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We present a local-realistic description of both wave-particle duality and Bohmian trajectories.
Our approach is relativistic and based on Hamilton’s principle of classical mechanics, but departs
from its standard setting in two respects. First, we address an ensemble of extremal curves, the
so-called Mayer field, instead of focusing on a single extremal curve. Second, we assume that there
is a scale, below which we can only probabilistically assess which extremal curve in the ensemble
is actually realized. The continuity equation ruling the conservation of probability represents a
subsidiary condition for Hamilton’s principle. As a consequence, the ensemble of extremals acquires a
dynamics that is ruled by Maxwell equations. These equations are thus shown to also rule some non-
electromagnetic phenomena. While particles follow well-defined trajectories, the field of extremals
can display wave behavior.

Bohmian trajectories (BT) represent a particle’s fea-
ture that can be derived from Schrödinger’s wave equa-
tion. Once dubbed as “surreal”, such a labeling has been
rendered inappropriate by recent experiments [1–3], in
which single-photon BT were registered through weak-
value measurements [4]. There were two main reasons
to see BT as surreal. First, the orthodox (Copenhagen)
interpretation of quantum mechanics (QM) forbids as-
signing physical reality to particle trajectories, as these
presuppose well-defined positions and velocities. Second,
BT were numerically calculated [5] and experimentally
measured for a two-slit Young setup, in which they dis-
played curvilinear motion. BT are therefore at odds with
the principle of inertia [6]. To be sure, the physical in-
terpretation of BT is still open to debate [7–22], but the
very debate shows that the Copenhagen interpretation
has not really established itself as a full-fledged paradigm
that replaced the classical one. The quantum formalism
can actually be used without adhering to the Copenhagen
interpretation. Perhaps most physicists keep thinking of
an electron as a well-localized particle that moves with
a well-defined velocity, thereby adopting a realist view
as long as it is not necessary to deal with foundational
issues. The latter have lately sparked interest in a com-
munity that includes application-oriented scientists. This
is because the so-called “quantum advantage” is claimed
to derive from unique quantum features, such as coherent
state-superposition and entanglement. It is thus impor-
tant to make sure that it is impossible to employ con-
ventional technology, which is based on classical physics,
in order to implement quantum algorithms in an efficient
and scalable way. Impossibility claims should however
rest on a firm scientific ground rather than on ideological
views.

Wave-particle duality (WPD) is also seen as a distinc-
tive quantum feature. Indeed, Feynman famously said
[23] that WPD is a phenomenon that “is impossible,
absolutely impossible, to explain in any classical way”.
Feynman’s claim does not rest on a firm, scientific basis.
Not even Bell’s theorem [24] could provide such a basis
for a claim that is representative of a philosophical view

rather than a demonstrable proposition. Said view arose
in a cultural environment that was hostile to rationalism
and causality in general, including their manifestation in
classical physics [25]. The extraordinary scientific stature
of people like Bohr, Heisenberg, Pauli, Dirac, Born and
other developers of QM, contributed much to disseminate
their philosophical view and to make it the prevailing one.
It is by now common place to say that WPD ascribes mu-
tually exclusive properties to one and the same physical
object. We are, however, not compelled to subscribe such
a view [26, 27]. We may ascribe particle-like properties to
an electron, say, while wave-like properties characterize
the probability to find the electron at a given place and
time. Electron and probability are two different concepts.
One of them may be characterized by particle features,
and the other by wave features. Only particular, his-
torical circumstances that defined the European environ-
ment of the early twentieth century led physicists to see a
paradox where there is none. In economics, for instance,
nobody sees a paradox in establishing mathematical –
deterministic or stochastic – models for some commodi-
ties market, while recognizing the unpredictable, free-will
behavior of the individuals who drive this market.

There are two main lines of research regarding WPD.
One of them is concerned with its quantification and
started in 1979 with the work of Wootters and Zurek
[28], which gave rise to much development in this field
[28–40]. The other research line started in the mid-
1920s and was concerned with a realistic interpretation
of the Schrödinger equation. A first attempt was that
of Madelung [41], which was further developed by Bohm
[44] and others. This line of research led to the BT that
we address here. We will present an alternative approach
to that of Madelung, de Broglie and Bohm [41], an ap-
proach that fully fits within the classical framework. In
particular, we present a local-realistic description of the
two-slit experiment. We do this not for the sake of prov-
ing Feynman wrong, but to explore possible new avenues
towards a better understanding of the quantum-classical
boundary [42, 43]. Schrödinger’s equation shows how
probability, a rather abstract and – in its Bayesian formu-
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lation – subjective concept, can nonetheless be subjected
to deterministic dynamics, as though it were a physi-
cal object. We show here that classical physics admits a
similar treatment. Indeed, from Hamilton’s principle and
the conservation of probability, one can derive Maxwell-
like equations that rule the motion of a particle and its
associated probability density.

