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Abstract—An attempt is made to substantiate the absence of wave properties for a single electron. What is
commonly called the corpuscular-wave duality or the wave properties of matter, which appear in the form of
a diffraction pattern on the target of certain kind, is a result of the obligatory involvement of a large number
of electrons in the diffraction process. In the context of quantum mechanics, a form of the diffraction pattern
can be predicted using the rule of adding probability amplitudes, which, in the simplest case, are solutions to
the Schrödinger equation for free particles. Therefore, the answer to the question posed in the title sounds
something like this: a single electron has no wave properties; however, they become apparent whenever there are
many electrons and a suitable target.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In the process of theoretically comprehending the

data of coherent scattering of neutrinos by nuclei as
complex composite systems [1–4], the question has
arisen about the admissibility of applying the addi-
tion rule of probability amplitudes and about the role
of corpuscular-wave duality in the case of neutrinos.
As a result, the following text is offered to the reader’s
judgment.

As is known, even Isaac Newton considered light to
be a movement of corpuscles. The interference pattern
from two slits that is characteristic of waves (in an elas-
tic medium) allowed Thomas Young to demonstrate
the wave nature of light almost 200 years ago [5].
However, Einstein’s explanation of the photoelectric
effect in 1905, based on Planck’s hypothesis of energy
quantization, followed by an experiment in Compton
scattering of light in 1923, provided irrefutable evi-
dences of precisely the corpuscular (intermittent)
behavior of light.

A situation arises that has no precedent: when ana-
lyzing problems of atomic structure, the emission of
light, etc., scientists relied on quantum concepts,
while when they moved to studying the phenomena of
interference and diffraction, they argued their state-
ments using wave ideas. For example, in Messiah’s
textbook on quantum mechanics [6] (p. 51), it is put
like this: “The photoelectric effect, the Compton
effect, can be explained only if we imagine light as a
flow of corpuscles, but the hypothesis of the photon
existence does not agree with the interference and dif-
fraction phenomena, in which the light behaves like a
superposition of waves. If we adhere to the language of
classical physics, then the coherent and consistent
description of the entire set of light phenomena is
impossible. Depending on conditions of the experi-

ment, to interpret it, we have to resort to one of two
incompatible concepts: a f low of corpuscles or a
superposition of waves.”

This could not continue for a long time, and the
creation of a theory that would take into account the
corpuscular-wave aspects was an extremely urgent
task. The first to initiate a new radical stage in solving
this problem was Louis de Broglie. It was he who tried
to synthesize the corpuscular and wave properties of
matter. The famous formula of Louis de Broglie [7], in
which a certain wave is assigned to a microparticle1

with a momentum , the length of which has the form2

(1)

as known, appeared in 1923. Its validity was first con-
firmed experimentally in 1927 by Davisson and Ger-
mer [9]. They studied the angular dependence of
intensity of the electron beam, reflected from the crys-
tal surface, and found that this distribution of elec-
trons is similar to the X-ray intensity distribution
(Laue spots) during the crystal diffraction. In 1928,
J.P. Thomson (Nobel laureate) and, independently of
him, P.S. Tartakovsky investigated the Debye–Scher-
rer rings that arise when an electron beam passes
through a thin polycrystalline target. The comparison
of the diffraction maxima positions with the electron
energy confirmed the validity of Eq. (1), which relates
a wavelength to an electron momentum.

These electron diffraction experiments were of
decisive importance, not inferior in significancy, per-

1 We will use the terminology of D.I. Blokhintsev [8], under-
standing microparticles as objects of the microworld.

2 Here,  Erg s is the Planck constant.
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haps, to the very formula of Louis de Broglie. “Dif-
fraction of waves of matter,” so similar to the diffrac-
tion of elastic waves and light, had a magical effect on
the best minds in physics of the early 20th century.

For example, D.I. Blokhintsev [8] writes: To con-
sider the most important feature of microphenomena,
we will be based on experiments in diffraction of
microparticles. The main conclusion of these experi-
ments lies in the de Broglie formula connecting a
momentum with a wavelength. Here is what is written
about this in Messiah’s textbook [6]: “In the case of
objects of atomic dimensions, it is possible to form
beams with a wavelength comparable to the wave-
length of X-ray radiation and carry out experiments
similar to X-ray diffraction by crystals. Knowing the
crystal lattice parameters, it is possible, using the
interference pattern, to obtain the electron wavelength
value, which is in excellent agreement with the de Brog-
lie’s value. Similar experiments for diffraction by crystals
were carried out with monoenergetic beams of helium
atoms and hydrogen molecules. All experiments show
that wave properties are inherent not only in electrons,
but they are a general phenomenon that is characteristic
of all material objects.”

Ya.I. Frenkel [10] also writes: “Atomic concepts of
matter and light are an incomplete ref lection of wave
concepts, because fundamental phenomena such as
interference and diffraction turn out to be com-
pletely incomprehensible from the viewpoint of the
former, while they are extremely simply explained by
the latter.”

According to V.A. Fok [11], “After the discovery of
electron diffraction, we were convinced with no doubt
that in the atomic world we are dealing with manifes-
tations of some wave properties of particles. The dif-
fraction of electrons was discovered already after the
concept of the wave nature of material particles was
developed on the basis of theoretical considerations.
This means that the wave nature of material particles
has been established with certainty.”

Even Einstein, in his article3 devoted to the Comp-
ton experiment (in 1924), wrote that the wave theory
explained the diffraction and interference phenomena
right with astronomical accuracy and his belief in its
correctness became unshakable like a rock.

Let us emphasize a key point here (for the rest of
history): the problem lay in the fact that the diffraction
(interference) of “waves of matter” could not be
explained from the corpuscular viewpoint. If this dif-
fraction of particles of matter did not exist, there
would be no need for wave-particle duality.

Thus, it was de Broglie’s idea of the wave–particle
that allowed a number of serious internal contradic-
tions in the rapid development of the early 20th cen-
tury physics to be resolved and actually served as the
starting point of modern quantum mechanics.

3 A. Einstein, The Collection of Scientific Papers, vol. 3, p. 465.
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Nevertheless, for a very long time, the concept of
wave–particle duality and the quantum mechanics
interpretation itself have been the subject of extensive
discussions and research into which, in particular,
Louis de Broglie himself put a lot of efforts. As a result,
the “Copenhagen Interpretation” has become gener-
ally recognized. Here are some quotes.

From Feynman [12]: “In quantum mechanics, all
events are represented in the form of probability
amplitudes, which behave like waves and have a cer-
tain frequency and wavenumber (vol. 3, p. 231). Con-
cerning the meaning of wave function: It was Born
who correctly identified  in the Schrödinger equa-
tion with the probability amplitude, assuming that the
square of the amplitude is not the charge density, but
only the probability of finding an electron there, and
that if you find an electron in some place, then all its
charge will be there” (vol. 9, p. 233.).

