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The deduction by Guerra and Marra of the usual quantum operator algebra from a canonical
variable Hamiltonian treatment of Nelson’s hydrodynamical stochastic description of real nonrela-
tivistic Schrodinger waves is extended to the causal stochastic interpretation given by Guerra and
Ruggiero and by Vigier of relativistic Klein-Gordon waves. A specific representation shows that the
Poisson brackets for canonical hydrodynamical observables become ‘“‘averages” of quantum observ-
ables in the given state. Stochastic quantization thus justifies the standard procedure of replacing
the classical particle (or field) observables with operators according to the scheme p,— —i#0, and

Ly —i#i(x,8,—x,3,).

I. INTRODUCTION

In a recent paper Guerra and Marra! have shown that
the quantum observable operator algebra can be deduced
from a stochastic variational principle with a suitable
form of the stochastic action Lagrangian and Hamiltoni-
an. This remarkable result is based on Nelson’s nonrela-
tivistic  hydrodynamical  stochastic  analysis  of
Schrédinger’s equation® and the fact that the correspond-
ing associated Madelung-Hamilton-Jacobi and continuity
equations can be interpreted as canonical Hamilton equa-
tions for a suitable symplectic system with phase space
described by the density and phase action fields. As one
also knows this Madelung fluid (or the corresponding de
Broglie-Schrodinger wave) represents in the stochastic in-
terpretation of quantum mechanics a real physical field
(Einstein’s Gespensterwellen or de Broglie’s pilot waves)
surrounding effective timelike motions of quantum parti-
clesin M,.

The aim of the present work is to extend this nonrela-
tivistic theory to the case of quantum operators operating
on the spin-zero Klein-Gordon waves ¥(x*). This is evi-
dently possible since Guerra and Ruggiero,® Vigier,* and
Kyprianidis et al.> generalizing Nelson’s approach, have
given a complete relativistic description of the corre-
sponding subquantal relativistic random behavior. This
model justifies the Klein-Gordon equation in an entirely
realistic stochastic interpretation of quantum mechanics
which rests on the simultaneous existence of real space-
time particle trajectories (combining average timelike drift
motions with random jumps at the velocity of light) and
surrounding real quantum fields represented by the
wave.

To carry out the relativistic extension, we shall in Sec.
II briefly recall the basic assumptions of Guerra on con-
trol theory and give the corresponding relativistic stochas-
tic generalization of his formalism.

In Sec. III we shall describe the symplectic structure in
phase space, give the explicit forms of the new Lagrang-
ian and Hamiltonian, and develop the canonical theory in
various representations. In Sec. IV we show how the usu-
al quantum operator algebra results from the invariant
Poisson subalgebra and give some examples of this result
for given observables, including a justification of the
well-known result that the quantization procedure implies
the replacement of classical particle (or field) observables
by operators according to the scheme p,— —i#d,. In
Sec. V we give a physical justification for the quantization
of action, following a proposal of Bohm.

To summarize, the aim of our paper is first to extend to
relativity the treatment of Guerra, and second to underpin
this particular formalism with a physical model in which
particles are viewed as solitons surrounded by real waves
propagating on a stochastic background.

II. RELATIVISTIC STOCHASTIC
VARIATIONAL PRINCIPLE

To obtain the relativistic extension of the stochastic
variational principle in control theory of Guerra et al.,®
we have first of all to take into account the difficulties in-
volved in defining the Markov property for relativistic
processes. In fact two considerations are important for
this:

(a) It has been shown’ that if we impose on the position
x*(7) in Minkowski spacetime M*, 7€ R (proper time) the
condition that the future (7' >7) and the past (7' <7) are
independent if the present (7'=7) is known, then we ob-
tain a trivial expression for x*(r) namely, cut(r—y)
with u#, 7, constant.

(b) Guerra and Ruggiero® have adopted an alternative
formulation of the Markov property: If o is a spacelike
three-dimensional surface in M* and A7 are the regions
of M*, respectively, in the future and the past with
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respect to o, then given a diffusion process x*(7) in any
region A of M* any event can be controlled just by look-
ing at the parts of trajectories in this region A. Introduc-
ing the conditional expectations E,,E; we can express
the Markov property by writing

E}E; =EJE}=E, .

