














In the sequel, some recurrent patterns of misunderstandings and incorrect
formulations are listed, together with short comments:

1. The dimension number, or dimension for short, is an integer which can attributed
only to a space (exotic cases, like ring dimensions, are outside our scope). E.g., a
vector does not have a "dimension", but it is an element a space with specific
features.

2. The number of dimensions is no criterion for the capacity and reach of a theory.

3. A subset is not automatically a subspace. It is a subspace if and only if it fulfils the
axioms of a vector space itself. (The Minkowski space is a subspace of C°.)

4. There is no first, second, third, ... dimension. The concept from everyday
experience, with length, width, height, cannot be extended to greater dimension
numbers or to spaces over C. Any labelling of coordinate axis will be arbitrary and
not invariant against coordinate transformations.

5. A finite list of variables does not automatically define a vector space. Either it must
be demonstrated that the axioms of a vector space are fulfilled (e.g.: what is the
"sum" of two samples?), or it must be declared that we have to deal with a new type
of mathematical structure (cf. Section 2), and its rules must be specified.

S Complex Spaces and Nonlocality
5.1 Specific Metrics Fitting for Complex Spaces

If the underlying space is a C", then the possibilities how to define a metric on this
space require some deliberation. For any two vectors x and y, a norm N(x — y) can be
defined, where N is any function defined on C" and obeying the axioms of a norm. This
N(x — y) can be understood as the length of the vector x — y, and, at the same time, as
the distance d(x,y) between two points represented by the vectors x and y. So d(x,y)
defines a metric on C", which fulfils the usual axioms.

In a real space the distance between two elements of the space corresponds to the
length of a shortest trajectory for an object moving from one place to another, but in C"
the analogous interpretation would have no physical meaning. Here, as a complement to
the "classical" metrics as described just before, a different way to define a metric is
proposed, which is not based on a function of the two involved vectors, but upon
essential properties of the entities for which the formal model has been set up — objects
existing in the space and processes running in it. Along this line we will obtain a metric
which immediately permits a physical interpretation, and particularly copes with
requirements imposed by specific findings of modern physics. Therefore, before stating
the formal definition for this special class of metrics, some remarks on the background
are required.

Nonlocality and entanglement belong to the eminent findings of modern quantum
theory, experimentally confirmed beyond any reasonable doubt. They are fundamental
for the worldwide activities in quantum communication and quantum cryptography. As
a highlight only the recent experiment by Anton Zeilinger and his team shall be quoted,
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where photons remained entangled even after having travelled 144 km through the
atmosphere (Perdigues Armengol et al., 2008).

There are three characteristic features of entanglement which imply specific
requirements to be fulfilled by a metric on the set of the involved entities:

1. Selectivity, exclusivity: In principle, entanglement concerns a well-defined, finite
number of entities (in the most frequent case just two entities, but a larger number
is not excluded).

2. Nonlocality in a dual sense: Entanglement is insensitive to enormous distances, but
conversely, a third party, geometrically very near to one of the two entangled
partners, need not be anyway influenced or involved.

3. Condition-dependence: Entanglement does not occur at random, but requires a
condition to be fulfilled.

With these three features given, the next step will be to develop a mathematical
expression for what can be intuitively circumscribed as "affinity" between two partners
and the like (for more details on conditions for entanglement to occur see Gernert
(2005)). This mathematical tool has the shape of dissimilarity function d(S;,Sk), which is
defined for all pairs {S;,Sx} of elements of the underlying set of structures, and has the
usual properties of a metric. A low value of d(S;,Sx) means that both structures are
similar, and high values stand for a marked disparity.

Given a finite set of structures S = {S;, S, ..., Sn}, a dissimilarity function d(S;,Sk)
with the required properties can always be defined (for every pair {S;Si}, see the
Appendix) by means of graph grammars. Originally created in 1969 for purposes of
theoretical computer science, graph grammars have since demonstrated their efficacy in
a great variety of applications. Here their essential properties and a conceptual question
will be discussed, while some mathematical details (and references) are placed into the
Appendix.

In principle, a graph grammar is a procedure that generates a multitude of graphs by
repeated application of a small number of rules. It is always possible to formulate a
graph grammar such that at least all graphs of the given set S are produced, and the
dissimilarity between any two graphs from S is defined in a natural manner.

