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Abstract: Attempt of a non-technical but conceptually consistent presentation of the state of 

the art in quantum theory from a historical perspective. While its first part is written for a 

general readership, Sect. 4 may be provocative, in particular, to quantum field theorists. I ar-

gue that the wave functions of quantum mechanics, in contrast to the wave functionals of 

QFT, which represent the true quantum states, have to be interpreted as field modes and their 

combinations that are “occupied” (excited states of their corresponding quantum oscillators). 

 

1. Early History 

The conceptual distinction between a discrete or continuous structure of matter (and perhaps 

other „substances“) goes back at least to the pre-Socratic philosophers. However, their con-

cepts and early ideas were qualitative and speculative. They remained restricted to some gen-

eral properties, such as symmetries, while the rational and quantitative understanding of a 

continuum in space or time had to wait two millennia until the development of calculus. 

Quantitative laws of nature and the concept of a mass point were only invented as part of clas-

sical mechanics.  

 These concepts were first applied to extended “clumps of matter”, such as the heav-

enly bodies or falling rocks and apples. It was in fact a great surprise to Newton and his con-

temporaries (about 1680) that such very different objects – or rather their centers of mass – 

obeyed the same laws of motion.1 The objects themselves still seemed to consist of continu-

ous matter. However, the new concept of mass points was quite early also applied to the struc-

ture of matter, that is, in the sense of an atomism. Already in 1738, Daniel Bernoulli ex-

plained the pressure of a gas by the mean kinetic energy of assumed gas particles, but without 

recognizing its relation to the phenomenon of heat. If one regarded these particles themselves 

as small hard spheres, though, the question for their internal structure would in principle arise 

anew.  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

*	
  Free and extended translation of my unpublished German text “Die sonderbare Geschichte 
von Teilchen und Wellen” – available on my website since October 2011.	
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 During the same time, Newton’s theory of mechanics was also generalized by means 

of the concept of infinitesimal massive volume elements that can move and change their form 

and density according to their local interaction with their direct neighbors. This route to con-

tinuum mechanics was mainly a mathematical program of calculus that did not require any 

fundamentally novel physical concepts. The assumption of an unlimited divisibility of matter 

thus led to a consistent theory. In particular, it gave rise to wave-like propagating density os-

cillations which explained the phenomenon of sound. So it seemed that the fundamental ques-

tion for the structure of matter had been answered.  

 As a byproduct of this “substantial” (or “Laplacean”) picture of continuum mechanics, 

based on the assumption of individually moving infinitesimal elements of matter, also a for-

mally elegant “local” (or “Eulerian”) picture could be formulated. In the latter one neglects 

any information about trajectories of individual pieces of matter in order to consider only its 

spatial density distribution together with its corresponding current density as the kinematical 

objects of interest. In modern language, they would be called a scalar and a vector field. In 

spite of this new form, continuum mechanics remains based on the concept of a conserved 

material substance with its consequence of a continuity equation.  

 The picture of individually moving elements of a substance would lose any practical 

meaning, however, if the true elements of matter could move irregularly, as suspected for a 

gas by Daniel Bernoulli. Since his gas pressure is given by the density of kinetic energy, that 

is, by the product of the number density of gas particles and their mean kinetic energy, these 

fundamental elements could still be understood as forming a “chaotic continuum” by consid-

ering an appropriately defined simultaneous limit of infinite number density and vanishing 

size and mass of the particles. This remained a possibility even when chemists began to suc-

cessfully apply Dalton’s and Avogadro’s hypotheses about molecular structures from the 

beginning of the nineteenth century in order to understand the chemical properties of the 

various substances. Similar to August Bravais’s concept of crystal lattices (about 1849), these 

structures were often regarded as no more than an intuitive tool to describe the internal 

structure of a multi-component continuum. It was upheld by many even after Maxwell’s and 

Boltzmann’s explanation of thermodynamic concepts in terms of molecular kinetics, and in 

spite of repeated but until then unsuccessful attempts to determine a finite value for 

Avogadro’s or Loschmidt’s number. The “energeticists”, such as Wilhelm Ostwald, Ernst 

Mach and initially also Max Planck remained convinced until about 1900 that internal energy, 

heat and entropy were fundamental fields or continuous substances. Indeed, even after the 

determination of Loschmidt’s number could they have used an argument that formed a severe 
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Loschmidt’s number could they have used an argument that formed a severe problem for at-

omists: Gibbs’ paradox of the missing entropy of self-mixing of a gas. Today it is usually 

countered by referring to the indistinguishability of elementary particles, although the argu-

ment requires more, namely the identity of states obtained by particle permutations. However, 

this assumption is in conflict with the substantial picture of particles following individual tra-

jectories, while it would readily apply to the permutation of different wave packets of a field. 

Although we are using quite novel theories today, these conceptual differences do remain 

relevant (see Sect. 4).  

 Another object affected by the early dispute about particles and waves is light. Ac-

cording to its appearance, light was traditionally regarded as a “medium” rather than a sub-

stance. Nonetheless, and in spite of Huygens’ early ideas of light as a wave phenomenon, 

Newton tried to explain it by means of particles of light, which are supposed to move along 

their trajectories according to the local refractive index of matter. This proposal was later re-

futed by various interference experiments, in particular those of Thomas Young in 1802. It 

remained open, though, what substance (called the ether) did oscillate – even after light had 

been demonstrated by Heinrich Hertz in 1886 to represent an electromagnetic phenomenon in 

accordance with Maxwell’s equations. The property of these fields to propagate and carry 

energy gave them a certain material character that seemed to support the world of continua as 

envisioned by the energeticists. For a long time, Ernst Mach used to reply “Have you seen 

one?” whenever somebody mentioned atoms to him. Later in this article I will argue that this 

doubting question may still be appropriate today – even though we seem to observe individual 

atoms as particles.  

