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A bstract

Julian Schw inger’s In uence on twentieth century science is pro—
found and pervasive. O f course, he ism ost fam ous for his renom al-
ization theory of quantum electrodynam ics, for which he shared the
N obel P rize w ith R ichard Feynm an and Sin-itiro Tom onaga. But al-
though this trium ph was undoubtedly hism ost heroic work, his legacy
lives on chie y through subtlk and elegant work in classical electrody—
nam ics, quantum variational principles, proper-tin e m ethods, quan—
tum anom alies, dynam ical m ass generation, partial symm etry, and
m ore. Starting as just a boy, he rapidly becam e the pre-em Inent nu-
clear physicist in the late 1930s, led the theoretical developm ent of
radar technology at M IT during W orld W ar IT, and then, soon after
thewar, conquered quantum electrodynam ics, and becam e the leading
quantum eld theorist for two decades, before taking a m ore icono-
clastic route during his last quarter century.
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1 Introduction

G iven Julian Schw inger’s com m anding stature in theoretical physics for half
a century, i may seem puzzling why he is relatively unknown now to the
educated public, even to m any younger physicists, whilk Feynm an is a cul
gure w ith his photograph needing no m ore Introduction than E nstein’sy

This relative obscurity is even m ore ram arkable, n view of the enom ous
num ber ofem Inent physicists, aswellas other kaders in science and industry,
who received their Ph D /s under Schw inger’s direction, whilk Feynm an had
practically none. In part, the answer lies in Schw lnger’s retiring nature and
reserved dem eanor. Science, ressarch and teaching, were his life, and he
detested the lim elight. G enerally, he was not close to his students, so few

knew hin well. He was a gracious host and a good conversationalist, and
had a broad know ledge ofm any sub fcts, but he was never one to niiate a
relationship or aunt his erudition.

H is sty of doing physics was also di cult to penetrate. O ppenhein er
once said that others gave taks to show others how to do the calculation,
while Schw inger gave taks to show that only he could do it. A lfhough a
com m only shared view, thisw ittician isunkind and untrue. He was, In fact,
a superb teacher, and generations of physicists, students and faculty alke,
leamed physics at his feet. On the one hand he was a form alist, lnventing
form alism s so pow erful that they could lead, at Jeast in his hands, unerringly
to the correct answer. He did not, therefore, digolay the intuitive visualiza—
tions, for exam ple, that Feynm an comm anded, which eventually took over
the popular and scienti ¢ culture.

But, m ore profoundly, he was a phenom enologist. Tronically, even som e
ofhis own students criticized him In his Jater years for his phenom enological
ordentation, not recognizing that he had, from his earliest experiences In nu—
clear physics, Insisted in grounding theoretical physics In the phenom ena and
data of experim ent. Isidor R abi, who discovered Schw Inger and brought hin
to Colum bia University, generally had a poor opinion of theoretical physi-
cists. But Rabiwas always very Im pressed w ith Schw Inger because in nearly
every paper, he \got the num bers out" to com pare w ith experim ent. Even In

YA n exam ple isthe series ofposters produced by the Am erican P hysicalSociety in w hich
the In pression is given that Feynm an was the chief innovator In quantum electrodynam —
ics. In contradiction to this, Nom an Ram sey has stated that \i ismy in pression that
Schw Inger overw heln ingly deserved the greatest credit for QED . I don’t think Feynm an
had an explanation ofthe anom aloushyper ne structure before the [1948 AP S]m esting Mt



hism ost elaborate eld-theoretic papers he was always concemed w ith m ak—
Ing contact w ith the realworld, be it quantum electrodynam ics, or strongly
Interacting hadrons.

A Ythough his rst, unpublished, paper, w ritten at the age of 16, was on
the sub Ect of the then poorly-understood quantum electrodynam ics, Julian
Schw Ingerw as aln ost exclusively a nuclear physicist untilhe pined the R adi-
ation Laboratory atM IT in 1943. T here, faced w ith criticaldeadlines and the
di culy of com m unicating w ith electrical engineers, he perfected variational
techniques for solving the classical electrodynam ic problem s of waveguides.
A s the W ar wound down, he started thinking about radiation produced by
electrons In betatrons and synchrotrons, and in so doing recognized that the
reactive and resistive portions of the electrom agnetic m ass of the electron
are united in a invarant structure. Recruited by H arvard, he started teach—
Ing there .n 1946, and at rst continued ressarch in nuclear physics and in
classical di raction. T he Shelter Island conference of 1947 changed all that.
He and W eisskopf suggested to Bethe that electrodynam ic processes were
responsible for the Lamb shift, which had been known for som e tin e as the
Pastemack e ect. Inm ediately, however, Schw inger saw that the m ost di-
rect consequence of quantum electrodynam ics lay in the hyper ne anom aly
reported for the st tim e at Shelter Island. He anticipated that the e ect
was due to an nduced anom alous m agnetic m om ent of the electron. The
actual calculation had to wait three m onths, whilke Schw inger took an ex-—
tended honeym oon, but by D ecam ber 1947 Schw inger had his fam ous result
for the gyrom agnetic ratio. In the process he invented renomn alization of
m ass and charge, only dim Iy pre gured by K ram ers. This rst form ulation
of QED was rather crude, being noncovariant; to obtain the correct Lamb
shift, a relhtivistic form ulation was required, which followed the next year.
A oom edy oferrors ensued: Both Feynm an and Schw Ingerm ade an incorrect
patch between hard and soft photon processes, and so obtained identical, but
Incorrect, predictions for the Lam b shift, and the weight of their reputations
delayed the publication of the correct, if pedestrian, calculation by French
and W eisskopf? By 1950 Schw inger had started his third reform ulation of
quantum electrodynam ics, In tem s of the quantum action principle. At the
sam e tin e he w rote his rem arkablk paper, \On G auge Invariance and Vac-
uum Polarization," formulated In a com pletely gauge-covarant way, which

“Schw inger later clain ed that his rst noncovariant approach had yielded the correct
resul, except that he had not trusted it.



anticipated m any later developm ents, including the axial vector anom aly.

H is strong phenom enologicalbent eventually led hin away from them ain—
stream of physics. A lthough he had given the basis for what is now called
the Standard M odel of elam entary particles in 1957, he never could accept
the existence of quarksbecause they had no lndependent existence outside of
hadrons. @A seocondary consideration was that quarks were Invented by M ur-
ray G ellM ann, w ith whom a lJong-running feud had developed.) He cam e to
appreciate the notion of supersym m etry, but he refcted notions of \G rand
Uni cation" and of \Superstrings" not because oftheir structure but because
he saw them aspreposterous goeculations, based on the notion that nothing
new rem ains to be fund in the enom ous energy range from 1 TeV to 10*°
G &V .Hewas sure that totally new , unexpected phenom ena were waiting just
around the comer. This seam s a reasonable view , but i resulted In a sl
In posaed isolation, in contrast, again, to Feynm an, who contributed m ightly
to the theory of partons and quantum chrom odynam ics up to the end.

A com plte biography of Julian Schw inger was published six years ago ?
T he present paper draw s upon that book, aswell as on later Interview s and
research by the author. Q uotations of Schw Inger not otherw ise attributed
arebased on an extended interview conducted forthat book by m y co-author
Jagdish M ehra In 1988.

2 Early Years

Julian Schw nger was bom in M anhattan, New York City, on February 12,
1918, to rather welko m iddle<class parents. His father was a wellkknown
designer of wom en’s clothes. He had a brother Harold ten years older than
hin self, whom Julian idolized as child. H arold claim ed that he taught Julian
physics until he was 13. A though Julian was recognized as intelligent in
school, everyone thought H arold was the bright one. Harold in fact eventu—
ally becam e a respected law yer, and hism other always considered hin asthe
successfiil one, even affer Julian received the Nobel P rize.) The D epression
cost Julian’s father his business, but he was su ciently appreciated that he
was o ered em ploym ent by other designers; so the fam ily survived, but not
so com fortably as before.

T heD epression did m ean that Julian would have to rely on free education,
which New York wellprovided in those days: A year or two at Townsend
Harris H igh School, a public preparatory school feeding into C iy C olkege,



where Julian m atrculated in 1933. Julian had already discovered physics,
rst through Harold’s Encyclopedia B ritannica at hom e, and then through
the rem arkable institution of the New York Public Library.

Larry Cranberg was a student at Townsend Harris at the same tine as
Julian Schw inger.? They had som e classes together, and both graduated in
January 1933, wih a diplom a that stated that graduates were entitled to
autom atic entry to CCNY . He recalled that Julian was \very, very quiet. He
never gave recitations. He sat in the last row, unam iling and unspeaking,
and was a real loner. But the scuttlbutt was that he was our star. He very
early showed prom ise," but C ranberg saw nothing overt. \R um ors were that
he was not very good outside m ath and physics, and that he was unking
Geman."

Am ong the teachers at Townsend H arris, C ranberg particularly rem em —
bers A Ifred Bender,* who was apparently not on the regular faculy. E ilken
Lebow , who recently w rote a history of Townsend H arris H igh School,? does
not recallBender’snam e. C ranberg said that Bender \ xed m e on the course
to be a physicist. He was diligent, passionate, and m eticulous in his recita-
tions. He was a great guy, one of the best teachers at Townsend Harris." It
seem s very lkely that i was Bender to whom Schw Inger referred to as an
anonym ous In uence:

I took my 1rst physics course In High School. That instruc-
tor showed unlim ited patience in answering m y endless questions
about atom ic physics, after the class period was over. A though
I try, I cannot live up to that lofty standard?

At C iy College Julian was reading and digesting the latest papers from
E urope, and starting to w rite papers w ith instructorswho were, at the sam e
tin e, graduate students at Columbia and NY U . Jossph W einberg, who went
on to becom e a welkknow n relativist, was his closest friend at C ity C ollege.
W einberg recalled his rst m eeting w ith Julian.® Because of his outstanding
laboratory reports, W einberg had been granted the privilege of entering the
closed Ibrary stacks at C iy C ollege. O ne day he was seeking a m athem atics
book,” which had been m entioned at theM ath C lub the day befre, and while
he reached for it, another youngsterw as trying to get it. T hey had both heard
the talk, on functions which are continuous but now here di erentiable, and

*Bender was the father of physicist CarlBender. Carl’s unclke Abram Bader was the
physics teacher of R ichard Feynm an at Far R ockaw ay H igh School.



o they shared the book between them , balancing the heavy volum e on one
kneeeach. T he other fellow kept nishing the pagebeforeW einberg, who was
a very fast reader. O f course, his In patient co-reader was Julian Schw inger.
Both were 15. W einberg m entioned that he usually spent histin e, not in the
m athem atics section of the Ibrary, but in the physics section, which tumed
out to be Julian’s base as well. W einberg com plained that D irac’s book on
quantum m echanics’® was very interesting and exciting, but di cul to Hllow .
Julian concurred, and said it wasbecause it was polished too highly; he said
that D irac’s originalpapers were m uch m ore accessble. W einberg had never
conceived of consulting the original literature, so this opened a door forhim .
T his advice about over+e nem ent Schw Inger hin self forgot to follow in later
life.

Julian no longer had the tim e to spend in the classroom attending lec—
tures. In physics and m athem aticshewasabl to skin the textsand work out
the problam s from st principles, frequently leaving the professors ba ed
w ith his origihal, unorthodox solutions, but it was not so sim ple in history,
English, and Gem an. Ciy College had an enom ous num ber of required
courses then in all subfcts. Hism arks were not good, and he would have

unked out if the C ollege had not also had a rather forgiving policy toward
grades.

