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Thephilosophy ofthetrajectory representation di�erswith Copenhagen and Bohm ian philosophies.
The trajectory representation is a strongly causal,nonlocaltheory ofquantum m echanics that is
determ inistic. Itiscouched in a generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiform ulation. Forbound states,each
particulartrajectory determ inesa uniquem icrostate ofthe Schr�odingerwave function.Hence,the
Schr�odingerwavefunction isnotan exhaustivedescription ofnonrelativisticquantum phenom enon.
A tunnelling exam ple showsthatassigning a probability am plitude to the Schr�odingerwave func-
tion isunnecessary.Thetrajectory representation in theclassicallim it(�h ! 0)m anifestsa residual
indeterm inacy where the trajectory representation doesnotgo to classicalm echanics. Thisresid-
ualindeterm inacy iscontrasted to the Heisenberg uncertainty principle and isalso com pared with
’tHooft’s inform ation loss. The trajectory representation iscontrasted with the Copenhagen and
Bohm ian representations. Fora square wellduct,consistent overdeterm ination ofa trajectory by
a redundant set ofobserved constants ofthe m otion are beyond the Copenhagen interpretation.
Also,thetrajectory representation m akesdi�erentpredictionsthan theCopenhagen interpretation
forim pulsive perturbations,even underCopenhagen epistem ology.Although the trajectory repre-
sentation and Bohm ian m echanicsuse the sam e generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiequations,they have
di�erentequationsofm otion.

P rologue: \ThePhilosophy oftheTrajectory Representation ofQ uantum M echanics" [1]isan extractof

thisopus,waspresented attheVigier2000Sym posium ,21{25August2000,in Berkeley,California,and will

bepublished in theProceedingsoftheSym posium .TheSym posium celebrated Jean PierreVigier’seightieth

birthday.

1. Introduction: The sem inalwork on the trajectory representation was published in 1982 [2]. The

trajectory representation sprang from im provem entsin theW K B approxim ation [3{5]and in acousticalray

tracing [6,7]. The equationsofm otion forthe trajectoriesare developed from a quantum Ham ilton-Jacobi

form ulation.These trajectoriesaredeterm inistic and continuous.Ergo,thereisno need by preceptforany

collapse ofthe wave function during observation. Early analyses used num ericalm ethods or power-series

expansionsuntilexactclosed-form solutionswereintroduced [8].

Recently,Faraggiand M atone [9{14]haveindependently generated the sam e quantum Ham ilton-Jacobi

form ulation from an equivalence principle free from any axiom s. Faraggiand M atone have shown that

although allquantum system s can be connected by an equivalence coordinate transform ation (trivializing

m ap),allsystem s in classicalm echanics are not so connected. Som e ofthe goals oftheir work include

synthesisofgravity,m assand quantum m echanicsand possible relationsto string theory [15,16]and pro-

ducing an expression fortheinteraction term s,including gravity,thathavea purequantum origin [17].The

developm entofthe equivalenceprincipleisbeyond the scopeofthisexposition.

W epresentthe philosophicalaspectsofthetrajectory representation ofquantum m echanicsthatdistin-

guish thisrepresentation.W eexhibititsinterpretation,which wecontrastto theCopenhagen interpretation

and the Bohm ian stochastic interpretation. O ur �ndings are presented in closed form in one dim ension

for the tim e-independent case whenever one dim ension su�ces. The work in one dim ension for the tim e-

independentcaserendersa counterexam plethatrefutesBorn’spostulateoftheCopenhagen interpretation

attributing a probability am plitude to the Schr�odinger wave function,shows that the Heisenberg uncer-

tainty principle isprem ature,refutesthe Copenhagen interpretation thatthe Schr�odingerwave function is
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an exhaustive description ofnonrelativistic quantum phenom enon,and questionsthe wave-particleduality

ofBohr’scom plem entarity. Bertoldi,Faraggiand M atone have recently extended the quantum Ham ilton-

Jacobiform ulation to higherdim ensions,tim edependenceand relativisticquantum m echanics[18].A sm all

am ountofwork in higherdim ensionsispresented wherenecessary to establish our�ndings.

W e explicitly note thatthe trajectory representation isnotjustanotherinterpretation ofquantum m e-

chanics because it also predicts results that di�er with contem porary,orthodox practice (Copenhagen in-

terpretation).Trajectory and Copenhagen analysespredictdi�erentresultsfrom a perturbing im pulse [19].

A testhasbeen proposed to show thatconsistentoverdeterm ination ofa trajectory by a redundantsetof

observed constantsofthe m otion would be beyond the Copenhagen interpretation [20].

Beyond the philosophicalaspects,we referthe interested readerto �ve otheradvancesofthe trajectory

representation thathavebeen developed elsewherebutnotpresented in theProceedings[1].First,an initial

application ofthe trajectory representation hasbeen m ade to relativistic quantum m echanics[21].Second,

the trajectory representation is not a hydrodynam icalform ulation ofwave m echanics as trajectories m ay

cross. Thus,the trajectory representation m ay m anifest caustics as has been presented elsewhere,albeit

couched in acoustics[22].W enotethatthetrajectory representation rendersnotonly allcausticsthatcorre-

spond to thecausticsdescribed by classicalray tracingbutalso additionalcausticsthatareextrato classical

geom etricacoustics.Third,creationand annihilation ofinterferencepatternsarestudied [23].Fourth,trajec-

tory dwelltim esduringtunnelingand re
ection areexam ined [20,24].Fifth,thegeneralized Ham ilton-Jacobi

equation and theSchr�odingerequation form an Erm akov system which generatesan Erm akov invariant[25].

The Erm akov invariantisa constantofthe m otion forthe particulartrajectory (m icrostate).

In Section 2,wepresentthefundam entalsofthetrajectoryrepresentationfrom aphilosophicalaspect.W e

givereferencesform oredetailed developm entofthetrajectory representation fortheinterested reader.The

equationsofm otion arepresented forthetrajectory.W epresentwhy m icrostatesofthewavefunction exist

forbound states.M uch ofthephilosophy ofthetrajectoryrepresentation isinnatein thedevelopm entofthis

representation.In Section 3,we presentdi�erentpredictionsrendered by trajectoriesand Copenhagen.W e

continueto contrastin Section 4 thetrajectory representation to theCopenhagen interpretation.In Section

5,we com pare the trajectory representation with the Bohm ian stochastic representation. In Appendix A,

weshow thatno particularsetofindependentsolutionsofthe Schr�odingerequation areprivileged.