Bohmian mechanics and classical optics

As is well-known, de Broglie prompted Schrödinger to
find his equation. Schrödinger’s equation was intended
to be for material particles what the wave equation was
for optical phenomena. The optical wave equation can be
derived from Maxwell equations, the short-wave limit of
which leads to ray optics. The latter can alternatively be
based on Fermat’s principle, which is the optical counter-
part of Hamilton’s principle in mechanics. In his quest
to find the equivalent of the optical wave equation in me-
chanics, Schrödinger postulated his equation. Its precise
link to classical mechanics remains undetermined.

Let us first discuss the connection between the op-
tical wave equation and Schrödinger’s equation. In
scalar wave optics [45, 46], light propagation in vacuum
is described by a real function u(r, t), which satisfies
(∂2/c2∂t2 − ∇2)u = 0. The optical intensity is given
by I(r, t) = 2〈u2(r, t)〉, where angular brackets denote
averaging over a time much longer than any optical cy-
cle. In the monochromatic case, it is convenient to in-
troduce a complex function U(r, t) = U(r)eiωt, such that
u(r, t) = ReU(r, t). Then, I(r) = |U(r)|2. If light prop-
agates in a medium of refractive index n(r), the wave
equation reads(

1

v2
∂2

∂t2
−∇2

)
U(r, t) = 0, (1)

with v = c/n. On setting U(r, t) = U(r)eiωt in Eq. (1),
we get the Helmholtz equation

∇2U(r) + k2U(r) = 0, (2)

with k = nω/c. Let us set U(r) = a(r) exp[−ik0S̃(r)],
with k0 = ω/c, the wave number in vacuum. Separating
real and imaginary parts of Eq. (2) yields

|∇S̃|2 − n2 − λ2∇
2a

a
= 0 (3)

2∇a ·∇S̃ + a∇2S̃ = 0, (4)

where λ = 1/k0. If a(r) varies slowly over distances in
the order of λ, we can neglect the second term on the
right-hand side of Eq. (3), thereby obtaining the eikonal
equation: |∇S̃|2 = n2. This is the domain of ray op-
tics. Rays are defined as trajectories orthogonal to the
level surfaces S̃(r) = const. Setting the arc-length s as

curve parameter, light rays are solutions of the differen-
tial equation

dr

ds
=

1

n(r(s))
∇S̃(r(s)). (5)

Let us now turn to the Schrödinger equation:
i~∂ψ/∂t = −~2∇2ψ/2m + V (r)ψ. Setting Ψ(r, t) =
R(r, t) exp (iS(r, t)/~) and splitting real and imaginary
parts gives

∂S

∂t
+
|∇S|2

2m
+ V − ~2

2m

∇2R

R
= 0, (6)

∂R2

∂t
+ ∇ ·

(
R2∇S

m

)
= 0. (7)

For R = R(r) and S(r, t) = −Et+S(r), the above equa-
tions reduce to Eqs. (3) and (4), with the replacements
S/~→ S̃/λ, ~R2/m→ λa2 and 2m(E − V )/~2 → n/λ2.
Eq. (6) is the Hamilton-Jacobi equation with the “quan-
tum potential” Q = −~2∇2R/(2mR) added to V . Eq. (7)
is a continuity equation for the probability density ρ =
R2 and probability current j = R2∇S/m. From S(r),
one obtains particle trajectories by integrating

dr

dt
=

1

m
∇S(r(t)). (8)

Eqs. (6), (7) and (8) are the basis of Bohm’s reformula-
tion of Schrödinger’s wave mechanics. Finding S(r) in
the case of Young’s double-slit configuration is a difficult
task. A more viable approach is to get S and R from a so-
lution Ψ(r) = R(r) exp (iS(r)/~) of the time-independent
Schrödinger equation for free particles and double-slit
boundary conditions. On using Feynman’s path integral
method, Philippidis et al. [5] numerically obtained BT
with data taken from experiments performed by Jönsson
[47]. It is important to notice that these experiments
did not test the Schrödinger equation itself, but a conse-
quence of it, Helmholtz’s equation (2).

Bohm’s approach provides a realistic and determinis-
tic framework whose predictions coincide with those of
QM. However, the price paid for this deterministic ver-
sion is a drastic departure from the most basic tenets of
classical physics. Particles following BT display curvilin-
ear motion, even though there is no external force act-
ing on them. Curvilinear motion is caused by Q, the
quantum potential. This potential, besides being non-
local, stems from the particle itself through its associ-
ated “pilot-wave”. This amounts to endow probability
(amplitudes) with physical existence. Hence, by adopt-
ing Bohm’s approach, we must accept self-action as a
matter of principle, something that is even more at odds
with the basic tenets of classical physics than QM itself.

No departure from the classical formalism is needed to
explain Jönsson’s interference patterns and BT. A clas-
sical description may include both particle-like features
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and wave-like features. In classical mechanics, parti-
cles move along extremal curves of an action principle:
δ
´
L(x, ẋ)ds = 0. An extremal curve is a solution of

the Euler-Lagrange equations for the Lagrangian L(x, ẋ).
The variational problem, which consists in finding an ex-
tremal curve, in fact requires finding a whole set of ex-
tremals. The sought-after extremal curve must be in fact
a member of a whole field of such curves. This is the
imbedding theorem in the calculus of variations [48–50],
basically a consequence of continuity assumptions.
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FIG. 1: Left panel: curve C renders
´
L(x, ẋ)ds extremal.