JoeW einberg recalled anothervivid incident. Am ong the required courses
were two years of gym nasium . O ne had to pass exam s in hurdling, chinning,
parallelbars, and sw inm ing. Because W einberg and Julian had nearby lock—
ers, they often fell into physics conversations halfdressed, and failked the class
for lack ofattendance. W einberg rem em bered seeing Julian’s hurdling exam .
Julian ran up to the bar, but cam e to a standstill when he was supposad to
Jum p over sidew ays. T he nstructor reprim anded hin , at which point Julian
said, sotto voce, \there's not enough tim e to solve the equations ofm otion ."

Edward G erjioy was another of Julian’s classn ates at C ity C ollege.” \M y
maln clain to fam e is that Julian and I took the sam e course in m echanics
together, taught by a m an nam ed Shea, and I got an A and Julian a B,"
because Julian did not do the work. \Tt took about a week before the people
In the class realized we were dealing wih som ebody of a di erent order
of magniude.! At a tine when know ledge of a bi of vector algebra was
oonsidered com m endable, \Julian could m ake integrals vanish | he was very,
very Impressive. The only person in the classroom who didn’t understand
this about Julian was the instructor hin self" \He was unking out ofC ity
College in everything excspt m ath and physics. He was a phenom enon. He



didn’t Jead the conventional life of a high school student before he cam e to
C iy College" | unlke G erjuoy and Sidney B orow itz he was not on them ath
team in high school so they had not known hin eaﬂJer| \w hen he appeared
he was just a phenom enon "

M orton Ham em esh recalled another disastrous course !’

Wewere n a class called M odem G eom etry. It was taught by
an old dodderer nam ed Fredrick B . Reynolds. He was head of
the m ath department. He really knew absolutely nothing. It
was am azing. But he taught this course on M odem G eom etry.
Tt was a course in progctive geom etry from a m issrable book
by a man named G raustein from P rinceton, and Julian was in
the class, but it was very strange because he obviously never
could get to class, at keast not very often, and he didn’t own the
book. That was clear. And every once In a while, he’d grab me
before class and ask me to show hin my copy of this book and
he would skin through it fast and see what was going on. And
this £llow Reynolds, although he was a dodderer, was a very
m ean character.! He used to send people up to the board to do
a problem and he was always sending Julian to the board to do
problem s because he knew he'd never seen the course and Julian
would get up at the board, and| of course, pro Ective geom etry
is a very strange sub fct. The problm s are trivial if you think
about them pictorially, but Julian never would do them thisway.
Hewould insist on doing them algebraically and so he’d get up at
the board at the beginning ofthe hour and he’d work through the
whole hour and he’d nish the thing and by that tim e the course
was over and anyw ay, R eynolds didn't understand the proof, and
that would end it for the day.

Sidney B orow itz, another clasan ate of Julian’s, recalled that \we had the

plasure of seeing Julian attack a problem de novo, and this used to drive

R eynolds crazy."'?

{In addition, he was also apparently a notorious antisem ite. He used to discourage
Jew ish students from studying m athem atics, which worked to the advantage of physics.tt



3 Paper Number Zero

N ot only was Julian already reading the literature at C ity C ollege, he quickly
started to do origihal ressarch. Julian had studied a paper by Christian
M ller'® in which he had calculated the two-electron scattering cross section
by using a retarded interaction potential. O f courss, Schw Inger read all of
D irac’spaperson quantum eld theory, and wasparticularly in pressed by the
one on \Relativistic Quantum M echanics,"** \in which D irac went through
his attem pt to recreate an electrodynam ics in which the particles and light
were treated di erently." I a paper ofD irac, Fodk, and P odolsky,®

it was recognized that this was sin ply a uniary transform ation
of the H eisenbergP auli theory,'® in which the unitary transor-
m ation was applied to the electrom agnetic eld. And I said to
myself, W hy don’t we apply a sin ilar unitary transform ation
to the ssocond-quantized electron eld?’ I did that and worked
out the lowest approxin ation to the scattering am plitudes in un—
relativistic notation. It was a reltivistic theory but it was not
covarant. That was In 1934, and I would use it later; the no—
tion, called the interaction representation,] is always ascribed to
Tom onaga, but I had done it mudc earlier.

In deriving his resul, Schw inger had to om it a term which \represents the
In nite selfenergy ofthe charges and m ust be discarded . T hishe eventually
cam e to see as a m istake: \The last injunction m erely parrots the wisdom
of my elders, to be later regcted, that the theory was fatally awed, as
winessed by such in nite tem s, which at best, had to be discarded, or
subtracted. Thus, the Subtraction physics’ of the 1930s."*’

T his paper w as never subm ited to a pumal, but was recently published
in a selection of Schw inger’s works.!'®

4 Colum bia University

TtwasLloydM otz, one the instructorsat C ity C ollege, who had leamed about
Julian from Harold, and with whom Julian was writing two papers, who
Introduced hin to Isidor I.Rabi. Then, in a conversation between R abiand
M otz over the fam ous E instetn, P odolsky, and R osen paper,'’ which had jast
appeared, Julian’s voice appeared w ith the resolution ofa di culy through



the com pleteness principle, and Schw inger’s career was assured. Rabi, not
w ithout som e di culy, had Schw inger transferred to C olum bia, and by 1937
he had 7 papers published, m ostly on nuckar physics, which constituted his
PhD . thesis, even though his bachelor’s degree had not yet been granted.

Schw inger still was derelict In attending classes, and ran into trouble in
a chem istry course taught by Victor LaM er. Ik was a dullcourse w ith a dull
exam . A question on the nalexam was \Prove thatd = d + d ," where
none ofthe variables , ,or werede ned. Rabirecalled?’

LaM er was, for a chem ist, aw fully good. A great part of his
lifew ork was testing the D ebyeH uckel theory?! rather brilliantly.
But he was this rigid, reactionary type. He had thism ean way
about hin . He said, You have this Schw nger? He didn’t pass
my nalexam . Isaid, Hedidn’t? I'll ook into it.! So I spoke to
a num ber of people who'd taken the sam e course. And they had
been greatly assisted In that sub ect by Julian. So I said, I'll x
that guy. W €'ll see what character he has. Now Vicky, what sort
of gquy are you anyway, what are your principles? W hat're you
going to do about this?’ W ell, hedid unk Julian, and Ithink it's
quite a badge ofdistinction forhin , and I forone am not sorry at
this point, they have this black m ark on Julian’s rather elevated
record. But he did get PhiBeta K appa as an undergraduate,
som ething I never m anaged to do.

The papers which Julian wrote at Columbia were on both theoretical
and experin ental physics, and R abiprized Julian’s ability to \get the num —
bers out" to com pare with experin ent. The form al awarding of the PhD .
had to wait till 1939 to satisfy a University regulation. In the m eantim e,
Schw Inger was busy w riting papers (one, for exam ple, was fundam ental for
the theory of nuclear m agnetic resonance,??) and spent a som ew hat Ionely,
but productive w nter (1937) ln W isoonsin X where he laid the groundw ork
for his prediction that the deuteron had an elctric quadrupole m om ent,?
Independently established by his experim ental colleagues at Colum bia a year
later?* W isconsin con m ed his predilection for working at night, so as not
to be \overw heln ed" by his hosts, Eugene W igner and G regory B reit.

R abi later am usingly summ arized Schw inger’s year in W isconsin 2°

kTt wasa cold w nter aswell, for he failed to unpack the trunk in which hism other had
placed a wam w inter coat.



I thought that he had about had everything in Colum bia that we
could o er| by we, as theoretical physics is concemed, [Im ean]
me. So Igot hin this fllowship to go to W isconsin, with the
general idea that there were Breit and W igner and they could
carry on. It was a disastrous idea In one respect, becauss, before
then, Julian was a regular guy. P resent in the daytime. So I'd
ask Julian (I'd see hin from tine to tine) How are you doing?’
Oh, ne, ne! BGetthg anything out of Breit and W igner?’
Oh vyes, they're very good, very good. I asked them . They
said, W enever sse hin / And thisismy own theory| Tve never
checked it with Julian| that| there’s one thing about Julian you
allknow | Ithink he'san even m ore quietm an than D irac. He is
not a ghter In any way. And I in agine his ideas and W igner’'s
and B reit’s or their personalities did not agree. Idon’t fault hin
for this, but he’s such a gentle soul, he avoided the battle by
working at night. He got this idea of working njghts| i’s pure
theory, it has nothing to do w ith the truth.

But the theory seem s validated.

5 Two Years in B erkeley

By 1939, Rabi f£lt Schw inger had outgrown Columbia, so wih a NRC Fel
low ship, he was sent to J. Robert O ppenhein er n Berkeley. This exposed
hin to new elds: quantum electrodynam ics (@lthough as we recall, he had
w ritten an early, unpublished paper on the sub ect while just 16) and coam ic—
ray physics, but he m ostly continued to work on nuclkar physics. He had a
num ber of collaborations; the m ost ram arkabl was with W illiam Rarita,
who was on sabbatical from Brooklyn College; R arita was Schw inger’s \cal-
culating am " on a serdes of papers extending the notion of nuclear tensor
forces which he had conceived In W isconsin over a year earlier. R arita and
Schw inger also w rote the prescient paper on spin-3/2 particlkes,?® which was
to be in uential decades later w ith the birth of supergravity.

Ed G erjioy, who had been an undergraduate w ith Schw inger at C ity Col-
lege in 1934, now was one of O ppenhein er’s graduate students. H e recalled’

Left-leaning Joe W einberg accused Julian of exploiting R arita, but Julian responded
that these papers established R arita’s reputation.

10



an am using incident w hich happened one day while he, Schw inger, and O p—
penhein er were taking In O ppenhein er's o ce In LeConte Hall. Two other
students, Chain R ichm an and Bemard Peters, cam e In seeking a suggestion
for a research problem from O ppenhein er. Schw inger listened w ith interest
while Oppenheim er proposed calculating the cross section for the electron
disintegration of the deuteron. That m idnight, when G erjuoy cam e to pick
up Schw inger for the Jatter’s break fast before their alknight work session, he
noted that Schw inger, whilke waiting forhin In the lobby ofthe Intemational
House, where Julian was living, had lled thebacksofseveraltelegram blanks
w ith calculations on thisproblm . Schw inger stu ed the sheets in hispodcket
and they went to work. Six months later, again Gerjioy and Schw inger
were In O ppenhein er’s o ce when R ichm an and P eters retumed beam ing.
They had solved the problem , and they covered the whole board w ith the
elborate solution. O ppenhein er looked at it, said it Jooked reasonable, and
then asked, \Julie, didn’t you tellm e you worked this cross section out?"
Schw Inger pulled the yellowed, crum pled blanks from his pocket, stared at
them am om ent, and then pronounced the students’ solution okay apart from
a factor oftwo. O ppenheim er told them to nd their error, and they shu ed
out, digpirited. Indeed, Schw Inger was right, they found they had m ade a
m istake, and they published the paper,?® but they were su ciently crushed
that both sw itched to experim ental physics.