2. T he Trajectory R epresentation:

2.1. Equation ofM otion: Thetrajectory representation isbased upon a phenom enological,nonlocal

generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiform ulation. The quantum stationary Ham ilton-Jacobiequation (Q SHJE) is

given in onedim ension x by [26,27]

(W 0)2

2m
+ V � E = �

�h
2

4m
hW ;xi (1)

where W is Ham ilton’s characteristic function (also known as the reduced action),W 0 is the m om entum

conjugateto x,hW ;xiistheSchwarzian derivativeofW with respectto x,V isthepotential,E isenergy,m

isthe m assofthe particle,and �h = h=(2�)wherein turn h isPlanck’sconstant.Explicitly,the Schwarzian

derivativeraisesthe Q SHJE to a third-ordernonlineardi�erentialequation and isgiven by

hW ;xi=
W 000

W 0
�
3

2

�
W 00

W 0

� 2

= [ln(W 0)]00�
1

2
f[ln(W 0)]0g2:

The left side ofEq.(1) m anifests the classicalHam ilton-Jacobiequation;the right side,the higher order

quantum e�ectsin the Schwarzian derivative.Faraggiand M atone have independently derived the Q SHJE

from theequivalenceprinciple.W enotethatW and W 0 arerealeven in a classically forbidden region.The

generalsolution forW 0 isgiven by [8]

W
0= (2m )1=2(a�2 + b�

2 + c��)� 1 (2)
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where (a;b;c) is a set ofrealcoe�cients such that a;b > 0,and (�;�) is a setofnorm alized independent

solutionsoftheassociated stationary Schr�odingerequation,� �h
2
 00=(2m )+ (V � E ) = 0.Theindependent

solutions(�;�)are norm alized so thattheir W ronskian,W (�;�)= ��0� �0�,isscaled to give W 2(�;�)=

2m =[�h
2
(ab� c2=4)]> 0. This ensures that (a�2 + b�2 + c��) > 0 and that W 0 is realin the classically

forbidden regions (V > E ). This norm alization is determ ined by the nonlinearity ofEq.(1) rather than

by totalprobability of�nding the particle in space be unity asdone by the Copenhagen interpretation. A

particularset(�;�)ofindependentsolutionsoftheSchr�odingerequation m ay bechosen by thesuperposition

principleso thatthecoe�cientciszero.Them otion in phasespaceisspeci�ed by Eq.(2).Thisphase-space

trajectory isa function ofthe setofcoe�cients(a;b;c).

Ifthe Schr�odingerequation can be solved in closed form ,then the Q SHJE m ay also be solved in closed

form forconjugatem om entum asEq.(2)expressesW 0 in term sofproductsof� and �.

In general,the conjugate m om entum expressed by Eq.(2)isnotthe m echanicalm om entum ,i.e.,W 06=

m _x.Actually,m _x = m @E =@W 0 [2,14].

Thesolution forthe generalized Ham ilton’scharacteristicfunction,W ,isgiven by

W = �harctan

�
b(�=�)+ c=2

(ab� c2=4)1=2

�

+ K (3)

whereK isan integration constantthatwem ay setto zero herein.

Ham ilton’scharacteristicfunction isa generatorofm otion.The equation ofm otion in the dom ain [x;t]

isrendered by the Ham ilton-Jacobitransform ation equation forconstantcoordinates(often called Jacobi’s

theorem ). The procedure sim pli�es for coordinates whose conjugate m om enta are separation constants.

Carrollhasshown thatforstationarity Jacobi’stheorem isvalid forW isaLegendretransform ofHam ilton’s

principalfunction [28].Forstationarity,E isa separation constantfortim e. Thus,the equation ofm otion

forthe trajectory tim e,t,relativeto itsconstantcoordinate�,isgiven asa function ofx by

t� � = @W =@E (4)

wherethe trajectory isa function ofa setofcoe�cients(a;b;c)and � speci�esthe epoch.

Theset(�;�)can only bea setofindependentsolutionsoftheSchr�odingerequation.Directsubstitution

ofEq.(2)forW 0 into Eq.(1)gives

a� + c�=2

a�2 + b�2 + c��
[� �h

2
=(2m )�00� (E � V )�]

+
b� + c�=2

a�2 + b�2 + c��
[� �h

2
=(2m )�00� (E � V )�]

�
[W 2�h

2
(ab� c2=4)=(2m )� 1]

(a�2 + b�2 + c��)2
= 0: (5)

Forthegeneralsolution forW 0,therealcoe�cients(a;b;c)arearbitrary within thelim itationsthata;b> 0

and from the W ronskian that ab� c2=4 > 0. Hence, for generality the expressions within each of the

three square brackets on the left side ofEq.(5) m ust vanish identically. The expressions within the �rst

two ofthese squarebracketsm anifestthe Schr�odingerequation,so the expressionswithin these two square

bracketsareidentically zero ifand only if� and � aresolutionsoftheSchr�odingerequation.Theexpression

within third bracket vanishes identically ifand only ifthe norm alization ofthe W ronskian is such that

W 2(�;�)= 2m =[�h
2
(ab� c2=4)].ForW (�;�)6= 0,� and � m ustbeindependentsolutionsoftheSchr�odinger

equation.Hence,� and � m ustform a setofindependentsolutionsofthe Schr�odingerequation.

Equation (5)isindependentofany particularchoice ofansatz.W hen com paring trajectoriesto Copen-

hagen and Bohm ,wehavebroad selection forchoosing a convenientansatzto generatethe equivalentwave

picture (nothing herein im pliesthatthe trajectoriesneed wavesforcom pleteness;only convenience).
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2.2. Tunneling w ith C ertainty: The Ham ilton’s characteristic function for the trajectory of a

particle with sub-barrierenergy thattunnels through the barrierwith certainty can be established by the

continuity conditionsofW ; W 0 and W 00 acrossthe barrierinterfaces[24]. The corresponding Schr�odinger

wave function forthistrajectory thattunnelswith certainty wasalso developed from W and W 0 [24]. W e

now outline thisdevelopm ent.