 At the end of the nineteenth century, the successful continuum hypothesis suffered a 

number of decisive blows. In 1897, J. J. Thomson determined the elementary electric charge; 

in 1900, Max Planck postulated his radiation quanta with great success; and in 1905, Albert 

Einstein estimated the value of Loschmidt’s number NL by means of his theory of Brownian 

motion. Thereafter, even the last energeticists resigned. Einstein then proposed the concept of 

particles of light (later called photons) – although he regarded them merely as a “heuristic 

point of view” that he was never ready to fully accept himself. Niels Bohr, in 1913, replaced 

even the concept of continuous motion by stochastic “jumps” between his discrete electron 

orbits in the hydrogen atom – in accordance with Planck’s and Einstein’s ideas about the ra-

diation process. These early ideas led later to the insufficient interpretation of quantum me-

chanics as no more than some stochastic dynamics for otherwise classical particles.  
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 However, the development soon began to proceed in the opposite direction again.2 In 

1923, Louis de Broglie inverted Einstein’s speculative step from light waves to photons by 

postulating a wave length λ = c/ν = h/p for the electron, where p is its momentum, in analogy 

to Planck’s relation E = hν. For him this could only mean that all microscopic objects must 

consist of both, a particle and a wave, whereby the wave has to serve as a “guiding field” for 

the particle. This field would thereby have to be more powerful than a conventional field of 

force, since it has to determine the velocity rather than merely the acceleration; the initial ve-

locity cannot be freely chosen any more in this description that was later further developed 

and completed by Madelung and by Bohm. It turned out that the assumed guiding wave can-

not be local (defined in space), as it must be identical with the entangled wave function to be 

described in Sect. 3. 

 

2. Wave Mechanics 

Inspired by de Broglie’s ideas, Schrödinger based his novel wave mechanics of 1926 on the 

assumption that electrons are solely and uniquely described by wave functions (spatial fields, 

as he first thought). This allowed him to explain the hydrogen spectrum by replacing Bohr’s 

specific electron orbits in the atom by standing waves (energy eigenstates). For a special case, 

the harmonic oscillator, he was furthermore able to construct narrow “wave packets” that 

would dynamically behave like particles (see the Figure below for the case of free motion). 

Shortly thereafter, interference phenomena in agreement with de Broglie’s wave length were 

observed by Davisson and Germer for electrons scattered from crystal lattices. According to 

Schrödinger’s equation, a wave function can also penetrate a potential barrier and thus explain 

“quantum tunneling”, as required for the possibility of α-decay. Does this not very convinc-

ingly demonstrate that electrons and other “particles” are in reality just wave packets of some 

fields that are described by Schrödinger’s equation? 
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Figure: A wave packet (real part of an initial Gaussian modulated by a plane wave e2πix/λ) moving freely accord-

ing to the Schrödinger equation, depicted at three different times (blue: t=0, red: t=0.04, yellow: t=1 in arbitrary 

units). When comparing blue and red one recognizes that the packet as a whole moves faster than its waves, 

while the yellow curve demonstrates a slight dispersion of the packet (in contrast to the mentioned harmonic 

oscillator). The center of the packet moves according to the group velocity v = p/m = h/mλ, where the mass m is 

now just a parameter of the wave equation. For this reason, momentum is in wave mechanics defined by h/λ. It 

can indirectly be measured even for plane waves, which do not possess a group velocity, by means of a conser-

vation law for the sum of wave numbers that holds for scattering (“momentum transfer”) with objects which do 

exist in localized wave packets (such as observable Brownian particles). Already for atomic masses and thermal 

velocities, the de Broglie wave length is clearly smaller than the radius of a hydrogen atom. So one may con-

struct quite narrow wave packets for their center of mass wave functions. Although the dispersion of the wave 

packet is reduced with increasing mass m, it becomes non-negligible with growing time. Therefore, one would 

need a new mechanism that dynamically reduces the “coherence lengths” characterizing the packet in order to 

retain the appearance of a particle.  

A few months before Schrödinger invented his wave mechanics, Heisenberg had al-

ready proposed his matrix mechanics. In contrast to Schrödinger, he kept the concept of parti-

cles, but introduced certain formal “rules” that were to replace the concept of their trajecto-

ries. Later, matrix mechanics turned out to be “equivalent” to Schrödinger’s theory when used 

to calculate probabilities for closed systems with a well defined Hamiltonian. Together with 

Born and Jordan, Heisenberg constructed an elegant algebraic framework that could be ap-

plied in order to “quantize” mechanical systems in general. This mathematical abstraction was 

in accordance with Heisenberg’s preferred view of the physical world as ultimately being 

ruled by Platonic ideas (such as in mathematics) in contrast to materialism. A year later, he 

complemented this formalism by his uncertainty relations between position and momentum of 

an electron or similar “conjugate” pairs of variables. This fundamental uncertainty is evi-

dently in conflict with the concept of a particle, while in wave mechanics it would simply be a 

consequence of the Fourier theorem – without any uncertainty of the wave function itself. It is 

not surprising that Schrödinger’s intuitive wave mechanics was preferred by most practicing 

physicists – for a short time even by Heisenberg’s mentor Max Born. For example, Arnold 

Sommerfeld wrote only a “Wellenmechanischer Ergänzungsband” to his important book on 

“Atombau und Spektrallinien”.  

