gauge choice involves the path of the scale factor and u(1)
is replaced by a fixed value, the quantity ℓ does not parametrize anymore the moduli space
of the metric g00 of the line-segment of time. Hence, the integral over ℓ is not a sum over
all inequivalent classes of metrics, implying the final expression for the wavefunction to be
incorrect. In fact, each time the gauge of time reparametrizations involves the path while
u(1) is replaced by a given value, the result is the correct wavefunction but for a different
model, as stressed before.

In addition, it is postulated in Ref. [10] that for any minisuperspace model involving m
degrees of freedom, the WDW equation should be invariant under field redefinitions of the
m fields.13 It is then concluded that the equation is restricted to take the form

−ℏ2

2
[
∇2ψ + ξRψ

]
+ V ψ = 0 , (7.12)

where R is the Ricci scalar of the m-dimensional target space T , and ξ is a constant. Notice
however that this form is not the most general one involving only terms with at most two
derivatives. Among many possibilities, a term ξ′RV ψ for any constant ξ′, or a term involving
any function of the potential, i.e. f(V )ψ rather than V ψ, are allowed. Moreover, Ref. [10]
imposes that Eq. (7.12) and its solutions are proportional to their counterparts, when one
changes the lapse function N to Ñ = γ2Ñ , where γ is an arbitrary function of the m degrees
of freedom. The idea is that the resulting equation and wavefunctions should give a physical

13Note that in our work, we do not postulate such a thing. On the contrary, we show that this is the case
at least in a model with m = 1 degree of freedom.
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description equivalent to the initial one. It is then claimed that this constraint determines
what the value of ξ is. However, nowhere in the derivation, the bounds of the integrals
which define the actions are specified and the issues raised in the two previous paragraphs
are ubiquitous. Moreover, as explained in our work, to conclude that a priori different Hilbert
spaces of wavefunctions are equivalent, their inner products must be equal. However, inner
products are not discussed in Ref. [10].

In order to compare our results to those of Ref. [10] in a concrete way, let us write the
WDW equation (6.48) for the wavefunction Ψ(q), when the variable q is associated to the
field q defined by the relation a = A(q) ≡ √

q:

Ψ′′ + 1
4q Ψ′ + 9v2

3
ℏ2 (λ2q − 1)Ψ = 0 . (7.13)

In the particular case where the cosmological term vanishes, λ = 0, an analytic expression
of the solutions is given by

Ψ(q) = c1 q 3
8J 3

8

(3v3

iℏ
q
)

+ c2 q 3
8Y 3

8

(3v3

iℏ
q
)
, (7.14)

where J 3
8

and Y 3
8

are respectively Bessel functions of the first and second kind, and c1, c2

are arbitrary complex integration constants. On the contrary, with the conventions given in
Eq. (7.10), it is claimed in Ref. [10] that the minisuperspace model is Gaussian and that the
WDW equation, which is copied in Eq. (7.12), reduces to

4ℏ2ψ′′ + (λ2q − 1)ψ = 0 . (7.15)

Its general solution can be explicitly written in terms of Airy functions. In the particular
case where λ = 0, the solutions are simply

ψ(q) = c1 e
q

2ℏ + c2 e
− q

2ℏ , (7.16)

where c1, c2 are complex integration constants. Of course, this disagrees with our results
given in Eqs. (7.13) and (7.14). However, we would like to stress that all the problems
mentioned above do not disqualify many of the important and seminal ideas of earlier works,
on which our results are also based.
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8 Discussion and conclusion

For closed Universes, the minisuperspace model analyzed in this work is the simplest one, as
it involves only the dynamics of a single degree of freedom q. In both the canonical and the
path-integral formulations of the quantum theory, there are ambiguities in the precise form
of the WDW equation. In the canonical formalism, the ambiguities arise from operator-
ordering ambiguities in the expression of the quantum Hamiltonian. In the path-integral
point of view, they arise from the inequivalent choices for the path-integral measure linked
to field redefinitions of the minisuperspace degree of freedom. In this work, we have resolved
the ambiguities by determining the WDW equations for the path-integral wavefunctions at
the exact level in ℏ. Utilizing the inner-product measure that implements the Hermiticity
condition for the quantum Hamiltonian, we have established that the various quantum pre-
scriptions are in fact equivalent, at the exact level in ℏ, since they yield the same probability
amplitudes and physical observables. No special boundary conditions need to be imposed to
select among the quantum prescriptions. The results in this work establish the universality
of the prescriptions to all orders in ℏ, generalizing results at the semiclassical level. They are
reminiscent of a similar property of quantum field theory in that the S-matrix is invariant
under field redefinitions despite the many choices for the path-integral measure.

The reader may wonder about the generality of our approach to resolve the ambiguities of
the WDW equation associated to more involved systems. For models involvingm > 1 degrees
of freedom qi, i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, the target space T of the σ-model is a Lorentzian manifold
of dimension m. It turns out that our method applies, provided T is locally the Minkowski
space R1,m−1. Indeed, in this case only, there exists a field redefinition qi = Qi

0(q1
0, . . . , q

m
0 )

such that the metric γqi
0qj

0
of the σ-model has only constant components. The reason why a

constant metric is required is that otherwise, when it is taken at the penultimate slice of the
lapse of cosmological time ℓ, its expansion around the boundary value (q1

0, . . . , qm
0 ) at the last

slice is non-trivial. As a result, when evaluating at small ε the analogue of the right-hand
side of Eq. (6.13), one has to integrate a series of terms involving arbitrary positive powers
of 1/ε. However, Gaussian integrations term by term are not mathematically legitimate and
it is not clear how to proceed to obtain a practical result. In these more involved models,
it would be interesting to obtain the analogue of Eq. (5.15), accounting for all ambiguity
functions, and to determine the exact form of the analogue of W . In particular, it would be
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worth investigating whether W ∝ R, where R is the scalar curvature on the minisuperspace
manifold, as advocated in Refs. [1, 10].
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