From the textbook by D.I. Blokhintsev [8]
(pp. 48–49): If we are talking about a single electron,
then the intensity of de Broglie waves indicates only
the probability of the electron hitting, but does not
oblige this electron to behave in one or another partic-
ular manner. Only the ratio of intensities in different
parts of space is important. De Broglie waves provide
a statistical description of the movement of micropar-
ticles. They determine the probability of finding a par-
ticle in a given place of space at a given time.

From Messiah [6] (p. 67): “The simplest interpre-
tation of the wave–particle duality has a statistical
basis: the wave intensity at each point of the screen
gives the probability that an electron hits this point.”

Finally, from P.A.M. Dirac [13]: “The result of the
experiment is not determined identically by the condi-
tions which are possessed by the experimenter, as it should
be from the viewpoint of classical concepts. The greatest
that can be predicted is the totality of possible outcomes
and the probability of occurring of each of them.”

Nowadays, everyone agrees with this statistical–
probabilistic nature of quantum mechanics. The “ten-
sion” here has long eased off and probably is not of
much interest for discussion by most of the physics
community.

Nevertheless, to complete the picture, we give
some quotes from the (Soviet) past. They do not seem
meaningless even today. For example, as Frenkel
wrote in 1928 [10]: “According to Born, these waves
have no immediate reality, representing only auxiliary
images that serve to determine the probability of real
events, the objects of which are ordinary4 material par-
ticles. The essence of the new mechanics is not at all in
the waves introduced by it, but in the replacement of
the deterministic description of events with a probabi-
listic one, in which not the events themselves are
determined, but only their probabilities.”

4 In other words, these are particles without any individual wave
properties.

Ψ
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Several quotes from the article by P.S. Tartakovsky
are also relevant [14]: “‘Waves’ exist only because the
equations defining the -functions inadvertently have
a wave form. For Schrödinger, the basis of everything,
following de Broglie, was waves, while everything else
was their manifestation. Heisenberg saw the essence of
new objects of the theory in particles. For him, parti-
cles, rather than waves, are the basis of reality. Waves
are only manifestations of the particle behavior.”

K.V. Nikolsky [15] considered the thesis about the
presence of corpuscular and wave properties in micro-
objects as the main mistake of the Copenhagen Inter-
pretation of quantum mechanics, which, in his opin-
ion, is in the fact “that the relations that are valid and
found experimentally for a statistical team are uncriti-
cally transferred to a separate individual experimental
process performed with a separate quantum object.”

Today it is well known that the mathematical appa-
ratus of quantum mechanics works well and fruitfully;
the results obtained with its help fully correspond to
the data and new predictions are made which are con-
firmed very well in practice.

On the other hand, the formulation of the mathe-
matical apparatus, as is known, is an important (first)
step towards the formation of a new theory, but this
solves only a part of problems. The mathematical
structure underlying the physical theory can be inter-
preted in different ways; therefore, the next necessary
step in creating a physical theory is a meaningful inter-
pretation of the mathematical formalism, since the
abilities of a physical theory to predict new phenom-
ena depend on the “correct interpretation.”

Here is what Messiah writes about this (p. 149):
“No doubt the representation of the state of a quan-
tum system by the wave function has an abstract
nature, while the statistical interpretation of the theory
is difficult to perceive intuitively. However, attempts to
describe microscopic phenomena on the basis of more
specific and intuitively clear models inevitably come
across a number of contradictions…. One should be
aware that, from the viewpoint of logic, more or less
abstract concepts of physical theory are not at all
obliged to be expressed in a specific language. All of
our intuition, all our sense of specifics, is based on the
everyday experience, and the concepts and images
used to specifically describe the phenomenon, what-
ever it may be, are also taken from this experience.
There is no reason to think that the language of such
concepts can be used without contradictions to
describe the phenomena of microscopic physics, so far
removed from the everyday experience.”5

5 These “exculpatory” statements seem convincing. However, the
history of the science and technology development has not yet
presented any arguments against the (opposite) point of view
that the human mind has always found an opportunity to ade-
quately reflect (understand) new and previously unknown pro-
cesses and phenomena. It is not obvious that the microcosm will
become an insurmountable obstacle here.

Ψ
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Recognizing all this, let us go back a little bit, to the
middle of the 20th century, to the Feynman Lectures
on Physics (1965) in their quantum mechanical part.

Let us recall that Richard Feynman positioned the
electron diffraction by two microslits (Fig. 1) as a phe-
nomenon that completely defies classical explanation,
which conceals the “very essence and main secret” of
quantum mechanics [12]. With his characteristic ped-
agogical brilliance and persuasiveness, Feynman care-
fully analyzed all the refinements of this (at that time
mental) experiment to explain the foundations of
quantum mechanics and illustrate the phenomenon of
wave–particle duality, which postulates that all parti-
cles exhibit both wave and corpuscular properties. This
double-slit experiment is included in most textbooks
on quantum mechanics to illustrate the consequences
of de Broglie’s hypothesis [6, 12, 17]. It was the subject
of a discussion between Bohr and Einstein about the
wave–particle causality and complementarity [18].

The practical implementation of this experiment is
an extremely difficult task. No wonder Feynman
wrote [12] that “this experiment with electrons was
never conducted as such by anyone. The fact is, to
obtain the effects of interest to us, the device must be
too miniature. We now are setting up a ‘thought exper-
iment’ that differs from others in the fact that it is easy
to think about. What should happen in it is known in
advance, because many experiments have already been
conducted on devices, the sizes and proportions of
which were selected so that the effect that we will
describe became noticeable.”6

The experiment with the passage of electrons
through slits was first performed by С. Jönsson
[20, 21] in 1961; he demonstrated diffraction by single,
double, and multiple (up to five) slits, but he could not
yet observe the single-electron diffraction and did not
cover individual slits. Thereafter, the experimental
implementation of the Feynman experiment with
electrons was undertaken, for the most part, directly
with real (micro) slits and in a “roundabout” way,
where (electronic) biprisms were used instead of dou-
ble slits [22]. In the second case, at first (in 1976), the
interference patterns were obtained at different densi-
ties of the electron beam [23]. Then Tonomura [24]
could record the acts of detecting individual electrons
as a time function and used them to construct an inter-
ference pattern. The improvement of techniques with

6 Feynman here does not distinguish between diffraction and
interference, since he considers the first to be the result of the
“work” of the second. He also ignores single-slit diffraction. As
is known, the diffraction (deflection) of light takes place even at
the macroslit boundary. The impression may be created that
wave phenomena do not manifest themselves with the diffrac-
tion by one slit, but arise only as a result of the combined action
of two slits. In modern work [19], it is said that the results of
studying the wave nature of electrons, obtained at an electron
microscope, show that the consideration of the electron diffrac-
tion by one round hole gives a full proof that an interference
experiment on two holes, generally speaking, is not required for
demonstrating the superposition of electron waves.
. 18  No. 4  2021
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Fig. 1. Scheme for implementing the Feynman mental experiment in [16]. The images of slits, movable mask, and the real view
or interference patterns are added to the ‘classical’ picture from Feynman lectures [12]. The figure is borrowed from [16].
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biprisms in this direction continued, and a number of
more accurate measurements was carried out (see,
e.g., [25, 26]). The results of direct experiments in
electron diffraction by two slits and one slit were pre-
sented in [16, 27–35].