So everything seemed to look fine if there had not been those incredible stochastic 

quantum jumps between the different standing waves of an electron in the atom. They ap-

peared absolutely incompatible with Schrödinger’s otherwise successful wave dynamics. 

Similarly, other initially extended wave functions seemed to “jump” into particle-like local 
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wave packets during measurements. In a Wilson chamber, one could even observe tracks of 

droplets that can be regarded as successions of position measurements along particle trajecto-

ries. As a consequence, Schrödinger seemed to resign when Max Born, influenced by Wolf-

gang Pauli, re-interpreted his new probability postulate, that was originally meant to describe 

jumps between different wave functions, in terms of probabilities for the spontaneous occur-

rence of genuine particle properties. This interpretation turned out to be very successful (and 

earned Born a Nobel prize) even though it was never quite honest, because the wave function 

does not only describe probabilities. It also defines observable individual properties of micro-

scopic objects, such as energy or angular momentum – represented by their eigenstates. Simi-

larly, a spinor (that is, a quantum state of spin) is known to describe probabilities for the “oc-

currence” of other individual spinor states rather than for any classical properties.  

The problem was so painful that Heisenberg spoke of the wave function as “a new 

form of human knowledge as an intermediary kind of reality”, while Bohr introduced his irra-

tional principle of complementarity that required the application of incompatible classical 

concepts, such as particles and waves, to the same objects. No doubt – this was an ingenious 

kind of pragmatism, but from there on the quest for a consistent description of Nature was not 

allowed any more in microscopic physics. Bohr insisted that “there is no microscopic reality” 

– a conclusion that was often regarded as philosophically very deep. Only few dared to object 

that “this emperor is naked”, and the new terminology no more than empty words, used to 

verbally circumvent an inconsistency. The great number of philosophical or formal arguments 

for its justification is even the more impressive. In particular, it has always remained open 

when and where precisely the probability interpretation or the Heisenberg cut have to be ap-

plied. The Hungarian Eugene Wigner called this situation a “Balkanization of physics” – a 

traditional (Prussian-Austrian) name for a region without law and order.  

 

3. Entanglement 

So one should take a fresh and more complete look at Schrödinger’s wave mechanics. When 

he first formulated it, he used Hamilton’s partial differential equations as a guiding principle. 

These equations, the result of a reformulation of classical mechanics, are solved by a function 

that would describe a whole ensemble of classical trajectories with different initial conditions 

– sort of a wave function without interference. Hamilton was mainly interested in the elegant 

mathematical form of this theory rather than in applications. This turned out to be advanta-
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geous for Schrödinger. He assumed that Hamilton’s equations were no more than a short 

wave lengths approximation (corresponding to the limit h → 0) of a fundamental wave theory 

– similar to the approximation of geometric optics that could be applied to Maxwell’s theory 

in order to obtain trajectories for Newton’s hypothetical particles of light. With respect to 

Heisenberg’s particle concept, he later remarked ironically that even Newton’s assumption of 

light particles could have been saved in spite of the observed interference phenomena if one 

had required some “uncertainty relations” for them. However, the short wave length approxi-

mation means only that local parts of an extended wave propagate independently of one an-

other along trajectories – not that they represent particles. These partial waves can interfere, 

that is, they can act coherently if focused in some way.  

 While light waves propagate in three-dimensional space, Hamilton’s waves must ac-

cording to their construction exist in the configuration space that represents the system under 

consideration. Therefore, Schrödinger, too, obtained wave functions on configuration spaces 

of various dimensions. Later this turned out to be the only correct form of wave mechanics. It 

can also be understood as a consequence of Dirac’s general superposition principle, since the 

superposition of all classical configurations defines a wave function on configuration space. 

Dirac himself understood his superpositions in Born’s sense as probability amplitudes for 

properties that are formally represented by Heisenberg’s “observables”, that is, not only for 

points in configuration space. However, if the observables are represented by a dyadic prod-

uct of their eigenfunction, this leads back to probabilistic relations corresponding to a collapse 

of the wave function (a projection).  

Schrödinger was convinced of a reality in space and time, and he intended to describe 

the real electron as a field. So he initially restricted himself with great success to single-

particle problems (quantized mass points, whose configuration space is isomorphic to space). 

Consequently, he spoke originally of a “ψ-field”. A three-dimensional wave function can also 

be used to describe scattering problems – either for the center of mass wave function of an 

object scattered from a potential, or for the relative coordinates of a two-body problem. In 

such scattering problems, Born’s probability interpretation is particularly suggestive because 

of the subsequent position measurement in a detector. Usually this three-dimensional wave 

function is meant when one speaks of the wave-particle dualism. Unfortunately, many text-

books still describe mainly such spatial wave functions for didactic but very misleading rea-

sons – in particularly when presenting the two-slit interference experiment as the key to un-

derstanding quantum mechanics.  
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The generalization (or rather the return) to wave functions in configuration space hap-

pened almost unnoticed at those times of great confusion (for some physicists even until to-

day). In contrast to fields, even single-particle wave functions do not describe additive charge 

or energy distributions. Each partial wave of a plane wave, projected out by means of absorb-

ers, for example, describes the full charge and energy, since, in the absence of a potential, en-

ergy is defined by the wave length.  

