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In 1834-1835, Hamilton published two papers that revolutionized classical mechanics. In these papers, he introduced the Hamilton-Jacobi
equation, Hamilton’s equations of motion and the principle of least action. These three formulations of classical mechanics became the
forerunners of quantum mechanics, but none of these is what Hamilton was looking for: he was looking for what he called the principal
function, S(q′, q′′, T ), from which the entire trajectory history can be obtained just by differentiation. Here we show that all of Hamilton’s
formulations can be derived just by assuming that the principal function is additive, S(q′, q′′, T ) = S(q′, Q, t1) + S(Q, q′′, t2) with t1 + t2 = T .
This simple additivity axiom can be considered the fundamental principle of classical mechanics and shows that analytical mechanics is
essentially just a footnote to the problem of finding the shortest path between two points. The simplicity of the formulation could provide new
perspectives on some of the major themes in classical mechanics including symplectic geometry, periodic orbit theory and Morse theory,
as well as giving new perspectives on quantum mechanics. Moreover, it could potentially provide a unified description of different areas of
physics, leading to insight for example, into the transition from deterministic dynamics to statistical mechanics.
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1. Historical Introduction

Hamilton is probably best remembered for introducing what today is called the Hamiltonian, H(q, p), leading to a beautifully
symmetric reformulation of Newton’s laws: ∂H/∂p = dq/dt; ∂H/∂q = −dp/dt. But historically, this was a parenthetical

discovery in Hamilton’s work. In two monumental papers published in 1834-35 (1, 2), Hamilton introduced what were to
become in the course of time three of the most important ways that we pass from classical mechanics to quantum mechanics:
1) Hamilton’s equations of motion: when the numbers q and p are replaced by operators, these equations are the precursors of
Heisenberg’s equations of motion (3); 2) The Hamilton-Jacobi equation, a wave equation for matter and the precursor of the
time-dependent Schrödinger equation (4); 3) The principle of least (or extremal) action, also known as Hamilton’s principle (5),
which is the precursor of the Feynman path integral formulation of quantum mechanics (6) Yet none of these is what Hamilton
was looking for. He was looking for a function he called the principal function, S(q′, q′′, T ), from which the entire trajectory
history can be obtained just by differentiation and elimination, with no integration (7). In this article, we show that all three
of the above formulations can be derived just by assuming that S(q′, q′′, t) is additive, S(q′, q′′, T ) = S(q′, Q, t1) + S(Q, q′′, t2)
with t1 + t2 = T . This simple additivity axiom can be considered as the fundamental principle of classical mechanics. No
further assumptions are necessary: momentum, energy, Hamiltonian, Lagrangian and action all emerge automatically. It is
noteworthy that the equations of classical mechanics emerge in reverse order from conventional treatments. In particular, the
principle of least (extremal) action appears at the end of our development, as opposed to conventional treatments where it is
generally the starting point. It seems that analytical mechanics is essentially just a footnote to the most basic problem in the
calculus of variations: that the shortest path between two points is a straight line.

2. Thermodynamics: Entropy Maximum Principle

Before proceeding to dynamics, it is convenient to introduce the methodology in the context of thermodynamics. Consider
two subsystems brought into contact and allowed to exchange energy E, volume V and material n (see fig. 1). The entropy
maximum principle answers the question: what will be the partitioning of E, V and n when equilibrium is reached (8, 9)? For
simplicity, assume that just E can be exchanged between the subsystems. We posit that there exists a function S(E) called the
entropy that is additive for the two subsystems and that S is a concave function of the energy, i.e. S1(E1) and S2(E2) are
concave (10). The entropy maximum principle can then be expressed by the inequality,

S(E) ≥ S̄ ≡ S1(E1) + S2(E2), [1]

i.e. S(E) is the maximum of S1(E1) + S2(E2) over all partitionings of the energy E = E1 + E2 (see 2). Equilibrium is
characterized by the equality:

S(E) = S1(E1) + S2(E2), [2]
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i.e. at equilibrium, the entropy of the unconstrained composite system is equal to the sum of the entropies of the constrained
subsystems.