One usually focuses on a single extremal curve, even though
this curve must be embedded in a whole family of extremals.
Right panel: the complete picture. C is just one member of a
whole family of curves, whose collective behavior is ruled by
field equations.

The left panel of Fig. (1) illustrates the usual approach,
in which a single extremal is addressed. The right panel
shows instead the whole picture: the sought-after ex-
tremal exists only within a Mayer field [48], a “pilot-field”,
as we may call it. Depending on the boundary conditions,
one and the same Lagrangian can lead to different fields.
A screen with two open slits is not the same as a screen
with only one open slit. A particle that goes through
one slit can “know” whether the other slit is open or not,
because its trajectory belongs to a field whose structure
depends on whether the two slits are open or not. While
it hardly makes sense to say that a single particle inter-
feres with itself, a field may well develop wave dynamics.
Interference phenomena are thus possible for fields of ex-
tremals. A two-slit scenario can lead to an interference
pattern. By sending and detecting one particle after the
other, we can exhibit such a pattern. There is no conflict
between the two features that show up here: particle and
wave may coexist.

Carathéodory’s “royal road”

The foregoing statements derive from Hamilton’s prin-
ciple: δI ≡ δ

´
L(x, ẋ)ds = 0. The existence of

the Mayer field imposes some integrability conditions.
Carathéodory’s “royal road” to the Calculus of Varia-
tions [49] leads at once to Euler-Lagrange, Hamilton and

Hamilton-Jacobi equations.
Let us summarize Carathéodory’s approach, focussing

on a relativistic formulation, whose action principle has
the form δ

´
L(x, ẋ)ds = 0. In Carathéodory’s approach,

L(x, ẋ) is written as a function of x and the velocity-field
v(x): L = L(x, v(x)). Extremal curves C are solutions of

dxµ(s)

ds
= vµ(x(s)). (9)

We seek for a field v(x) whose integral curves render´
Lds extremal. To this end, we introduce an auxiliary

function S(x) and require that the following, fundamen-
tal equations are satisfied [49–51]:

L(x, v)− vµ(x)∂µS(x) = 0 (10)
∂L(x, v)/∂vµ = ∂S/∂xµ. (11)

On account of the integrability conditions ∂2S/∂xµ∂xν =
∂2S/∂xν∂xµ, it follows from (11) that

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L(x, v(x))

∂vν

)
− ∂

∂xν

(
∂L(x, v(x))

∂vµ

)
= 0. (12)

From Eq. (12), we can get the equations of motion [51].
Carathéodory’s formulation addresses local properties,
rather than some particular extremal curve. The latter
can be singled out by choosing initial values xµ(s0) = xµ0
when solving Eq. (9). We will consider situations for
which xµ0 occurs with some probability and introduce
a normalized probability distribution ρ(xµ) ≥ 0, with´
ρ(xµ)d4x = 1. Notice that this is not the standard

framework of statistical mechanics, where ρ depends on
both position and momentum: ρ(xµ, pµ).

Two local-realistic descriptions

Let us consider now a free particle. Its Lorentz invari-
ant Lagrangian reads

L(x, v) = mc(ηµνv
µvν)1/2 ≡ mcφ, (13)

where ηµν = diag(+1,−1,−1,−1) is the Minkowski met-
ric tensor. It holds ∂L/∂vν = mcvν/φ = ∂S/∂xν . Given
vν , we can find a ρ(x), such that ∂ν(ρvν) = 0. Indeed,
this “continuity equation” can be written in the form
vν∂ν ln ρ = −∂νvν , which has a solution ρ(x) for fairly
general boundary conditions. Moreover, the integrability
conditions ∂2S/∂xµ∂xν = ∂2S/∂xν∂xµ lead to

∂µwν − ∂νwµ = 0, (14)

with wν = vν/φ. From wµwµ = 1, it follows that
wµ∂νwµ = 0. Thus, Eq. (14) implies wµ∂µwν = 0, which
means that dwν/ds = 0, i.e, the extremals are straight
lines. This corresponds to an idealized description, in
which measurement devices have infinite resolution and
particles have exact, sharply defined locations xµ.
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First probabilistic model

Assume now that there is a scale, below which we can
assign locations only probabilistically. Both vν(x) and
ρ(x) must now be determined together. Assume further
that ρ = n0c/φ, with n0 a constant providing dimen-
sional consistency. ρ(x) is thus given by the vector-norm
vν(x)vν(x), a possible quantifier for the “density” of the
field-lines. Eq. (14) now reads ∂µ(ρvν) − ∂ν(ρvµ) = 0.
Using ∂µ(ρvµ) = 0, we get ∂µ∂µ(ρvν) − ∂µ∂ν(ρvµ) =
∂µ∂µ(ρvν) ≡ �(ρvν) = 0. Hence, we seek for vν , such
that