 Schrödinger took initially great pains to disregard or to re-interpret this general wave 

equation in configuration space, even though it is precisely its application to oscillating field 

amplitudes rather than mass points that is able to explain Planck’s quanta hν. The oscillator 

sprectrum E = nhν is proportional to the natural numbers, and thus allows one to think of n as 

a number of quanta (later identified with photons). In Schrödinger’s wave mechanics, these 

quantum numbers n are explained by the numbers of nodes of wave functions that have to 

obey certain boundary conditions. This wave function is here not a spatial function, as as-

sumed in the Figure, but an (in general time-dependent) wave function on the configuration 

space of field amplitudes. Different field modes can fortunately be treated separately for har-

monically coupled oscillators. Although the oscillator spectrum can alternatively be derived 

from Heisenberg’s algebra of observables, nodes of the wave function in this configuration 

space (which are quite unrelated to the spatial nodes of the fixed field mode) have recently 

been observed for various photon number eigenstates in an elegant experiment performed by 

the group of Haroche and Raimond in Paris.3 The importance of this fundamental experiment 

for the wave-particle debate has as yet not been sufficiently appreciated by the physics com-

munity.  

 The difference between Schrödinger’s theory and a classical field theory becomes par-

ticularly obvious from the fact that the amplitudes of the classical field now appear as argu-

ments in Schrödinger’s function. While a general “one-photon wave function” can be under-

stood as a superposition of various classical field modes in their first excited quantum state 

(“occupied once” – with all others being in their ground state), a semi-classical field state rep-

resenting a certain classical mode has to be described as a coherent superposition of many 

different excitations (photon number eigenstates) of this mode. In contrast to the free wave 

packet shown in the Figure, these “coherent states” (Gaussians again) preserve their shape and 

size while following the classical motion of an oscillator. In this sense, they imitate  a classi-

cally oscillating field. These different kinds of states thus can describe both particle numbers 

or fields – mutually excluded by a Fourier theorem – in one and the same formalism of QFT. 
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 Before trying to study interacting quantum fields, physicists of the end of the twenties 

investigated the quantum mechanics of many-particle systems, such as molecules or multi-

electron atoms. These could often approximately be described by assuming different single-

particle wave functions for each electron, while the atomic nuclei seemed to possess fixed or 

slowly moving positions similar to classical objects. For example, this assumption explained 

the periodic system of the chemical elements. On closer inspection it turned out – at least for 

small molecules – that all particles, including the nuclei, had to be described by one common 

wave function in their full configuration space. This cannot normally be a product or determi-

nant of single-particle wave functions – a consequence that is called entanglement. Every 

physics student is using the entanglement between an electron and a proton in the hydrogen 

atom when writing the wave function as a product of cms and relative coordinates. The sim-

plest nontrivial case, the Helium atom, was successfully studied in great numerical detail by 

Hylleraas, using variational methods, in a series of papers since 1929. Similarly, in the theory 

of multi-electron atoms one has to take into account “configuration mixing” as a correction to 

the independent-particle (Hartree-Fock) approximation. Already Arnold Sommerfeld re-

marked in his Wellenmechanischer Ergänzungsband that “Heisenberg’s method”, which con-

sidered only the anti-symmetrization of product wave functions, is insufficient for this pur-

pose. Anti-symmetrization is often misunderstood as entanglement, although it represents no 

more than a formal entanglement between physical properties and meaningless particle num-

bers that disappears in the formalism of quantum field theory (see Sect. 4). Today, all closed 

non-relativistic multi-particle systems are accepted as being correctly described by one entan-

gled wave function in their high-dimensional configuration space.  

 But how can the space of all possible classical configurations, which even has differ-

ent number of dimensions for different systems, replace three-dimensional space as the new 

stage for the dynamics of a wave function that might be expected to describe physical reality? 

If our Universe consisted of N particles (and nothing else), its configuration space would pos-

sess 3N dimensions. For early quantum physicists – including Schrödinger, of course – this 

was inconceivable. On the other hand, the concept of a space of possible configurations fits 

excellently with Born’s probability interpretation for the occurrence of such classical states. 

Entanglement can then conveniently be understood as describing statistical correlations be-

tween measured variables. But only for measured variables! In the mentioned case of the He-

lium atom, for example, entanglement is responsible for the precise individual ground state 

energy and other observable properties – regardless of any statistical interpretation. This irri-

tating fact is usually simply “overlooked” for convenience. Even in scattering processes one 
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often needs coherent amplitudes, which can only be described by one entangled wave func-

tion for all scattering fragments. Only after Einstein, Podolski and Rosen had clearly shown in 

1935 that entanglement can have observable consequences, did Schrödinger regard this prop-

erty as the deepest interpretational challenge to his theory (although he kept calling it a “sta-

tistical correlation”). The three mentioned authors had in fact incorrectly concluded that the 

wave function can only be a statistical (not a complete or ontic) description, so that further 

(“hidden”) variables would have to exist.   

 While it was often thought that these new variables might perhaps never be found in 

an experiment, it came as a surprise to most physicists when John Bell showed in 1964 that 

every local theory (regardless of whether it consists of particles, fields or anything else) can-

not be compatible with certain observable consequences of entangled wave functions. In order 

to demonstrate this incompatibility, Bell used quite arbitrary local variables (just names for 

something not yet known but assumed to exist). However, most physicists had by then be-

come so much accustomed to Bohr’s denial of a microscopic reality that they immediately 

accused Bell for having used a “long refuted assumption”. As the crucial consequences of 

entangled wave functions have since always been confirmed, physicists disagree deeply about 

whether this experimental result excludes microscopic locality (in space) or rather reality. For 

neither those who are ready to accept a non-local wave function as representing reality nor the 

opponents of any kind of microscopic reality feel particularly disturbed by Bell’s theorem. 

Actually, these two camps are essentially identical with those preferring either the Schrödin-

ger or the Heisenberg picture, respectively. This seems to be the origin of many misunder-

standings between them.  