Furthermore, displacements Ax along the trajectories can
be invariantly characterized by their spacelike or timelike
nature [(Ax)?*<0 or >0], and x*(r) can be conceived of
as a random process with invariant density p(x,7),
XEM*, rER. By denoting A*xF=+[x*rLAT)
—xM(7)], A7>0 and using the conditional expectation
values we can define the forward/backward velocity vec-
tor fields b* as limits A7—07:

tyou
AK’TE— x(F)=x,(A%x)?>0
e _
+E AA: x(1)=x,(AFx)2<0 | >bk (x,7) .
2.1)

In evaluating the above expression we notice that it
contains both timelike and spacelike contributions, thus
indicating the fundamentally nonlocal character of rela-
tivistic quantum motions. Figure 1 illustrates the config-
uration of Eq. (2.1) where the forward velocity b4 at
point A is composed of a timelike and a spacelike part,
bk, and b4, respectively. The apparent spacelike
motion is shown in Ref. 5 to be related to
particle/antiparticle transitions that establish the nonlocal
correlations between spacelike-separated elements. From
this we deduce that the specific definition of the relativis-
tic Markov property by Guerra and Ruggiero® is exactly
that which is appropriate to the reproduction of the essen-
tially nonlocal character of relativistic quantum mechan-
ics, a fact that rests on the particle/antiparticle transition

processes always present in the relativistic theory (see also

Refs. 4 and 5).

With the already established relations we can define a
drift velocity v#==(b* +b" ) that yields a conservation
equation for the scalar density

9
£ +8u(pr*)=0 (2.2)
and an osmotic velocity u¥=3(b% —b" ) which is ex-
pressed in terms of the density p as follows:

u,=—(#i/2m)d,lnp , (2.3)

where the diffusion coefficient (#%/2m) is derived not by
analogy with quantum mechanics but from de Broglie’s
particle-oscillator model (see Ref. 8).

Following Guerra and Ruggiero’ we can define a
forward/backward derivative for any function of a sto-
chastic process x*(7),

d

Dr=%s

+b43,F(#/2m)0 , 2.4)

Xo

!

—> X,

FIG. 1. The construction of apparent spacelike motions out
of an underlying particle-antiparticle transition structure
(dashed lines).

and from this definition we can write for the drift and
osmotic derivatives D, §D

D=%<D++D_>=%+vﬂaﬂ,

8D =5(D, —D_)=u,d*—(#%/2m)0 .

Having established this scheme, we now proceed to the

relativistic generalization of Guerra and Morato’s® sto-

chastic action functionals, seeking a stochastic simulation
of relativistic quantum behavior. A straightforward ex-
tension of their treatment can indeed be achieved by intro-
ducing the following relativistic Lagrangian field:

L(x,7)=5mb* (x,7)b" (x,7) , (2.6)

where b¥ (x,7) is considered as the control field and
b" (x,7) can be defined through Eq. (2.3), i.e.,

b_py=by,+F/m)d,np . 2.7

The average stochastic action can now be defined as

A= [ E(Lx(n,mdr
o

= fr‘ ff(x,f)p(x,f)dxdT, (2.8)
To

which is the action expended by the control field in mov-
ing the system from proper time 74 to 7, for some initial
distribution py.

Using standard techniques of integration by parts and
Eq. (2.7) we can prove that

1
=1im ff(, [ b4 ub¥ —(7i/m)d b Jp(x,7)dx dT
which enables us to introduce the forward Lagrangian
L (x,T)=F3m[b,bY —(Fi/m)3 bk ] (2.9)

with the property E(.L(x,7))=E(.Z .(x,7)). In addi-
tion, we can introduce an action functional
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I(x,7;73,b,)=— sz f L (x 7 p(x' s x,m)dx'd T,
(2.10)

“where p(x’,7";x,7), 7' > 7 is the transition probability den-
sity and show that

(D D(x,7)=2L ,(x,7) (2.11)

with the boundary condition 7(:,7,)=0. By analogy with
Ref. 6 we introduce a new action functional with addi-
tional end-point contributions

=I(x,7;m;0 )+ E(S{(x (7)) (2.12)

obeying the transport equation (D J)(x,7)=.7  (x,7)
and the boundary condition J(:,7;)=S,(-). Finally, fol-
lowing the demonstration presented in Ref. 6 we intro-
duce a variational principle for the control field v, and
prove that

v, (x,7)=(1/m)3,S (x,7) ,

J(x,7571,8 150 4)

(2.13)

where S=J(x,7;7,S1;v4 ) is the value of J for the sta-
tionary physical control field v,. Furthermore since S
coincides with J for the stationary field we have from Eq.
(2.11)

(D, S)(x,7)=5mb ,,b" —(#/2)3,b" . (2.14)

Introducing the explicit form of D, from Eq. (2.4) and
bh as b =v¥+ut and assuming in agreement with a
tentative suggestion of Feynman® that S(x#,7)
=S (x*)— 5 mc?r, we obtain

m2c?—9,S3"S +#23,PO*P +#0P =0, P=xlnp
(2.15)

which constitutes a Hamilton-Jacobi equation with sto-
chastic corrections. This equation (2.15) together with
Egs. (2.2)—(2.13) and the ansatz

Y=V p(x)exp[(i /#)S (x)]

=exp[ P (x)+(i /#)S (x)] (2.16)
combine to yield the Klein-Gordon equation
m??
O+ 7 Y=0. (2.17)

We have thus shown that the stochastic action functional,
varied with respect to the stochastic control field v,
yields the relativistic scalar particle Klein-Gordon equa-
tion of relativistic quantum mechanics. In the next sec-
tion we will establish the relation of this variational prin-
ciple with the standard volume variation of Lagrangian
and Hamiltonian fields in the relativistic regime.