�(ρ vν) = 0, and ∂µ(ρ vµ) = 0, (15)

with ρ = n0c(vνv
ν)−1/2. Finding such a vν is generally

a difficult task. We can deal instead with the probability
current

πν(x) = ρ(x)vν(x), (16)

the equations for which read

�πν = 0, and ∂νπ
ν = 0. (17)

These are identical to the source-free Maxwell equations
in the Lorentz gauge. Indeed, let us define the antisym-
metric tensor

Mµν = ∂µπν − ∂νπµ. (18)

On view of Eqs. (17) and (18),Mµν satisfies the Maxwell-
like equations

∂µM
µν = 0, (19)

∂αMβγ + ∂βMγα + ∂γMαβ = 0, (20)

where (20) is an identity implied by (18). Eqs. (19) and
(20) show that the velocity field of a nominally “free”
particle can be ruled by Maxwell-like equations. This
comes from supplementing the equations of motion with
the continuity equation. One may wonder how conserva-
tion of probability can have dynamical consequences, so
that nominally “free” particles do not necessarily move
along straight lines. We return to this question later.
Eqs. (19) and (20) have a great number of known solu-
tions, i.e., those which have been obtained in electrody-
namics. Only some of them will have physical meaning
in our case. Given πν , we can obtain vν from ρvν = πν ,
viz., n0c vν = (vσv

σ)1/2πν , with ν = 0, . . . , 3. By squar-
ing these four equations, we readily see that, for a time-
like πν , with πσπσ = n20c

2, there are infinitely many vν ,
with one of the vν being a free parameter [51].

Setting πν(x) ≡ n(x)vν(x), the first of Eqs. (17) also
follows from the Lagrangian L′(x, v) = (n(x)vνv

ν)1/2.
Indeed, the condition ∂ν(nvν) = 0 leads here again to the
equations�(nvν) = 0, provided we choose the normaliza-
tion (vνv

ν)1/2 = 1, which is always possible [51]. L′ and

its associated Hamilton’s principle, δ
´
L′(x, ẋ)ds = 0,

are relativistic generalizations of Fermat’s principle in op-
tics, which involves the refractive index of a background
medium. This suggests interpreting ρ = n0c(vνv

ν)−1/2

as a probability density that also carries information of
the background medium, in this case the electromag-
netic (EM) vacuum. Such a medium can have physical
properties that, under appropriate circumstances, may
affect the motion of “free” particles. The presence of
the EM vacuum in our description can be exposed by
writing c = (ε0µ0)−1/2, where ε0 is the electric permit-
tivity and µ0 the magnetic permeability. While these
considerations are rather speculative, they fully fit into
the classical framework. We may recall that c, with
its purely EM content, also appears in various equa-
tions that are purported to describe non-EM phenom-
ena. Likewise, Planck’s constant, the single known candi-
date for setting a scale for the quantum-classical bound-
ary, is a purely EM quantity: ~ = 137.036(ε0µ0)1/2e2,
where e is the electron’s charge. In retrospect, it was
a most unfortunate decision to include c and ~ among
the “fundamental constants”. As a consequence of this
decision, some natural questions remained unasked. For
instance, consider Schwarzschild’s solution (gµν) of Ein-
stein’s equations. It reads gµνdxµdxν = (A(r)/ε0µ0)dt2−
(1/A(r))dr2 − r2dΩ2, where A(r) = 1 − 2GMε0µ0/r.
This immediately begs the question: why do electro-
magnetic properties enter a purely gravitational effect?
Even the event-horizon radius rS of a black hole, given
by A(rS) = 0, depends on ε0µ0. Consider next neu-
trino oscillations between two neutrino types, electron-
and muon-neutrino. The oscillation probability is given
by Pνe→νµ = [sin(2θ) sin(∆E t/2~)]

2. On setting ~ =

137.036(ε0µ0)1/2e2 in this formula, we are led to ask:
why does the electron’s charge show up in a process that
involves only neutral particles?

Second probabilistic model

If we see the EM vacuum as a medium whose physi-
cal properties are characterized by ε0 and µ0, we can go
a step further and assume that this medium provides a
causal connection between πµ(x′) and πµ(x), the proba-
bility current densities at two space-time points. In con-
sonance with Eq. (17), we assume that said connection
propagates as prescribed by a Green function G(x) that
satisfies �xG(x− x′) = δ(4)(x− x′):

πµ(x) = κ

ˆ
G(x− x′)πµ(x′)d4x′. (21)

κ is a constant that makes Eq. (21) dimensionally correct:
it has units of inverse-length squared. This length sets
a scale in our description, similarly to ~ in QM. Notice
that Eq. (21) is in line with similar descriptions in clas-
sical physics, such as linear-response theory, scattering
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theory, etc. As an example, consider a plane, monochro-
matic wave that propagates along the z-axis. Writing
ρ = (x, y), the transverse electric field Ej=x,y(ρ, z, ω) on
plane z is given by [46]

Ej(ρ, z, ω) = eikz
ˆ
(z=0)

G(ρ− ρ′, z;ω)Ej(ρ
′, 0, ω)d2ρ′,

(22)
where G(ρ − ρ′, z;ω) is a Green function for paraxial
propagation. Eq. (21) can also be seen as a general-
ized Huygens-Fresnel principle: πµ(x′) produces a dis-
turbance that propagates as prescribed by G(x) and, as
a result, we have πµ(x). More precisely, this means the
following. If a particle happens to be at x′ and mov-
ing with velocity vµ(x′), it would cause that, some time
later, in the eventuality that a particle is at x, it will
move with velocity vµ(x). Formulated in terms of the
corresponding probabilities, we have Eq. (21). Causal-
ity is assured by choosing a “retarded” Green function.
This function, in turn, transcribes the properties of the
background medium, in our case EM vacuum.