To find the values of E1 and E2 at equilibrium, we maximize the combined entropy of the two subsystems, S̄ = S1(E1)+S2(E2),
subject to the constraint that the total energy is conserved, E1 + E2 = E. To this end, we define ¯̄S:

¯̄S(E1, E2, β) = S1(E1) + S2(E2) − β(E1 + E2 − E), [3]

where we have added the constraint equation with the Lagrange multiplier β. Taking derivatives and setting them equal to zero:

(∂ ¯̄S/∂E1)E2,β = 0 = ∂S1/∂E1 − β, (∂ ¯̄S/∂E2)E1,β = 0 = ∂S2/∂E2 − β [4]

(∂ ¯̄S/∂β)E1,E2 = E1 + E2 − E = 0. [5]

Because of the symmetry of S1(E1) and S2(E2) we may write eqs. 4 in a neutral form:

∂S/∂E − β = 0. [6]

𝐸𝐸1
(𝑖𝑖), 𝑉𝑉1

(𝑖𝑖), 𝑛𝑛1
(𝑖𝑖) 𝐸𝐸2

(𝑖𝑖), 𝑉𝑉2
(𝑖𝑖), 𝑛𝑛2

(𝑖𝑖)
𝐸𝐸1

(𝑓𝑓), 𝑉𝑉1
(𝑓𝑓), 𝑛𝑛1

(𝑓𝑓) 𝐸𝐸2
(𝑓𝑓), 𝑉𝑉2

(𝑓𝑓), 𝑛𝑛2
(𝑓𝑓)

Fig. 1. Illustration of the entropy maximum principle in thermodynamics. On the left of the arrow is a composite system whose subsystems are not able to exchange E, V or n.
On the right, the same composite system after the two systems are brought into contact and allowed to exchange E, V and n. (The superscripts i and f stand for initial and
final, respectively). The entropy maximum principle answers the question, what will be the final values of E, V and n for each of the subsystems after they come into contact.

𝐸𝐸1

̅𝑆𝑆 = 𝑆𝑆1(𝐸𝐸1)+𝑆𝑆2(𝐸𝐸 − 𝐸𝐸1)

𝑆𝑆1(𝐸𝐸1)

𝐸𝐸1𝐸𝐸1

𝑆𝑆2(𝐸𝐸 − 𝐸𝐸1)

𝑆𝑆1(𝐸𝐸1) 𝑆𝑆2(𝐸𝐸 − 𝐸𝐸1)

(a) (b) (c) 𝐸𝐸1∗

Fig. 2. Graphical illustration of the entropy maximum principle. a)S1 as a function of E1; note that the function is concave. b) S2 as a function of E −E1. Since E1 +E2 = E,
when E1 gets larger E − E1 = E2 gets smaller and therefore b) is the reflection of a). c) S = S1 + S2 as a function of E1. Because S1 and S2 are individually concave,
their sum is concave and has an interior maximum at E∗

1 , which determines the value of E∗
2 ; hence the entropy maximum principle determines the partitioning of the total

energy E between the two subsystems at equilibrium.

Equations 4 together with eq. 5 provide three equations for three unknowns, E1, E2 and β. Solving eqs. 4 for E∗
1 (β) and

E∗
2 (β) and substituting into eq. 5 yields β∗. Substituting β∗ along with E∗

1 (β∗), E∗
2 (β∗) into eq. 3 yields ¯̄S∗(E∗

1 , E∗
2 , β∗) =
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S̄∗(E∗
1 (β∗), E∗

2 (β∗)) where S̄∗(E∗
1 (β∗), E∗

2 (β∗)) = S1(E∗
1 ) + S2(E∗

2 ) is the maximum of the constrained problem. By definition
this is S(E), hence we have (11):

S(E) = S1(E∗
1 ) + S2(E∗

2 ). [7]

The quantity β has the physical interpretation of inverse temperature. To see this, note that at equilibrium the partitioning
of energy E∗

1 , E∗
2 between the two subsystems is that which maximizes the entropy. But from eqs. 4, this is just the condition

∂S1/∂E1 = ∂S2/∂E2 — that at equilibrium the inverse temperatures (and hence the temperatures) of the two subsystems are
equal. Graphically, this is reflected in the equal and opposite slopes of S1(E1) and S2(E − E1) at E∗

1 in Fig. 2c.

3. Dynamics: Minimizing Hamilton’s Principal Function

We now turn our attention to dynamics, and take as our starting point Hamilton’s principal function (HPF). Inspired by
the entropy maximum principle that requires only that the entropy be additive and concave, we assume only that HPF be
additive and convex. Later on, we will even remove the assumption of convexity. As we shall see, all the equations of analytical
mechanics will emerge, including that the action is the time integral of the Lagrangian.