At the tine, Schwinger and G erjioy were collaborating on a paper’’
follow Ing from Schw Inger’s tensor theory of nuclkar foroes. T he work

Involred calculating about 200 fairly com plicated spin sum s, which
sum s Julian and I perform ed Independently and then com pared.
To have the privilkege of working w ith Julian m eant I had to ac-
com m odate m yself to his working habits, as follow s. Exospt on
days when Julian had to com e Into the university during conven—
tional hours to confer w ith O ppenheiner, I would mest hin at
1145 pm in the lIobby ofhis residence, the B erkeley Intemational
House. He would then drive us to som e Berkeky allknight bistro
where he had breakfast, affer which we drove to LeConte Hall,
the Berkeky physics building, where we worked until about 4:00
am , Julian’s lunchtim e. A fter uinch i wasback to LeConte Hall
untilabout 8:30 am , when Julian was ready to think about dinner
and poor TA mewould mest my 900 am recitation class. Since
I had jast gotten m arried, and still was young enough to badly
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need my skep, these m onths of working w ith Julian were trying,
to put £ m idlky.

W hat m ade i even m ore trying is the fact that when Julian
and I carefully worked out together the 20 or so soIn sum s where
our Independent calculations disagreed, Julian proved to be right
every tine! I acoepted the fact that Julian was a much better
theorist than I, but I £l T was at least pretty good, and was
Infuriated by his apparent constitutional inability to m ake a sin—
gl error In 200 com plicated soin sum calculations. T his nability
stood Schw inger well w hen he em barked on the calculations that
eamed hin the NobelP rize. ... R lthough Julian certainly reat
ized how extraordinarily talented he was, he never gloated about
his error free calculations or in any other way put m e down 28

TheyearoftheNRC Fellow ship was followed by a second year at B erkeley
as O ppenhein er’s assistant. T hey w rote an In portant paper together w hich
would prove crucialnearly a decade later: A though O ppenhein er w as happy
to in agihe new Interactions, Schw nger showed that an anom aly in uorine
decay could be explained by the existence of vacuum polarization, that is, by
the virtual creation of electron-positron pairs?® This gave Schw inger a head
start over Feynm an, who for years suspected that vacuum polarization did
not exist.

6 The W ar and the R adiation Laboratory

A fter two years at Berkeley, O ppenheim er and R abiarranged a real pb for
Schw Inger: He became rst an instructor, then an A ssistant P rofessor at
P urdue U niversity, which had acquired a num ber of bright young physicists
under the leadership ofK arl Lark-H orow itz. But the war was in pinging on
everyone'’s lives, and Schw Inger was soon recruited into the work on radar.
The move to the M IT Radiation Laboratory took place In 1943. There
Schw Inger rapidly becam e the theoretical leader, even though he was ssldom
seen, going hom e In the m oming jist as others were arriving. He devel-
oped powerflil variationalm ethods for dealing w ith com plicated m icrow ave
circuits, expressing results in tem s of quantities the engineers could under—
stand, such as in pedance and adm ittance.

At st i seem s strange that Schw inger, by 1943 the leading nuclear
theorist, should not have gone to Los A Jam os, where nearly all his colleagues
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eventually settled for the duration. There seam to be at least three reasons
why Schw inger stayed at the R adiation Laboratory throughout the war.

T he reason hem ost often cited Jater In life wasone ofm oralrepugnance.
W hen he realized the destructive pow er of what was being constructed
at Los A lam os, he wanted no part of it. In contrast, the radiation
lab was developing a prin arily defensive technology, radar, which had
already saved B ritain.

He believed that the problm s to solve at the Radiation Laboratory
were m ore Interesting. Both laboratories were involved largely in engi-
neering, yet although M axwell's equations were certainly well known,
the process of applying them to waveguides required the developm ent
of special techniques that would prove Invaliabl to Schw inger’s Jater
career.

A nother factor probably was Schw inger’s fear of being overw heln ed.
In Cambridge he could Iive his own life, working at night when no one
was around the Iab. Thisprivacy would have been much more di cul
to maintain in the m icroworld of Los A lam os. Sin ilarly, the working
conditions at the Rad Lab were m uch freer than those at Los A lam os.
Schw Inger never was com fortable in a team setting, asw iness his Jater
aversion to the atm ogphere at the Institute for A dvanced Study.

The m ethods and the discoveries he m ade at the Rad Lab conceming
the reality of the electrom agnetic m ass would be invaluabl for his work on
quantum electrodynam ics a few years later. A s the war wound down, physi-
cists started thinking about new accelkrators, since the pre-war cyclotrons
had been defeated by relativity, and Schw inger becam e a lader in this de-
velopm ent: He proposed a m icrotron ¥ an accelerator based on acceleration
through m icrow ave cavities, developed the theory of stability of synchrotron
orbits, and m ost im portantly, worked out In detail the theory of synchrotron
radiation,”” at a tin e when m any thought that such radiation would be neg—
ligible because of destructive interference. Schw Inger never properly w rote
up the work he conducted in his one and one-half years at the Rad Lab, an
om ission that hasnow be recti ed in part by publication of a volum e bassd

Y¥The m icrotron is usually attributed to Veksler.
ZZThis was rst circulated as a preprint 1 1945. The paper’® published in 1949 was
substantially di erent.
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on his kctures then and Jater, and including both published and unpublished
papers 3!

A though he never really published his considerations on selfreaction,
he viewed that understanding as the m ost im portant part of his work on
synchrotron radiation:

Tt was ausfulthing orme for what was to com e lJater In elec—
trodynam ics, because the technique I used for calculating the
electron’s classical radiation was one of self¥eaction, and Idid it
relativistically, and it was a situation in which Thad to take seri-
ously the part ofthe selfreaction which was radiation, so why not
take seriously the part ofthe selfreaction that ism ass change? In
otherw ords, the ideas ofm ass renom alization and relativistically
handling them were already present at this classical level.

Just afterthe T rinity atom icbom b test, Schw iInger traveled to LosA lam os
to speak about his work on waveguides, electrom agnetic radiation, and his
deas about fiture accekerators. There hem et R ichard Feynm an for the st
tin e. Feynm an recalled that at the tin e Schw inger’>

had already a great reputation because he had done so much
work ...and Iwas very anxious to see what thism an was like.
T'd always thought he wasm uch older than Iwas fthey were the
sam e age] because he had done so much more. At the tine I
hadn’t done anything.

7 QED

In 1945 Harvard o ered Schw Inger an A ssociate P rofessorship, which he
prom ptly acospted, partly because in them eantin ehehad m et his futurew ife
C larice Carrol. Countero ers quickly appeared, from Columbia, Berkeley,
and elsswhere, and H arvard shortly m ade Schw inger the youngest full pro—
fessor on the faculy to that date. T here Schw Inger quickly established a pat—
tem that was to persist form any years| he taught brilliant courses on clas-
sical electrodynam ics, nuckar physics, and quantum m echanics, surrounded
hin s=elf w ith a devoted coterde of graduate students and post-doctoral assis—
tants, and conducted incisive research that set the tone for theoreticalphysics
throughout the world.

He beat out Hans Bethe for the pb.
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W ork on classical di raction theory, begun at the Radiation Lab, con-
tinued for several years largely due to the presence of H arold Levine, whom
Schw inger had brought along as an assistant. Varationalm ethods, perfected
In the electrodynam ic waveguide context, were rapidly applied to problem s
In nuclkar physics. But these were old problem s, and it was quantum elc-
trodynam ics that was to de ne Schw inger’s career.

But it took new experin ental data to catalyze this developm ent. That
data was presented at the fam ous Shelter Island m eeting held n June 1947,
a week before Schw Inger’s wedding. T here he, Feynm an, V ictor W eisskopf,
Hans Bethe, and the other participants leamed the details of the new ex—
perin ents of Lamb and R etherford®? that con m ed the pre-war P astemack
e ect, show Ing a splitting between the 2S .., and 2P ., states of hydrogen,
that should be degenerate according to D irac’s theory. In fact, on the way
to the conference, W eisskopf and Schw inger speculated that quantum elec—
trodynam ics could explain this e ect, and outlined the idea to Bethe there,
who worked out the details, nonrelativistically, on his fam ous train ride to
Schenectady after the m eeting 3*

But the other experim ent announced there was unexpected: This was
the experin ent by Rabi’s group and others®™ of the hyper ne anom aly that
would prove to m ark the existence ofan anom alousm agnetic m om ent ofthe
electron, expressing the coupling ofthe spin ofthe electron to an applied m ag-
netic eld, deviating from the value again predicted by D irac. Schw Inger in —
m ediately saw thisasthe crucial calculation to carry out rst, because itwas
purely relativistic, and m uch cleaner to understand theoretically, not lnvol—
Ing the com plication ofbound states. H owever, he was delayed three m onths
In begihning the calculation because of an extended honeym oon through the
W est. He did retum to it in O ctober, and by D ecem ber 1947 had obtained a
resul>® com pletely consistent w ith experim ent. He also saw how to com pute
the relativistic Lam b shift (@lthough he did not have the details quite right),
and found the error In the prewar D anco calculation of the radiative cor-
rection to electron scattering by a Coulomb eld.3” In e ect, he had solved
all the fundam ental problem s that had plagued quantum electrodynam ics In
the 1930s: The In nities were entirely isolated in quantities which renom al-
ized the m ass and charge of the electron. Further progress, by hin self and
others, was thus a m atter of technique. C onceming Schw inger’s technique at
the tin e, Schweber w rites*®

T he notes of Schw inger’s calculation ofthe Lamb shift] are extant
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Bnd] give proof of his awesom e com putationalpowers. ...These
traces over photon polarizations and integrations over photon en-
ergies ...were carried out fearkessly and seem ngly e ortlessly.
...0 ften, nvolved stepswere carried outm entally and the answer
wasw ritten down. And, m ost in portant, the lengthy calculations
are error free!

8 Covariant Q uantum E lectrodynam ics

D uring the next tw o years Schw inger developed tw o new approaches to quan—
tum electrodynam ics. His original approach, which m ade use of sucoes-
sive canonical transform ations, whilk su cient for calculating the anom a—
lous m agnetic m om ent of the electron, was noncovariant, and as such, ld
to nconsistent results. In particular, the m agnetic m om ent appeared also
aspart ofthe Lam b shift calculation, through the coupling w ith the electric
eld i plied by relativistic covariance; but the noncovariant schem e gave
the wrong coe cient. (If the coe cient were m odi ed by hand to the cor-
rect value, what tumed out to be the correct relativistic value for the Lamb
shift em erged, but what that was was unknown in January 1948, when he
announced his resuls at the Am erican P hysical Society m eeting.)

Nom an Ram ssy added an am using footnote to the story about LaM er,
the chem ist who unked Julian 2° In 1948 Schw inger had to repeat his bril
liant lecture on quantum electrodynam ics three tim es at the Am erican Phys-
ical Society m esting at Colum bia, In successively larger room s

Tt was a superb kcture. W e were In pressed. And as we walked
back together| R abiand Iwere sitting together during the lecture
| Rabinvited me to the Colimbia Faculy Cub for lunch. W e
got in the elevator [in the Faculty C lub]when who should happen
to walk In the ekevator w ith usbut LaM er. And as soon as Rabi
saw that, am ischievous gleam cam e into his eye and he began by
saying that was the m ost sensational thing that’s ever happened
In the American Physical Society. The st tine there’s been

YK .K .D arrow , secretary ofthe P hysicalSociety, w ho apparently had little appreciation
of theory, always scheduled the theoretical sessions in the sm allest room . Schw inger’s
second lecture was given in the largest lecture hall n Pupin Lab, and the third in the
largest theatre on cam pus.
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thisthree repeats| it’sam arvelous revolution that’sbeen done|
LaM er got m ore and m ore Interested and nally said, W ho did
this m arvelous thing?’ And Rabisaid, Oh, you know hin, you
gave hin an F, Julian Schw inger.