From Eq. (21), we get

�πµ = κπµ. (23)

Under Dirichlet or von Neumann boundary conditions,
we can readily obtain [51]

κ = −
´
V

(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ)dV´
V
πµπµdV

. (24)

While we may assume that πµ is time-like (πµπµ > 0),
the numerator of Eq. (24) can be positive or negative.
Let us take κ < 0. Setting κ = −1/λ2, we can write
Eq. (23) as a Proca-type equation:(

�+
1

λ2

)
πµ(x) = 0. (25)

From Eq. (25), we can get BT. Before showing this, we
derive here again Maxwell-type equations for

Kαβ = ∂απβ − ∂βπα. (26)

From ∂αK
αβ = ∂α∂

απβ − ∂β(∂απ
α), on account of

∂απ
α = 0 and Eq. (23), we get

∂αK
αβ = κπβ , (27)

which are formally identical to the non-homogeneous
Maxwell equations. The homogeneous equations follow
from Eq. (26), as an identity:

∂αKβγ + ∂βKγα + ∂γKαβ = 0. (28)

Hence, reduced to the bare essentials, the above Maxwell-
like equations reflect nothing but propagation properties,
namely those encoded in the Green function G(x) that
connects two space-time points. In the EM case, we can

proceed similarly and derive Maxwell equations from a
propagation equation [51], which is akin to Eq. (21):

Aµ(x) = (4π/c)

ˆ
G(x− x′)jµ(s)(x

′)d4x′. (29)

Aµ is in the Lorentz gauge (∂µAµ = 0), as a consequence
of charge conservation (∂µj

µ
(s) = 0) [51]. In the EM case,

one assumes that the source current jµ(s)(x
′) acts on a

distant current jµ(x) via the “mediator” Aµ(x), which
couples to jµ(x) through the term Aµ(x)jµ(x) in the
corresponding Lagrangian that describes the dynamics
of jµ(x). We notice that, in contrast to Maxwell equa-
tions for the EM field, in Eq. (27) the current-density
πµ enters both sides of the equation. In the EM case
though, something similar occurs when dealing with the
differential equation that follows from Eq. (22) and the
differential equation that G(ρ, z;ω) satisfies.

We note in passing that Eq. (23) also holds for each
component of Kαβ . Indeed, from Eq. (28) we get
∂α∂

αKβγ + ∂β (−∂αKαγ) + ∂γ
(
∂αK

αβ
)

= 0. On view
of Eqs. (26) and (27),

�Kβγ = κKβγ . (30)

One can then show [51] that

κ = −1

2

´
V
KσµK

σµdV´
V
πµπµdV

. (31)

The quantity KσµK
σµ is formally identical to the EM

expression FσµF
σµ, which reads E2 − B2 when writ-

ten in terms of the electric and magnetic field vectors.
Analogous vectors can be introduced, associated to Kµν .
This suggests classifying the velocity fields in purely “elec-
tric” and purely “magnetic”. They should have distinctive
physical properties, according to κ ≷ 0.

The above results establish a parallelism with EM phe-
nomena, so that diffraction, interference, etc., may take
place also with respect to Kαβ . Let us focus on interfer-
ence patterns produced with massive particles. As shown
in [5], BT are obtained from a solution of the Helmholtz
equation (2) rather than from the Schrödinger equation
itself. Eq. (2) follows also from the wave equation. Hence,
both BT and interference patterns can be explained in
terms of Helmholtz’s equation. Eq. (25) also leads to
BT, by proceeding as in the short-wave limit of optics.
Let u(x) stand for any of the πµ in Eq. (25), and set

u(x) = ρ1/2(x) exp(iS̃(x)/λ), (32)

where S̃ has the dimension of a length. On setting u(x)
in Eq. (25) and splitting real and imaginary parts, we get

ηµν∂µS̃ ∂ν S̃ − 1− λ2�ρ
1/2

ρ1/2
= 0, (33)

2ηµν∂µS̃ ∂νρ
1/2 + ρ1/2�S̃ = 0. (34)
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The equations at zeroth- and first-order in λ are

ηµν∂µS̃(x) ∂ν S̃(x) = 1, ∂ν

(
ρ(x) ∂ν S̃(x)

)
= 0. (35)

These are, respectively, the (normalized) Hamilton-
Jacobi equation and the continuity equation for the prob-
ability current πν = ρ ∂ν S̃. The length λ sets the scale
for particle features to appear.

