
Dear Kostas,

I read Wharton's article. It is interesting knowing what is tangling up the physicists (but not the engineers like me - as long 
as they can pass thru the hype about QT!) I would have to dissect and reread it for a 100% credible critique of it to be 
honest. I am not sure I will have the time to do it. But I can offer this much at this time after my initial perusal and feel free 
to share this mail with him if you so desire.

But in general I do not find any fault with his discoveries/thoughts, except why is that what is natural to us engineers seem 
to perplex some/majority of physicists so much. To me that is what is interesting. It is also interesting that he rests 
ultimately on the action principles. Note that, that is the crux/core  of my enerxaction work and underlying equations. That 
should come as no surprise then that he feels firmer once he makes a connection to the action world and its principles. His 
talk about making the boundary conditions in classical action principles correspond to physically realistic conditions is 
precisely what I am doing in the laws I stated. This is also what the matter is with the classical action principles. Also recall 
my statement in our book chapter abstract that HP (Hamilton's principle) is a mere math statement not a statement of 
physical reality. Enerxaction laws fill this gap!You should infer that QT is from my perspective and unpublished work is no 
wonder at all! Except that I see some people are coming closer and closer to what QT is really and not, and what is needed 
to understand it! So, what do I do now?

As for the measurement business, Wharton also is on the right track as to what is a measurement and what is not. To us 
engineers a measurement does not have to be a physical act of measuring something with hardware etc... A measurement 
to us also what can be inferred (without resorting to any physical act of measurement with hardware) from the underlying 
system and its boundary conditions what a certain quantity or a/any desired  function(s) of coordinates/states (that are 
deemed to be known) of the system are at a certain instant in the past, present and future (including the estimation theory, 
the filtering, smoothing and prediction ). That requires us to identify and link all the interactions in a system dynamics with 
its inherent space and time boundary conditions. We devise and or discover whether a system is observable and or 
controllable which involve boundary conditions info. So, Wharton is in touch with all the necessary and engineering like 
perspectives, and makes an attack at the issue full front. That is he has engineering insights into the issue, which is 
admirable.

The main point is this: Why does it surprise people that discreteness is also inherent in continuous phenomena because of 
the need to satisfy spatial boundary conditions. In fact, just the other day I had put a remark in my "Vibrations of Continuous 
systems" course that I am teaching this quarter, in a homework solutions note to the students for them to observe upon 
solving the Boundary value Problems of an axial vibration of a bar physically constrained in different manners: "One finds the 
spatial frequency first of the underlying spatial eigenfunctions, which are denumarably quantized, and without finding 
these spatial frequencies, one has no clue on what the corresponding temporal frequencies are/ ought to be. Only after 
determining the former we can find out  what the latter must be for a solution that satisfies the underlying natural law. In 
that vein the energy modes of the bar are quantized, but we superpose them subject to temporal boundary conditions to 
generate a continuous solution to any desired degree of accuracy!". This is precisely the Boundary Induced Quantization 
(BIQ) that Wharton is talking about. Why the  things we do and know as engineers naturally seem to be news or have 
remained a mystery in other scientific disciplines? I find THIS interesting!

In this latter aspect I must add that this is the traditional approach to solutions that the spatial Boundary conditions are 
enforced first, and then the temporal quantifications follow. In my more general work, this does not have to be the case and 
a hybrid or simultaneous spatiotemporal physical/solution perspective/procedure can be used, both the spatial and temporal 
boundary conditions are not enforced until the very end of the solution process after a numerical general solution is obtained 
first. So in the final evaluation one may state that it is the joint operation of spatial and temporal boundary conditions that 
determines the faith without attributing any precedence to space or time.

One important consequence of all this is probably to ultimately state that the QT as is today is an ill-formulated problem. I 
believe Wharton is also more than implying this, and that too would be a statement I would be willing to make when I 
present my work. But I will present all from purely as usual mathematics and physics of enerxaction dynamics, without 
necessarily pointing the finger at QT or saying that I am doing QT, and  will let people make their own inference to that end. 
It may also be stated that the uncertainty principles are a result of this ill-formulation/interpretation.

I must also add that the nature has both continuous and discrete phenomena independently. The two types of phenomena 
may be linked or not, depending on the problem. We can obtain continuous formulations directly of some phenomena, we 
may also construct them in the limit from purely discrete modeling - it should not be a surprise then continuous phenomena 
may harbor discrete manifestations either, as Wharton states and as I teach my students. Even in that case we still assess 
the system as continuous rather than discrete. On the other hand, some discrete phenomena may have no continuous 
counterparts either. 

In conclusion, as I stated these are what came to my mind as I first read it, there may be things that I missed, but I would 



have to look at it closer at a later time. At this point I made no comments regarding the GR, as I feel I need 
to refresh my self on some fundamentals of it. But in all the controversy between the QT and GR, it would be the QT that I 
would be critical of, that I know for sure from my past reflections on the matter.

Best wishes again, Hayrani