So rst at the Pocono Conference n April 1948, then in the M ichigan
Sum m er Schoolthat year, and nally in a series of threem onum entalpapers,
\Quantum E lectrodynam ics I, II, and III,"*° Julian set forth his covariant
approach to QED .At about the sam e tin e Feynm an was form ulating his co-
variant path-integral approadh; and although his presentation at Pocono was
not wellreceived, Feynm an and Schw inger com pared notes and realized that
they had clim bed the sam em ountain by di erent routes. Feynm an’s system —
atic papers’! were published only after D yson had proved the equivalence of
Schw inger’s and Feynm an’s schem es*?

Tt is worth ram arking that Schw Inger’s approach was conservative. He
took eld theory at face value, and followed the conventional path of Pauli,
H eisenberg, and D irac. H is genius was to recognize that the welkknown di-
vergences of the theory, which had stym ied all pre-war progress, could be
consistently isolated In renomm alization of charge and m ass. Thisbore a su—
per cial resem blance to the ideas of K ram ers advocated as early as 1938,*°
but K ram ers proceeded classically. He had insisted that rst the classical
theory had to be rendered nite and then quantized. T hat idea was a blind
alley. Renom alization of quantum eld theory is unquestionably the discov—
ery of Schw inger.

Feynm an was m ore interested In nding an altemative to eld theory,
elim Inating entirely the photon eld in favor of action at a distance. He
was, by 1950, quite disappointed to realize that his approach was entirely
equivalent to the conventionalelectrodynam ics, in which electron and photon

elds are treated on the sam e footing.

A s early as January 1948, when Schw Inger was expounding his nonco—
variant QED to over ow crowds at the Am erican Physical Society m esting
at Columbia University, he leamed from O ppenhein er of the existence of
the work of Tom onaga carried out In Tokyo during the terrdole conditions
of wartin e. Tom onaga had independently invented the \Interaction Rep-—
resentation" which Schw inger had used in his unpublished 1934 paper, and
had com e up with a covarant version of the Schrodinger equation as had
Schw inger, which upon is W estem rediscovery was dubbed the Tom onaga—
Schw inger equation 4 Both Schw inger and Tom onaga independently w rote
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the sam e equation, a generalization of the Schrodinger equation to an arbi-
trary spacelike surface, using nearly the sam e notation. T he form alian found
by Tom onaga and his school was essentially identical to that developed by
Schw inger ve years later; yet they at the tin e calculated nothing, nor did
they discover renom alization. That was certainly no re ection on the ability
ofthe Japanese; Schw Inger could not have carried the form alisn to its logical
conclusion w ithout the in petus of the postw ar experin ents, which overcam e
prew ar paralysis by show ing that the quantum corrections \were neither in—
nite nor zero, but nite and sm all, and dem anded understanding."’

However, at rst Schw inger’s covarant calculation ofthe Lam b shift con—

tained another error, the sam e as Feynm an’s.*®

By this tine I had forgotten the number I had gotten by just
arti cially changing the w rong spin-oroit coupling. Because Iwas
now thoroughly Involved w ith the covariant calculation and itwas
the covarant calculation that betrayed m e, because som ething
went w rong there aswell. That was a hum an error of stupidity.

French and W eisskopf® had gotten the right answer,

because they put In the correct valie of the m agnetic m om ent
and used it all the way through. I, at an earlier stage, had done
that, in e ect, and also got the sam e answer.

But now he and Feynm an \fell nto the sam e trap. W e were connecting
a relativistic calculation ofhigh energy e ects w ith a nonrelativistic calcula—
tion of low energy e ects, a la Bethe." Based on the result Schw Inger had
presented at the AP S meeting in January 1948, Schw inger clain ed priority
for the Lamb shift calculation:

Thad theanswver n D ecamberof1947. Ifyou look at those [other]
papers you will nd that on the critical issue of the spin-oroit
coupling, they appeal to the m agnetic m om ent. The de ciency
in the calculation Idid [in 1947]was fthat it was] a non-covariant
calculation. French and W eisskopf were certainly doing a non—
covariant calculation. W illis Lamb*’ was doing a non-covariant
calculation. They ocould not possbly have avoided these sam e
problem s.

The error Feynm an and Schw Inger m ade had to do with the nfrared
problem that occurred in the relativistic calculation, which was handld by
giving the photon a ctitiousm ass.
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N obody thought that if you give the photon a niemass it will
also a ect the low energy problem . T here are no longer the two
transverse degrees of freedom ofa m assless photon, there’s also a
Iongitudinaldegree of freedom . Isuddenly realized thisabsolutely
stupid error, that a photon of nite m ass is a spin one partick,
not a helicity one particle.

Feynm an was m ore forthright and apologetic in acknow ledging®® his error
w hich substantially delayed the publication of the French and W eisskopfpa—
per.

9 Quantum A ction P rinciple

Schw inger leamed from his com petitors, particularly Feynm an and D yson.
Just as Feynm an had borrowed the idea that henceforward would go by the
nam e of Feynm an param eters from Schw Inger, Schw inger recognized that the
system atic approach of D yson and Feynm an was superior in higher orders.
So by 1949 he replaced the Tom onaga-Schw inger approach by a much m ore
powerfil engine, the quantum action principle. Thiswas a logical outgrow th
of the form ulation of D irac,*® as was Feynm an’s path integrals; the latter
was an integral approach, Schw nger’s a di erential. The fom al solution
of Schw inger’s di erential equations was Feynm an’s fiinctional integral; yet
while the latter was illkde ned, the fom er could be given a precise m ean—
Ing, and for exam pl, required the introduction of ferm ionic variables, which
Iniially gave Feynm an som e di culy.
tm ay be fairto say that whik the path integral form ulation to quantum
eld theory receives all the press, the m ost precise exegesis of eld theory is
provided by the functionaldi erential equations of Schw inger resulting from
his action principle. He began in the \Theory of Q uantized Fields I"*° by
Introducing a com plete set of eigenvectors \speci ed by a spacelke surface
...and the eigenvalues ...of a com plte st of comm uting operators con—
structed from eld quantities attached to that surface." T he question is how
to com pute the transfom ation function from one spacelike surface to another.
A fter rem arking that this developm ent, tin e-evolution, m ust be described by
a unitary transfom ation, he assum ed that any in niesim al change in the
transform ation function must be given In tem s of the In nitesin al change
In a quantum action operator, or of a quantum Lagrange function. This is
the quantum dynam ical principle, a generalization of the principle of least
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action, or of Ham ilton’s principle in classical m echanics. If the param eters
ofthe system are not altered, the only changes arise from those ofthe nitial
and nal states, from which Schw inger deduced the P rincipk of Stationary
Action, from which the eld equationsm ay be derived. A series of six papers
followed w ith the sam e title, and the m ost im portant \G reen’s Functions of
Q uantized F ields" published in the P roceedings of the N ational A cadem y.>°

PaulM artin presented an entertaining account of the prehistory of their
work together>?

D uring the late 1940s and early 1950s H arvard was the hom e
of a school of physics with a special outlook and a distinctive
st of rtuals. Som ewhat before noon three tim es each week,
the m aster would arrive in his blue chariot and, in foroefi1l and
beautiful lectures, reveal profound truths to his C antabridgian
followers, Harvard and M IT . students and faculty? Cast in a
language m ore pow erfill and general than any ofhis listeners had
ever encountered, these cerem onialgatheringshad som e sacri cial
overtones| Interruptions w ere discouraged and since the serm ons
usually lasted past the lunch hour, fasting was offen required.
Follow Ing a m id-aftemoon break, private audiences w ith them as-
terwere pem itted and, in uncertain anticjpation, studentswould
gather in long lines to seek counsel

D uring this period the religion had its own golden ru]e| the
action pJ::incjp]e| and itsown cryptic testam ent| On theG reen’s
Functions of Q uantized F ields.””° M astery ofthis paper conferred
on Pllowers a high priest statusX T he testam ent was couched in
tem sthat could not be questioned, In a lJanguage w hose elem ents

2Tn a later recollection,’® M artin elaborated: \Speaking eloquently, w ithout notes, and
writing w ith both hands, he expressed what was already known In new, uni ed ways,
hocorporating original exam ples and results aln ost every day. Interrupting the ow w ih
questions w as lke interrupting a theatrical perform ance. T he lectures continued through
H arvard’s reading period and then the exam ination period. In one course w e attended, he
presented the last kecture| a novelcalculation ofthe Lamb Shift| during Comm encem ent
W eek. T he audience continued com ing and he continued lecturing.”

*Schw inger evidently w as aw are of them ystique. In a Jater letter recom m ending M artin
for a pem anent appointm ent at H arvard he stated that M artin was \superior in intrinsic
ability and perform ance. Quantum eld theory is the new religion of physics, and Paul
C .M artin is one of its high priests."® H owever, as the last paragraph of the present essay
dem onstrates, Schw Inger throughout his life m aintained a tension between an elitist and
a dem ocratic view of science.
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w ere the values of realphysical cbservables and their correlations.
T he Janguage w as enlightening, but the lectures were exciting be-
cause they were m ore than m etaphysical. A Iong w ith structural
Insights, succinct and im plicit selfconsistent m ethods for gener—
ating true statem ents were revealed.

Reoently, a perceptive analysis of Schw inger’s G reen’s finctions papers
has been given by Schweber™® . T here he concludes that

Schw inger’s form ulation of relativistic QF T s [quantum eld the-
ordes] In termm s 0of G reen’s finctions was a m a pr advance in theo—
retical physics. It was a representation In tem s of elem ents (the
G reen’s functions) that were ntim ately related to real physical
cbservables and their correlation. Tt gave deep structural nsights
Into QF T s; In particular, it allowed the investigation ofthe struc—
ture ofthe G reen’s finctions w hen their variables are analytically
continued to com plex values, thus establishing desp connections
to statisticalm echanics.