A. Minimizing HPF over partitionings of time. Consider a convex function S(q′, q′′, T ) where q′ and q′′ are N -dimensional vectors
for a system of N degrees of freedom and T is the time to go from q′ to q′′. By analogy with the entropy maximum principle,
we partition the path into two segments, [q′, Q] and [Q, q′′], where again Q is an N -dimensional vector. For the time being,
we fix Q and consider all possible partitionings of time between the two segments subject to the constraint that t1 + t2 = T .
We associate with each section its own HPF: S1(q′, Q, t1) and S2(Q, q′′, t2) (see Fig. 3). Note that in general S1 and S2 will
be different functions. We will use a 1-dimensional notation for simplicity. In most cases, the explicitly multidimensional
expressions are obvious, and at the end of this section we summarize the modifications necessary for the multidimensional
expressions.

𝑡𝑡1 𝑡𝑡2
𝑞𝑞′ 𝑞𝑞′′𝑄𝑄

𝑇𝑇

(a)

̅ 𝑆𝑆
=
𝑆𝑆 1

+
𝑆𝑆 2

𝑡𝑡1

𝑆𝑆1 𝑡𝑡1 𝑆𝑆2 𝑇𝑇 − 𝑡𝑡1

𝑡𝑡1∗(b)

Fig. 3. a. Formulation of the HPF minimum principle. The endpoints q′, q′′ and total time T are fixed. An intermediate point Q is fixed and we consider all possible partitionings
of the total time T such that t1 + t2 = T , where t1 is the time from q′ to Q and t2 is the time from Q to q′′. b. With each of the two segments in a. there are associated
HPFs, S1(q′, Q, t1) and S2(Q, q′′, t2) respectively, with the assumption that S is convex with respect to all its arguments and that the HPF on each segment is minimized.
The principle of minimal HPF can then be expressed as S(q′, q′′, T ) ≤ S1(q′, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q′′, t2), i.e. the composite action S(q′, q′′, T ) minimizes the total HPF
over all partitionings of t1 + t2 = T .

The principle of least HPF can then be expressed as:

S(q′, q′′, T ) ≤ S1(q′, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q′′, t2). [8]

To see why this is, note that in the true solution of the problem there is an optimum partitioning of time T into t∗
1 + t∗

2 so as to
minimize S for the entire length. Thus, any other partitioning of T into t1 + t2 will give a higher value for S (12). For the
actual partitioning of T we obtain the equality:

S(q′, q′′, T ) = S1(q′, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q′′, t2), [9]

which we call the additivity axiom. It states that the condition for an actual path is that the sum of the HPFs for two
subsegments is equal to HPF for the full path (13).

To find the partitioning of T into t1 + t2 for which equality holds, we extremize S̄ = S1(q′, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q′′, t2) in the
presence of the constraint t1 + t2 = T :

¯̄S = S1(q′, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q′′, t2) + E(t1 + t2 − T ), [10]

where E is a Lagrange multiplier for the constraint on total time T . Taking derivatives with respect to t1, t2 and E and setting
them equal to zero we obtain:

∂ ¯̄S/∂t1 = ∂S1/∂t1 + E = 0, ∂ ¯̄S/∂t2 = ∂S2/∂t2 + E = 0 [11]

∂ ¯̄S/∂E = t1 + t2 − T = 0. [12]
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We may write eqs. 11 in the neutral form:
∂S/∂t + E = 0. [13]

Equation 13 is well-known in classical mechanics with E identified as the energy (14–16) and is a precursor of the Hamilton-
Jacobi equation (to be obtained below in Section C). Equation 12 is of course just the constraint equation. Equations 11
also deserve comment: note that the same value of E appears in both equations. By analogy with thermodynamics, where
we have seen that the maximum entropy can be expressed as the equality of the inverse temperature of the subsystems, the
minimization of HPF can be expressed as the equality of the energy of the segments of the trajectory where energy is −∂S/∂t.
In a separate publication, we will show how the method can be extended to time-dependent Hamiltonians.