For example, by placing a movable mask in front of
a double slit (in order to be able to monitor and oper-
ate the passage of electrons through one or another
slit), the authors of [16] experimentally observed (see
Fig. 1) the diffraction patterns (probability distribu-
tions) from the first ( ), second ( ), and both slits
( ), which, according to them, is “a direct
observation of the wave properties of electrons.” By
writing the events of recording of single electrons,
“passing through a double slit,” they built a character-
istic diffraction pattern, which, in their words, is “an
observation of the corpuscular properties of elec-
trons.”

Similar studies were carried out on photons [36],
neutrons [37, 38], atoms [39, 40], small [41–47] and
large molecules [48, 49], and even (in 2019, for the
first time) on antimatter (diffraction individual posi-
trons) [50].

Despite the conceptual and mathematical simplic-
ity, at least from the viewpoint of wave optics, the
experimental implementation of the Feynman experi-
ment, as was mentioned, is a very difficult task that
requires the most advanced technologies and unique
equipment. For example, new advances in the devel-
opment of resonator quantum electrodynamics were
applied to conduct an even more sophisticated
“which-path” experiment [51]. As a supplement to the
electron experiments on two spatial slits [24, 25],
experiments with electron diffraction by two so-called
time slits [52, 53] were performed, all of which,
according to the generally accepted point of view, pro-
vide further confirmation of the wave–particle duality.

Therefore, the most important feature is that the
experimental conditions make it possible to reliably

1P 2P
≠ +12 1 2P P P
PHYSICS OF PARTIC
state that, at each moment of time in the installation,
there is only one microparticle (electron). The forma-
tion of a diffraction pattern is achieved due to the
gradual accumulation of events caused by individual
microparticles (electrons).

2. WHAT, IN FACT, 
IS AVAILABLE EXPERIMENTALLY?

There are two strict experimental facts available.
Experimental fact number 1 as been well-known

since the birth of quantum mechanics (see, e.g., [5, 6,
8, 9, 12, 17]). Let us formulate it here as follows: the
wave properties of matter (diffraction and interfer-
ence) manifest themselves (are recorded) only when
there is a sufficiently large f low of microparticles, the
momentum of which (in a quite definite way), accord-
ing to de Broglie’s formula (1), is correlated with the
characteristic dimensions of the obstacles scattering
them (the size of one or two slits, the spacing of the
crystal lattice and/or diffraction grating, etc.; see
Fig. 2, left).

Experimental fact number 2, reliably experimen-
tally substantiated quite recently [16, 20, 21, 23, 25], is
that a single electron, having f lown through the above-
mentioned characteristic obstacle unaccompanied,
creates no diffraction pattern, but leaves its own indi-
vidual trace at some arbitrary, generally speaking,
point of the recording screen. The diffraction pattern
(wave phenomenon) is formed only when the “fate” of
a single electron is repeated by many other electrons
(overcoming the same obstacle) (Fig. 2, right).

From these two experimental facts, according to
the generally accepted interpretation of corpuscular-
wave duality, a conclusion follows that a single micro-
particle (electron or photon) has wave properties. It is
remarkable that this very conclusion is made literally
in all the experimental works mentioned in the intro-
duction, where microparticles are recorded one by
one. For example, the Nobel laureate Tonomura
LES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol. 18  No. 4  2021



DOES A SINGLE ELECTRON HAVE WAVE PROPERTIES? 417

Fig. 2. (On the left) The movement of the mask along two slits (see Fig. 1) causes a characteristic evolution of the interference
pattern. (On the right) Formation of the central part of this diffraction pattern. White dots indicate the places of arrival of individ-
ual electrons; their number grows from top to bottom as 2, 7, 209, 1004, and 6235. Borrowed from [16].
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writes [25]: “Since the interference pattern is formed
only when two waves simultaneously pass on both
sides of the biprism (Fig. 3) and overlap in the obser-
vation plane, then it turns out as if a single electron is
split into two. According to the generally accepted
quantum mechanical interpretation, even one elec-
tron passes on both sides of the biprism in the form of
a wave function. These two ‘partial’ waves overlap,
forming the probability interference pattern on the
observation plane. At the moment of detection, this
wave function collapses into one particle.”

Let us recall what P.A.M. Dirac wrote about the
interference of a single photon [13] (p. 18): “It is
impossible to predict in which of the two beams the
photon will be found. As long as the photon is partly in
one beam and partly in another beam, the interference
can occur with the superimposition of the beams, but
this possibility disappears as soon as the photon is
transferred by means of measurement entirely into one
of the beams. In this way, the quantum mechanics is
able to reconcile the contradictions between the cor-
PHYSICS OF PARTICLES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol
puscular and wave properties of light. It believes that a
photon enters partly into each of the two components
of the beam, and then this photon interferes only with
itself.”

However, if one does not know or forgets about the
generally accepted interpretation of corpuscular-wave
duality, then it is quite possible to draw other conclu-
sions from these experimental facts. For example, the
following two.

The first conclusion is that the wave properties of
light are inseparable from the presence of a (very) large
number of photons, a f low of photons of the same
energy. Strictly the same applies also to the need for a
large number of electrons or other microparticles for
the manifestation of what is commonly called the wave
properties of matter.

The second conclusion is that the de Broglie wave-
length (1) is a parameter characterizing the typical
internal scale of the target (crystal lattice spacing, dis-
tance between atoms, slit size, etc.) at which particles
. 18  No. 4  2021
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Fig. 3. (On the left) Two-beam interference of electrons. (On the right) Formation of a diffraction pattern by 10, 200, 6000, 40000,
and 140000 electrons. Borrowed from [25].
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Fig. 4. Diffraction patterns obtained by the transillumination of the aluminum foil with (on the left) X-rays and (on the right) elec-
trons of the same wavelength. Due to the higher probability for electrons to experience inelastic collisions in the foil, the central
part of the electron diffraction pattern is more strongly exposed to light, but the radii of the diffraction rings are the same (see,
e.g., [55]).
with a given momentum can create a (pronounced)
diffraction pattern [54]. Let us call this de Broglie’s
target. With noticeably larger or noticeably smaller
characteristic scales of a target (not de Broglie target),
particles with the given momentum do not create a dif-
fraction pattern.