10 \G auge Invariance and Vacuum P olariza-
tion"

T he paper \O n G auge Invariance and Vacuum P olarization"*, subm itted by
Schw inger to the Physical Review near the end of D ecember 1950, is nearly
universally acclain ed as his greatest publication. A s his lectures have right—
f1lly been com pared to the works ofM ozart, so thism ight be com pared to a
m ighty oconstruction of Beethoven, the 3rd Sym phony, the E roica, perhaps.
Tt ism ost ram arkable because it stands in solendid isolation. It was w ritten
over a year after the last of his series of papers on his ssocond, covariant,
form ulation of quantum electrodynam ics was com plted: \Q uantum E lec—
trodynam ics ITT. T he E lectrom agnetic P roperties of the E lectron | R adiative
C orrections to Scattering"*’ was subm itted in M ay 1949. And barely two
months later, In M arch 1951, Schw inger would subm it the st of the s=-
ries on his third reform ulation of quantum eld theory, that based on the
quantum action principle, nam ely, \The Theory of Quantized Fields I."*’
But \G auge Invariance and Vacuum Polarization" stands on is own, and
has endued the rapid changes in tastes and developm ents In quantum eld

21



theory, while the papers in the other series are m ostly of historical interest
now . As Lowell Brown®® pointed out, \G auge Invariance and Vacuum Po—
larization" still has over one hundred citations per year, and is far and away
Schw inger’sm ost cited paper.! Yet even such a m asterpiece was not w ithout
its critics. Abraham K lkin, who was nishing his thesis at the tin e under
Schw Inger’s direction, and would go on to be one of Schw Inger’s second set
of \assistants" W ith Robert K arplus), as, rst, an instructor, and then a
Junior Fellow , recalled that Schw inger (and, lndependently, he and K arplus)
ran afoulofa tem porary editor at the P hysical Review . T hat editor thought
Schw inger’s original paper repeated too m any com plicated expressions and
that symbols should be Introduced to represent expressions that appeared
m ore than once. Schw Inger com plied, but had his assistants do the dirty
work. Harold Levine, who was still sharing Schw inger’s o cs, working on
the neverto-be-com pleted waveguide book, typed the revised m anuscript,
whike K lein wrote In the m any equations. K lein recalled that he took much
m ore care in w riting those equations than he did in his own papers.’’

Schw Inger recalled later that he viewed this paper, In part, as a reaction
to the \invariant reqularization" of Pauliand V illars.>®

Tt was this paper, w ith is m athem atical m anijpulation, w ithout
physical nsight particularly about questions such asphoton m ass
and so forth, which was the direct nspiration for G auge Invari-
ance and Vacuum Polarization., The whole pomnt is that if you
have a propagation fiinction, i hasa certain sihgularity when the
tw o points coincide. Suppose you pretend that there are several
particles of the sam e type with di erent m asses and w ith cou—
pling constants which can suddenly becom e negative instead of
positive. Then, of course, you can cancel them . It's cancellation
again, subtraction physics, done in a m ore sophisticated way, but
still, things m ust be m ade to add up to zero. W ho needs it?

In thispaper, Schw nger cbtained a closed form for the electron propaga—
tor In an extermalm agnetic eld, by solving proper-tin e equations ofm otion,
openinga eld which would be fashionabl nearly three decades Jaterw ih the
discovery of pulsars; gave the de nitive derivation of the EulerH eisenberg

{In the 2005 Science C itation Index, it had 105 citations, out ofa total of 458 citations
to all of Schw inger’s w ork > T hese num bers have rem ained rem arkably constant over the
years.
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Lagrangian describing the scattering of light by light, a phenom enon still
not observed directly; and gave the precise connection between axialsector
and pssudoscalar m eson theordes, what becam e known as the axialvector
anom aly when it was rediscovered nearly two decades later by Adlr, Bell,
and Jackiv 2° W e w ill discuss this the anom aly later in Sec.[.) T he paper
is not only a thing of great beauty, but a powerful storechouse of practical
technigue for solving gauge-theory problem s in a gauge-invariant way.

11 H arvard and Schw inger

So it was no surprise that In the Jate 1940s and early 1950s H arvard was the
center of the world, as far as theoretical physics was concemed. Everyone,
students and professors alkke, ocked to Schw nger’s lectures. Everything
was revealed, long before publication; and not infrequently others received
the credit because of Schw Inger’s reluctance to publish before the sub ct
was ripe. A case In point is the socalled Bethe-Salpeter equation,®® which
as GellM ann and Low noted,®’ \ rst appeared in Schw inger’s lectures at
Harvard." At any one tine, Schw Inger had ten or twelre Ph D . students,
who typically saw hin but rarely. In part, thiswas because he was available
to see his hrge ock but one affermmoon a week, but most saw hin only
when absolutely necessary, because they recognized that his tin e was too
valiable to be wasted on trivialm atters. A studentm ay have seen him onlky a
handfiloftin es In his graduate career, but that was allthe student required.
W hen adm itted to his sanctum , students were never rushed, were listened
to with respect, treated with kindness, and given inspiration and practical
advice. O nem ust ram em ber that the student’s problem swere typically quite
unrelated to what Schw inger hin self was working on at the tine; yet In a
few m om ents, he could com e up w ith am azing insights that would keep the
student going forweeks, ifnotm onths. A few studentsgot to know Schw inger
fairly well, and were invited to the Schw ngers’ house occasionally; but m ost
saw Schw Inger prin arily as a virtuoso In the lecture hall, and now and then
in hiso ce. A few faculty m emberswere a bit m ore intin ate, but essentially
Schw Inger was a very private person.
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12 Custodian ofField T heory

Feynm an kft the eld of quantum electrodynam ics in 1950, regarding it as
essentially com plkte. Schw Inger never did. D uring the next fteen years,
he continued to explore quantum eld theory, trying to m ake it reveal the
secrets of the weak and strong Interactions. A nd he accom plished mucdh.
In studying the relativistic structure of the theory, he recognized that all
the physically signi cant representations of the Lorentz group were those
that could be derived from the \attached" fourdin ensionalE uclidean group,
which is cbtained by letting the tin e coordinate becom e im aginary®® This
dea was originally ridiculed by Pauli, but it was to prove a m ost fruifil
suggestion. Related to this was the CPT theoram , rst given a proof for
Interacting system s by Schw Inger in his \Q uantized Field" papers of the
early 1950s, and elaborated later in the decade ®®

By the end ofthe 1950s, Schw inger, w ith his form er student PaulM artin,
was applying eld theory methods of m any-body systam s, which led to a
revolution in that eld.** M ethods suitable for describing system s out of
equilbbrium , usually associated with the nam e of K eldysh,*® were obtained
som e four years earlier by Schw inger®® A long the way, in what he considered
rather m odest papers, he discovered Schw inger tem s,°” anom alies in the
com m utation relations between eld operators, and the Schw inger m odel,®®
still the only known exam ple of dynam icalm ass generation. T he beginnings
of a quantum eld theory for non-Abelian elds was made;®® the orighal
exam ple of a non-Abelian eld being that of the gravitational eld, he laid
the groundw ork for later canonical form ulations of gravity.””

13 M easurem ent A Ilgebra

In 1950 or so, as we m entioned, Schw inger developed his action principle,
which applies to any quantum system , ncliding nonrelativistic quantum

m echanics. Two years later, he reform ulated quantum kinem atics, introduc—
ing sym bols that abstracted the essential elem ents of realistic m easurem ents.
This was m easurem ent algebra, which yielded conventional D irac quantum

m echanics. But although the resul was as expected, Schw inger saw the ap—
proach as of great value pedagogically, and as providing a Interpretation of
quantum m echanics that was selfconsistent. He taught quantum m echanics
thisway form any years, starting in 1952 at the Les H ouches sum m er school;
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butonly in 1959 did he start w riting a series ofpapers expounding them ethod
to the world. He always intended to w rite a de nitive textlbook on the sub—
“ect, but only an incom plete version based on the Les H ouches lectures ever
appeared during his lifetin e./* Englert has now put his Jater undergraduate
UCLA lectures together in a lovely book published by Springer.’?

O ne cannot conclude a retrogoective of Schw inger’s work w ithout m en—
tioning two otherm agni cent achievem ents in the quantum m echanical do—
maln. He presented a de nitive developm ent of angular m om entum theory
derived In tem s of oscillator variables In \On Angular M om entum ," which
was never properly published;** and he developed a \tin ecycke" m ethod
of calculating m atrix elem ents w ithout having to nd all the wavefunctions
in his beautifiil \B row nian M otion of a Q uantum O scillator,"®® which aswe
m entioned above anticipated the work of K eldysh & W e should also men-
tion the fam ous Lippm an-Schw inger paper,’”® which is chie y rem em bered
for what Schw inger considered a standard exposition of quantum scattering
theory, not for the variationalm ethods expounded there.

14 E lectrow eak Synthesis

In spite of his awesom e ability to m ake form alismn work for hin , Schw inger
was at heart a phenom enologist. He was active in the search forhigher sym —
m etry; whilke he cameup with W 3, G ellM ann found the correct approxin ate
symm etry of hadronic states, SU (3). Schw inger’s greatest success in this
period was contained in his m asterpiece, his 1957 paper \A Theory of the
Fundam ental Interactions".”® A long with m any other insights, such as the
existence of two neutrinos and the V. A structure of weak interactions,
Schw Inger there laid the groundwork for the electroweak uni cation. He In—
troduced two charged Interm ediate vector bosons as partners to the photon,
which couple to charged weak currents.

A few years later, his form er student, Sheldon G lashow , as an outgrow th
ofhisthesis, would Introduce a neutralheavy boson to close the system to the
modem SU 2) U (1) symm etry group; '’ Steven W einberg’® would com plete
the picture by generating the m asses for the heavy bosons by spontaneous
symm etry breaking. Schw inger did not have the details right In 1957, in
particular because experin ent then seem ed to disfavorthe V. A theory his

kT his and other of Schw iInger’sm ost in portant papers w ere reprinted in two selections
ofhis work 1874
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approach in plied, but there is no doubt that Schw Inger m ust be counted as
the grandfather of the Standard M odel on the basis on this paper.

15 The N obelP rize and R eaction

R ecognition of Schw inger’s enomm ous contributions had com e early. He re-
ceived the Charles L. M eyer Nature of Light Award In 1949 on the basis of
the partly com pleted m anuscripts ofhis \Q uantum E lectrodynam ics" papers.
The rstEnstein prize wasawarded to hin , along w ith Kurt G odel, in 1951.
The NationalM edal of Science was presented to hin by P resident Johnson
in 1964, and, of course, the N cbel P rize was received by hin , Tom onaga, and
Feynm an from the K ing of Sweden in 1965.

But by that point his extraordinary com m and of the m achinery of quan-—
tum eld theory had convinced hin that it was too elaborate to describe
the real world, at least directly. Tn his Nobel Lecture, he appealed for a
phenom enclogical eld theory that would m ake In m ediate contact w ith the
particles experiencing the strong interaction. W ithin a year, he developed
such a theory, Source T heory.

16 Source Theory and UCLA

It surely was the di culty of incorporating strong Interactions into eld the-

ory that led to \Particlks and Sources," received by the Physical Review

barely six m onths after his N cbel lecture, in July 1966,”° based on lectures
Schw Inger gave in Tokyo that summ er. O ne m ust appreciate the m ilieu in
which Schw ingerworked in 1966. Form ore than a decade he and his students
had been nearly the only exponents of eld theory, as the com m unity sought
to understand weak and strong interactions, and the proliferation of \elem en—
tary partickes," through dispersion relations, Regge pols, current algebra,
and the like, m ost am bitiously through the S-m atrix bootstrap hypothesis
of Geo rey Chew and Stanley M andelstam .8°(8° W hat work in eld theory
did exist then was largely axiom atic, an attem pt to tum the structure ofthe
theory into a branch ofm athem atics, starting w ith A rthur W ightm an,®* and
carried on by m any others, including A rthur Ja e at Harvard.®® (The name
changed from axiom atic eld theory to constructive eld theory along the
way. Schw hger looked on all of this with considerable distaste; not that
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he did not appreciate m any of the contrdbutions these techniques o ered in
soeci ¢ contexts, but he could not see how they could form the lasis of a
theory.

The new source theory was supposed to superssde eld theory, much as
Schw inger’s successive covariant form ulations of quantum electrodynam ics
had replaced his earlier schemes. In fact, the revolution was to be m ore
profound, because there were no divergences, and no renom alization.