Note that in passing from eq. 8 to eq. 9 the inequality has been replaced by an equality. Equation 9 is more general than eq.
8 in that it includes cases where HPF is an extremum, not a minimum. This corresponds to the result of Morse theory (15, 17)
that although S(q′, q′′, T ) is a minimum for short times, after reaching a caustic the minimum becomes a generalized saddle
point. The terminology in the literature reflects this, where the principle of least action is often qualified as the principle of
extremal or stationary action. Henceforth we will speak of extremizing HPF unless otherwise specified.

B. Extremizing HPF over Partitionings of Intermediate Position Q. We now fix the partitioning of time T = t1 + t2 and allow
the endpoints and the intermediate point to vary. Henceforth, we will use the notation q1 and q2 for the varying endpoints to
distinguish them from the fixed endpoints q′ and q′′. We consider several possible levels of allowing the intermediate point Q
to vary. The most straightforward is to allow Q to vary but to constrain it to lie along the curve that extremizes S(q1, q2, T ).
A second possibility, one level less constrained, is to allow Q to lie off the curve that extremizes S(q1, q2, T ) (18). Finally, we
may deconstrain Q even further, by not forcing endpoint Q1 associated with q1 to be equal to endpoint Q2 associated with q2
(see Fig. 4). This seems to defy logic, since we must have a continuous curve from q1 to q2, but the apparent inconsistency that
Q1 ̸= Q2 presents no problem through the judicious use of Lagrange multipliers, and in fact contains the essential idea behind
the general theory of canonical transformations (19).

𝑡𝑡2𝑡𝑡1

𝑞𝑞2𝑞𝑞1

𝑄𝑄2𝑄𝑄1

𝑇𝑇

Fig. 4. Formulation of the principle of extremal HPF, stage 2. q′, q′′ and total time T are fixed, but the endpoints q1 and q2 and the intermediate point Q are now deconstrained.
We consider all possible partitionings of the segment [q1, q2] into [q1, Q1] and [Q2, q2], where Q1 and Q2 need not be identical (see text). With each of the two segments
we associate HPFs, S1(q1, Q1, t1) and S2(Q2, q2, t2) respectively. For an actual trajectory, we then require S(q1, q2, T ) = S1(q1, Q1, t1) + S2(Q2, q2, t2), i.e.
additivity of the HPFs with the constraints Q1 = Q2 and t1 + t2 = T.

Consider again the sum of the HPFs S̄,

S̄ = S1(q1, Q1, t1) + S2(Q2, q2, t2) [14]

but now we specify the coordinate constraints explicitly:

q1 = q′, q2 = q′′, Q2 = Q1. [15]

We introduce the N -dimensional Lagrange multipliers p1, p2 and P :
¯̄S = S1(q1, Q1, t1) + S2(Q2, q2, t2) + p1(q1 − q′) − p2(q2 − q′′) + P (Q2 − Q1). [16]

Calculating the derivatives of ¯̄S with respect to q1,q2, Q1 and Q2 we obtain:

∂ ¯̄S/∂q1 = ∂S1/∂q1 + p1 = 0; ∂ ¯̄S/∂Q1 = ∂S1/∂Q1 − P = 0 [17]

∂ ¯̄S/∂q2 = ∂S2/∂q2 − p2 = 0; ∂ ¯̄S/∂Q2 = ∂S2/∂Q2 + P = 0. [18]
Equations 17 and eqs. 18 are very similar, differing just in the sign of p and P . We focus on eqs. 18 since the subscript 2
corresponds to the final values of q and p, in terms of which dynamical problems are generally formulated (20). Suppressing
the subscripts we have:

p = ∂S/∂q, P = −∂S/∂Q. [19]
These equations are recognized as the standard equations for the first of four classical generating function (generally referred to
as F1) (14, 16, 21, 22). Note that in addition we get the “handoff condition” (16),

P = −∂S2/∂Q2 = ∂S1/∂Q1. [20]
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C. Inverting the Functional Forms: The Hamilton-Jacobi Equation. We now proceed to derive the Hamilton-Jacobi equation.
We first note that the functional dependence S = S(Q, q, t) implies that:

E = −∂S/∂t = E(Q, q, t), p = ∂S/∂q = p(Q, q, t). [21]

Assume that the expression for p(Q, q, t) can be inverted to give Q = Q(p, q, t) (23); in N -dimensions this is an N -dimensional
inversion. Substituting into E(Q, q, t) gives

E(Q, q, t) = E(Q(q, p, t), q, t) ≡ H(p, q, t) = H(p(Q, q, t), q, t), [22]

where we have defined H(p, q, t) ≡ E(Q, q, t). However, since ∂S/∂q = p, it follows that

H(p, q, t) = H(∂S/∂q, q, t). [23]

Substituting into eq. 11 gives:
∂S/∂t + H(∂S/∂q, q, t) = 0, [24]

which is the Hamilton-Jacobi equation (14, 16, 21). Note that this is a PDE for S with arguments S(Q, q, t) (24)..