  If, for consistency, one assumes Schrödinger’s theory to apply universally, one has to 

accept the existence of one entangled wave function for the whole universe. Heisenberg and 

Bohr assumed instead that the wave function “loses its meaning” after a final measurement 

that concludes an experiment – another way of avoiding unwanted consequences. This “end 

of the experiment” would remain vaguely defined just as Heisenberg`s cut. However, if one 

does assume that there is a universal wave function that always evolves according to the 

Schrödinger equation, this leads to an entirely novel world view that appears unacceptable to 

most physicists because of its unusual consequences. For example, if one measures a micro-

scopic property that is initially in a wave function with components representing two or more 

different values, this will give rise to an entangled state for the microscopic system and the 

pointer position, including – if appropriately generalized – Schrödinger’s infamous cat. To 
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cure this dilemma, one assumes in von Neumann’s orthodox interpretation that the Schrödin-

ger dynamics must be complemented by a stochastic “collapse of the wave function” into a 

product of narrow wave packets for all macroscopic variables. The same collapse may also be 

able to re-localize the spreading free wave packet of the Figure. In the Copenhagen interpreta-

tion, one would instead conceptually jump from a description in terms of wave functions to 

one in classical terms. This unsatisfactory situation – obviously related to the mentioned 

“Balkanization” of physics – is also called the quantum measurement problem.  

 So if one insists on the universal validity of the Schrödinger equation, one has to ex-

plain what an entangled wave function for the microscopic system and an apparatus can pos-

sibly mean. That is, one has to discuss what happens when one tries to observe such a state. 

Toward that end one has to include the observer into this quantum mechanical description.4 If 

he reads off the measurement result, he must himself become part of the entanglement. So he 

would then simultaneously exist in different states of awareness – similar to the fate of 

Schrödinger’s cat. As Hugh Everett first noticed in 1957, this result is not in conflict with our 

subjective observation of one individual outcome of the measurement, since each “component 

state” of the observer would register precisely one component of the quantum world (his 

“relative state”, representing one definite outcome). As there are many such component states 

in their global superposition, the question of which one contains the “true” successor of the 

experimenter who prepared the experiment has no unique answer. After the measurement, 

these different versions of the observer are dynamically clearly distinct (see the following re-

marks about decoherence) – even more so than spatially distinct observers in one interwoven 

classical world, who can at least communicate. A conceptually novel theory must be expected 

to require also quite novel kinds of interpretation! Certainly this is a very unusual, but at least 

a consistent solution of the problem, as it does not need any new physical assumptions. Any 

attempt to avoid this conclusion would instead require that the validity of quantum theory 

were limited in some way.  

 Until very recently one did in fact generally believe that such conceptual or dynamical 

border lines between micro- and macrophysics do exist – even though they have never been 

directly confirmed in an experiment. Otherwise it should be possible to observe individual 

properties of the entangled combination of the microscopic system and its measurement appa-

ratus – similar to the energy or other properties of Hylleraas’s whole Helium atom.  

 However, this bipartite entanglement is not yet complete under realistic conditions. 

Every macroscopic system must unavoidably, very fast, and in practice irreversibly interact 
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with its “environment” (the rest of the quantum universe), and thereby uncontrollably extend 

the entanglement that resulted from a measurement – even before an observer enters the 

scene. Because of the large number of effective degrees of freedom of a realistic environment, 

this situation can not be formulated in complete detail, but one may at least understand how a 

wave function representing different macroscopic pointer positions, for example, would per-

manently be transformed into an apparent ensemble of narrow wave packets that mimic clas-

sical states (points in configuration space).5 A local observer is unable to observe the resulting 

global entangled state as a whole. This unavoidable consequence for macroscopic variables, 

which defines the true border line between microphysics and macrophysics, is called decoher-

ence, since predominently the phase relation between separate wave packets are locally lost 

(dislocalized) in this way. Decoherence was the first successful application of entanglement 

beyond microscopic systems, and it explains also why one seems to observe individual atoms 

as apparent particles in a Paul trap or tracks in a Wilson chamber.6  

 Still, many leading physicists who are not happy any more with the Copenhagen inter-

pretation prefer to assume some new dynamics (such as a collapse of the wave function) in 

order to avoid the consequence of Many Worlds. This is definitely a possibility that would 

also solve the measurement problem under the assumption of a universally valid wave func-

tion describing reality. One should keep in mind, though, that all as yet observed apparent 

deviations from the Schrödinger equation, such as quantum jumps or measurements, can be 

described (and have in some cases even been confirmed experimentally) as decoherence phe-

nomena. If a collapse mechanism does nonetheless exist, it would therefore have to be trig-

gered by decoherence – but this would then not make any difference in practice.  

  If one of two spatially separated but entangled microscopic systems were measured, 

their total state would according to a unitary description become entangled with the apparatus, 

including the latter’s environment. Nothing else so far. An observer, for example at the posi-

tion of the second system, becomes part of this entanglement only when he receives a signal 

about the result. He would thereafter exist in various versions in the different world compo-

nents that have been dynamically separated from one another by the decoherence process. In 

contrast, a collapse caused by the measurement would have to affect the distant objects in-

stantaneously in order to avoid other weird consequences. If the distant observer measures 

also the microsystem at his own location (before or after he receives the signal about the first 

measurement – thus including delayed choice experiments), his state of awareness may then 

depend on the result of both measurements, that is, it must have split twice, whereby the order 



	
   13	
  

does not matter. But only if one postulates statistical weights according to Born’s probability 

measure for the observer’s different components or subjective “versions”, will he according to 

the thus defined subjective ensemble very probably confirm the frequency correlations that 

are predicted from quantum theory (and which violate Bell’s inequality). These statistical 

weights are in fact the only conceivable ones that are conserved under further measurements, 

that is, which factorize into products of probabilities for subsequent measurements. Everett 

regarded this as a proof of Born’s rule,7 while his branches can be defined according to the 

irreversible dislocalization of their coherence.  