The oconospt of renom alization is sin ply foreign to this phe-
nom enological theory. In source theory, we begin by hypothesis
w ith the description ofthe actualparticks, while renom alization
isa eld theory conospt In which you begin with the m ore fun-
dam ental operators, which are then m odi ed by dynam ics. Tem —
phasize that there never can be divergences in a phenom enological
theory. W hat one m eans by that is that one is recognizing that
all further phenom ena are consequences of one phenom enological
constant, nam ely the basic charge unit, which describes the prob—
ability ofem itting a photon relative to the em ission ofan electron.
W hen one says that there are no divergences onem eans that it is
not necessary to Introduce any new phenom enological constant.
A 1l further processes as com puted In termm s ofthisprm itive Inter—
action autom atically em erge to be nite, and in agreem ent w ith

those which historically had evolved much earlier 8

16.1 Engineering A pproach to Particle T heory

In 1969 Schw Inger gave the Stanky H .K losk kcture to theNew York Univer-
sity SchoolofE ngineering Science. B ecause that lecture captures his philoso-
phy underpinning source theory so well, at an early stage in the developm ent
of that approach, I quote the transcription of it in f1118”

Tt is a fam iliar situation in physics that when an experim en—
taldom ain is to be codi ed, even though a fundam ental theory
m ay be available, rarely is it brought directly to bear upon the
experin ental m aterdal. The fiindam ental theory is too com pli-
cated, generally too ram ote from the phenom ena that you want
to describe. Instead, there is always an intemm ediate theory, a
phenom enological theory, which is designed to deal directly w ith
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the phenom ena, and therefore m akes use of the language of cb—
servation. O n the other hand, it is a genuine theory, and em ploys
abstract conospts that can m ake contact w ith the fiindam ental
theory.

The true roke of fundam ental theory is not to confront the
raw data, but to explain the relatively few param eters of the
phencom enological theory in tem s ofwhich the great m ass of raw
data has been organized.

I leamed this lesson 25 years ago during W orld W ar IT, when
Ibecam e Interested In the problem s ofm icrow ave system s, wave
guides In particular. Beihg very naive, I started out solving
M axwell’'s equations. I soon lamed better. M ost of the in—
fom ation In M axwell's equations is really super uous. As far
as any particular problem is concemed, one is only Interested In
the propagation of just a f&w m odes of the wave guide. A I -
ited num ber of quantities that can be m easured or calculated tell
you how these few m odes behave and exactly what the system is
doing.

You are ked directly to a phenom enological theory of the kind
engineers invariably use| a picture, say, in tem s of equivalent
trangn ission lines. The only rolk of M axwell’'s equations is to
calculate the few param eters, the e ective Jum ped constants that
characterize the equivalent circuits.

T he engineer’s interm ediate phenom enologicaltheory looks In
both directions. Tt can be connected to the findam entaltheory at
one end, and at the other it isapplied directly to the experin ental
data. This is an exam plk of the engineering attitude. It is a
pragm atic approach that is designed speci cally foruse. It is a
nongoeculative procedure. Hypotheses that go beyond what is
relevant to the available data are avoided.

Now, when we com e to realm of high-energy physics, we are
In a new situation. W e do not know the underlying dynam ics,
the underlying fundam ental theory. That raises the question of

nding the best strategy. That is, what is them ost e ective way
of confronting the data, of organizing i, of lraming lessons from
resuls within a lin ited dom ain of experin entalm aterial?

Iwant to argue that we should adopt a pragm atic engineering
approach. W hat we should not do is try to begin wih some
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fundam ental theory and calculate. As we saw, this is not the
best thing to do even when you have a fundam ental theory, and
if you don’t have one, it’s certainly the w rong thing to do.

H istorically, relativistic quantum m echanics had proved very
successfiil in explaining atom ic and nuckar physics untilwe got
accekeratorssu ciently high In energy to create the strongly inter-
acting particles, which include particles that are highly unstable
and decay through very strong forces. T he ordinary m ethods that
had evolred up to thispoint were sin ply powerless in the face of
thisnew situation. At the higher energies, particles can be| and
are| created and destroyed w ith high probability.

In otherwords, the in m utability ofthe partjc]e| a foundation
of ordinary physjcs| had disappeared.

Ifthe Inm utabl particke has ceased to exist as the fiindam en—
tal concept in tem s of which a situation can be described, what
do we replace i wih? There have been two di erent points of
view about how to construct a indam ental theory for the strong
Interactions.

The rst| the point of view of conventional operator eld
theory| proposes to replace the particke w ih three-din ensional
soace itself. In other words, you think of energy, m om entum ,
electric charge, and other properties as distrbbuted throughout
soace, and of an all volum es of three-din ensional space as the
things that replace particles. These volum es are the carriers of
energy, m om entum , and so on.

People, mcluding myself, have been actively developing the

eld idea form any years. Ibelieve that thiskind oftheory m ay be
the ultin ate answer, but please recognize that it is a speculation.
Tt assum es that one is Indeed abl to describe physical phenom ena
down to arbitrarily sm all distance, and, of course, that goes far
beyond anything we know at them om ent. A llwe are ablk to do
experin entally aswe go to higher and higher energies is to plum b
to an aller and an aller distances, but never to zero distance.

T he question is, should you, in discussing the phenom ena that
are presently known, m ake use ofa speculative hypothesis like op—
erator eld theory? Can we not discuss particle phenom enology
and handle the correlations and organization of data w ithout be-
com Ing Involred In a speculative theory? In operator eld theory
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you cannot ssparate particle phenom ena from speculations about
the structure of particlks. T he operators of quantum -m echanical
eld theory conceptually m ix these together.

To be abk to discuss anything from the operator- eld-theory
point of view , you must acospt its fundam ental hypothesis. You
have to acospt a speculation about how particles are constructed
before you can begin to discuss how particles Interact w ith each
other.

H istorically, this has proved to be a very di cult program to
apply, and peopl have, of course, been anxious to deal directly
w ith the experin entaldata, and so there hasbeen a reaction. T he
extrem e reaction to operator eld theory is to insist that there is
nothingm ore fundam entalthan particles and that, when you have
a num ber of particles colliding w ith each other and the num ber
ofparticles ceases to be constant, allyou can do is correlate what
com es into a ocollision w ith what goes out, and cease to describe
in detailwhat is happening during the course of the collision.

This point of view is called S-m atrix theory. The quantita—
tive description is in temm s of a scattering m atrix that connects
the outgoing state w ith the incom ing state. In this theory the
particles are basic and cannot be analyzed. T hen, of course, the
question com es up: what distinguishes the particular sst of par-
ticles that do exist from any other conceivable set?

The only answer that hasbeen suggested is that the observed
particles exist as a consequence of selfoonsistency. G iven a cer—
tain set of particles, other particles can be form ed as aggregates
or com posites of these. O n the other hand, if particlkes are unan-
alyzable, then this should not be a new set of particles, but the
very particles them selves.

That is the second idea, but I beg you to appreciate that
it is also a speculation. W e do not know for a fact that our
present nability to describe things in termm s of som ething m ore
fundam ental than particles re ects an intrinsic in possibility.

So these are the two polarized extrem es in the search for a
fiundam entaltheory| the operator- eld-theory point of view and
the S-m atrix point of view . Now my reaction to all of this is to
ask again why we m ust speculate, since the probability of alling
on the right speculation is very sm all.
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C an we not ssparate the theoretical problem ofdescribbing the
properties of these particles from speculations about their inner
structure? Can we not set aside the speculation ofwhether parti-
cles arem ade from operator elds or arem ade from nothing but
them s=lves, and nd an Intem ediate theory, a phenom enological
theory that directly confronts the data, but that is stilla creative
theory?

T his theory should be su ciently exible so that it can m ake
contact w ith a future, m ore findam ental theory of the structure
ofparticls, if indeed any m ore findam ental theory ever appears.
T his is the lne of reasoning that led m e to consider the theoret-
ical problem for high-energy physics from an engineering point
of view . Clearly I have som e ideas In m ind about how to carry
out such a program , and Iwould lke to give you an enom ously
sin pli ed account of them .

W e want to elim inate speculation and take a pragm atic ap-
proach. W e are not going to say that particles are m ade out of

elds, or that particles sustain each other. W e are sin ply going
to say that particles are what the experin entalists say they are.
Butwe will construct a theory and not an experin enter'sm anual
in that we w ill ook at realistic experin ental procedures and pick
out their essence through idealizations.

T here is one characteristic that the high-energy particles have
n comm on | they m ust be created. T hrough the act of creation,
we can de ne what we m ean by a particke. How, in fact, do you
create a particke? By a oollision. The experin entalist arranges
for a beam ofparticlkes to allon a target. In the centerofm ass
system , the target is just another beam , so two beam s of parti-
cles are colliding. O ut of the collision, the particke that we are
Interested In m ay be produced.

W e say that it is a particle rather than a random bump on
an excitation curve because is properties are reproducible. W e
still recognize the sam e particle event though we vary a number
of experim ental param eters, such as energy, anglks, and the kind
of reaction. T he properties of the particke in question rem ain the
same| it has the sam e m ass, the sam e so1n, the sam e charge.

These criteria can be applied to an ob &ct that m ay last for
only 10 2* sec| which decayseven before it gets out ofthe nuclkeus
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in which it was created. N evertheless, it is stilluseful to call this
kind of ob Ect a particle because it possesses essentially allof the
characteristics that we associate w ith the particle conospt.

W hat is signi cant is that within a som ewhat controllable
region of space and tin €, the properties characteristic of the par-
ticle have becom e transform ed into the particle itself. T he other
particles in the oollision are there only to supply the net balance
of properties. They are idealized as the source of the partick.

This is our new theoretical construct. W e Introduce a quan-—
titative description of the particke source in tem s of a source
function, S x), where x refers to the space and tim e coordnates.
T his function indicates that, to som e extent, we can control the
region the particle com es from .

But we do not have to clain that we can m ake the source ar-
bitrarily sm allas In operator eld theory. W e Jkave this question
open, to be tested by future experim ent.

A particular source m ay be more e ective In m aking parti-
cles that go in one direction rather than another, so there must
be another degree of control expressed by a source function of
momentum , S ). But from quantum m echanics we know that
the din ension of the system and the degree of directionality are
closely related. The am aller the system , the less directional it
can be. And relatiistic m echanics is incorporated from the very
beginning in that the energy and the m om entum are related to
ism ass In the usual relativistic way.

Now the experim enter’s pb only begins w ith the production
ofa beam . At the other end, he m ust detect the particles. W hat
is detection? Unstable particlks eventually decay, and the decay
process isa detection device. M ore generally, any detection device
can be regarded as a kind of collision that annihilates the particle
and hands is properties on In a more usabl om . Thus the
source concept can again be ntroduced as an abstraction of an
annihilation collision, w ith the source acting negatively, asa sink.

W e now have a com plte theoretical picture of any physical
situation, in which sources are used to create the initial particle
of interest from the vacuum state, and sources are used to detect
the nalparticles resulting from som e interaction, thus retuming
to the vacuum state.
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[Schw Inger then w rote down an expression that describes the
probability am plitude that the vacuum state before sources act
rem ains the vacuum state after sources act, the vacuum persis—
tence am plitude.] T he basic things that appear In this expression
are the source functions and spacetin e functions that represent
the state into which the particlke is em itted and from which it
is absorbed, thus describbing the Interm ediate propagation of the
particle.