From this, it follows that the nature of the diffrac-
tion pattern during the scattering of particles of matter
is determined exclusively by properties of the target-
obstacle (see Fig. 4).

Electron-diffraction patterns obtained by means of
electron waves and Laue diffraction patterns acquired
using X-rays demonstrate coincident rings that differ
only in intensity. Then, the meaning of the X-ray dif-
fraction pattern (Laue diffraction pattern), electron-
PHYSICS OF PARTIC
diffraction pattern, neutron-diffraction pattern, etc.,
becomes clear. They, as is known, are used to obtain
various information on the structure of the sample
under study [56], rather than on the wave nature of the
particles probing this sample. If the experimenter
chooses particles with a momentum that is “inappro-
priate for the given sample,” then he will see nothing
interesting. On the other hand, by varying this
momentum (by choosing a suitable de Broglie wave-
length), it can probe various structural sublevels of the
sample under study, if any.

In this respect, we recall the key position of quan-
tum mechanics regarding a trajectory of microparti-
cle. Fok writes [11]: “From the uncertainty principle,
the meaninglessness of a concept of trajectory follows.
LES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol. 18  No. 4  2021
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It cannot be assumed that there is a trajectory in real-
ity, because it cannot even be measured in principle,
because only provisions, taken from experience, are
admissible metaphysically, and, consequently, there
exists only what is measurable.”

In the textbook by Dmitry Ivanovich Blokhintsev
[8], we find (pp. 9–11) “Electrons exhibit wave prop-
erties: if a stream of electrons is passed through a crys-
tal, then the particles are distributed on the screen in
the same way as the intensity of waves of a suitable
wavelength is distributed. We get the phenomenon of
diffraction of microparticles, which is alien to classical
mechanics. The movement of a microparticle in many
respects proves to be more related to the movement of
waves than to the movement of a material point along
a trajectory. The phenomenon of diffraction is incom-
patible with the concept of the particle motion along a
trajectory.”

In the context of this discussion, the statement
about the absence of a trajectory for microparticles
should probably be formulated in a slightly different
way. More precisely, it is something like this: in the
context of quantum mechanics, there is no possibility
to predict the trajectory of a microparticle—only when
it encounters a de Broglie obstacle on its way (i.e.,
interacts with it). If this obstacle is not de Broglie’s
(i.e., in fact, there is no interaction with it), then the
microparticle f lies in a completely understandable and
predictable way, in the simplest case, simply “along a
straight line.”

It is unlikely that anyone will argue that this is what
takes place for cosmic rays (photons, protons, neutri-
nos, etc.) arriving from distant stars to the Earth, or
that this is how cathode rays (electrons) behave in (the
once very popular) television electron beam tubes.
Finally, it is obvious that, in the Large Hadron Col-
lider (LHC), proton beams of enormous energies
almost 10000 times per second sweep along circular
paths in order to precisely collide with each other at
some point. If they did not have well-controlled and
predictable trajectories, how could they be pushed
together so accurately on a constant basis every 25 ns?

Therefore, for showing the wave properties of mat-
ter (diffraction and interference), it is necessary to
have only two “things”: a huge f low of electrons and a
de Broglie target. The electrons do exhibit a wave phe-
nomenon, but there is no evidence for belief that the
de Broglie wave detection of an individual electron
takes place, and no reason is seen to endow this elec-
tron with properties of any wave.

It is possible to stop at that phrase; however, the
diffraction-interference pattern of the waves of matter,
which served as a reason for the occurrence of corpus-
cular-wave duality, really takes place.

What are then the sufficient conditions for these
waves of matter? In other words, if the idea of wave–
particle duality for a single electron (since it gives no
diffraction pattern) is not used, then how can the
emergence of a pattern of electron diffraction by two
PHYSICS OF PARTICLES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol
narrow slits be explained without recourse to the
(attractive) analogy in the form of a simple formula
that easily elucidates the diffraction of ordinary elastic
waves (light)?

It is probably necessary to try to explain this dif-
fraction pattern by the statistical nature of the phe-
nomenon, by the obligatory presence of a larger
ensemble of electrons, by suitable properties of the tar-
get obstacle, and by “normal reasons” such as electron
scattering by slits due to one interaction or another.

3. WHAT DOES QUANTUM MECHANICS 
ITSELF SAY ABOUT THIS?

Three variants of this explanation were found in the
literature. The key role in them is played by the ampli-
tude of probability of a free particle (electron) with the
momentum  to go from point  to point  (solution
to the Schrödinger equation). In the Feynman Lec-
tures on Physics [12] (vol. 8, p. 14), it is given in
the form

(2)

Let us consider the first variant, in which, apart
from Eq. (2), only the Fundamentals of Quantum
Mechanics [12] (vol. 3, p. 213) are used, which deter-
mine the rules for adding the probability amplitudes
for indistinguishable events. On this basis, R. Feyn-
man gives an explanation of the picture of interfer-
ence-diffraction of electrons by two slits, analyzing the
solution of Problem 1.1. on quantum mechanics from
the book of problems that supplemented the Feynman
lectures.

This is what it looks like brief ly. The probability
that a particle will reach the screen (see Fig. 1) at
some point , if slit  is open, is expressed as

, where  is the amplitude of
probability for a particle emitted from a point  to
reach slit , while  is the amplitude of probability
for this particle, having escaped from slit , to success-
fully reach the point . If slit  is open, then similarly

 When both slits are open, two
equivalent possibilities–alternatives appear in front of
the electron; therefore, to obtain the probability, it is
necessary at first to add the amplitudes7:

(3)

Taking into account the symmetrical arrangement
of the slits and assuming that the source emits particles

7 Here it is tacitly assumed that an interaction occurs with proba-
bility  at each slit, or, equivalently, both slits are “in
action.” If , then (3) should be written as

 and the “cutoff”, e.g., of slit
1, means that .
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isotropically, it can be written that .
Assuming the slits to be infinitely narrow, we can use
Eq. (2). Then, up to an insignificant numerical factor,
the amplitudes of the probability that a free electron
propagates from each slit to the point  are written in
the key form:

(4)

where  and 
are the distances from slits  and  to point , and it
does not matter at all that the parameter of momen-

tum dimension  has the form of wavenumber.