III. THE SYMPLECTIC STRUCTURE
IN PHASE SPACE

Having now established an approach to relativistic
Markov processes via a stochastic variational principle,
we can proceed to examine the problem not in terms of a
particle structure but by taking as basic variables the hy-
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drodynamical fields given by the density p(x,7) and the
phase function S(x,7). That is, one can prove that p and
S constitute a system of canonical variables in relation to
the two equations of motion, i.e., Egs. (2.2) and (2.14). To
show that this is true we proceed in the same way as Ref.
1. For this we construct a phase space I' specified by
fields p and S acting as canonical variables. The field la-
bel is x EM* and we allow an explicit proper-time depen-
dence. One should however remark at this point that,
while in the classical case the time ¢ is a universal external
parameter, in the relativistic case 7 is not an independent
parameter since d TZZdXde#, and in fact is defined
along a certain trajectory. However, we shall assume that
7 is fixed as the proper time only after the variational pro-
cess is performed and an explicit solution of the equations
of motion is constructed. Moreover, since the proper-time
parameters on the different trajectory solutions of the
same equations of motion for the one-particle problem
can easily be seen to be independent, we can treat 7 for the
purposes of variations as a universal parameter. Hence, it.
attains the same status as the physical time ¢ in the non-
relativistic theory. v

Bearing these considerations in mind we introduce in T"
by analogy with Ref. 1 a symplectic structure given by the

two-form
©,(8p,8S;8'p,8'S)= Jdx ,

(3.1)

J [8p(x)8'S (x) —8'p(x)8S (x)

where 6 and &' are two generic systems of increments for
the phase-space variables, which implies the relations

{p(x),S(x")}=8x—x"), {p,p}={S,8}=0 (3.2)
if the Poisson brackets for generic functions
A (p,S), A (p,S) on phase space are defined as

5o/ 8% 5o BA
(2= [ 5p(x) BS(x)  8S(x) spix) | X0 Y

In this context 6/8p, §/8S are the functional p,S deriva-
tives, respectively.
We now introduce a relativistic Lagrangian of the form

LA

mc°h 24
] aT

&L=

zpw ‘+h2 20,43,y  (3.4)

which can be rewritten with ¥ =exp[P + (i /#)S] as [with
a scaling constant (2mc?)™!]

Z=p5 F» +J’—(a S3S +#°3,P3 P) . (3.5)
One can check immediately that p and S are canonical
variables of the Lagrangian by writing down the Euler-
Lagrange equations with respect to p and S. In fact, the
variation with respect to p yields

8. 8% 0.% ’ _

S o 3(3,0)

or equivalently

as 1 # #

“s up 1
or 2 0,598 o d,Pa3*P > OpP=0. (3.6)
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The variation with respect to S yields

8. 3.7 5 9L _3 L 0
8S ~ &S #13(8,8) T109(3,8)
or equivalently
3p %S | _
3, +0d, |p " 0. (3.7)

One can easily check that in order to convert Eq. (3.6) to
the Hamilton-Jacobi-type equation and Eq. (3.7) to the
continuity equation of the ordinary Klein-Gordon theory
one simply has to postulate in agreement with the sugges-
tion of Feynman that the canonical variables p and S have
the form

plx,7)=p(x), S(x,7)=S8(x)—5mc?r. (3.8)
Equations (3.6) and (3.7) yield, respectively,
m?c?

1
P +3,POHP — —8,S9S + =5 =0,

(3.9

OS +28,53P =0, (3.10)

which constitute the real and imaginary parts of the
Madelung decomposition of the ordinary Klein-Gordon
equation (2.17).

A further step consists in showing that one can con-
struct a Hamiltonian as a phase-space function for which
the Hamilton equations of motion appear in canonical
form. Two routes can be chosen for this depending on
whether we choose p or S as the analog of the canonical
position variable. We will briefly treat both of them start-
ing with )

(a) The S=gq and p=p version for which 7 takes the
form

#p,S)= [ p—gg——f dx

= ﬁ(aﬂsaﬂs +7%3,P3*P)dx . (3.11)

Then the equations of motion read in canonical form

a8 S8H
or =57 = 8p
and (3.12)
S _ __Sr
ar — (PX] 65

and reproduce Egs. (3.6) and (3.7) or with (3.8) Egs. (3.9)
and (3.10), respectively.