Bohmian trajectories

For the Young setup, we can make a paraxial approx-
imation and use two Gaussian beams propagating along
the z direction of the XZ-plane that contains the BT.
We therefore set u(t, x, z) = v(x, z) exp[i(kz − ωt)], with

v(x, z) =
W0

W (z)

{
exp

[
− (x− a)2

W 2(z)

]
exp

[
ik

(x− a)2

2R(z)
− iζ(z)

]
+ exp

[
− (x+ a)2

W 2(z)

]
exp

[
ik

(x+ a)2

2R(z)
− iζ(z)

]}
.

(36)
Here, W0 = (2z0/k)1/2 is the waist radius and z0 the
Rayleigh range, while W (z) = W0(1 + z2/z20)1/2, R(z) =
z[1+z2/z20 ] and ζ(z) = tan−1(z/z0). The slits separation
is 2a. By writing u(t, x, z) = v(x, z) exp[i(kz − ωt)] in
polar form, see Eq. (32), we get ρ(x, z) and S̃(x, z). BT
are integral curves of vi = ∂iS̃, i = x, z.

FIG. 2: Bohmian trajectories in a Young setup with two
Gaussian slits. Middle panel shows the probability density
ρ1/2(x, z). Right panel contains the same trajectories as in
the left panel, but weighted with ρ1/2.

The middle panel of Fig. (2) shows ρ1/2. The left panel
shows the field (vx, vz) and the right panel shows the
weighted field (ρ1/2vx, ρ

1/2vz). This illustrates the ef-
fect of weighting with ρ the integral curves of the field,
thereby selecting from the infinity many ones (symbol-
ically, those in the left panel) the cases actually real-
ized in any experiment. We can only probabilistically
assess which ones are these curves. They could be ob-
served only as averaged trajectories, as it occurs when
using weak-value measurements. The parameters used
in Fig. (2) were chosen for illustrative purposes. Similar
images have been obtained by Bliokh et al. [15] with pa-
rameters taken from the experiments of Kocsis et al. [1].
Another option would be to proceed as Philippidis et al.

did [5], using Feynman’s path integral method to get S̃,
from which one can obtain BT.

Closing remarks

Finally, let us say that while this work leaves many
questions still open, it has reached its goal of showing
that WPD and BT can fit within a fully classical frame-
work. The dynamical role assigned to EM vacuum should
be accepted no more reluctantly than the analogous role
of “space-time” in gravitation theory. If one is ready to
accept that “space-time curvature” causes free particles
to follow curvilinear trajectories, then one should also be
ready to assign a similar role to EM vacuum. The latter
has even more physical attributes, viz., ε0 and µ0, than
the purely abstract concept that we call “space-time”.
The second model we have presented is such, that any ob-
jection one could raise against it, would most likely also
apply to classical electrodynamics. On the other hand,
we stress that our approach, while being physically moti-
vated, should be given a sound mathematical basis. The
so-called “calculus of variations in the large” could be an
appropriate tool. In any case, we can envision a wide,
uncharted territory in classical physics, which remains
open to be explored.
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Supplemental Information

Carathéodory’s formulation

The usual approach in physics is to focus on a single curve C that renders the action I extremal: δI ≡ δ
´
L(x, ẋ)ds =

0. However, as the calculus of variations shows [48–50], C exists only if it can be embedded in a whole field of extremals,
also known as a Mayer field. The existence of such a field implies some integrability conditions. Carathéodory’s
formulation [49] makes clear how these integrability conditions relate to the Euler-Lagrange equations.

Let us summarize Carathéodory’s approach. We adopt a relativistic formulation just for the sake of generality. A
non-relativistic formulation could be established along similar lines. Extremals satisfying δ

´
L(x, ẋ)ds = 0 are the

same as those satisfying the so-called “equivalent variational problem” [49] δ
´

(L(x, ẋ) − ẋµ∂µS(x))ds = 0. Here,
S(x) is an auxiliary function. With its help, instead of seeking for a curve C that renders I extremal, we seek for
local extremal values. To this end, the Lagrangian is considered to be a function of x and the velocity-field v(x), i.e.,
L = L(x, v(x)). The extremal curve C is an integral curve of v(x), i.e., it can be obtained by solving the first-order
differential equations

dxµ(s)

ds
= vµ(x(s)). (37)

We thus seek for a velocity-field v(x) whose integral curves render
´
Lds extremal. To this end, we impose the

following condition:

L(x, v)− vµ(x)∂µS(x) = 0, (38)

and require that the expression on the left-hand side has zero as a stationary value with respect to variations of
v. In the case of a maximum, for example, L(x,w) − wµ∂µS < 0 for any field w 6= v. This guarantees that
δ
´

(L− ẋµ∂µS)ds = 0, and so also δ
´
L(x, ẋ)ds = 0, because of the aforementioned equivalence of the two variational

problems. Stationarity of the left-hand side of Eq. (38) with respect to v leads to

∂L(x, v)

∂vµ
=

∂S

∂xµ
. (39)

Eqs. (38) and (39) are known as the fundamental equations of Carathéodory’s approach. On account of the integrability
conditions ∂2S/∂xµ∂xν = ∂2S/∂xν∂xµ, it follows from Eq. (39) that