W hile Eq.(2)givesthe relationship between the conjugate m om entum W 0 and the solution setofinde-

pendentwavefunctions(�;�),an inverserelationship,notnecessarily unique,isgiven by Ref.8 as

 =
exp(iW =�h)

(W 0)1=2
: (6)

Letusconsidera rectangularbarrierwhosepotentialisgiven by

V (x)=

(
U; jxj< q

0; jxj� q:

Forx > q,wespecify a transm itted,unm odulated running wavegiven by

 = (�hk)� 1=2 exp[ik(x � q)]; x > q (7)

wherek = (2m E )1=2=�h and theintegration constant,K ,hasbeen chosen so thephaseiszero atthe barrier

interfacex = q.In turn,E ispositive,sub-barrier,thatis0 < E < U .Forx > q,Ham ilton’scharacteristic

function is given by W = �hk(x � q). Anywhere that x > q,W = �hk(x � q) and its �rst two derivatives

rendera valid setofinitialconditions.

From the continuity ofW ; W 0 and W 00,we m ay now establish W forthistunneling problem to be [24]

W =

8
>>>><

>>>>:

�hk(x � q); x > q

�harctanf(k=�)tanh[�(x � q)g; � q� x � q

�harctan(N =D ); x < q

where� = [2m (U � E )]1=2=�h,

N = (k=�)sinh(� 2�q)cos[k(x + q)]+ cosh(� 2�q)sin[k(x + q)];

and

D = cosh(� 2�q)cos[k(x + q)]+ (�=k)sinh(� 2�q)sin[k(x + q)]:

Note that W m onotonically increases everywhere with increasing x. W hile W ,as given above,resolves

tunneling in trajectory representation,we presentthe m ore fam iliar asderived from W and Eq. (6)to

givea gentlerintroduction to the insightsofthe trajectory represtation.

In the classically forbidden region inside the barrier,� q � x � q,and from Eq.(6) the continuity

conditionson W ; W 0 and W 00 atx = q,the Schr�odingerwavefunction is[24]

 = f[(�=k)cosh
2
(�x)+ (k=�)sinh

2
(�x)]=(�h�)g1=2 exp

�

iarctan

�
k

�
tanh[�(x � q)]

��

; � q� x � q (8)

where for Eqs. (2) and (3) � = cosh[�(x � q)]; � = sinh[�(x � q)]; a = [(2m )1=2=(�h�)](�=k); b =

[(2m )1=2=(�h�)](k=�),and c = 0. This Schr�odinger wave function represented by Eqs.(7) and (8) has a

continuous logarithm ic derivative acrossthe barrierinterface at x = q. The phase of inside the barrier

increasesm onotonically with increasing x. AsEq.(8)m anifestsa spatially com pound wave running in the
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positivex-direction in theclassically forbidden region thathasa continuouslogarithm icderivativeatx = q

with a wave that is running in the positive x-direction in the region x > q,there is no re
ections at the

interfaceatx = q.

In the dom ain before the barrier,x < � q,and from the continuity conditions for W ; W 0 and W 00 at

x = � q and from Eq.(6),the Schr�odingerwavefunction ispresented as[24]

 =

�
A

�hk

� 1=2

exp[iarctan(B)]; x < � q (9)

where

A = cosh
2
(� 2�q)+

1

2

�
�

k
+
k

�

�

sinh(� 4�q)sin[2k(x + q)]

+ sinh
2
(� 2�q)

"
�
�

k
sin[k(x + q)]

�2
+

�
k

�
cos[k(x + q)]

� 2
#

(10)

and

B =

k

�
sinh(� 2�q)cos[k(x + q)]+ cosh(� 2�q)sin[k(x + q)]

cosh(� 2�q)cos[k(x + q)]+ �

k
sinh(� 2�q)sin[k(x + q)]

: (11)

The Schr�odingerwavefunction,asrepresented by Eqs.(8)and (9),hasa continuouslogarithm icderivative

acrossthebarrierinterfaceatx = � q.Sim ilarto thesituation atthebarrierinterfaceatx = q,Eqs.(8)and

(9)m anifesta wave with com pound spatialm odulation ofphase and am plitude for x < q thatprogresses

in the positive x-direction. This wave with com pound spatialm odulation has a continuous logarithm ic

derivativeatx = � q,so thereisno refection ofthiswaveatthe barrierinterfacex = q.

TheSchr�odingerwavefunction,asrepresented by Eqs.(7){(9),m anifestsa running waveprogressing in

thepositivex-direction everywhere.Nowhereisthereany re
ection ofthisrunning wave.ThisSchr�odinger

wave function is an eigenfunction with eigenvalue energy E for the given rectangularbarrier. Hence,this

eigenfunction representsa particlewith sub-barrierenergy thattunnelsthrough the barrierwith certainty.

O nlyrecentlydid physicistsrecognizethateigenfunctionsforaconstantpotentialcould bewavefunctions

with com pound spatialm odulation in am plitudeand wavenum ber[23].However,m athem aticiansknew itall

along,cf.Appendix A.W hileonecould con�rm thatthewavefunction represented by Eqs.(7)through (9)is

an eigenfunction by bruteforceby substituting thiswavefunction into theSchr�odingerequation,wesuggest

referring to Ref.24 where the wave function representations,Eq.(8)hasbeen resolved into itscustom ary

hyperboliccom ponentsinside the barrierby

 =
1

(�hk)1=2

�
cosh[�(x � q)]+ i(k=�)sinh[�(x � q)]

�
;� q� x � q (12)

and where Eq.(9) has been resolved into the custom ary incident and re
ected unm odulated plane-wave

com ponentsbeforethe barrierby

 =

custom ary unm odulated incidentplanewave
z }| {

(�hk)� 1=2
�

cosh(� 2�q)+
i

2

�
k

�
�
k

�

�

sinh(� 2�q)

�

exp[ik(x + q)]

+ (�hk)� 1=2
i

2

�
k

�
�
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)exp[� ik(x + q)]

| {z }
custom ary unm odulated re
ected planewave

; x < q: (13)
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Hence,Eqs.(8)and (9)m anifestsynthesized wavesin and beforethe barrierrespectively.