(b) Correspondingly, the second version (S=p and
p=gq) yields a Hamiltonian

x(p,S)

=f S_ag aS

_ 92 P “ 2 ©
3 P 3 (0,S0"S +#°0,Po"P) |dx

(3.13)

while the Hamilton equations of motion read

39S 87
or =57} = dp

and (3.14)
9 _ _bdx
ar — P ="5g

which reproduces again Eqgs. (3.6) and (3.7) or with (3.8)
Egs. (3.9) and (3.10). In an appendix we examine the non-
relativistic limit of the above expressions.

Now, since p and S have been established as canonical
variables of the relativistic Hamiltonian and Lagrangian,
we can perform canonical transformations in phase space
exactly as in Ref. 1. In fact, we can introduce a ¥,,%,
representation with

1=Vpcos(S/#), ¥,=Vpsin(S/#)

and show that the symplectic structure associated with
¥,3, is the same as that associated with p,S. But far
more important is the equivalent representation defined in
terms of the wave function and its complex conjugate:

Y=Vpexp[(i/#)S], ¢*=Vpexp[—i/#)S]

for which all the relations established by Guerra and Mar-
ra' in the nonrelativistic case hold here, i.e.,

[ p8Sdx =+ifi [ (oy* —y*s)dx ,
(3.15)

1 Y ]dx’

S5 8H
e 7 N )

and
f(x),0*(x")} =8(x —x")/i#i ,
(. 9] ={¢",¢"}=0

We shall now seek an expression for the Hamiltonian
operator H,, of the Klein-Gordon theory such that the
field Hamiltonian & introduced in Egs. (3.11) or (3.13)
can be expressed as

F =W ) =P, Hopyt) = [ ¢* (0 H(x)dx .
| (3.16)

This association of a H,, with % will be performed for
each of the two  versions separately:

(a) Noting that & can be expressed in the following
way in terms of ¢, ¢*

# "
H=—s J 8,u*dydx (3.17)

and introducing the Hamiltonian operator in the form
H,, =(#%/2m)0, we can show that the expression

2
2 [ yroyax

can transformed by means of a simple integration by parts
to the form of 57, a fact that establishes the following re-
lation:



32 REALISTIC PHYSICAL ORIGIN OF THE QUANTUM. .. _ 1379

2

H WY = [P Hoptpdx, Hop=—0

This formula shows that the relativistic hydrodynamical
Hamiltonian can be written as the “quantum average” of
a relativistic quantum operator #, in the i representa-
tion. As a consequence the Hamilton equations are linear
and coincide with the “relativistic Schrodinger equation”
or for the given ansatz (3.8) with the Klein-Gordon equa-
tion. In fact one can write

W _ gL BF
or ={x= ifi Sy zﬁ Hopy
and with Y =1(x)exp[ —
(2.17).
(b) Correspondingly, the second form of % can be writ-
ten in terms of ¥,y* if we remark that we can work with a
new Hamiltonian (equivalent with respect to variations)

(3.18)

(3.19)

(i /#)+mc?7], this reduces to Eq.

w=— [ p |25+ (3,504 +#0,P04P) |dx
(3.20)
which is expressed in terms of ¥,¢* as
%=IL4WW ¥ Koo fa
(3.21)

Noticing the specific dependence of ¥ on 7, we can estab-
lish the relation

., O #
2ifi— +—0
’ﬁ&r + 2m

> pt)= [ y* Ydx (3.22)

from which we immediately identify H,,=2i#3d/07
+(#2/2m)0. Following the steps of the demonstratlon
under point (a) we can show

(3.23)

This relation together with the known ansatz for ¢
reduces again to the Klein-Gordon equation.

Finally we wish to stress the remark made in Ref. 1
that it is the specific choice of the Lagrangian (and conse-
quently the deduced Hamiltonian) that is the origin of the
linearization of the Hamilton equation which produces
the relativistic Schrodinger equation and furthermore,
with the assumed form of ¢, the Klein-Gordon equation.
It would of course be interesting to introduce, for exam-
ple, a relativistic spinor Lagrangian and establish the rela-
tion between the canonical variable formalism and the
operator calculus in the area of relativistic fermion
theories. We shall discuss this elsewhere.