Here  is the distance from slits to the screen and  is
the distance between the slits. Then we have

Let the distance  be large enough, , .
Then  and  in the denominators of the formula for

 can be taken equal, ; however, in the
phase factors of this expression, the “path difference,”

, must be taken into consideration. As a

result, we get the formula

(5)

Maxima of this expression, obviously, are deter-
mined by the expression

Simple expression (5) completely sets the potential
form of the entire diffraction pattern. To obtain it, only
two things were needed that have nothing to do with
the wave nature of the electron: the rule of addition of
probability amplitudes (3) and the form of these ampli-
tudes (4). We emphasize that diffraction pattern (5) can
be seen on the screen only when a huge number of
electrons will be involved in a real experiment with two
slits, as it was verified, e.g., in [16, 25]. In other words,
to “materialize” potentially the possibility, predicted
by quantum mechanics, for sort of one particle, a large
statistical ensemble is needed [8].

The second variant of a purely quantum mechanical
explanation of interference can be found, e.g., in [57],
where it is schematically shown that an experiment
with two slits is described by solving the Schrödinger
equation for a free particle, taking into account the
corresponding initial (boundary) conditions. Accord-
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ing to [57], the state vector of a free particle in the
momentum representation is given by the formula

(6)

The initial condition for this state vector can be
presented schematically as

(7)

It corresponds to the motion of a particle with an
initial momentum  in the  direction and to the
presence of two pointed slits in the  direction, located
at a distance  from each other. Delta functions are
used for simplicity. Substituting (7) to (6), we can
obtain

(8)

From whence it follows that the particle acquires a
momentum in the  direction, with alternating max-
ima and minima. These maxima and the correspond-
ing angles  (with respect to the  axis) are found
from the relations

(9)

The peak in the forward direction takes place,
, which is followed by adjacent peaks at the

angles of . Thus, the well-known result
from textbooks is demonstrated [6, 17].

It is also shown in [57] that the interference pat-
tern disappears if one of the slits is closed. It can be
seen if “weights” for each slit are introduced into ini-
tial condition (7), e.g., in the form

, where  is varied
between  and . The substitution of this initial condi-
tion to Eq. (6) gives

(10)

which demonstrates the (gradual) disappearance of
the interference as soon as  approaches  or . As was
mentioned, this effect of smooth disappearance of the
interference pattern was confirmed experimentally
(see, e.g., [16, 25]).

The third variant is taken from [58], where the
Fraunhofer diffraction pattern was reproduced with
the use of nonstationary perturbation theory for the
electron scattering by macroscopic obstacles (a disk
and two rectangular slits) specified by the correspond-
ing potentials. Results obtained, according to the
authors of [58], in the case of real potentials, when the
terms corresponding to multiple scattering of an elec-
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Fig. 5. Electron scatterers: (on the left) a disc of radius  and width ; (on the right) rectangular slits with thickness , width ,
height , and distance  between them. An explicit form of the potentials  is given in [58].
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tron must  taken into account are given below.
Therefore, in contrast with the two variants considered
above, the probability amplitude of the initial electron
was taken in the eikonal approximation (rather than in
the form of a free particle ):

(11)

where the vector  is directed along the  axis
perpendicularly to the scatterer surface, while the vec-
tor 8.

In [58], the measured quantity—a number of parti-
cles scattered per second per unit solid angle in the
direction of the vector  is given by the expression

(12)

Here,  is the f lux density of falling parti-
cles and  is the velocity of electrons. If the
detector is seen at a constant solid angle with the apex
in the scatterer, then quantity (12) can be considered
an “intensity” of diffraction in the direction of .

Let us present the results of describing the electron
diffraction by a disk and by two slits (Fig. 5). For this,

8 Further in (11),  is the radius vector of an electron;  is the
normalization constant;  and  are the wavevectors of the

initial and scattered electrons; , where  are
the energy and mass of an electron, and  is the Planck
constant. In elastic scattering, .
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it is necessary to have a matrix element 
from (12) at the corresponding potentials  and to
make, according to [58], a number of simplifying
assumptions. For a circular disk with the radius , the
integration in the approximation of  and

 gives

where  is the Bessel function. In the case of a
strongly absorbing target, the expression for electron
diffraction by the disk is obtained [58]:

This result coincides with the Fraunhofer formula
for the diffraction of electromagnetic waves by an
opaque disk (see, e.g., [59, 60]).

The matrix element for the electron scattering by
the potential , calculated over the area of a single slit,
is given by the expression from [58]:
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The last line takes into account that the absorbing
part of the potential  is large enough [58]. In the
case of a very long slit, the first function  is non-
zero (equal to 1) only at . With allowance for a
similar contribution from the second slit, for the
intensity of electron scattering in the direction , the
following expression was obtained:

The angular dependence here completely coincides
with the angular dependence of the Fraunhofer for-
mula, which describes the diffraction of electromag-
netic waves by two slits (see [59, 60]).

The authors of [58] themselves emphasized that the
two considered cases illustrate a common result: the
scattering intensity is determined by the square of
the Fourier transform of the function describing the
diffracting properties of the obstacle, in other words,
by the Fourier transform of the region  occupied by
the scatterer:

Therefore, on the same obstacle , the form of the
diffraction pattern for electrons coincides with the
classical Fraunhofer diffraction pattern for electro-
magnetic waves.

Let us note that in the third variant it is already
clearly seen that the concept of “diffraction of elec-
trons” is almost in no way different from the concept
of “scattering of electrons” (by a potential, crystal,
atom, nucleus, or nucleon) due to the interaction of
one or another nature, which is customary for high-
energy physics [56].

Completing the purely quantum mechanical expla-
nation of electron diffraction, we emphasize that the
key place is the probability amplitude for a free particle
(the solution to the Schrödinger equation) in the form
of Eq. (2). Therefore, recalling the long history of the
formation of quantum mechanics, its wave origins,
and analogies, someone will immediately say that the
Schrödinger equation is a wave equation, and all its
solutions are waves, since they contain a wave nature
by their origin. Actually, Feynman, looking at Eq. (2),

, says that “a particle has wave proper-

ties” and that the probability amplitude propagates
like a wave with the wavenumber .

If the second statement is quite acceptable, then
the first one does not look convincing. Moreover,
Feynman himself emphasizes “that the wave function
that satisfies the wave equation is not similar to a real
wave in the space. With this wave, no reality can be
associated, as it is done with a sound wave.”
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On the other hand, without going into “lyrical
details,” the Schrödinger equation can be considered
to have “fallen from the sky.” Then its solution for a
free particle is the probability amplitude in the form of
Eq. (2). For practical calculations, only this explicit
form of the probability amplitude is needed, and it
does not matter in the least that it bears the name plane
wave. Here it is appropriate to quote P.A.M. Dirac [13]
that “the ‘wave function’ name was given because at
the dawn of quantum mechanics all examples of
these functions had the form of waves. From the
viewpoint of the modern general theory, this name
does not ref lect the characteristic properties of these
functions.”