W enotethatthesyntheticincidentwave,Eq.(9),hasspectralcom ponentstravelingin both thepositive

and negativex directions.Any concern thatthesyntheticwave,Eq.(9),would spontaneously splitapartis

putto restin Appendix A.

2.3. B ound States: The boundary value problem isnotso sim ple [2,8]. The solutionsforboundary

value problem ,ifthey existatall,need notbe unique.Asiswellknown forbound states,solutionsforthe

Schr�odingerwavefunction do existforthe energy eigenvalues.Notaswellknown,solutionsforHam ilton’s

characteristicfunction forthe trajectory representation ofquantum m echanicsexistforbound statesifthe

action variable,J,isquantized [29],thatis

J =

I

W
0
dx = nh; n = 1;2;3;� � � : (14)

The action variable isindependentofthe setofcoe�cients(a;b;c)by the theory ofcom plex variables[8].

Thesetofcoe�cients(a;b;c)only positsthesingularities(poles)and term inalpointsoftheRiem ann sheets.

The setofcoe�cients(a;b;c)doesnote�ectthe num berofpolesorRiem ann sheets.

Speci�cally,we consider the bound state problem where  ! 0 as x ! � 1 . These are the bound

stateeigenfunctionswhich areunique.W hile the Schr�odingerwavefunction isunique forbound states,the

conjugatem om entum isnot[8,27].In thegeneralized Ham ilton-Jacobirepresentation ofquantum m echanics,

theboundaryconditionsforbound m otion m anifestaphase-spacetrajectorywith turningpointsatx = � 1 .

Thisisaccom plished by W 0 ! 0 asx ! � 1 . However,the generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiequation forthe

bound statesisa nonlineardi�erentialequation thathascritical(singular)pointsatthevery location where

the boundary values are applied,i.e.,x = � 1 . By Eq.(2),W 0 ! 0 as x ! � 1 because at least one

ofthe independent solutions,� or �,ofthe Schr�odingerequation m ust be unbound as x ! � 1 . As the

coe�cients satisfy a;b > 0 and ab > c 2=4,the conjugate m om entum exhibits a node as x ! � 1 for all

perm itted values ofa,b,and c [8]. Hence,the boundary values,W 0(x = � 1 ) = 0,for Eq.(1) perm it

non-unique phase-space trajectoriesforW 0 forenergy eigenvaluesorquantized action variables. Likewise,

the trajectoriesin con�guration space are notunique forthe energy eigenvalue asthe equation ofm otion,

t� � = @W =@E ,speci�esa trajectory dependentupon the coe�cientsa,band c.

2.4. M icrostates: The non-unique trajectoriesin phase space and con�guration space m anifestm i-

crostatesofthe Schr�odingerwavefunction [8,27].Forbound statesin onedim ension,the tim e-independent

Schr�odingerwave function m ay be realexceptforan inconsequentialphase factor. Bound stateshave the

boundary valuesthat (x = � 1 )= 0.Letuschoose� to bethebound solution.Then  = �� + �� where

� and � arecoe�cients.TheSchr�odingerwavefunction forbound statescan be represented by [23]

 =
(2m )1=4 cos(W =�h)

(W 0)1=2[a� c2=(4b)]1=2

=
(a�2 + b�2 + c��)1=2

[a� c2=(4b)]1=2
cos

�

arctan

�
b(�=�)+ c=2

(ab� c2=4)1=2

��

= �: (15)

Thus,� = 1 and � = 0 forallperm itted valuesofthe set(a;b;c).Each ofthese non-unique trajectoriesof

energy E m anifestsa m icrostateoftheSchr�odingerwavefunction forthebound state.Thesem icrostatesof

energy E arespeci�ed by the set(a;b;c).See Ref.27 foran exam ple.

Theexistenceofm icrostatesisacounter-exam plerefutingtheassertion oftheCopenhagen interpretation

thatthe Schr�odingerwavefunction be the exhaustivedescription ofnonrelativisticquantum phenom ena.

Historically,othersincluding Ballingerand M arch [30],Lightand Yuan [31],and K orsch [32]had noted

thatthe bound-state solution to Eq.(1),oritsequivalentby transform ation,wasarbitrary.(There m ay be

othersofwhom Iam unaware.) These investigatorsenjoyed freedom in choosing the coe�cients(a;b;c)or
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theirequivalents. These investigatorschoose the particularsolution thatrendered wellbehaved resultsfor

the density ofstatescloseto W K B values[32]orgavegood �tsto extended Thom as-Ferm iapproxim ations

[30,31].Ballingerand M arch [30]and K orsch [32]acknowledgethattheirchoicesofthe particularsolution,

while �tting the work athand,could notbe justi�ed from quantum principles.

2.5. C lassicalLim it,Loss ofInform ation,H eisenberg U ncertainty and R esidualIndeterm i-
nacy: Forthe classicallim it(�h ! 0),the Q SHJE,a third-ordernon-lineardi�erentialequations,reduces

to the classicalstationary Ham ilton-Jacobiequation (CSHJE),a �rst-ordernonlineardi�erentialequation.

Reducing the order in turn reduces the set ofinitialvalues necessary and su�cient to establish unique

solution.Hence,lessinform ation isnecessary to solvethe CSHJE than the Q SHJE.FortheCSHJE,sim ul-

taneousknowledgeofm om entum and position speci�estheenergy and thetrajectory.W hilem om entum and

position form a su�cientsetofinitialconditionsforclassicalm echanics,quantum m echanicsalso needsthe

higherorderderivativesW 00 and W 000 [26].TheHeisenberg uncertainty principleallegesuncertainty in such

sim ultaneousknowledgeim plying thattrajectoriesdo notexistatthe quantum level.Thisisprem ature as

m om entum and position form only a subsetsm allerthan thesetofinitialconditionsnecessary and su�cient

to solvethe Q SHJE [33].

W e note thatthislossofinform ation di�erswith the recentproposalof’tHooft[34]thatquantization

resultsfrom the lossofinform ation about\prim ordial" trajectoriesofcontinuousenergy.No dissipation of

inform ation happensin the trajectory representation when going to the classicallim it,butratherthisloss

ofinform ation inducesan indeterm inacy.

