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Fundamental Pieces in the Future of Physics?
by Spiridon DUMITRU
      Until today the Uncertainty Relations (UR) preserve a large popularity associated with the supposition that they have crucial significances in physics. Mostly the respective supposition is itemized through a set of  Assertions (A) such are :
•A1 : In the experimental reading the UR are crucial marks (error descriptors) of measurements from  Quantum Mechanics (QM)  comparatively with those  from Classical Physics (CP).■
•A2 : Regarded from a theoretical/mathematical perspective  UR  are considered  as  distinguishing sign between QM and CP.■
• A3 : In both experimental and theoretical views the UR are considered in an indissoluble  connection with the description of uncertainties (errors) specific for  Quantum Measurements (QMS).■
•A4 : Being an essential element of UR, the Planck’s constant ħ , is appreciated to be exclusively a QM symbol without any kind of CP analogue.
•A5 : UR imply  the existence of some ’impossibility’ (or ’limitative’) principles in foundational physics .■
•A6 : UR are regarded even as expression of ”‘the most important principle of the twentieth century physics”’.■
     In the mainstream of publications, due to the mentioned crucial significances/assertions, UR are commonly agreed as fundamental pieces for the present and future physics. We know only a single notification [3] contrasting with the respective agreement. Note that the alluded notification was relied not on an analysis of UR per se but on some intuitional considerations about the future role of   ħ  as fundamental constant in physics.
      Recently in [1] we investigated the deep truth of the mentioned crucial significances/assertions  regarding UR. In the main the paper [1] proves the falsity of the noticed assertions and, consequently, the incorrectness of the derived supposition about the crucial significances of UR. The proof is  grounded  in part on the results from other my paper [2] as well as on some additional irrefutable arguments. So we find that naturally UR must be assumed either (i) as provisional fictions destitute of durable physical significance (in an experimental perspective) or, (ii) as simple fluctuations formulae for random observables (in a theoretical approach). Moreover one records that UR or their adjustments  have not any connection with the description of QMS. The details of our  investigations give forth a class of solid arguments which come to advocate and consolidate the Dirac’s intuitional guess [3] that:  “uncertainty relations in their present form will not survive in the physics of future”. Then our investigations consolidate the viewpoint that in fact the UR  will not survive as fundamental pieces in the future of physics.
          Additionally in [1]  we present  some  serious   reasons  for   the   necessity   of  an  

UR-disconnected  quantum philosophy. Particularly we plead for the idea that QMS have in view to record the  quantum (random) observables and, consequently, they must be understood and described not as a single trial (which give a unique value) but as a statistical sampling (which yields a spectrum of values). Certainly that, in such an understanding, the conception of “wave function collapse” becomes an obsolete thing.  In our vision a QMS description must be regarded as a distinct and independent procedure comparatively with QM (which deals  only with the intrinsic properties of the studied systems). In such a regard a QMS can be depicted as a distortion of the information about the measured system. For a given system the respective distortion can be described as a process which change linearly, from the intrinsic to the recorded expressions, the probability density and current (given in terms of wave function) but  preserve the mathematical picturing of QM operators (admitted as generalized random variables). The alluded UR-disconnection facilitates [4] a promising approach of the existing (but often ignored) defects regarding QM foundations and interpretation.
       On the other hand it is a known fact that FQXi (The Foundational Questions Institute) has as programmatic  mission: “To catalyze, support, and disseminate research on questions at the foundations of physics ….. and innovative ideas integral to a deep understanding of reality but unlikely to   be supported  by conventional funding sources”.
Due to the above presented  things I dare to appreciate   that  my papers  [1,2]  can be   of 
 real  interest  for many  readers  of  Blogs  and  Forum of  FQXi COMMUNITY  .   Consequently  I  appeal to the FQXi  Board of Editors  to  include the present  text 

among  the  respective  Blogs.  Moreover  I    invite   the   alluded   readers, concerned on 

QM   problematic, to   examine  and   to  comment  this  text,  plus  especially 

my papers  [1,2]  (accessible free from the below indicated Internet address).
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