IV. DEDUCTION OF THE QUANTUM
RELATIVISTIC OPERATOR ALGEBRA

By analogy with Ref. 1 let us introduce observables in
phase space which in the 1,1* representation take the
form

o (p,S)= [ f¢ (x)A (x,x" WW(x")dx dx' |

x,x'EM* (4.1)

with 4*(x,x')=A(x',x), since .« should be real, where
the corresponding operator A is defined by

(A= [ AGx"P(x)dx’ . 4.2)

Since the properties of the algebra a whose elements are
the bilinear observables defined by Eq. (4.1) are indepen-
dent of the dimensions of the space we can simply
transpose the results elaborated in Ref. 1 for the nonrela-
tivistic case into the present context. Among these we
state the property that any ./ €a can be written in the
form Eq. (4.1) [ @ (p,S)=(4,A4Y), i.e., the Hilbert-space
scalar product] for some self-adjoint operator 4 and, most
importantly, the relation between Poisson brackets and
commutators:

== [ [ ¥

where [-,-] is the commutator of two operators. Since
{7, } retains the form of Eq. (4.1) we deduce that a is
closed under Poisson-bracket pairing. Therefore, we find
in the relativistic domain that the Poisson brackets are the
relativistic “quantum average,” in the above sense, of the
quantum commutator.

An observable .7 generates infinitesimal canonical
transformations on any & €a according to the usual ex-
pression

8B =e| B, oA}, (4.4)

where € is a set of infinitesimal parameters. The
remainder of this section is devoted to the construction of
some characteristic examples of observables in the algebra
a, bringing out that generators of infinitesimal canonical
transformations are indeed associated with the expected
quantum operators. We have shown already above how
the Hamiltonian generates motions in proper time.

(a)  Phase changes. Consider the generator
ot = f p(x)xtdx. Tts infinitesimal effect on p,S for a
small vector a* is given by 8p(x)=0, 8S(x)=—a,x".
Constant phase transformations (under which the Hamil-
tonian is invariant) are then generated by f p(x)dx. It is
easy to see that Q= (¢,q5,1), with gh, =x*.

(b) Spacetime translations. The infinitesimal change
xb—oxt=xt—qgt induces in p(x) the change
8p(x)= —a"d,p. The corresponding infinitesimal canoni-
cal generator is P,(p,S)= f p(x)3,S dx as follows by
evaluating dp(x)=a*{p,P,}. In terms of the 1,3* repre-
sentation we obtain  P,(p,S)=(,Py,,¥), where
P =(#/i)0, as expected. Slmllar results may be ob-
tained by con51dermg the transformation of S(x).

(c) Lorentz rotations. Under infinitesimal Lorentz
transformations

(o, B N A,B)(x,x" ) P(x")dx dx’, (4.3)

xH#=xtte'x", €,=—¢€y 4.5)
we have
8p(x)=5€""(x,0,—x,3,)p . (4.6)
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By evaluating 8p(x)=€e""{p,.Z,,,} it is easy to see that the
infinitesimal generator of canonical Lorentz transforma-
tions is '

Zuwlp,S)= [ plx)(x,3,8 —x,9,8)dx . @.7)

Moreover, the corresponding quantum angular momen-
tum operator is given by

fﬂv("lj’w* )=< d’,Lopyv”b) ’

L opuy=(#/0)(x,0,—x,9,,) .

(4.8)

We thus see how we can deduce the form of the quantum
operators for the spacetime causality group by first dis-
covering the infinitesimal canonical generators on the hy-
drodynamic variables, and then passing to the ¥,y* repre-
sentation.

Finally, we have the following Poisson-bracket rela-
tions, corresponding to the commutation relations of the
Poincaré Lie group:

{P/qu} =0, {P;ngva} :nuvPa_n,uan ’

{fuw jap} :nypfvo‘i'nvofup_nyafvp"‘nvpfua.

V. QUANTIZATION OF THE STOCHASTIC ACTION

The preceding introduction of stochastic canonical vari-
ables opens new vistas into possible deeper subquantal
mechanisms which could justify the quantization mecha-
nism. Following Bohm’s analysis!® what we now call
“particles” are relatively stable and conserved excitations
(“pilot waves” plus solitons'!) on, the top of a real covari-
ant vacuum (random fields) of the Dirac type.!”> Such
particles will be registered only at the large-scale level
since all known apparatus are only sensitive to those
features of the field that will last for some time but not to
those features that fluctuate rapidly. Thus the “vacuum”
will produce no visible effect at the large-scale level, since
its fields will cancel themselves out on the average and
space will be effectively “empty” for every large-scale pro-
cess, exactly like a perfect crystal lattice or a superfluid is
effectively empty for an electron in the lowest band; even
though the space is full of atoms.