 In this unusual way, all those much discussed “absurdities” of quantum theory can be 

consistently explained. It is, in fact, precisely the way how they were all predicted – except 

that the chain of unitary interactions is usually interrupted with the last “relevant” measure-

ment that is accompanied by decoherence. So-called quantum teleportation is another exam-

ple, where one can easily show, using a consistent unitary description, that nothing is tele-

ported that was not prepared in advance at its final position in one of the components of the 

entangled wave function.6 This demonstrates again that entanglement cannot merely describe 

“information” about possibilities in the future, even though one is free to assume that a global 

collapse with undetermined outcome did occur (or that this outcome came into existence in 

some other way) together with the first irreversible decoherence process in a measurement. 

Since such a pragmatic restriction of “quantum reality” to one single component (“our quan-

tum world”) represents here a mere convention rather than a physical process, one may even 

define it to occur superluminally. However, a quantum state described by a wave function is 

non-local in general, so that “quantum teleportation” does not require any additional spooky 

action at a distance.  

 Since the global wave function evolves deterministically, the observed quantum inde-

terminism cannot represent any objective dynamics. In Everett’s interpretation, it is a “subjec-

tive” phenomenon related to the multiple future of all potential observers. It is nonetheless 

objectivized between those versions of different observers who live in one and the same 

branch or Everett world (including corresponding versions of Wigner’s friend). In contrast to 

the conceptual dualism of the Copenhagen interpretation, classical properties can then also be 

understood in terms of wave packets as mere phenomena, objectively based on decoherence.   
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4. Quantum Field Theory 

We have seen that the interpretation of quantum theory in terms of a universal wave function 

admits a consistent (even though quite unusual) description of Nature, but this does not yet 

bring the strange story of particles and waves to an end. Instead of the expected spatial waves 

(fields) we were led to wave functions on some high-dimensional “configuration space” (a 

name that is justified only because of its classical appearance). For a universe consisting of N 

particles, its configuration space would possess 3N dimensions, but we have already seen that 

for QED (quantum electrodynamics) it must be complemented by the infinite-dimensional 

configuration space of the Maxwell fields. A factorizing wave functional for its free field 

modes was sufficient to explain Planck’s quanta in terms of the number of nodes of the corre-

sponding factor wave functions. The spontaneous local appearance of photons as apparent 

particles can then again be understood by means of a decoherence process in the detector.  

 However, it is known from the theory of relativistic electrons that they, too, have to be 

described by a quantized field, a consequence that must then also apply to the non-relativistic 

limit. The relativistic generalization of a one-electron wave function is called the Dirac field, 

and thus regarded as a function on spacetime. It can not be generalized to an N-electron field 

on a 4N-dimensional “configuration spacetime”, even though this has occasionally been pro-

posed. In fact, in the Schrödinger picture of QED, the Dirac field is only used to define, by its 

configuration space, the space on which the corresponding time-dependent wave functionals 

live. According to the rules of canonical quantization, these wave functionals have then again 

to obey a generalized Schrödinger equation.8,9  This assumption avoids the N-dependence of 

the relevant configuration spaces for varying numbers of “particles”. Since Schrödinger had 

originally discovered one-electron wave functions by the same formal quantization procedure, 

the quantization of the Dirac field is for this purely historical reason called a “second quanti-

zation”. As explained above, however, the particle concept, and with it the first quantization, 

are no more than historical artifacts from a fundamental point of view.† 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

†	
  It should be emphasized, though, that the Pauli principle, valid for fermions, may not yet be 
sufficiently understood. It is true that the individual components of the Dirac equation also 
obey the Klein-Gordon equation, but the latter’s quantization would again lead to all bosonic 
quantum numbers n = 0,1,2,… . Anti-commuting field operators, which lead to anti-
symmetric multi-particle wave functions, were proposed quite ad hoc by Jordan and Wigner, 
and initially appeared artificial even to Dirac. Interpreted consistently, their configuration 
space would represent a spatial continuum of coupled bits (“empty” or “occupied”) rather 
than a continuum of coupled oscillators. The n-th excited state of this bit continuum (that is, n 
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 The hamiltonian form of the Dirac equation is unusual as a consequence of its lineari-

zation especially insofar as canonical momenta are not defined by time derivatives of the 

variables any more. Nonetheless, the two occupation numbers 0 and 1 resulting from the as-

sumption of anti-commuting field operators are again interpreted as “particle” numbers be-

cause of their well-known consequences in the quasi-classical world (“clicks in the counter”) 

resulting from decoherence. Field modes “occupied” once and their superpositions define 

what are usually called single-particle wave functions. In contrast to the case of photons, 

however, one does not observe any superpositions (wave functionals) of different electron 

numbers. This has traditionally been regarded as a fundamental restriction of the superposi-

tion principle (a “superselection rule”), but it may again be understood as a consequence of 

decoherence. For charged particles, the unavoidable Coulomb field assumes the role of an 

unavoidable environment.10 

 For relativistic reasons, all known elementary physical objects (still called “elemen-

tary particles” because of their phenomenology that results from decoherence) have to be de-

scribed as quantum fields. The contrast between the first order in time of the Schrödinger 

equation and the second order of the classical field equations with their negative frequencies 

opens the door to the concept of “anti-bosons”. (For fermions this relation may take a differ-

ent form.) Because of the universality of this concept of quantum fields, one also expects a 