T his sin ple expression can be generalized to apply to particles
that have charge, soin, etc., and to situations where m ore than
one particke is present at a tim e. Interactions between particlks
are described in tem s containing m ore than two sources.

O ur starting point accepts partickes as fundam ental| we use
sources to identify the particles and to lncorporate a sinpli ed
view ofdynam ics. From that we evolve a m ore com plete dynam —
icaltheory in which we com bine sin ple source arrangem ents like
building blocks to produce descriptions of situations that can in
principle be as com plex aswe want.

A rst test of this approach would be to see if we can repro-—
duce the resuls of som e wellestablished theory such as quantum —
electrodynam ics. W hat is the starting point in this attack on
electrodynam ics? Tt is the photon, a particke that we know has
certain strking properties such as zero rest m ass and helicity 1.
So we must include all these aspects of the photon in the pic—
ture, and describe how photons are em itted and absorbed. In
consequence, the source m ust be a vector, and it m ust be diver—
genceless.

T his approach lads us to som ething resem bling a vector po—
tential, and when we ask what di erential equations it satis es
we nd they areM axwell’s equations. W e start w ith the concept
of the source as prim ary and are led to M axwell's di erential
equations as derived concepts.

The description of Interactions follow s the tentative proce-
dures of life In the rmal world. The theory is not stated once
and for all. Tt begins with sin ple phenom ena| for exam ple, ac—
cekerated charges radiate. It then extrapolates that Inform ation
outside its dom ain, predicts m ore com plicated phenom ena, and
aw aits the test of experin ent. W e do not begin wih a nalde-
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scription of, say, electron scattering. W e extrapolate to i from
m ore elam entary situations, and this is still not the naldescrip-
tion.

A s the theory develops and beocom es m ore encom passing, we
go back to re ne the description of the scattering process and
cbtain a m ore quantitative account of it. This is the concspt
of an Interaction skelton. The process is there but it is not

nally described to start w ith, its existence ism erely recognized.
This sin pli ed reconstruction of electrodynam ics is com pletely
successfil.

To indicate the wide swesp of the new approach, I m ention
that classical gravitation theory (Einstein) can be reconstructed
and simnpli ed In a sim ilar way by begihning w ith the quantum
relativistic properties of the basic particl, the graviton, although
here indirect evidence for its properties m ust be adduced.

But the real proving ground for source theory com es from the
dom ain orwhich it was nvented, strong interactions. T he start-
Ing point is experin ental nform ation at low energies. The ten—
tative extrapolations are toward higher energies. The m ethod is
quite elem entary com pared to other current techniques. T he suc—
cessful correlations that have been obtained em phasize the com —
pltely phenom enological nature of our present know ledge about
particles and refute attem pts to lend fundam ental credence to
this or that particle m odel.

A m ore fundam entaltheory m ay com e Into being one day, but
it w illbe the outoom e of continued experim entalprobing to higher
energies, and w ill doubtless involve theoretical conospts that are
now only din Iy seen. But that day w illbe greatly speeded if the

ood of experim ental resuls is organized and analyzed w ith the
aid of a theory that does not have built into it a preconcsption
about the very question that is being attacked. This theory is
source theory.

162 The Im pact of Source T heory

R cbert F inkelstein has o ered a perceptive discussion of Schw inger’s source
theory program :
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In com paring operator eld theory w ith source theory Julian re—
vealed his political orientation when he described operator eld
theory as a trickle down theory (@ftera failed econom ic theory) |
since it descends from in plicit assum ptions about unknown phe—
nom ena at inaccessible and very high energies tom ake predictions
at lower energies. Source theory on the other hand he described
as anabatic (as In X enophon’s A nabasis) by which hem eant that
it began w ih solid know ledge about know n phenom ena at acces—
sible energies to m ake predictions about physical phencm ena at
higher energies. A lthough source theory was new , it did not rep—
resent a com plete break w ith the past but rather was a natural
evolution of Julian’s work w ith operator G reen’s functions. H is
trilogy on source theory isnot only a stunning disolay of Julian’s
power as an analyst but it is also totally in the spirit ofthem od—
est scienti ¢ goals he had st in his QED work and which had
guided hin earlier as a nuclear phenom enologist 28

But the new approach was not well received. In part this was because
the tin es were changing; within a faw years, 't Hooft?® would establish the
renom alizability of the G Jashow W einberg-Salam SU (2) U (1) ekctroweak
m odel, and eld theory was seen by allto beviablk again. W ith the discovery
of asym ptotic freedom in 1974,%° a non-A belian gauge theory of strong inter—
actions, quantum chrom odynam ics, which was proposed som ew hat earlier,”*
was prom ptly accepted by nearly everyone. An altemative to conventional

eld theory did not seem to be required after all. Schw Inger’s insistence on a
clean break w ith the past, and his reection of \rules" as opposed to lkeaming
through serving as an \apprentice," did not encourage conversions.

A Iready before the source theory revolution, Schw nger felt a grow ing
sense ofunease w ith hiscollkeaguesat H arvard .. But the chiefreason Schw inger
eft Harvard forUCLA washealth related. Fom erly overw eight and inactive,
he had becom e health consciousupon the pram ature death ofW olfyang Pauli
in 1958. (Ironically, both died of pancreatic cancer.) He had been fond of
tennis from his youth, had discovered skiing in 1960, and now hisdoctorwas
recom m ending a daily swin f©r his health. So he listened favorably to the
entreaties of D avid Saxon, his closest colleague at the R adiation Lab during
the war, who for years had been trying to lnduce hin to come to UCLA .
Very much agamnst hisw ife’s w ishes, hem ade them ove In 1971. H e brought
along his three senior students at the time, Lester D eRaad, Jr., W u-yang
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T sai, and the present author, who becam e long-termm \assistants" at UCLA .
He and Saxon expected, as In the early days at H arvard, that studentswould

ok to UCLA to work with hin ; but they did not. Schw lnger was no longer
the center of theoretical physics.

This is not to say that his little group at UCLA did not m ake an heroic
attem pt to establish a sourcetheory presence. Schw inger ram ained a gifted
nnovator and an awesom e calculator. He wrote 2-1/2 volum es of an ex—
haustive treatise on source theory, P articks, Sources, and F ields,” devoted
prin arily to the reconstruction of quantum electrodynam ics in the new lan-—
guage; unfortunately, he abandoned the profct when i came tine to deal
w ith strong interactions, in part because he becam e too busy w riting papers
on an \antiparton" interpretation of the resuls of degp—nelastic scattering
experin ents.”® Hem ade som e signi cant contributions to the theory ofm ag—
netic charge; particularly noteworthy was his introduction of dyons’* He
reinvigorated propertin e m ethods of calculating processes in strong— eld
electrodynam ics;?® and he m ade som e m a pr contributions to the theory of
the Casim ire ect, which are stillhaving repercussions.’® But it was clear he
w as reacting, not leading, asw itnessed by his quite pretty paperon the \M ul-
tispinor Basis of Femm iBose Transfom ation,"’’ in which he kicked hin self
fornot discovering supersym m etry, ©ollow Ing a com m and private perform ance
by Stanley D eser on supergraviy.

17 TheA xial-VectorA nom aly and Schw inger’s
D eparture from P article P hysics

In 1980 Schw nger gave a sam naratM IT thatm arked his Jast scienti c visit
to the East Coast, and caused hin to abandon his attem pt to In uence
the developm ent of high-energy theory with his source theory revolution.
The talk was on a subgct that he largely started in his fam ous \G auge
Invariance and Vacuum Polarization” paper,” the trianglk or axialwector
anom aly. In its sim plest and basic m anifestation, this \anom aly" describes
how the neutral pion decays into two photons. The pion coupling could
be regarded as occurring either through a pssudoscalar or an axial vector

Thisdoes not count a talk he gave at M IT in 1991 in honor ofbirthdays of two ofhis
students, w here he gave a \progress report" on his work on cold fiision and sonolum ines—
cence, excerpts of which is given in Ref. R].
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coupling, which fomm ally appeared be equivalent, but calculations in the
1940s gave discrepant answers. Schw inger resolved this issue in 1950 by
show ing that the two theories were indeed equivalent provided that proper
care (gauge-nvariance) was used, and that the form al result was m odi ed
by an additional temm . Problem solved, and it was then forgotten for the
next 18 years. In the late 1960s A dler, Bell, and Jackiw rediscovered this
solution,”® but the language was a bit di erent. The extra term Schw inger
had found was now called an anom aly, but the form of the equations, and
the prediction for the decay of the pion, were dentical. In fact, at st it
is apparent that A dkr, Bell, and Jackiv were unaware of Schw inger’s m uch
earlier resul, and it was the addition of Ken Johnson (one of Schw inger’s
m any brilliant students) into the collaboration that corrected the historical
record 78

Shortly thereafter, A dler and Bardeen proved the \nonrenom alization"
theorem ,”° that the anom aly is exact, and is not corrected by higher-order
quantum e ects. T his is In contrast tom ost physical phenom ena, such asthe
anom alous m agnetic m om ent of the electron, which is sub fct to corrections
in all orders of perturbation theory in the strength of the electrom agnetic
coupling, the ne structure constant. This seem ed surprising to Schw inger,
0 he suggested to his postdocs at UCLA that they work this out indepen-
dently, and they did, publishing two papers in 1972,'°° in which they showed,
using two independent m ethods, that there was indeed such a correction in
higher order. However, A dler, who was the reviewer of these papers forced
them to tone down their conclusion, and to point out that the result depends
on the physical point at which the renom alization is carried out. N onrenor—
m alization indeed can be achieved by renom alization at an unphysicalpoint,
which m ay be acceptable for the use of the theoram In establishing renor—
m alizability of gauge theories, its chief application, but it is nevertheless true
that physical processes such as the original process of pion decay receives
higher-order corrections.

A s was typical, Schw inger apparently took no notice of this dispute at
the tin e. But toward the end of the 1970s, whik he was w riting the third
volum e of P articks, Sources, and F ields, he looked at the questions of radia—
tive corrections to neutralpion decay and found the sam e result asD eRaad,
M ilton, and T sai. He wrote an explicitly confrontational paper on the sub—
Bct, which was the basis for the abovem entioned tak at M IT . T he paper
was apparently de nitively refcted, and the talk was harshly crticized, and
on the basis of these closed-m inded attacks, Schw inger kft the eld. For-
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tunately for the record, Schw inger’s paper exists as a chapter in the nally
published third volum e of P articks, Sources, and F ields.

H owever, the controversy lives on. In 2004 Steve A dler wrote a histori-
cal perspective on his work on the axiakvector anom aly!®! He devotes ve
pages of his retrogpoective to attack the work of Schw nger and his group. He
even denies that Schw Ingerwas the rst to calculate the anom aly, in blatant
disregard of the historical record. O f course, physical understanding had in-—
creased in the nearly two decades between Schw inger’s and A dler’s papers,
but to deny that Schw lngerwasthe rstperson to o erthebasis for the con—
nection between the axialwector and psesudoscalar currents, and the origin
of the photonic decay of the neutral pion, is preposterous.