"Similarity" and "dissimilarity" are perspective notions: the meaning of these terms
requires the context to be taken into account — beyond the well-known context-
dependence of any word meaning. This requirement finds its correspondence in the
mathematical representation. Apart from trivial cases, a graph grammar fulfilling the
conditions named above is not uniquely defined. This ambiguity mirrors the character of
a perspective notion, and in defining a dissimilarity function there are "degrees of
freedom" such that the chosen graph grammar can be adapted to the special situation.

5.2 Applications to Nonlocal Processes

Vector spaces of the form C" are indispensable in the study of nonlocal processes,
too.
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In the course of time, the conditions under which the concept of "hidden variables"
could make sense were more and more narrowed down. According to Kochen and
Specker (1967) it is impossible to explain quantum indeterminism by an influence of
hidden variables. Both local realism and local hidden-variable theories are definitively
ruled out by experiments (Freedman and Clauser, 1972; Kwiat et al., 1999). More
recently, Leggett (2003) excludes nonlocal hidden-variable theories of a particular class
(called "crypto-nonlocal theories"). These contributions from the literature are one if the
reasons why in the following the concept of hidden variables will not be used.

As an intermediate summary, we can state that nonlocality and entanglement are
secured, whereas hidden variables can be practically excluded. In this situation it is
proposed to study whether the effects which are attributed to entanglement — or at least
part of them - can be explained on the basis of hidden organizing structures. This
concept — hypothetical for the moment — deserves a careful study from the beginning.

We are accustomed to saying that some institution is well — or not so well —
organized, and we assume that there exists an underlying organizational structure,
which is perceived from outside only by its efficiency, the conspicuous system
behaviour. In terms of general system theory we have two disjoint, but interacting
subsystems (for more details see Gernert (2004)):

- the sphere of observable physical effects, denoted by O, and
- the realm of the hidden organizing structure (H).

A system of the form {O,H} can be naturally described by two matrices:
- a transformation X which characterizes the transition from one state of the system to

the next one (normal system operation), and
a second matrix, Y, which represents the influence of H.

All matrices are mxm-matrices over C (they may be time-dependent, but this will
not be regarded further). It is presupposed that the system states can be denoted by finite
state vectors. Then a transformation step can be written as

x'=YXx 3)

(This equation suggests a deterministic process, but it should be understood as a
heuristic cue for the beginning. Later on, stochastic influences can be described, e.g., by
modifications of the matrix Y; this is an important point for future research.)

Each of these matrices permits a unique decomposition into a real part and an
imaginary part, and the matrices in eq. (3) can be rewritten: Y = A + iB and X =C + iD,
where A, B, C, D are real. The matrix product in eq. (3) becomes

(A +iB)(C +iD) = AC - BD +i(AD + BC) @)
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Here the real part, R = AC — BD, represents the observable system behaviour, and at the
same time mirrors the effect of H. The normal system operation (without an influence
from H) occurs if Y = A + iB = I (unit matrix). In this case B = O (zero matrix), A =1,
and R =C; so eq. (3) is reduced to x' = Cx.

For the sake of simplicity, A = I is supposed, and the important case R = C — BD
with BD # 0 must be studied. This BD # 0 characterizes the deviation from normal
system operation. Therefore it must be analysed under which circumstances BD # 0 can
hold, or, more precisely: when will BD take on not too small numerical values, such
that the disturbing influence from H cannot be neglected? This is not trivial, because
two nonnegative matrices with their nonzero entries in a "normal" numerical range can
have rather lessened entries in their product (0 < a, b < 1 implies ab < min(a,b)). The
question of a non-negligible magnitude of BD suggests the metaphor of "key-lock
mechanism" (proposed by Emil Fischer (1852-1919) in 1894 within his enzyme
studies): if and only if B and D fit together — in a sense still to be made precise — the
effect of BD will be significant.