D. Deriving Hamilton’s Equations of Motion. We now proceed to derive Hamilton’s equations of motion (14, 16, 21, 22). Consider
S = S(q, Q, t) and note that

∂ (∂S/∂t) /∂q = ∂ (∂S/∂q) /∂t. [25]

This equating of cross-second derivatives taken in opposite orders is analogous to the procedure used to derive the Maxwell
relations in thermodynamics (8, 9). Using eqs. 13, 19 and 21 and writing out the functional dependence explicitly we obtain

−(∂E(Q, q, t)/∂q)Q,t = (∂p(Q, q, t)/∂t)Q,q, [26]

which looks very similar to −∂H/∂q = dp/dt. Hamilton’s equations of motion do indeed emerge from eq. 26, but some
additional care is needed. The key is to express on each of side of the equation one of the endpoints as a function of the other
endpoint and its Lagrange multiplier: on the LHS, Q = Q(p, q, t) and on the RHS, q = q(P, Q, t). Again, these are in general
N -dimensional inversions.

Consider first the LHS of eq. 26. Using the functional relationship in eq. 22 we have:

−(∂E/∂q)Q,t = −(∂H/∂q)p,t − (∂H/∂p)q,t(∂p/∂q)Q,t [27]

Now consider the RHS of eq. 26. Viewing q = q(P, Q, t) implies that p(Q, q(P, Q, t), t) = p(Q, P, t). In Hamilton-Jacobi theory,
the conjugate variables P, Q are the initial conditions which indeed determine p and q at time t. Then

dp(Q, q(P, Q, t), t)/dt = (∂p/∂q)Q,t(∂q/∂t)P,Q + (∂p/∂t)q,Q, [28]

Motivated by the interpretation of Q, P as initial conditions, we identify

(∂q/∂t)P,Q = dq/dt. [29]

Substituting eqs. 27, 28 and 29 into eq. 26 we obtain:

−(∂H/∂q)p,t − (∂H/∂p)q,t(∂p/∂q)Q,t = dp/dt − dq/dt(∂p/∂q)Q,t. [30]

The factor (∂p/∂q)Q,t is common to both sides, so for the two sides to be equal:

−(∂H/∂q)p,t = dp/dt, (∂H/∂p)q,t = dq/dt. [31]

Somewhat unexpectedly, both of Hamilton’s equations of motion emerge from eq. 25. In fact, what emerges is an even more
symmetrical form for Hamilton’s equations of motion than is generally recognized:

−(∂H(p, q, t)/∂q)p,t = dp(P, Q, t)/dt, (∂H(p, q, t)/∂p)q,t = dq(P, Q, t)/dt, [32]

i.e. the LHS of both equations depends on the old variables, p, q while the RHS depends on the new variables P, Q. This
idea of two old conjugate variables p, q and two new conjugate variables P, Q is generally encountered only in the theory of
canonical transformations; it emerges that is actually explicit in Hamilton’s equations of motion themselves (25).

David J. Tannor



E. The Lagrangian and the Explicit Form for the Action. We now return to S = S(Q, q, t) and substitute the functional form
q = q(Q, P, t). This gives S(Q, q(Q, P, t), t). As a result, the total derivative of S is given by:

dS/dt = (∂S/∂q)Q,t(dq/dt)Q,P + (∂S/∂t)q,Q = pq̇ − E = L, [33]

where L is the Lagrangian. Consequently,

S =
∫ T

0
(dS/dt)dt =

∫ T

0
(pq̇ − E)dt =

∫ T

0
L(q, q̇, t)dt, [34]

which is the well-known formula expressing the action as the time integral of the Lagrangian (14, 16, 21).
It is a short step from eq. 34, S =

∫ T

0 L(q, q̇, t)dt, to the conventional formulation of the principle of least action
(Hamilton’s principle). We derived eq. 34 based on the partitioning of S(q1, q2, T ) into two segments and the inequality
S(q1, q2, T ) ≤ S1(q1, Q, t1) + S2(Q, q2, t2). Consider now dividing S(q1, q2, T ) into N segments. The inequality then takes the
form:

S(q1, q2, T ) ≤ SA(q1, qA, tA) + SB(qA, qB , tB) + SC(qB , qC , tC) + . . . + SN (q(N), qN+1, tN+1)

=
∫ tA

0 L(q, q̇)dt +
∫ tB

tA
L(q, q̇)dt +

∫ tC

tB
L(q, q̇)dt + . . . +

∫ T

tN
L(q, q̇)dt. [35]

Taking the limit N → ∞ we obtain

S(q1, q2, T ) = min
∫ T

0
L(q, q̇)dt [36]

subject to the constraints q1 = q′ = q(t = 0) and q2 = q′′ = q(t = T ). This is the conventional statement of the principle of
least action. As discussed at the end of Section 3A, the more general formulation is to replace the inequality in eq. 35 with an
equality and the word mininum on the RHS of eq. 36 with the word extremal or stationary (26).

We have come full circle. In many treatments of analytical mechanics, eq. 36 is the starting point (14, 16, 21). We
have arrived at this same formula, not as an axiom, but from an analysis which assumes just the additivity of S(q1, q2, T ),
S(q1, q2, T ) = S(q1, Q, t1) + S(Q, q2, t2) with t1 + t2 = T .

4. Multidimensional Considerations

As stated at the outset, for simplicity we adopted a 1-dimensional treatment but the extension to multidimensions in most
cases is obvious. Here we elaborate on several points connected to the multidimensional formulation.

First, we show that the generating function relations eq. 19 are sufficient, within the assumption of invertibility, to completely
determine the dynamics at all times. Writing the functional dependence explicitly:

p = ∂S(Q, q, t)/∂q = p(Q, q, t); P = ∂S/∂Q = P (Q, q, t). [37]

Assuming that the second equation can be inverted (in N dimensions this is an N -dimensional inversion) and adopting an
explicitly multidimensional notation:

qi = qi(Q1, . . . , QN ; P1, . . . , PN ; t). [38]
Substituting into the first equation we obtain

pi = pi(Q1, . . . , QN ; P1, . . . , PN ; t). [39]

Equations 38 and 39, taken together, amount to a complete solution of the dynamical problem: all the mechanical variables have
been expressed as explicit functions of the time t and the 2N initial conditions Q1, . . . , QN ; P1, . . . , PN (or any 2N constants
which can be adjusted to the initial conditions). This was Hamilton’s guiding idea: to find a fundamental function, S(Q, q, t),
which can yield the values of the mechanical variables at all times by simple differentiations and eliminations, without any
integration ((7).

To derive Hamilton’s equations of motion for the multidimensional case, we begin with the multidimensional generalization
of eq. 30:

−(∂H/∂qi)q̄,p,t −
N∑

j=1

(∂H/∂pj)q,p̄,t(∂pj/∂qi)q̄,Q,t = dpi/dt −
N∑

j=1

dqj/dt(∂pi/∂qj)q̄,Q,t, [40]

where the overbar signifies that N − 1 variables are held fixed while one is derived. To obtain the 2N Hamilton equations of
motion, we use the fact that

(∂pj/∂qi)q̄,Q,t = ∂2S(qi, qj)/∂qi∂qj = (∂pi/∂qj)q̄,Q,t. [41]
and then equate coefficients on both sides of the equations as in the 1-dimensional case.

Finally, the multidimensional generalization of eq. 33 is

dS/dt =
N∑

i=1

(∂S/∂qi)q̄,Q,t(dqi/dt)q̄,Q,P + (∂S/∂t)q,Q =
N∑

i=1

piq̇i − E = L, [42]

giving the well-known multidimensional form for the Lagrangian.
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5. Conclusions

We have shown that the Hamilton-Jacobi equation, generating functions for canonical transformations, Hamilton’s equations of
motion, the Lagrangian and even the principle of least action (also known as Hamilton’s principle) emerge from the additivity
of Hamilton’s principal functions, S(q′, q′′, T ) = S(q′, Q, t1) + S(Q, q′′, t2). We call the latter equation the additivity axiom, and
consider it the single, fundamental axiom of analytical mechanics. Physics and mathematics have always valued deriving the
maximum number of consequences from the simplest possible assumptions. For example, the five axioms of Euclid in geometry,
the four Maxwell equations in electromagnetism, the three laws of Newton in classical mechanics, and the two postulates of
Einstein in special relativity. The present formulation puts the subject of analytical mechanics on a similar footing with just a
single, simple axiom.