“theory for everything” to exist in the form of a unified quantum field theory. At present, it is 

no more than the most plausible attempt, though, that the fundamental stage for the universal 

wave function is given by the configuration space of some fundamental field(s). On the other 

hand, the general framework of Schrödinger’s quantum theory with its concept of a universal 

wave function (or Dirac’s universal superposition) obeying unitary dynamics seems as yet to 

be well justified.  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

occupied positions) would then represent n point-like “objects”. Because of the dynamical 
coupling between bit-neighbors, these objects can move, but only after their quantization (ap-
plication of the superposition principle) would this give rise to propagating waves. In contrast, 
coupled oscillators, which define a field, propagate as waves already classically, and they 
obey a classical superposition principle (in space rather than in configuration space) in addi-
tion to the quantum superposition principle that is realized by the field functionals only.  
   An additional (and possibly related) source of confusion is the fact that relativistic invari-
ance can and need not be manifest in the canonical formalism of the Schrödinger picture. For 
example, the canonical quantization of the Maxwell field leads to a wave functional 
Ψ{A(x);t}, with a vector field A defined at all space-points x on an arbitrary simultaneity t.	
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 For example, the traditional formulation that one particle is in the state described by 

the wave function ψ1 and a second one in the state ψ2 has to be replaced by the statement that 

the two field modes ψ1 and ψ2 are both in their first excited field quantum state. Obviously, a 

permutation of the two modes is then an identity, and there is only one total state of this kind 

to be counted in any statistics. This consequence eliminates Gibbs’ paradox in a natural way.  

 It is similarly inappropriate to conclude that wave functions can be directly observed in 

Bose-Einstein condensates (as often claimed). What one does observe in this case is again the 

multiply “occupied” three-dimensional boson field mode – even though most bosons are in 

general regarded as particles because of their normal appearance in detectors. Instead of the 

free field modes used for photons, for strongly interacting bosons one may here more appro-

priately use self-consistent modes in analogy to the selfconsistent Hartree (-Fock) single-

fermion wave functions. Both cases lead to an effective non-linear equation – for bosons 

called the Gross-Pitaevskii equation. In spite of this non-linearity, the quantum states proper 

are, of course, described by the linear and unitary universal Schrödinger equation, relativisti-

cally always understood in the sense of Tomonaga.8 Their true wave functions, which are very 

different from the easily observable field modes, have now also been observed in the form of 

their Wigner functions in Ref. 3 for various “photon” number eigenstates in a fixed 

electromagnetic laser mode. The Wigner function is here a partial Fourier transform of the 

dyadic product Ψ(q)Ψ*(q’), and hence equivalent to the wave function Ψ(q) itself, where q is 

the amplitude of the field mode. The resulting three-dimensional plot of the Wigner function 

allows one to clearly recognize the nodes which define “photon” numbers n. Nonetheless, 

apparent photons can be observed as clicks in the detector or spots on a screen.  

 Unfortunately, the general theory of interacting fields requires such an enormous ef-

fective number of entangled degrees of freedom that it can normally not even approximately 

be treated in a fundamental way. Instead of consistently applying the successful concepts of 

quantum mechanics, such as wave functions, to the new variables (field amplitudes), only 

semi-phenomenlogical methods of calculation are therefore used for specific purposes of 

quantum field theory - mostly for solving scattering problems. Their construction and inter-

pretation is based on particle pictures again (for example in Feynman diagrams or in the form 

of probabilities for the appearance of apparent particles). Freeman Dyson’s “equivalence” 11 

between the use of relativistic field functionals (Tomonaga) or field operators (Feynman) is 

again essentially the same as that between the Schrödinger and the Heisenberg picture. How-

ever, the latter will hardly ever be able even in principle to characterize the complex situation 
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of steadily growing global entanglement. As relativistic physics is based on the absence of 

absolute time, the relativistic generalization of the Schrödinger equation can only be given by 

the Tomonaga equation with its “many-fingered” concept of time – but certainly not by the 

Dirac equation. The time parameter of a relativistic single-particle equation could only repre-

sent proper time along the particle trajectory, which does not exist any more in quantum me-

chanics. Apparent particle lines in Feynman diagrams, on the other hand, are just shorthand 

for certain field modes (such as plane waves indicated by particle momenta) that appear under 

an integral for calculating scattering amplitudes. Closed lines (“virtual particles”) then repre-

sent entanglement of the corresponding quantum fields. 

 Similar semi-phenomenological methods as in QFT are also much used in solid state 

physics, even when solid bodies are regarded as given N-particles systems. For example, they 

may give rise to effective phonon fields or other “quasi-particles”. Different thermodynamic 

phases of many-particle systems, which often determine an effective ground state in analogy 

to a Fock vacuum, can in some cases be explained by a different number of particles (such as 

electrons in a metal) that contribute to stable entanglement in their specific ground state. 

Analogously, effective fields of QFT that would merely have to be “renormalized” must not 

be expected to represent its fundamental variables which span the space for the universal 

wave function. This opens up quite novel possibilibies, perhaps even to understand all fermi-

ons as quantum consequences of certain topological effects.  

The successful phenomenology of the familiar effective fields (“elementary parti-

cles”), such as described by the Standard Model, must certainly form the major touchstone for 

any fundamental theory of the future. At present, it does not seem to offer really convincing 

hints for the structure of such a theory, while purely mathematical arguments must remain 

speculative and even questionable as far as there is no general concensus about the meaning 

of their quantization. Many modern quantum field theoretists and mathematical physicists 

seem to regard these phenomenological models together with the calculational methods and 

recipes – often applied by using classical field or particle concepts – as the quantum field the-

ory proper. In fact, why should one expect a consistent theory if there is no microscopic real-

ity to be described (as assumed in the Copenhagen interpretation and its variants)? 