As �h ! 0,we can test Planck’s correspondence principle as to whether quantum m echanics goes to

classicalm echanics.In the trajectory representation,theequation ofm otion fora free particle(i.e.,V = 0)

can be expressed as[33]

t� to =
(ab� c2=4)1=2(2m =E )1=2x

a+ b+ (a2 � 2ab+ b2 + c2)1=2 cosf2(2m E )1=2x=�h + cot� 1[c=(a� b)]g
: (16)

In the lim it �h ! 0,the cosine term in the denom inator ofEq.(16)
uctuates with an in�nitesim alshort

wavelength. Forthe particularcase,a = b and c= 0,Plank’scorrespondence principle holdsforEq.(16).

O n the otherhand fora 6= b orc6= 0,the cosine term becom esinde�nite in the classicallim it. Thisleads

to a residualindeterm inacy in the classicallim it.Thus,Planck’scorrespondenceprinciple doesnothold in

general. This is consistent with the �ndings ofFaraggiand M atone [9{14]that the equivalence principle

doesnothold forclassicalm echanics[33]. Ithasalso been shown elsewhere [33]thatquantum m echanics

doesnotreduceto statisticalm echanicsfor�h ! 0.

Note thatresidualindeterm inacy and the Heisenberg uncertainty principle di�er: the form erexistsfor

�h ! 0;thelatter,for�h �nite[33].Furtherm ore,Heisenberg uncertainty existsin the[x;p]dom ain (wherep

ism om entum )astheHam iltonian operatesin the[x;p]dom ain.Butthetrajectory representation,through

a canonicaltransform ation to itsHam ilton-Jacobiform ulation,operatesin the [x;t]dom ain [35]. Residual

indeterm inacy ofthe trajectory representation isin the [x;t]dom ain,cf.Eq.(16).

In closing thissubsection,wenotethat�h rem ains�nite and isvery sm all.Here,wetreated �h hypothet-

ically asan independentvariableto show even in the lim �h! 0,quantum trajectoriesdo notgenerally reduce

to classicaltrajectories.

2.6. Superlum inality: The Aspect experim ents deny localreality [36,37]. Yet the trajectories for

bound statesm ustpenetrate in�nitely deep into the classically forbidden zone [2]. Thisin�nitely long trip

m ustbe done in a �nite period oftim e. Hence,superlum inality follows.Thissuperlum inality isa two-way

superlum inality.An exam plethatshowsthisisgiven by Ref.20.

Letusconsidera particletraveling in a two-dim ensionalsquare-wellduct.The particlehasa trajectory

down the duct in the axialdirection while vertexing at in�nite turning points in the transverse direction.

Thetrajectory atthesein�niteturning pointshasbeen shown to bea cusp wherevelocity increaseswithout
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bound and both legs ofthe cusp becom e tangentto the surface ofHam ilton’scharacteristic function [20].

Thism anifeststhe extrem eexam plethatthe trajectory isnotgenerally orthogonalto the W -surface.

O ur trajectories incorporate reality by precept. The underlying generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiequation

isa phenom enologicalequation. Therefore,we �nd thatsince the trajectorieshave reality inherently,they

m ustdescribe a nonlocalreality where phenom ena violate Einstein separability. Thus,the trajectory rep-

resentation renders a quantitative phenom enologicaldescription that favorschoosing quantum m echanics,

albeitwithouttheCopenhagen interpretation thereof,in resolving theparadox between quantum m echanics

and Einstein separability thatexists,forexam ple,in EPR experim ents.

3. D i�erent P redictions betw een Trajectories and C openhagen:

3.1. Im pulsive Perturbations: Floyd [19]hasshown thatthe trajectory and Copenhagen represen-

tationsrenderdi�erentpredictionsforthe�rst-orderchangein energy,E 1 duetoasm all,spatiallysym m etric

perturbing im pulse,�V (x)�(t),acting on the ground state ofa in�nitely deep,sym m etric squarewell.The

di�erent predictions are due to the di�erent roles that causality plays in the trajectory and Copenhagen

interpretations. In the trajectory representation,E 1 isdependentupon the particularm icrostate,(a;b;c).

Thishasbeen investigated undera Copenhagen epistem ology even forthetrajectory theory,wherecom plete

knowledge ofthe initialconditionsforthe trajectory aswellasknowledge ofthe particularm icrostate are

notnecessary to show di�erencesforan ensem ble su�ciently large so thatallm icrostatesare individually

wellrepresented. In the trajectory representation,the �rst-order change in energy,E 1,is due to the lo-

cation ofthe particle in its trajectory when the im pulse occurs. The trajectory representation �nds that

the perturbing im pulse,to �rstorder,is as likely to do work on the particle asthe particle is to do work

perturbing system ,cf. Eqs.(15) and (17){(20)ofRef.19. Hence,the trajectory representation evaluates

hE 1iaverage = 0. O n the otherhand,Copenhagen predicts E 1 to be �nite asCopenhagen evaluatesE 1 by

the trace ground-state m atrix elem ent�V00�(0)atthe instantofim pulse. Due to spatialsym m etry ofthe

ground stateand V (x),V00 6= 0.

In an actualtest,wedo notneed perturbing im pulses,which wereused form athem aticaltractability.A

rapid perturbation whoseduration ism uch shorterthan theperiod oftheunperturbed system would su�ce

[19].

3.2. O verdeterm ination: Fora square wellduct,we have proposed a testwhere consistentoverde-

term ination ofthe trajectory by a redundantsetofobserved constantsofthe m otion would be beyond the

Copenhagen interpretation [20].Theoverdeterm inedsetofconstantsofthem otion should havearedundancy

thatisconsistentwith the particulartrajectory.O n the otherhand,Copenhagen would predicta com plete

lack ofconsistency am ong these observed constants ofthe m otion as Copenhagen denies the existence of

trajectories.Such a testcould be designed to be consistentwith Copenhagen epistem ology.

4. O ther D i�erences betw een Trajectories and C openhagen: Asthe trajectory existsby precept

in the trajectory representation,thereisno need forCopenhagen’scollapseofthe wavefunction.

The trajectory representation can describe an individualparticle. O n the other hand, Copenhagen

describesan ensem ble ofparticleswhile only rendering probabilitiesforindividualparticles.