18 Thomasterm i Atom, Cold Fusion, and
Sonolum inescence

W hen the last ofhis H arvard postdocs eft UCLA in 1979, and the ap over
the axialwvector anom aly ensued, Schw Inger abandoned high-energy physics
alogether. In 1980, after teaching a quantum m echanics course (@ not—
unusual ssquence of events), Schw inger began a series of papers on the
Thom asFem im odel of atom s!%? He soon hired Berthold-6 eorg Englert,
replacing M ilton as a postdoc, to help w ith the elaborate calculations. This
endeavor lasted until 1985. It is Interesting that this work not only is re—
garded as inportant In its own right by atom ic physicists, but has led to
som e signi cant results n m athem atics. A long series of substantial papers
by C.Fe eman and L. Seco!'?® has been devoted to proving his confcture
about the atom ic num ber dependence of the ground state energy of large
atom s. A s Seth Puttem an has ram arked, it is lkely that, of all the work
that Schw inger acoom plished at UCLA , hiswork on the statistical atom w ill
prove the m ost in portant %4

Follow Ing the Thom astem i work, Schw inger continued to collaborate
w ith Englert, and wih M arlan Scully, on the question of soin coherence. If
an atom icbeam is ssparated into sub-beam sby a Stem-G erlach apparatus, is
it possible to reunite thebeam s? Scully had argued that itm ight be possible,
but Julian was skeptical; the resul was three pint papers, entitled \Is Spin
C oherence Like Hum pty D um pty?", which bore out Julian’s Intuition ofthe
in possbility ofbeating the e ects of quantum entanglem ent.!%
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In M arch 1989 began one of the m ost curious episodes in physical science
In the last century, one that niially attracted great interest am ong the
scienti ¢ aswell as the Jay comm unity, but which rapidly appeared to be a
characteristic exam ple of \pathological science™” The e ect to which we
refer was the announcement by B. S. Pons and M . F kischm ann'®’ of the
discovery of cold fusion. That is, they clain ed that nuclear energy, in the
form ofheat, was released in a tabletop experim ent, nvolring a palladiim
cathode electrolyzing heavy water.

So itwasa shock tom ost physicists® when Schw ingerbegan speaking and
w riting about cold fiision, suggesting that the experin ents of Pons and F leis-
chm ann were valid, and that the palladium lattice played a crucial roke. In
one ofhis Jater lectures on the sub gct n Salt Lake C iy, Schw inger recalled,
\Apart from a briefperiod of apostasy, when I echoed the conventional w is-
dom that atom ic and nuclear energy scales are much too disparate, I have
retained my belief in the inportance of the lattice™ His st publication
on the sub ect was subm itted to Physical Review Letters, but was roundly
reected, n a m anner that Schw Inger considered deeply Insulting. In protest,
he resigned asa m ember (he was, of course, a fellow ) ofthe Am erican Physi-
cal Society, ofwhich Physical Review Letters is the m ost prestigious pumal
At rsthe ntended m erely to w ithdraw the paper from PRI, and his fellow -
ship, but then he f£lt com pelled to resoond to the referees’ comm ents: O ne
comm ent was som ething to the e ect that no nuclkar physicist could believe
such an e ect, to which Julian angrily retorted, \Iam a nuclear physicist!">)
In this ltter to the editor G . W ells) in which he withdrew the paper and
resigned from the Am erican P hysical Society, he also called for the rem oval
of the source theory index category the APS pumals used: \Incidentally,

YYThis term was colned in 1953 by Irving Langm uir, who gave a celebrated lecture at
G eneral E kectric’s Knolls Atom ic Power Laboratory (transcribbed from a disc recording
by Robert Hall) on the phenom enon wherein reputable scientists are led to believe that
an e ect, just at the edge of visbility, is real, even though, as precision increases, the
e ect rem ains m arginal. The scientist becom es selfdeluded, going to great lengths to
convince one and all that the rem arkable e ect is there jist on the m argins of what can
be m easured. G reat accuracy is clain ed nevertheless, and fantastic, ad hoc, theories are
nvented to explain the e ect. Exam ples nclide N -rays, the A llison e ect, ying saucers,
and ESP. It was not a coincidence that Physics Today published the article, without
comm ent, In the &1l of 1989 106

“?However, a few other em inent physicists spoke favorably of the possibility of cold
fusion, notably Edward Teller and W illis Lam b, who published three articles In the P ro-
ceedings of the U .S. NationalA cadem y of Sciences on the sub gct.
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the PACS entry (1987) 11.10mn can be dekted. There will be no further
occasion to use it/ A rather striking act ofhubris: Ifhe couldn’t publish
source theory, neither could anybody else. But the Physical Review obliged.
(U nfortunately, Schw inger failed to realize that the PACS index system has
becom e the predom inant system for physics jpumals worldw ide, a re ection

of the pram jer status of the APS pumals. So he largely spited his own
contributions.) Not wishing to use any other AP S venue, he tumed to his
friend and colleague, Berthold Englert, who arranged that \C old Fusion: A

H ypothesis" be published in the Zeitschrift fiir N aturforschung, where i ap—
peared in O ctober of that year!%® Schwinger then went on to write three
substantial papers, entitled \N uclkar Energy in an Atom ic Lattice I, IT, IIL,"

to esh out these ideas.’!!® The rst was published in the Zeitschrift fiur
Physik D ,**! where it was acoepted n spite of negative review s,” but directly
preceded by an editorial note, disclaim Ing any resoonsbility for the the pa-
per on the part of the pumal. They subssquently refised to publish the
rem aining papers.

Schw inger’s last physics endeavor m arked a retum to the Casin ire ect,
ofwhich he had been enam ored nearly two decades earlier. It was sparked by
the ram arkable discovery of single-bubble sonolum inescence, In which a an all
bubbl of air in water, driven by a strong acoustic standing wave, undergoes
a stablk cycl of collapse and reexpansion; at m ninum radiis an Intense

ash of light, consisting of a m illion optical photons, is em itted. It was not
coincidental that the leading laboratory Investigating this phenom enon was,
and is, at UCLA, ¥d by erstwhile theorist Seth Puttem an, long a fidend
and con dant. Puttem an and Schw inger shared m any interests in comm on,
Including appreciation of ne wines, and they shared a sim ilar iconoclastic
view of the decline of physics. So, of course, Schw inger heard about this
rem arkable phenom enon from the horse’sm outh, and was greatly ntrigued.

Schw inger Inm ediately had the idea that a dynam ical version of the
Casin ire ectm ightplay a key role. He saw parallkelsbetween cold fusion and
sonolum Inescence in that both dealw ith seem ingly lncom m ensurate energy
scales, and both depend signi cantly on nonlinear e ects. Since by the early
1990s, cold fusion was largely discredited, he put his e orts to understand—
Ing sonolum nescence, which undoubtedly does exist. Unfortunately neither
Schw inger, nor anyone subsequently, was abl to get very far wih dynam —

Fora review ofthe phenom ena, and a detailed evaluation of various theoretical expla-—
nations, see Ref. [112].
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ical zero-point phenom ena; he largely contented him self with an adiabatic
approxin ation based on static C asin ir energies; and was able to obtain suf-

cient energy only because he retained the \buk energy," which m ost now
believe is unobservable, being subsum ed In a renom alization ofbulk m ate-
rial properties. H is work on the sub gct appeared as a series of short papers
in the PNA S, the last appearing'!® shortly after his death in June 1994.

19 Conclusion

Tt is in possibble to do justice In a few words to the in pact of Julian Schw inger
on physical thought in the 20th Century. He revolutionized elds from
nuclear physics to m any body theory, st successfully form ulated renor—
m alized quantum electrodynam ics, developed the m ost powerfiil functional
form ulation of quantum eld theory, and proposed new ways of looking at
quantum m echanics, angular m om entum theory, and quantum uctuations.
H is kegacy Includes \theoretical tools" such as the propertin e m ethod, the
quantum action principle, and e ective action techniques. Not only is he
resoonsible or form ulations bearing his nam e: the R arta-Schw inger equa—
tion, the Lippm ann-Schw inger equation, the T om onaga-Schw Inger equation,
the D yson-Schw Inger equation, the Schw inger m echanian , and so forth, but
som e attributed to others, or known anonym ously: Feynm an param eters,
the Bethe-Salpeter equation, coherent states, Euclidean eld theory; the list
goeson and on. H is legacy ofnearly 80 Ph D . students, lncluding four N opbel
laureates, lives on. It is Inpossble to in agihe what physics would be lke
In the 21st century without the contributions of Julian Schw Inger, a very
private yet wonderfil hum an being. It ism ost gratifying that a dozen years
afterhisdeath, recognition ofhism anifold in uences is grow ing, and research
progcts he initiated are still underw ay.

Tt is tting to close this retrospective w ith Schw Inger’s own words, deliv—
ered som e six m onths before his nal illness, when he received an honorary
degree from the University of N ottingham 14Y

The D egree Ceram ony is a m odem version of a m edieval rite
that seem ed to confer a kind of presthood upon its recipients,
thereby excluding all others from is inner circle. But that will

YT his brief acosptance speech was ollowed by a brilliant lecture on the in uence of
G eorge G reen on Schw inger's work 14
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not do for today. Science, with its o shoot of Technology, has
an overw heln ing In pact upon all of us. The recent events at
W Inbledon invie me to a som ewhat outrageous analogy. Very
few of us, Indeed, are quali ed to step onto centre court. Yet
thousands of spectators gain great plasure from watching these
talented specialists perform . Som ething sin ilar should be, but
generally is not, true for the relationship between the practition-
ers of Science and the general public. T his ismuch m ore serious
than not know Ing the di erence between 30 all and deuce. Sci-
ence, on a big scale, is neviably intertw ined w ith politics. And
politicians have little practice In distinguishing between, say com —
mon law and Newton’s law . It is a suitably educated public that
must step Into the breach. This has been underlined lately by
M nister W aldegrave’s cry for som eone to educate hin about the
properties of the H iggs boson, to be rewarded with a bottle of
cham pagne. Any m em ber of the educated public could have told
hin that the cited partick is an artifact ofa particular theoretical
soeculation, and the real challenge is to enter uncharted waters
to see what is there. The failure to do thisw ill nevitably put an
end to Science. A society that tum In on itselfhas sown the seeds
oftsown dam ise. Early in the 16th century, powerfilChina had
sea-going vessels exploring to the west. Then a signal cam e from
new m asters to retum and destroy the ships. It was in those years
that Portuguese sailors entered the Indian O cean. The outcom e
was 400 years of dom inance of the East by the W est.

T here are other threatsto Science. A recent bestseller in Eng-
land, U nderstanding the present, has the subtitle Science and the
soulofM odem M an. I shallonly touch on the w rter’s view s to—
ward quantum m echanics, surely the greatest intellectual discov—
ery ofthe 20th century. F irst, he com plains that the new physics
of quantum m echanics tosses classical physics In the trash bin.
This I would dign iss as m ere technical ignorance; the m anner
In which classical and quantum m echanics blend into each other
has long been established. Seocond, the author is upset that its
theories can’t be understood by anyone not m athem atically so—
phisticated and so m ust be acospted by m ost pecple on aith. He
is, in short, saying that there is a priesthood. A gainst this Ipose
my own experience in presenting the basic conospts of quantum

42



m echanics to a class of Am erican high school students. They
understood it; they loved . And I used no more than a bit of
algebra, a bit of geom etry. So: catch them young; educate them

properly; and there are no mysteries, no priests. Ik all comes
down to a properly educated public.
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