4. WHAT NEXT?
If we do not rely, as was illustrated above, on quan-

tum mechanics itself, then it is necessary to find phys-
ical reasons for the occurrence of the diffraction pat-
tern during the scattering of electrons (one by one) by
two slits and crystals. In other words, the question is
reduced to an old problem: how do we explain the dif-
fraction of the particles of matter in the context of cor-
puscular concepts, i.e., without invoking the hypothe-
sis that a corpuscle itself, taken individually, already
possesses the properties of a wave.

In the textbook by D.I. Blokhintsev [8], we find
(p. 47) “It cannot be assumed that the waves them-
selves are the formation of particles or arise in a
medium formed by particles. Experience shows that
the diffraction pattern does not depend on an intensity
of the incident particle beam. Only the total number of
particles is important. This fact definitely shows that
each electron diffracts independently of the others.
Therefore, the existence of wave phenomena cannot
be associated with the simultaneous9 presence of a
large number of particles.”

In his textbook, Messiah writes (pp. 31–32) “all
attempts to explain the phenomenon of interference in
the context of a purely corpuscular theory, based only
on experimental results, can be discarded a priori.
Further: although the observed discontinuities can be
explained only using the concept of light corpuscles, to
give up the concept of a light wave is out of the ques-
tion. Depending on what phenomenon is under study,
the light manifests itself in two aspects: wave and cor-
puscular. The probability that a photon is located at a
certain point is proportional to the intensity of the
light wave at this point, which is calculated on the
basis of methods of wave optics. Light cannot be
regarded either as a stream of classical corpuscles or as
a superposition of classical waves without contradict-
ing the experimental data. Finally: on the way to the
detecting device, the light propagates as a wave; the

9 If the combination of words “cannot … simultaneous” is
removed, then hope remains that wave phenomena can be asso-
ciated simply with the presence of a large number of particles.
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corpuscular aspect of the photon appears only at the
moment of detection.”

Here, however, there is an objection. If the second
statement is not in doubt today, then the first one can-
not be verified, because to learn something, it is nec-
essary to implement the interaction disturbing this
f light of the wave.

For illustration, let us carry out the thought exper-
iment so beloved by the classics.

Imagine that we are looking at the bright North
Star in the night sky. In scientific terms, this means
that the photons emitted (many years ago) fall (with
enviable consistency) into our eye or onto the record-
ing matrix of a suitable telescope, irritating the retina
of the eye or causing the corresponding energy release
in elements of the recording matrix. At this case, we
are convinced that the star is located exactly where we
see it (forgetting for a while about the long-term path
of photons to us and the shift of the star itself to some-
where during this time). In other words, we believe
that the light from it to us will propagate in a straight
line, without seriously touching anything along the
way and without seriously interacting with anything
(at least, those photons that reach our eyes do so).
Nothing can be said about the rest: they simply do not
reach us (maybe they were forced to interact with
something), and we do not see them. Therefore, due to
the “straightness” of noninteracting photons, we see
this star as one small luminous point. It is easiest to
assume that namely these photons just f ly towards us
like ordinary particles–corpuscles, without any kind
of wave properties or complex probability amplitudes.

Now, on the direct path of these photons from the
star to us, we will place a de Broglie obstacle, for
example, a crystal with a suitable lattice spacing. Obvi-
ously, a beautiful and simple image of a star will turn
into a diffraction pattern, which is characteristic
namely of our chosen de Broglie obstacle.

And here we realize that it is the interaction of
“stellar” photons inside this obstacle [54], leading to
the given diffraction pattern, that calls into being both
the probability amplitude and the very rule of adding
these amplitudes. These two key “tricks” of quantum
mechanics work only inside our de Broglie obstacle,
where the stellar photons are forced to feel somehow
this obstacle, i.e., interact with it. Our quantum
mechanical “tricks” are in no way applicable; they
give us nothing, and so they simply are not needed
until the de Broglie obstacle is encountered, and they
have the same degree of usefulness (are completely
useless) after the de Broglie obstacle is abandoned.

The conclusion from our “thought experiment” is
the need for interaction; this is the hidden reason for
all the achievements and “troubles” of quantum
mechanics. It is essential that this interaction must be
local, which has no place in quantum mechanics itself.
PHYSICS OF PARTICLES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol
To try to find an answer to the question posed at the
beginning of this section, let us briefly recall the fateful
sequence of events. It looks something like this:

(1) The diffraction of material particles (photons,
electrons, etc.) is reliably established10.

(2) This diffraction pattern was visually very similar
to the diffraction patterns of light (X-rays) and elastic
waves. It was well described by simple formulas appli-
cable both for elastic waves and light and for particles.

(3) From this the concept of the waves of matter
come from; i.e., particles of matter under certain con-
ditions behave like elastic waves and light (  quanta):
they give the same visual imagery.

(4) On this basis, it is concluded that an individual
material particle has wave properties.11

(5) In this case, no one pays attention to the fact
that the wave properties of matter (diffraction)
appear only when there is a lot of matter particles
(and photons).

(6) The result is a triumph of quantum mechanics
based on corpuscular-wave duality.

In fairness,12 it should be said that at that time there
was no alternative to items (4) + (5). On the formal
side, there was no experimental fact number 2, while
actually, always and everywhere, literally in all experi-
mental situations, a huge stream of particles (photons,
electrons, atoms, etc.) was invisibly present. It was
inevitable; omnipresent; and, therefore, completely
unnoticed (like air). Probably nobody thought about
experimenting with photons and electrons one
by one13.

Now that “who is to blame” is clear, we need to
understand “what is to be done”: look for a new solu-
tion to an old problem, i.e., try to explain the wave
properties of matter—interference and diffraction—
without invoking the idea of wave-particle duality.

The mention by L.I. Mandelstam [60] of the work
by Epstein and Ehrenfest [61], where a simple expla-
nation of the diffraction of light from the corpuscular
viewpoint is given (1924), looks amusive for that rea-
son. They considered diffraction as the collision of a

photon (momentum ) with a diffraction grating

(mass ), considering the energy imparted to the
grating to be negligible. In this case, the law of conser-

10The fact that the wave properties of matter were already pre-
dicted by de Broglie is secondary in this case.

11With special consideration, it turns out that these wave proper-
ties are very unusual, but this is already later.

12Of course, for the sake of respect for the great merits of the
founders of quantum mechanics.