In such a stochastic model our new canonical variables
deal with some kind of average field quantities over small
regions of space and time. We thus assume that a group
of such average quantities would, at least, within some ap-
proximation, determine themselves independently of the
infinitely complex fluctuations inside the associated re-
gions of space, and thus define approximate average field
laws associated with certain levels of size. Owing to
deeper level fluctuations and, as in the case of the Brown-
ian motion of a particle, these fluctuations will determine
not only random jumps at the velocity of light, but also a
probability distribution,

dP=P($1, . bx, - )dGy - dy -

which yields the mean fraction of the time in which the
variables ¢y, . ..,¢y,... representing the mean fields in
the regions 1,2,...,k,..., respectively, will be in the
range d¢y, . . . ,ddg,... . From this Bohm has derived

(5.1
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(1) a physical explanation for the quantization of ac-
tion,

(2) a new stochastic realistic model for Heisenberg’s un-
certainty relations.

Bohm’s results can be summarized as follows:

(1) Since we now start from a many-body Dirac-type
ether model one can describe its collective large-scale
behavior by collective coordinates which are an approxi-
mately self-determining set of symmetrical functions of
the particle variables representing certain overall aspects
such as collective oscillations. The collective motions are
determined (within their characteristic domain of random
fluctuation) by approximate constants of the motion.
Since one can assume that our wave elements are compar-
able to “rigid” spherical shells enclosing bilocal oscilla-
tions'® with E =hvy=mqc? in their rest frame we see that
these collective coordinates describe nearly harmonic os-
cillations where the constants of the motion are the ampli-
tudes of the oscillations and their initial phases. Such col-
lective coordinates can be defined through the canonical
transformations

oS
sza—qk—(ql,..,qk,. . .ZJ], PP ,Jn) >
) (5.2)
S
Qp:g‘—];'(ql, e Grse Wy e dn)

where S is Hamilton’s transformation function, P, and g
the momenta and coordinates of an element, J, and Q,
the momenta of the collective degrees of freedom. If we
assume that J, are now constants of the motion (so that
in the domain where the approximation is valid the Ham-
iltonian only depends on the J, and not on the Q,) the
latter increase linearly with time, like angle variables.!*
Of course, because of fluctuations of variables left out of
the theory, the Q will fluctuate at random over the range
accessible to them.

(2) Once the constants of motion are specified relation
(5.2) reduces to

as
Pr=—(q,--:,9Ks- - -
« aqk(lh Grs- - +)

(5.3)
so that the phase S we have used as canonical variable is
an average action function representing collective oscilla-
tions (and the corresponding constants of the motion) on
top of the chaos of harmonic oscillators.

In that sense the expression P =p does not
represent a real wave but only a canonical physical change
of variables from the real variables p and S which
describe a real field distribution; the physical reality con-
sisting in the wave element’s motions (drift plus stochas-
tic), the evolution of their associated average density p and
the  corresponding average  quantum potential
U =0p!/?/p'/2. Thus when we give a wave function we
define a canonical action function S =7 Im(lny) which
determines the constants of the motion through the usual
classical phase integrals

L=3 $ Pedar

1/2eiS/ﬁ

(5.4)

where the integrals are taken around some circuit C
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representing a set of displacements 8g; (virtual or real) in
the configuration space of the system represented by p

and S or .
As one knows from Eq. (5.3) one obtains
as
=93 3g, 09k =55 . 653

where 8S, is the change of S in going around the circuit
C, and we deduce the quantum quantization from the as-
sumption that i is a single-valued function of all the
dynamical coordinates g; so that we have

8S,=2nwh=nh , (5.6

where n is an integer and # a universal constant. The
problem of the quantization thus reduces to the discovery
of a physical model which explains why the change of S
around a circuit is restricted to discrete multiples of 4,
i.e., why exp(iS /#) is necessarily single valued.

(3) To do this one can (should) return to an idea on
-which de Broglie based his discovery of wave mechanics.
The idea is to consider the y¥-wave elements as extended
elements containing periodic inner processes (such, as
shown by Souriau et al.!® generally occurs in all extended
space-time structures) which determine a kind of inner
time for each region of space and effectively constitute a
kind of local clock attached to every ¢ element with a
given phase ¢. It is now quite natural to assume (a) that
in its own rest frame each clock oscillates with a uniform
angular frequency hvy=moc? which is the same for all
clocks and (b) that all clocks in the same neighborhood
are on the average in phase with each other. In homo-
geneous space there can be no reason to favor one clock
over another, nor can there be a favored direction in space
so that we can write

8¢ =wedT , (5.7)

where 87 is the change of the proper time of the clock and
where 8¢ is independent of 8x in this frame.