The trajectory representation rendersm icrostatesofthe Schr�odingerwave function forthe bound state

problem .Each m icrostatebyEq.(15)issu�cientbyitselftodeterm inetheSchr�odingerwavefunction.Thus,

the existence ofm icrostatesis a counter exam ple refuting the Copenhagen assertion that the Schr�odinger

wavefunction be an exhaustivedescription ofnonrelativisticquantum phenom enon.

The trajectory representation isdeterm inistic. W e can now identify a trajectory and itscorresponding

Schr�odingerwave function with sub-barrierenergy thattunnelsthrough the barrierwith certainty. Hence,

tunneling with certainty is a counter exam ple refuting Born’s postulate ofthe Copenhagen interpretation

thatattributesa probability am plitude to the Schr�odingerwavefunction.
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Asthe trajectory representation isdeterm inistic and doesnotneed  ,m uch lessto assign a probability

am plitudeto it,thetrajectory representation doesnotneed a wavepacketto describeorlocalizea particle.

The equation ofm otion,Eq.(4)fora particle(m onochrom aticwave)hasbeen shown to be consistentwith

the group velocity ofthe wavepacket[23].

Norm alization,aspreviously noted herein,isdeterm ined by thenonlinearity ofthegeneralized Ham ilton-

Jacobiequation forthe trajectory representation and forthe Copenhagen interpretation by the probability

of�nding the particlein spacebeing unity.

Though probability isnotneeded fortunneling through a barrier[24],the trajectory interpretation for

tunneling isstillconsistentwith theSchr�odingerrepresentation withouttheCopenhagen interpretation.The

incidentwavewith com pound spatialm odulation ofam plitude and phase forthe trajectory representation,

Eq.(13),hasonly two spectralcom ponentswhich arethe incidentand re
ected unm odulated wavesofthe

Schr�odingerrepresentation [24].

Trajectoriesdi�er with Feynm an’s path integrals in three ways. First,trajectoriesem ploy a quantum

Ham ilton’scharacteristic function while a path integralisbased upon a classicalHam ilton’scharacteristic

function.Second,thequantum Ham ilton’scharacteristicfunction isdeterm ined uniquelyby theinitialvalues

ofthe Q SHJE while path integralsare dem ocratic sum m ing overallpossible classicalpaths to determ ine

Feynm an’sam plitude. W hile path integralsneed an in�nite num berofconstantsofthe m otion even fora

single particle in one dim ension,m otion in the trajectory representation fora �nite num berofparticlesin

�nitedim ensionsisalwaysdeterm ined by only a�nitenum berofconstantsofthem otion.Third,trajectories

arewellde�ned in classically forbidden regionswherepath integralsarenotde�ned by precept.

Aspreviously noted in Section 2.5,the Heisenberg uncertainty principle shallrem ain prem atureaslong

asCopenhagen usesan insu�cientsubsetofinitialconditions(x;p)to describequantum phenom ena.

Bohr’scom plem entarity postulatesthatthe wave-particle duality be resolved consistentwith the m ea-

suring instrum ent’s speci�c properties. O n the other hand,Faraggiand M atone [9{14]have derived the

Q SHJE from an equivalence principle without evoking any axiom atic interpretation ofthe wave function.

Furtherm ore,Floyd [27]and Faraggiand M atone [9{14]have shown that the Q SHJE renders additional

inform ation beyond whatcan be gleaned from the Schr�odingerwavefunction alone.

Anonym ous referees ofthe Copenhagen schoolhave had reservations concerning the representation of

the incident m odulated wave as represented by Eq.(9)before the barrier. They have reported that com -

poundly m odulated waverepresented by Eq.(9)isonly a cleversuperposition ofthe incidentand re
ected

unm odulated plane waves. They have concluded thatsynthesizing a running wave with com pound spatial

m odulation from itsspectralcom ponentsisnonphysicalbecauseitwould spontaneously split.W ehaveput

these reservationsto restin Appendix A and Ref.24. By the superposition principle oflineardi�erential

equations,thespectralcom ponentsm ay beused to synthesizea new pairofindependentsolutionswith com -

pound m odulations running in opposite directions. Likewise,an unm odulated plane wave running in one

direction can be synthesized from two waveswith com pound m odulation running in the oppositedirections

form appingsunderthe superposition principlearereversible.

5. Trajectories vis-a-vis B ohm ian m echanics: The trajectory representation di�ers with Bohm ian

representation [38,39]in m any ways despite both representations being based on equivalent generalized

Ham ilton-Jacobiequations. W e describe the various di�erences between the two representations in this

section.These di�erencesm ay notnecessarily be independentofeach other.

First,the two representationshave di�erentequationsofm otion. The Ham ilton-Jacobitransform ation

equation, Eq.(4), are the equations of m otion for the trajectory representation. M eanwhile, Bohm ian

m echanicseschewssolving theHam ilton-Jacobiequation fora generatorofthem otion,butinstead assum es

thatthe conjugate m om entum be the m echanicalm om entum ,m _x,which could be integrated to renderthe

trajectory.Buttheconjugatem om entum isnotthem echanicalm om entum asalreadyshown by Floyd [2,23],

Faraggiand M atone [14]and Carroll[28].Recently,Brown and Hiley [40]had stated thatpriorassociating

m om entum in Bohm ian m echanicswith W 0by appealingtoclassicalcanonicaltheory wasa\backward step"

and \totally unnecessary".Brown and Hiley stilldo notadvocatesolving the Q SHJE forW .Rather,they

now advocate thatW 0 be a \beable" m om entum and _x be given by the probability currentdivided by the
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squareofthe probability am plitude.

Bohm ian m echanicsconsiders to form a �eld,a quantum �eld thatfundam entally e�ectsthequantum

particle. The trajectory representation considersthe Schr�odingerequation to be only a phenom enological

equation where doesnotrepresenta �eld.To date,no one haseverm easured such a  -�eld.