13Since today it is already possible to work with a single electron,
the proof of the wave–particle duality would be an experiment
with one electron, demonstrating the wave properties of this
particular electron. It is not at all clear yet how this can be
done, though.
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Fig. 6. 
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vation of momentum along the  axis (see Fig. 6) has
the form

(13)

After the collision, the grating moves along the
axis with a constant (negligible due to the massive-

ness of the grating) velocity  or momentum .
The passage of its grooves is a periodic process with

a grating spacing . According to the old quantum
mechanics for a periodic process, the condition
(quantization)  must be satisfied. The

integration over the period  gives .
Then, from (12), the well-known relation for the dif-
fraction of light by a diffraction grating immediately
follows [61]:

(14)

It seems that the old quantum mechanics is out-
dated and the modern quantum mechanics does not
consider this explanation satisfactory.

Within modern quantum mechanics, the answer
was given in Section 3. However, something has been
left behind: can this “intra-quantum-mechanics”
answer be considered completely free from the pres-
ence (albeit invisible and, as it were, already noncon-
structive) of wave ideas? Some may be satisfied with
this explanation, while others will not.

Therefore, most likely, the new correct answer
must be sought in two ways. First, by a careful analysis
of individual acts of local interaction of microparticles
with the substance from which the de Broglie obstacle
is made, say, using methods of quantum field theory
from the physics of high-energy particles14 and/or the
modern powerful computational resources and meth-
ods. In quantum mechanics itself, the interaction is
too formalized by the (long-range) potential.

14Attempts were made to use the inelastic interaction of electrons
in a material of specially prepared nanoslits to determine the
place of electron penetration through the slit [34, 35].
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For example, A.A. Sokolov and colleagues [62]
believed “that the key to solving the problem of the
statistical nature of electron motion (diffraction and
interference) should be sought in taking into account
the effect of vacuum fluctuations on a real electron.
For instance, the electrons should begin to move
according to the quantum theory laws, due to the f luc-
tuation effect on them by the photons which they
really emit. The authors write that the wave properties
of an electron beam can be considered a statistical
spread arising due to the effect of vacuum fluctuations
on them. This scatter in the interaction of electrons
with macrodevices just manifests itself, for example, in
the form of a diffraction pattern. In other words, the
conditions of motion of an electron, which are the
same macroscopically, do not have to be the same
from a microscopic viewpoint, and/or an electron is a
complex object, say, consisting of a point electron and
a vacuum “trailing behind it.”

Secondly, to find a “new correct answer,” it is nec-
essary to use the novelty potential, which is usually
well hidden in the transition from individual events to
a large statistical population of similar events. In favor
of the existence of this possibility, we can give two
arguments of our own.

The first argument, as they say, is metaphysical.
For example, B.M. Gessen [63], comparing the rela-
tions of dynamic and statistical regularities, concluded
that “a statistical regularity is intensional (‘catches and
studies nonadditive properties’) and that by its very
essence it cannot be referred to separated individuals
which make up the totality. This is not its disadvan-
tage. This is its specific feature, since it is studying pre-
cisely those properties that are manifested only by the
totality and which are absent in individual members.”
That is, in a simple way, the transition from one to
many is fraught with something new. Statistical regu-
larities (when very many identical particles do some-
thing the same very many times, say, f ly one at a time
through two microslits) are a potential source of new
properties and new knowledge.

The second argument is extremely modern and
pragmatic. It arises from the experience of using Big
Data and Machine Learning: by analyzing, due to the
unique computer capabilities, unprecedentedly large
sets of data of the same type, people find in them very
significant correlations of great practical importance,
even without realizing the true causes of these cor-
relations.

On this path, we will probably also have to deal with
the following problems:

(1) Since the diffraction of electrons takes place on
the surface of the crystal, it should also occur on (2 or
4) edges–boundaries of (1 or 2) real (not abstractly
infinitely narrow) slits. No reasons are seen why the
electron diffraction at the slits cannot be predicted
(recalculated) based on the electron diffraction at the
crystal surface. A rather narrow, say, trapezoidal, edge
LES AND NUCLEI LETTERS  Vol. 18  No. 4  2021
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of a real slit may well represent a sequence of several
crystalline layers with a decreasing (towards the edge
of the slit) number of scatterers–atoms. As a result, it
is quite possible to expect a certain regularity in the
directions of emission of electrons interacting with this
target. For example, an electron flying at a distance of
the crystal lattice spacing  from the edge of the slit,
due to the interaction at the distance , will be
deflected, say, by an angle ϕ. If the electron flies
noticeably closer to the crystal lattice, e.g., at a dis-
tance  from the edge of the slit, then the interaction
force will be greater (the second layer of the lattice will
“turn on”) and the electron will already be deflected
by an angle, say, . It is more or less clear that the
periodicity (regularity) of the crystal lattice of this slit
should somehow manifest itself in the periodicity of
the angular distribution of scattered electrons.
Another question is what kind of diffraction pattern
will be obtained in this case?

(2) A description of the diffraction of light, elastic
waves, and diffraction of the waves of matter is based
on a simple formula (13) or , where  is
the de Broglie wavelength, which does not depend on
the diffraction source (light, particle, and wave on
water). The main problem is this “surprising” similar-
ity of diffraction patterns. It is aggravated by the fact
that the diffraction physics in all three cases is com-
pletely different. The diffraction of elastic waves
occurs due to the interference of waves excited in the
carrier medium by secondary sources of waves on the
obstacle surface. The diffraction of single particle cor-
puscles, i.e., their deviation from the original direction
of motion, is a result of the particle scattering (maybe
multiple) by the structural elements (nodes) of the tar-
get due to interaction with them. Neither light nor,
moreover, electrons, have a medium carrier of
(light/electronic) waves. The need for the complexity
of the probability amplitude for corpuscles is a funda-
mental difference from the amplitude of elastic waves.
It is a mystery why, with this fundamental difference,
there is an amazing visual similarity of diffraction pat-
terns, and solving it will undoubtedly shed a new light
on the old problem.