Then in Bohm’s words “the equality of clock phases in
the rest frame for a neighborhood can be understood more
deeply as a natural consequence of the nonlinearity of the
coupling of the neighboring clocks (implied by the general
nonlinearity of the field equations).
indeed that two oscillators of the same natural frequency
tend to come into phase with each other when there is
such a coupling.!® Of course the relative phases ¢ will os-
cillate somewhat, but, in the long run and on the average
these oscillations will cancel out.”'® This property implies
that once a collective moving order is established (.e.,
when the clock phases vary continuously over the 1 field)
it cannot be easily destroyed: so that clock synchroniza-
tion is maintained by the motion and should vary continu-
ously around any closed circuit. If we then calculate the
change of 8¢(x,t) which would follow upon a virtual dis-
placement (8x;,58¢) in any frame we get

CO()ST—-(U,'&X,' )/C2
8¢ =wpbr= . (5.8)
¢ 0 (1——-1)2/(,'2)1/2
Integrating around a closed circuit the corresponding
change of phase 8¢, should then be 2n7 with a positive

It is well known -

integer if we preserve the single-valuedness of ¢. We thus

obtain
ORVES wogs 5 =T (5.9)

and introducing the total clock translation energy-
momentum

—(v;8x;)/c?

E=moc?/(1—v2/c)V?, pi=mov; /(1—v%/cH)'/?
we get
gic (ESt —p;8x;)=2nm(my/wg)c? (5.10)

which yields the quantum quantization if mgc?/wo="%.

(4) Along the same lines we can obtain a realistic justifi-
cation for Heisenberg’s relations!® and for the numerical
value of the diffusion constant D =#/2m.

If we want to discuss the average change of field Ady
over a small region of time At (just as we had to take the
average also over a region of space) we have seen that the
average value of the field momentum over this time inter-

val is thcn

Ady
At

(mp)=a , (5.11)

where a is a universal constant of proportionality relating
the field momentum to its time derivative.

If the field fluctuates in a random way then by the very
definition of randomness the region over which it fluctu-
ates during the time At is given by

((8¢x)?) > bAL,

where b represents the basic intensity of the random fluc-
tuation; a universal constant also if the random field fluc-
tuations are at all places at all times the same in charac-
ter.

From (5.11) we deduce that 7, will also fluctuate at
random over the range

(5.12)

a|d¢r|  ab'”?
87Tk Az (At)l/z (5.13)
- so that
Oy 8y > ab (5.14)

independently of At; a relation equivalent to Heisenberg’s
relations if ab =h.

If we now consider that no interaction occurs during
one stochastic jump at the velocity of light the preserva-
tion of phase continuity implies that the phase varies by
27 only so that {((8x)?)!2=A=(#/mc). When going to
v=c we have ((8x)*>)=c?A7*> which yields since
D =((8x)*) /2A the diffusion constant D =#/2m pos-
tulated in Nelson’s original paper.!”

We conclude this section with two remarks. The first is
that in all that precedes we have only considered the
behavior of the ¥ field (pilot-wave) elements. Their mov-
ing average equilibrium distribution associated with the
average drift current is the result of the underlying sto-
chastic field motion which generates the collective excita-
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tion 3 over the subquantal random vacuum. The second
is that if we assume'®

(a) that only the particle aspect of matter appears in
quantum experiments

(b) that this particle aspect is represented by soliton
waves U traveling along the current lines of flow and
beating in phase with the surrounding 9 field it has been
explicitly shown® that any arbitrary particle distribution
over the field decays in time into the distribution jy: this
propensity resulting from the field fluctuations themselves
results from the property that the solitonlike particles also
beat in phase with the surrounding v field: an essential
assumption suggested by de Broglie himself to justify the
E =hv=mc? relation.!® This H theorem established by
Kyprianidis et al.> generalizes a nonrelativistic demon-
stration of Bohm and Vigier.!® It explains why the 1 field
also describes quantum statistics.

VI. CONCLUSION

Following closely the procedure laid down by Guerra
and Marra' for the nonrelativistic theory, we have in this
paper set up a relativistic stochastic variational principle
and established that the Lorentz scalar fields p,S may be
treated as canonical variables in phase space. Having
studied the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian structure ap-
propriate to the Klein-Gordon equation, we have gone on
to show the relation with a Hamiltonian operator formal-
ism for relativistic quantum mechanics and demonstrated
that there exists a well-defined equivalence between the
Poisson brackets of the hydrodynamical theory and the
commutators acting in Hilbert space. We have also justi-
fied by a physical model the single-valuedness of the wave
function and the value for the diffusion coefficient.