Bohm ian m echanics postulates a quantum potential, Q , in addition to the standard potential, that

renders a quantum force proportionalto � r Q . fBohm ’s quantum potentialin one dim ension appears in

theQ SHJE asthenegativeoftheterm containing theSchwarzian derivativeortherightsideofEq.(1),i.e.,

Q = [�h
2
=(4m )]hW ;xig. Butthisquantum potentialisinherently dependentupon E . By the Q SHJE,Q is

also dependentupon the m icrostate(a;b;c)ofa given eigenvalueenergy E because

Q = E � V + (a�2 + b�
2 + c��)� 2:

Therefore,Q asa function ispath dependentand cannotbe a conservativepotential. Consequently,� r Q

doesnotgenerally rendera force.The averageenergy associated with Q orthe Schwarzian derivativeterm

ofthe Q SHJE in the classicallim it(�h ! 0)forthe free particle (V = 0)isdependentupon the m icrostate

asspeci�ed by (a;b;c)and isgiven by [33]

D
lim
�h! 0

Q

E

average
= E

�

1�
(a+ b)=2

(ab� c2=4)1=2

�

= �
varianceoflim �h! 0W x

2m
� 0: (17)

So theaverageenergy,in theclassicallim itofBohm ’squantum potential,Q ,isproportionalto thenegative

ofthe variance ofthe classicallim it ofthe conjugate m om entum . The quantum potentialis a function of

theparticularm icrostateand m ay be�niteeven in theclassicallim itasshown by Eq.(17).Nothing herein

im pliesthatEq.(17)isgeneral.O therscaseshavenotbeen exam ined.

W hileBohm ian m echanicspostulatespilotwavestoguidetheparticle,thetrajectory representation does

notneed any such waves.

Bohm ian m echanicsusesan ansatzthatcontainsan exponentialwith im aginaryargum ents.TheBohm ian

ansatzin onedim ension is = (W 0)� 1=2 exp(iW =�h),thesam easEq.(6).Anonym ousrefereesoftheBohm

schoolhaveexpressed reservationsregardingthevalidity oftrigonom etricans�atze.Herein,wehavepresented,

without using any particular ansatz,the reversible relationship between the generalized Ham ilton-Jacobi

equation,Eq.(1),to theSchr�odingerequation by Eq.(5).AsEq.(5)isvalid forany set(�;�),otherans�atze

ofthe form  = (W 0)� 1=2[A exp(iW =�h)+ B exp(� iW =�h)],where A;B are arbitrary,are acceptable [2,14].

W hen jAj= jB j,then the ansatz becom es trigonom etric. In the past,the trajectory representation had

properly used otherans�atze thatwere trigonom etricin nature such asEq.(15). Forcom pleteness,Bohm ’s

ansatzhassigni�cantly m oreversatility than �rstapparentifjAj6= jB j.Consider

 = (W 0)� 1=2
A + B

A � B
[A exp(iW =�h)+ B exp(� iW =�h)]

= (W 0)� 1=2
A + B

A � B
[(A + B )2 cos2(iW =�h)+ (A � B )2 sin2(iW =�h)]1=2 exp

�
i

�h
arctan

�
A � B

A + B
tan(W )

��

= (fW 0)� 1=2 exp(ifW =�h); jAj6= jB j

where

fW = arctan

�
A � B

A + B
tan(W )

�

:

So,we have returned to Bohm ’s one-dim ensionalansatz with a new Ham ilton’s characteristic function fW
forjAj6= jB j.Thisansatzisrem iniscentofthe m odulated wavethatwe presented in Eqs.(6)and (9).

Bohm ian m echanicsassertsthatparticlescould neverreach a pointwheretheSchr�odingerwavefunction

vanishes.O n the otherhand,trajectorieshave been shown to passthrough nullsof [2,14].Furtherm ore,
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theconjugatem om entum is�niteatthesenullsby Eq.(2)as� and � cannotbeboth zero atthesam epoint

forthey areindependentsolutionsofa lineardi�erentialequation ofsecond order.

Bohm ian m echanicsassertsthatbound-stateparticlesshould havezero velocity becausethespatialpart

ofthe bound-state wave function can be expressed by a realfunction. O n the otherhand,the generalized

Ham ilton-Jacobiequation,Eq.(1)isstillapplicable forbound statesin the trajectory representation. For

bound states,the trajectoriesform orbitswhoseaction variablesarequantized according to Eq.(14).

Bohm ian m echanicsassertsthata particle should follow a path norm alto the surfacesofconstantW .

O n the otherhand,ourtrajectories,when com puted in higherdim ensions,are notgenerally norm alto the

surfacesofconstantW [20,23].In higherdim ensions,thetrajectoriesaredeterm ined by theHam ilton-Jacobi

transform ation equationsforconstantcoordinates(Jacobi’stheorem )ratherthan by r W .

Bohm ian m echanics assertsthat the possible Bohm ian trajectoriesfor a particularparticle should not

cross. Rather,Bohm ian trajectoriesare channeled and follow hydrodynam ic-like 
ow lines. O n the other

hand,thetrajectory representation describestrajectoriesthatnotonly can crossbutcan also form caustics

as shown elsewhere in an analogous,but applicable acoustic two-dim ensionalduct[22]. W e note that the

Schr�odingereaquation and the separated acousticwaveequationsareboth Helm holtz equations.

Thetwo representationsdi�erepistem ologically whetherprobability isneeded.Thetrajectory represen-

tation isdeterm inistic.Bohm ian m echanicspurportsto bestochasticand consistentwith Born’sprobability

am plitude [39]. In one dim ension,Bohm ian m echanicsintroducesstochasticity,by assigning a position,�,

ofthe particle asa separate variable from the argum ent,x,ofthe Schr�odingerwave function, . In other

words,Bohm ian m echanics introduces stochasticity by assum ing di�erent initialpositions ofthe particle

within the initialwavepacketforthe probability am plitude ofthe particle.The particle position,�,would

be a stochastic variable. From Bell[41],the argum ent x of could be treated as the \hidden" variable

instead of�. W e note that this additionalvariable,�,is extraneousforconsistency with the Schr�odinger

equation [23].