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L(x, v(x))

∂vν

)
− ∂

∂xν

(
∂L(x, v(x))

∂vµ

)
= 0. (40)

From Eq. (40), we can get the equations of motion. Indeed, from Eq. (38) we obtain, by deriving with respect to xµ,

∂L

∂xµ
+

∂L

∂vσ
∂vσ

∂xµ
=
∂vσ

∂xµ
∂S

∂xσ
+ vσ

∂2S

∂xµ∂xσ
. (41)

On using Eq. (39), Eq. (41) reduces to

∂L

∂xµ
= vσ

∂2S

∂xµ∂xσ
. (42)

Using ∂2S/∂xµ∂xν = ∂2S/∂xν∂xµ first and then Eq. (39), we get

∂2S

∂xµ∂xσ
=

∂2S

∂xσ∂xµ
=

∂2L

∂xσ∂vµ
+

∂2L

∂vτ∂vµ
∂vτ

∂xσ
, (43)

so that Eq. (42) reads

∂L

∂xµ
= vσ

∂2L

∂xσ∂vµ
+

∂2L

∂vτ∂vµ
∂vτ

∂xσ
vσ. (44)

If we now evaluate this last relation along a single extremal, dxµ/ds = vµ(x(s)), we obtain, after recognizing the right
hand side of Eq. (44) as d(∂L/∂vµ)/ds, the Euler-Lagrange equation:

d

ds

(
∂L

∂ẋµ

)
− ∂L

∂xµ
= 0. (45)

Eq. (44) is therefore more general than Eq. (45), which follows from Eq. (44), but not the other way around.
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Hamilton-Jacobi equation

The relativistic, free-particle Lagrangian reads

L = mc (ηµνv
µvν)

1/2 ≡ mcφ. (46)

From ∂S/∂xµ = ∂L/∂vµ and Eq. (46) we get

vµ =
φ

mc

∂S

∂xµ
. (47)

On replacing Eq. (47) in ηµνvµvν = φ2, we get the Hamilton-Jacobi equation

ηµν
(
∂S

∂xµ

)(
∂S

∂xν

)
= m2c2, (48)

without having introduced a Hamiltonian, which in the homogeneous case is a rather laborious task [49, 50].

Invariance of Carathéodory’s fundamental equations under changes of the velocity field

As we said before, Carathéodory’s approach is based on two fundamental equations: (38) and (39). We deal
with a relativistic, Lorentz invariant Lagrangian. Relativistic Lagrangians are homogeneous of the first degree in
the velocities: L(x, λv) = λL(x, v) (for λ > 0). This property makes

´
L(x, ẋ)ds invariant under parameter changes

s→ s′, a condition that must be met because s has no physical meaning and can be arbitrarily chosen. We can then
choose s so that, say, (ηµν ẋ

µẋν)1/2 = 1 along the sought-after extremal curve. We have a corresponding invariance
when dealing with the velocity field vµ(x). This time it is an invariance of the fundamental equations (38) and (39).
Indeed, multiplication of Eq. (38) by a scalar function φ̃(x) > 0 leads to

φ̃(x) (L(x, v)− vµ∂µS) = L(x, φ̃v)−
(
φ̃ vµ

)
∂µS = L(x, ṽ)− ṽµ∂µS, (49)

with ṽ := φ̃ v. From Eqs. (38) and (49), it follows that

L(x, ṽ)− ṽµ∂µS(x) = 0,

which is Carathéodory’s first fundamental equation for ṽ. Eq. (38) defines the Lagrangian of the “equivalent variational
problem”:

L∗(x, v) := L(x, v)− vµ∂µS.

We see that

∂L∗(x, ṽ)

∂vµ
=
∂L∗(x, ṽ)

∂ṽν
∂ṽν

∂vµ
=
∂L∗(x, ṽ)

∂ṽν

(
φ̃ δνµ

)
=
∂L∗(x, ṽ)

∂ṽµ
φ̃. (50)

On the other hand,

∂L∗(x, ṽ)

∂vµ
=

∂

∂vµ

(
φ̃L∗(x, v)

)
= φ̃

∂L∗(x, v)

∂vµ
= φ̃

(
∂L

∂vµ
− ∂S

∂xµ

)
= 0, (51)

on account of Eq. (39). Equations (50) and (51) imply that ∂L∗(x, ṽ)/∂ṽµ = 0, i.e.,

∂L(x, ṽ)

∂ṽµ
=
∂S(x)

∂xµ
, (52)

which is Carathéodory’s second fundamental equation for ṽ. In summary, Eqs. (38) and (39) hold if we replace v by
ṽ. In other words, both velocity fields v and φ̃ v solve our variational problem for the same S(x). This allows us to
choose φ̃ conveniently, e.g., such that (ṽν ṽ

ν)1/2 = 1.
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Velocity field vν for a given πν

As explained in the main text, given πν , we can obtain vν from n0c v
ν = (vσv

σ)1/2πν , with ν = 0, . . . , 3. By
squaring each of these four equations, we get

n20c
2(vν)2 =

[
(v0)2 − v2

]
(πν)2, ν = 0, . . . , 3. (53)