This has been relatively straightforward since, once a
relativistic Markov process has been defined, the remain-
ing construction is independent of the signature of the
metric. A significant aspect of our approach is that, in
contrast to much of textbook relativistic field theory, we
have developed a manifestly covariant formalism which
employs a scalar Hamiltonian having the dimensions of
mass squared (as in the modern theory of predictive
mechanics).?’ Actually, the previously established formal-
ism of Guerra and Marra is readily applicable to any
theory cast in Schrodinger Hamiltonian form and we
could have developed a relativistic spin-zero theory by
employing the two-component wave-function technique
proposed by Feshbach and Villars,?! and more recently
discussed by us,?? which expresses the Klein-Gordon
equation in the form i(#%0W/dt=HY with (V,HWV¥)
= [ Tod>x. We prefer the present approach since it is
immediately relevant to the causal interpretation.
Nevertheless, it does introduce an unorthodox notion of
“averaging” with respect to the quantity p which does not
define a conserved density related to probability. Such a
definition of average is evidently related to the preferred
form of the Lagrangian for which the Hamiltonian equa-
tions are linear.

Providing a physical basis for the use of operators and
the correspondence rule deepens the causal interpretation
which, while not contesting the statistical predictions of
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quantum mechanics, is able to raise experimental ques-
tions which would not be suggested if the notion of trajec-
tory were absent. We note here that current neutron inter-
ferometry experiments®* appear to provide support for the
causal-trajectory interpretation, and thus cause difficulties
for the orthodox interpretation. Specifically we refer to
the problem of the transfer of energy due to spin-flips in
one of the paths in an interferometer and the associated
measurement process®* and to the question of the validity
of energy conservation on the microscopic scale.”> These
experiments will no doubt contribute to the clarification
of the question of the so-called “impossible” coexistence
of trajectories and wave characteristics and in the authors’
opinion give evidence in favor of the stochastic interpreta-
tion of quantum mechanics.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors C.D., P.H., and T.K. want to thank the
British Royal Society, the Leverhulme Trust and the
French Government for grants which made this research
possible.

APPENDIX

It is of interest to examine the nonrelativistic limit of
our theory. For this we have to bear in mind that 7 is an
arbitrary parameter which should be treated as indepen-
dent of . Furthermore in going over to the nonrelativistic
limit S—S’—mc?t since the rest energy of the particle
should not appear explicitly in the formulas.

First consider the Lagrangian,

LreI: f QS_

P
By putting 3S /97= — %mc 2 since there will be no varia-
tion with respect to 7, 3,S3*S—[m?c*—2md,S —(VS)’]
and 9,P9"P—> —(VP)* and we obtain

dx .

+ (8,59 +#73,P3"P)

T

3,8 +-Lusry L
2m

PZ
2m(V ) |dx ,

Lrel_>L=_fp

(A1)

where dx is over the three space variables and the La-
grangian is considered for a fixed time 7. A check to en-
sure the validity of this L by taking the Euler-Lagrange
variations with respect to p and S as independent vari-
ables yields the Hamilton-Jacobi-type and continuity
equations of the Schrodinger theory, i.e.,

2 2
3,5 + 3L _ A [(yppiap]=0, (A2)

2m 2m
dp+V- pl";s— =0. (A3)

Since the equivalence of this Lagrangian with the nonrela-
tivistic stochastic one is discussed in Ref. 6 we will
dispense with further remarks on this point.

The case of the Hamiltonian is a bit more complicated.
As the Hamilton canonical equations show, the relativistic
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Hamiltonian is a scalar and so are its variations, e.g.,
65# /6p=2aS /9r, while the nonrelativistic one should ap-
parently appear as a limit of a fourth component. If we
perform the limit of our canonical variation we obtain (by
the same principles as introduced previously) the follow-
ing:
(a) In the first version where
H#=(—p/2m)(3,SOHS +#3,PO*P)

the following equation can be written as the nonrelativis-
tic limit of 67 /8p=23S /9:

Je

By means of this we deduce that the Hamiltonian for the
nonrelativistic limit reads

e >H

—fpxt)

3}

&p

(VS)?

2
28,8+~ + m(VP)2 =3,8 . (A4)

2 2
20,5+ S gpplax  (AS)
2m 2m

for a fixed time ¢.
(b) In the second version where

v

and 857 /8p= —dS /9t the following equation can be de-
rived in the limit:

s% 05 P (35005 1 #20,POP)

dr Par 2m dx

8 (VS)?  #? )
2 X2 L (vp =-3,5. (A6
5 fr o+ 5 —(VP) 3,S. (A6
This identifies the nonrelativistic limit of 57 as
VS)2 2
xH= [p 2 2 (p) (A7)

for a fixed time. This coincides with the choice of H in
Ref. 1, a fact that is obvious if one notices that the choice
of p as canonical position and S as canonical momentum
has been made.
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