It is intriguing to note that despite the collective historical perception of Hamilton’s work, this was his central interest: to
find a function S(q′, q′′, T ) that would allow the solution of the dynamical problem just by differentiations and substitutions (7).
In a very real sense, we have taken Hamilton’s program even further than Hamilton expected. There is no a priori assumption
about velocity, momentum, energy, Hamiltonian or Lagrangian: these quantities emerge automatically. In fact, iterating eq. 9
in principle provides a method for obtaining the trajectory motion from S(q′, q′′, T ) without even differentiating.

It is interesting to compare the treatment here with the problem of finding the shortest path between two points. Seen from
a purely mathematical perspective, the latter can be formulated by introducing an intermediate point Q and reexpressing
the problem in terms of q′, q′′ and Q. Since distance d is additive, we may write d(q′, q′′) = d(q′, Q) + d(Q, q′′) for Q on
the extremal path. Clearly, this equation can be generalized from a line to any geodesic. The structural similarity with the
mechanical additivity axiom becomes even more pronounced if time is taken as the n + 1 coordinate (27). In this case, the
mechanical additivity axiom takes the form S(q′, q′′) = S(q′, Q) + S(Q, q′′), exactly the same as for a geodesic, with the physics
entering only through the functional form of S(q′, q′′) (which in turn determines H(p, q) and L(q, q̇)). It would therefore appear
that analytical mechanics is just a footnote to the mathematical problem of finding the shortest distance between two points.
As such, this work should lead to a critical reevaluation of the place of analytical mechanics within the mathematics and
physics literature.

One of the insights that emerges from the present treatment is that the structure of Hamilton’s equations arises from
expressing one of the end points in S(q′, q′′, T ) (denoted S(Q, q, t) in the paper) as a function of the other endpoint and its
Lagrange multiplier. This gives rise to the triplets (Q, P, t) and (q, p, t). When Hamilton’s equations of motion are represented
using these triplets, an additional symmetry in the equations is revealed: one side is expressed in terms of (q, p, t) and the other
side in terms of (Q, P, t). If this triplet structure is combined with a dual formulation of Lagrange multipliers (28), i.e. if one
or more of the primary variables (q1, q2, t) is interchanged with its Lagrange multiplier (p1, p2, E), we obtain the “other half of
classical mechanics”. For example, the four combinations of interchanging (q1, q2) with (p1, p2) give rise to the four generating
functions for canonical transformations, F1 − F4, (14, 16, 21, 22) while interchanging t with E gives the Mapertuis variational
principle for the short action, S(q1, q2, E) (14, 21, 29). A kind of Rubik’s cube structure emerges to classical mechanics, as will
be discussed in a future publication (30).

The simplicity of the present formulation could potentially give a new perspective on some of the major themes in classical
mechanics including symplectic geometry (29, 31), periodic orbit theory (15, 16, 32, 33) and Morse theory (17, 34). By
providing a different perspective on classical mechanics, this work could inspire alternative formulations of quantum mechanics
with their own distinct advantages (35, 36). Moreover, because of the compact, geometrical character of the central equation,
the approach could lead to a unified formulation of different areas of physics, ranging from mechanics to geometrical optics,
and possibly electrodynamics and thermodynamics (37). For example, we have seen a series of striking analogies between the
mathematics of classical mechanics and that of thermodynamics, with Hamilton’s principle function in dynamics playing the
role of the entropy in thermodynamics, and convexity replacing concavity. In view of the sequential transition from convex
to concave character every time a caustic is encountered, as described by Morse theory (15, 17), a unified formulation could
provide insight into the transition from deterministic dynamics to statistical mechanics.

We close with a quote from Max Planck, who laid exceptional emphasis upon the need for a methodical investigation into
the scope and nature of the principle of least action (38): "As long as there exists a physical science, it has as its highest and
most coveted aim the solution of the problem to condense all natural phenomena ... into one simple principle. Amid the more
or less general laws which mark the achievements of physical sciences during the course of the last centuries, the principle of
least action is perhaps that which, as regards form and content, may claim to come nearest to that ideal final aim of theoretical
research" (39).
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