(3) Further discussing this difference, we note that
photons (  quanta) and electrons (neutrons and other
particles of matter) are also too different corpuscles. A
photon has no rest mass and it moves at the speed of
light15; an electron is unable to do this, since it has a

15Why is the speed of movement (emission) of a photon is con-
stant? The answer is simple: a photon has zero inertial mass
and, because of this, its speed can be changed in no way and it
has to be constant! Logically, there are only three options. This
constant speed is infinite, but there are no infinities in nature;
infinity only exists in the brains of mathematicians. This speed
is equal to zero, but then the photon cannot leave its source;
i.e., it simply does not exist There is only one constant left. Why

is it equal to  cm/s? This is how our world works
(anthropic principle); that is the most accurate answer so far.
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nonzero rest mass. A photon passes through a trans-
parent medium, but an electron does not. An electron
has an electric charge, but a photon does not. The vis-
ible photon wavelength is much longer than the elec-
tron wavelengths. Finally, the most fundamental thing
is that a photon is a boson with spin 1 and an electron
is a fermion with a spin of 1/2. A quote from Feynman
[12] (vol. 9, pp. 233–236) is appropriate here: “The
physics of light quanta coincides with the classical
physics, because photons are noninteracting Bose par-
ticles and many of them can be in the same state.
Moreover, they like to be in the same state. At the
moment when myriads of them are found in the same
state (i.e., in the same electromagnetic wave), you will
be able to measure directly the wave function (i.e., the
vector potential). The difficulty with an electron is
that you cannot put more than one electron in the
same state.”

However, when experiments with a double slit are
discussed, photons and electrons are not separated at
all, if, of course, the momentum of electrons, accord-
ing to de Broglie’s Eq. (1), is related to the energy
(wavelength) of photons. The diffraction patterns for
photons and electrons are very similar (Figs. 2–4). It
is difficult to keep from saying that the role of the tar-
get by which both those and other particles are dif-
fracted (scattered) is much greater than the differences
between them. Nevertheless, a comparison of X-ray
diffraction with electron diffraction, carried out at the
beginning of the last century [56], showed that elec-
trons are capable of forming a much richer set of dif-
fraction patterns corresponding to probing various
structures of the sample under study.

5. CONCLUSIONS
It seems that the internal paradoxicality of corpus-

cular-wave duality (a particle is a wave) has lost its rel-
evance. On the one hand, the scientific community, by
efforts of the Copenhagen School luminaries, is com-
pletely accustomed to this paradoxicality and no lon-
ger thinks about it. On the other hand, this duality in
fact no longer plays any role in modern physics of ele-
mentary particles. Therefore, the impression may well
be created that the entire discussion above (even if it is
devoid of internal f laws) is exclusively of “academic
interest” and is in no way connected with the tasks and
problems of the modern stage of development of the
particle physics.

In principle, we can agree with this viewpoint, and
end it there. However, even a purely speculative possi-
bility of getting closer to resolving one or another par-
adox is of certain interest.16 It opens up new horizons
closed by the ruling paradigm. Therefore, the wave–
particle duality (together with the Indeterminacy
Principle and the mysterious Planck’s Constant)

16Here you can recall the statements of Einstein, e.g., from his
book The Evolution of Physics [64].
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works as a barrier, which, by its categoricalness, does
not allow us to think, e.g., about how a new property
could arise in the transition from an individual particle
to a large aggregate of particles, from one event (scat-
tering of one electron) to a large set of events of the
same type. Or, why are diffraction patterns so similar
for different objects such as elastic waves, photons,
and electrons?

On the other hand, modern advances in the field of
computer technologies and the creation of unique,
never-before-seen, equipment (capable, e.g., of
recording individual photons) more and more stimu-
late the researcher to engage in biological, chemical,
and physical processes involving a single particle: a
gene, virus, molecule, atom, neutron, or gamma
quantum. For example, a human eye, under certain
conditions, is quite capable of recording individual
photons. But does a modern researcher have an ade-
quate theoretical basis allowing him to confidently
manipulate individual microobjects? Quantum
mechanics is a statistical theory that deals well with
large aggregates of objects. The modern scattering the-
ory based on it also always implies the permanent
presence of a (large) f low of particles.

The impression is created that the most advanced
physics of particles and atomic nucleus—the founda-
tion of the modern worldview—“got stuck” in exten-
sive, analytical methods of research, when something
hits something else very many times and then tries to
find something worthwhile from a huge amount of
unnecessary material. It is time, apparently, to look for
ways of transitioning to intensive, synthetic methods
with which, on the basis of already existing knowledge,
consciously, from two or three specific elements (ide-
ally, say, quarks), a new entity (nucleon) is cre-
ated/synthesized. To do this, we must learn to operate
with specific individual microparticles, say, atoms or
molecules (in the future, protons, nucleons, electrons,
etc.) and make new objects with new, necessary prop-
erties out of them.

Unfortunately, the world-famous successes in the
synthesis of superheavy elements are not actually such
a manmade synthesis. Without depreciating the out-
standing merits of our Dubna colleagues, it can be
noted that what they do remarkably well is create con-
ditions in which the nature itself sometimes gives birth
to the desired nucleus, while they (and this is their
main achievement) manage, in a huge amount of
“garbage,” to find exactly the only nucleus that nature
granted them.

The most interesting thing is that the time for pre-
dicting and creating new materials in a truly synthetic
way has already come, at least in the field of condensed
matter physics, on the basis of already well-tested meth-
ods of quantum physics and quantum chemistry there
(see, e.g., works by Artem Oganov [65]).

The concept of a wave accompanying a micropar-
ticle has become a convenient method for qualitatively
PHYSICS OF PARTIC
estimating microworld events, and it is hardly worth
giving up on it. It is necessary to realize only its “limits
of applicability,” e.g., recognize that the de Broglie
wavelength (1) refers not to a single electron, but to a
whole ensemble of electrons.

In conclusion, let us recall M.P. Bronstein [66]. He
wrote “The formal similarity between the mechanics
of an electron and the laws of wave propagation is
rather a feeble semblance (it does not take into
account the fundamental difference between the
waves as X-ray propagation and the waves in quantum
mechanics). In this regard, it becomes quite obvious
that the question ‘is an electron a particle or a wave?’
can be posed only due to a misunderstanding. After
all, a wave is a process and an electron is a thing.
Hence it is clear that the expression ‘an electron is an
elementary particle’ has only the meaning that a frac-
tional part of an electron cannot be ever observed.
Therefore, the answer is that ‘an electron is a particle
obeying wave mechanics.’”

In other words, an electron is an elementary parti-
cle that obeys quantum mechanics. Without any indi-
vidual wave properties. To illustrate, let us imagine for
a moment that there are two types of electrons. An
electron of the first type is a truly elementary particle
in the literal sense of the word; it is the same electron
that enters, together with the neutrino, into the weak
doublet of the Standard Model. No wave properties
are implied for this representative of particle physics.
An electron of the second type is a quantum-mechan-
ical electron, i.e., a certain “average” or “fictitious”
(as Nikolsky17 called it) representative of a large statis-
tical ensemble of electrons; it is the electron which is
mentioned in the context of quantum mechanics.
Then the question posed in the title of the article
should be answered like this: an individual electron
does not have wave properties; however, from the
point of view of quantum mechanics, they are mani-
fested due to the presence of a large ensemble of elec-
trons.
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