Letusconsiderthreedim ensionsin thisparagraph to exam inethefam iliarstationary auxiliary equation

r � (R2r W )= 0 (18)

to the three-dim ensionalQ SHJE.Bohm and Hiley [39]identify R asa probability am plitude and Eq. (18)

as the continuity equation conserving probability. Bertoldi,Faraggiand M atone [18]only require that R

satisfy Eq.(18)nontrivially.Hence,R 2r W m ustbe divergenceless.The trajectory representation can now

show a non-probabilistic interpretation ofR 2r W . Letusconsidera case forwhich the stationary Bohm ’s

ansatz, = R exp(iW =�h),isapplicable.Bohm used [38]

R
2 = U

2 + V
2 and W = �harctan(V=U)

where U = <( ) = R cos(W =�h) and W = =( ) = R sin(W =�h). Hence,by the superposition principle,U

and V are a pair ofsolutions,not necessarily independent,to the stationary Schr�odinger equation. (IfU

and V are notindependent,then W isa constantand  isrealexceptfora constantphase factor.) Upon

substituting U and V into Eq.(18),wegetasan interm ediate step

R
2
r W = Ur V � Vr U;

which islikeathree-dim ensionalW ronskian.Again,wedonotneed thisW ronskian analogytobeaconstant,

justdivergenceless.The divergenceofR 2r W is

r � (R2r W )= r Ur V(1� 1)+
2m

�h
2
(E � V )UV(1� 1)= 0:

Indeed R 2r W isdivergenceless.Thus,the trajectory representation �ndsthatthe auxiliary equation con-

tainsathree-dim ensionalW ronskiananalogythatsatis�esEq.(18)withoutanyneed forevokingaprobability

am plitude.
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Bohm had expressed concerns regarding the initialdistributions ofparticles. Bohm [38]had alleged

that in the duration that nonequilibrium probability densities exist in his stochastic representation,the

usualform ulation ofquantum m echanicswould haveinsolubledi�culties.Thetrajectory representation has

shown thatthe initialconditionsofnonlocalhidden variable m ay be arbitrary and stillbe consistentwith

the Schr�odingerrepresentation [26].

Stochastic Bohm ian m echanics,like the Copenhagen interpretation,usesa wave packetto describe the

m otion ofthe ofthe associated  -�eld. Aspreviously described herein,the determ inistic trajectory needs

neitherwavesnorwavepacketsto describeorlocalizeparticles.

Holland [42]reportsthattheBohm ’sequation forparticlem otion could bededuced from theSchr�odinger

equation buttheprocesscould notbereversed.O n theotherhand,thedevelopm entofEq.(5)isreversible.

The Schr�odingerequation and the generalized Ham ilton-Jacobiequation m utually im ply each other.

In application,the two representations di�er regarding tunneling. Dewdney and Hiley [43]have used

Bohm ian m echanicsto investigatetunneling through a rectangularbarrierby G aussian pulses.W hileDewd-

ney and Hiley assert consistency with the Schr�odinger representation,they do not present any results in

closed form .Rather,they presentgraphically an ensem bleofnum erically com puted trajectoriesforeye-ball

integration to show consistency with the Schr�odinger representation. O n the other hand,our trajectory

representation exhibitsin closed form consistency with the Schr�odingerrepresentation (the unbound wave

function doesnothave m icrostates[27]).In addition,we note thatevery Bohm ian trajectory thatsuccess-

fully tunnelsslowsdown while tunneling.Hence,a particlefollowing any oneofthese Bohm ian trajectories

would slow down whiletunneling even though Steinberg etal[44]haveshown thatthepeak oftheassociated

wave packetspeedsup while tunneling. O n the otherhand Floyd [20,24]hasshown thattrajectoriesthat

successfully tunnelspeed up consistentwith the�ndingsofO lkhovsky and Racam i[45]and Barton [46]and

the �nding ofHartm ann [47]and Fletcher[48]forthick barriers.

A ppendix A | Inverse M apping: In this Appendix we show that no particular set ofindependent

solutionsisprivileged [24]. The incidentwave with com pound spatialm odulation ofam plitude and phase,

Eq. (9),can be synthesized under the superposition principle from two spectralcom ponents running in

opposite directionsasshown by Eq. (13). Likewise,an unm odulated plane wave running in one direction

can besynthesized from two waveswith com pound m odulation running in oppositedirectionsform appings

underthe superposition principlearereversible.

Asaheuristicexam pleconsideranalyzingtheunm odulated planewave(eigenfunction forthefreeparticle

with energy E )into the solution set(�+ ;�� )where

�� =

�
A

�hk

� 1=2

exp[� iarctan(B)]

and where A and B havealready been speci�ed by Eqs.(10)and (11)respectively.

Hence,�+ and �� aretwom odulated wavesthatrun in oppositedirectionsastherephasesm onotonically

increaseordecreaserespectively with increasingx.Thecustom ary incidentand re
ected unm odulated plane

wavesbeforethe barrieraregiven respectively by [24]

(�hk)� 1=2
�

cosh(� 2�q)+
i

2

�
k

�
�
k

�

�

sinh(� 2�q)

�

exp[ik(x + q)]

=

"

cosh
2
(� �q)+

1

4

�
k

�
�
�

k

� 2

sinh
2
(� 2�q)

#

�+

�

�

cosh(� �q)+
i

2

�
k

�
�
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)

��
i

2

�
k

�
�
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)

�

�� (A1)
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and

i=2

(�hk)1=2

�
k

�
+
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)

= �
1

4

�
k

�
+
�

k

� 2

sinh
2
(� 2�q)�+

+

�

cosh(� �q)+
i

2

�
k

�
�
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)

��
i

2

�
k

�
�
�

k

�

sinh(� 2�q)

�

�� : (A2)

Equations(A1)and (A2)respectively m ap thecustom ary incidentunm odulated planewaveand thecus-

tom ary re
ected unm odulated planewaveinto theset(�+ ;�� ).W ehavesynthesized thecustom ary incident

and re
ected unm odulated plane wavesfrom two m odulated waves,(�+ ;�� ),travelling in the opposite di-

rections.Hence,thesuperposition principleand itsm appingsarereversible.Ifthecustom ary unm odulated

incident and re
ected waves do not spontaneously split apart,than neither does the m odulated incident

wave. Ifa pulse can be form ed with unm odulated plane waves,so can the corresponding pulse be form ed

with m odulated waves.Thesetofunm odulated planewavessolutionsto the tim e-independentSchr�odinger

equation fora free particleisnotprivileged.

W e note thatEq.(A1),the custom ary unm odulated incidentplane wave,and Eq.(A2),the custom ary

unm odulated re
ected plane wave,sum to �+ ,which m anifests the incident wave with com pound spatial

m odulation,Eq.(9),asexpected.
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