Written in matrix form, this system of equations for the (vν)2 reads

M
(
(v0)2, (v1)2, (v2)2, (v3)2

)T
= 0, (54)

where T stands for transpose and

M =


n20c

2 − π2
0 π2

0 π2
0 π2

0

−π2
1 n20c

2 + π2
1 π2

1 π2
1

−π2
2 π2

2 n20c
2 + π2

2 π2
2

−π2
3 π2

3 π2
3 n20c

2 + π2
3

 . (55)

For the system (54) to have a non-trivial solution, detM = 0. In our case,

detM = (n0c)
6[(n0c)

2 − πνπν ]. (56)

Hence, with πνπν = n20c
2, there are infinitely many solutions (vν)2, in which one of the vν is a free parameter.

Two expressions for κ

In the main text, we derived the equation

�πµ = κπµ, (57)

from which it follows that πµ�πµ = κπµπ
µ. By adding and subtracting (∂σπµ)(∂σπµ) to πµ�πµ, we obtain

(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ) + πµ�π
µ − (∂σπµ)(∂σπµ) = ∂σ(πµ∂

σπµ)− (∂σπµ)(∂σπµ).

Hence,

∂σ(πµ∂
σπµ)− (∂σπµ)(∂σπµ) = κπµπ

µ. (58)

Integrating over a volume V with boundary S, using the divergence theorem and assuming von Neumann or Dirichlet
boundary conditions, we obtain

ˆ
V

∂σ(πµ∂
σπµ) dV =

ˆ
S

(πµ∂
σπµ)dSσ = 0. (59)

Thus, integrating over V both sides of Eq. (58), we get

κ = −
´
V

(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ)dV´
V
πµπµdV

. (60)

We now consider the tensor

Kαβ = ∂απβ − ∂βπα. (61)

We see that

KσµK
σµ = (∂σπµ − ∂µπσ)(∂σπµ − ∂µπσ) = 2 [(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ)− (∂σπµ)(∂µπσ)] .

Hence,

(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ) =
1

2
KσµK

σµ + (∂σπµ)(∂µπσ). (62)
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On the other hand, using ∂σπσ = 0, we obtain

∂σ [πµ∂
µπσ] = (∂σπµ)(∂µπσ) + πµ∂

µ(∂σπ
σ) = (∂σπµ)(∂µπσ). (63)

From Eqs. (62) and (63), we derive
ˆ
V

(∂σπµ)(∂σπµ)dV =
1

2

ˆ
V

KσµK
σµdV +

ˆ
V

∂σ [πµ∂
µπσ] dV =

1

2

ˆ
V

KσµK
σµdV, (64)

where we have used that
´
V
∂σ [πµ∂

µπσ] dV =
´
S
πµ∂

µπσdSσ = 0. Eqs. (60) and (64) then lead to

κ = −1

2

´
V
KσµK

σµdV´
V
πµπµdV

. (65)

Maxwell equations

In the main text, we considered the propagation equation

Aµ(x) =
4π

c

ˆ
G(x− x′)jµ(s)(x

′)d4x′. (66)

From this equation, it follows that

∂µA
µ(x) =

4π

c

ˆ
(∂µG(x− x′)) jµ(s)(x

′)d4x′

=
4π

c

ˆ (
−∂′µG(x− x′)

)
jµ(s)(x

′)d4x′

= −4π

c

ˆ
∂′µ

(
G(x− x′)jµ(s)(x

′)
)
d4x′ +

4π

c

ˆ
G(x− x′)

(
∂′µj

µ
(s)(x

′)
)
d4x′ = 0, (67)

where in the last equality the first integral is shown to vanish by applying Gauss’ theorem and the boundary condition
jµ → 0 at infinity, and the second integral vanishes on account of charge conservation: ∂µj

µ
(s) = 0.

We have then that, as a consequence of Eqs. (66) and (67),

�Aν =
4π

c
jν(s), and ∂νA

ν = 0. (68)

From the above equations, it immediately follows that Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ satisfies the Maxwell equations

∂µF
µν =

4π

c
jν(s), (69)

∂αFβγ + ∂βFγα + ∂γFαβ = 0, (70)

where (70) is an identity that follows from the definition of Fµν . Hence, the essential thrust of Maxwell equations lies
on the propagation equation (66). Of course, (69) and (70) are gauge invariant whereas (66) is not. Classically, gauge
invariance is relevant only in relation to the coupling of Aµ to some charge through a term of the form (e/c)Aµv

µ in
the Lagrangian. As the charge’s equations of motion depend on Aµ only through Fµν , one may say that not Aµ itself
but Fµν is physically meaningful. It is easy to see that a gauge transformation Aµ → Ãµ = Aµ + ∂µW amounts to a
change S → S̃ = S + (e/c)W in the auxiliary function used in Carathéodory’s fundamental equations (38) and (39).
Thus, it does not matter that Aµ is in the Lorentz gauge. The only way to observe Aµ is by coupling it to a (test)
charge, in order to register the latter’s response to it. This response is gauge invariant, according to (38) and (39),
which imply the Euler-Lagrange equations.
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