 Our conclusion that the particle aspect is a mere consequence of the decoherence 

process in the detector may understandably not be of particularly interest to a practicing high-

energy experimentalist, but it seems to be unknown even to many theoreticians in this field. 

So they sometimes simply call the enigmatic objects of their research “wavicles” because they 
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cannot make up their mind between particles and waves. This confusing language represents 

just another example of Wigner’s “Balkanization of physics” (many words instead of many 

worlds). Waves are in the context of the wave-particle “dualism” usually understood in the 

sense of spatial waves – not as high-dimensional wave function(al)s. As we have seen, this is 

quite insufficient for a complete and consistent quantum theory.  

 If one also allowed for a multiverse of “landscapes” (Tegmark’s level 2 of multi-

verses), which is suggested in many as yet speculative field theories that lead to an inhomo-

geneous universe on the very large scale, the “subjective selection” of an observer with his 

frog’s perspective had to be roughly characterized by a hierarchy of at least four steps: (1) the 

selection of one of many component landscapes from their quantum superposition (in the 

sense of Tegmark’s level 3, that is, Everett), (2) the selection of a particular region in this 

three or higher dimensional landscape (our specific “world” that may be characterized by spe-

cific values of certain “constants of nature” – level 2), (3) the selection of one specific com-

plex organism from all of those that may exist in this world plus some “moment of aware-

ness” for it (giving rise to an approximate subjective localization in space and time), and (4) 

the selection of one of its “quantum versions” (again in the sense of level 3).4 Only step 3 can 

not be objectivized in the usual sense of this word, that is, with respect to different observers 

in the same “world”, but at least at this step “our” selection as humans must have used the 

weak anthropic principle. 

 

5. Quantum gravity  

I cannot finish this brief review of quantum theory without having mentioned quantum grav-

ity.12 Although one cannot hope to observe quanta of gravity in the foreseeable future, the 

formal quantization of gravity can hardly be avoided for consistency in view of the quantiza-

tion of all other fields. The spacetime metric of general relativity may be regarded as a “nor-

mal” tensor field – in close analogy, in particular, to Maxwell’s theory with its vector poten-

tial as the dynamical variable. It must then also appear among the arguments of a universal 

wave function, and thus be entangled with all other fields – as it turns out in an essential way. 

 The hamiltonian formulation of Einstein’s theory was brought into its final form only 

in 1962 by Arnowitt, Deser and Misner (ADM). They demonstrated that the configuration 

space of gravity can be understood as consisting of all spatial geometries of three-dimensional 

space-like hypersurfaces of spacetime that would define arbitrary simultaneities (time coordi-
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nates) t. This hamiltonian form is therefore also known as “geometrodynamics”. Its canonical 

quantization leads to a Schrödinger equation in the sense of Tomonaga for the wave func-

tional on all these geometries, and it is known as the Wheeler-DeWitt equation.  

 This equation is remarkable insofar as it is of the time-independent form HΨ = 0. The 

reason for this property is that the spatial metric that occurs as its argument determines proper 

times (“physical times”) along all time-like curves connecting it with another spatial geome-

try, while the value of the time coordinate t has no physical meaning. So in spite of this for-

mal timelessness, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation does depend on (physical) time by means of 

the entanglement between matter and geometry that it describes. In general, this physical time 

is many-fingered (it depends on the progression of the space-like hypersurfaces of spacetime 

at any space point), but in the case of an exactly homogenous and isotropic Friedmann cos-

mology, time may be represented by one single “finger”: the expansion parameter a. If re-

garded as a probability amplitude, however, the wave function would define probabilities for 

time – not as a function of time.  

 It is further remarkable that for Friedmann type universes the apparently static 

Wheeler-DeWitt equation assumes a hyperbolic form in its infinite-dimensional configuration 

space – again with the time-like variable a. This property is very important, since it allows 

one to define an initial value problem for the wave functional with respect to this variable – 

for example at a = 0.13 Claus Kiefer could even show that one may derive the usual time-

dependent Schrödinger equation for matter from the Wheeler-DeWitt equation under a short 

wave length approximation for the geometric degrees of freedom – in analogy to a Born Op-

penheimer approximation (see Ch. 4 of Ref. 5). This result demonstrates once more that the 

Wheeler-DeWitt equation can only describe a whole Everett multiverse, since each trajectory 

through the configuration space of spatial geometries would define a classical spacetime. 

Wave packets following such trajectories according to the WKB approximation are decohered 

from one another by the matter variables – in analogy to large molecules whose nuclei are 

observed following quasi-classical orbits.  

 These remarks about quantum gravity may bring the strange story of particles and 

waves in principle to an at least preliminary end. While the particle concept has been recog-

nized as a mere illusion, waves exist only as part of a global “wave function” in a very high-

dimensional (if not infinite-dimensional) space. Although classical concepts, such as particles 

and fields, remain essential for our every-day life (including that in physical laboratories), 

their limited validity must deeply affect our physical world view (cosmology, in particular). 
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The observed quantum world (our “relative state”) can be no more than a very small (but dy-

namically autonomous in the future) partial wave of the global wave function. We have to 

accept, however, that the precise structure of a fundamental Hilbert space basis, which is usu-

ally assumed to be given by the configuration space of some fundamental fields, remains un-

known. Because of the unavoidable entanglement of all fields (“dressing”, renormalization, 

etc.) one cannot expect the observed fields to be related to such fundamental variables in a 

simple way. Rather, they seem to be only “effective fields” (comparable to phonon fields in 

solid bodies) – a conclusion that puts in doubt the whole traditional approach to QFT.  
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