The required mathematical tool is supplied by dissimilarity functions, as introduced
in Section 5.1; here we need the dissimilarity d(B,D). As explained before, the
mathematics for defining dissimilarity functions can be based on graph grammars; but
here, in the context of matrices, also hierarchical matrices (block-structured matrices)
should be mentioned, which have proved their utility in numerical mathematics
(Liitkepohl 1996; Bebendorf 2008). Both styles are essentially equivalent since any
quadratic matrix can be rewritten as an edge-labelled graph, and vice versa.

For a system of the form {O,H} it must be analysed what can in principle be
controlled by H, and which special qualifications will be required for H. An analogy
from real life will give a helpful cue.

In a planned economy (centralized-administration economy) "target figures" are
determined, fixing in which quantity the diverse commodities must be produced. Take
screws as an example. If the total weight of the screws to be produced within a year is
fixed, then big screws will be made; if the total number is defined, then an enormous
number of small screws will come out. Any more differentiated scheme of goods to be
manufactured will require a more detailed plan; or, in other words, with a small number
of data only a primitive kind of "control" is possible.

This finally leads to the statement: Structures can be controlled only by structures.
This is a second argument for not handling one hidden variable, nor a finite set of such,
but a hidden organizing structure. (The latter does not permit us to smuggle in variables
again. If, e.g., a graph is given, then a lot of graph invariants, like the graph's chromatic
number, can be derived, but these are a topic from pure mathematics and have nothing
to do with physics.)

The reflections on hidden structures can be traced back to a long history. It belongs
to the indispensable core of theoretical physics that the realm of visible phenomena is
founded upon and explained by invisible structures (Kanitscheider, 1979: 288). Of
course, any formulation of a hidden structure requires an interpretation, that is "a set of
normative regulative principles which can neither be deduced nor be refuted on the
basis of the mathematical codification" (Primas, 1990: 172f); in other words, we need
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an empirical test that gives answer about the efficacy or inefficacy — and hence the
existence or non-existence - of the alleged structure.

5.3 Proposed Experimental Test

Such an experimental test certainly will not be easy, but it is not impossible. What
we need is a process of structure formation with indefinite outcome, such that changes
in the relative frequencies of the different outcomes can be observed. For some time, it
is folklore among chemists that newly synthesized compounds with more than one
admitted form of crystallization (e.g., stereo-isomers) do crystallize very clumsily in the
beginning, whereas later on, after some quantities of the substance had been produced
(and already had crystallized), crystallization may run rather quickly.

A systematic study can consist of the following steps: Several novel substances with
ambiguous crystal forms are synthesized. For each substance the original speed of
crystallization is measured. Then the substances are completely destroyed in order to
exclude "classical" entanglement in the following step. In the last step substances of the
same kind as before are synthesized anew, and it is checked for each substance whether
its crystallization rate exceeds the earlier one. If this should be the case, then we would
either have entanglement across time, or the influence of a hidden organizing structure.
A vivid discussion will be sure to start.

6 Concluding Remarks and Outlook

There is no exclusive, and not even a preferred number of dimensions. Rather, the
characteristic properties of the underlying space depend on the individual problem —
€.g., layout problems lead to a 2-dimensional model in real space. At least as important
as the number of dimensions is the selection of the adequate algebraic structure. In
modern physics there is some preponderance in favour of C", where n is specific for the
problem.

Other than in everyday language, it does not make sense to give numbers or names
to "dimensions", since in mathematics the term "dimension" is defined only for an entire
space, and any numbering or labelling of coordinate axes would not be invariant against
coordinate transformations. Some formulations found in literature, like "three time-like
dimensions" only bring in an unjustified bias with respect to a later interpretation.

In a similar manner, no separate interpretation of the real parts and the imaginary
parts is possible. From time to time, a proposal comes up to build a bridge across the
Cartesian cut in such a way that the res extensa (matter) is identified with the real parts,
whereas the imaginary parts are assigned to the res cogitans (mind). Whenever
interacting parts must be regarded as a wholeness, such a partitioning of a mathematical
model should be regarded with some reserve.

Research on higher-dimensional theories is still strongly proceeding (see, e.g.,
Wesson (2007)). Finally, it should not be forgotten that there are numerous
contributions in the literature demonstrating that not only C, but also two other
algebraic fields, quaternions and octonions, are useful - or even inevitable - in special
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branches of physics (see, e.g., Baez (2002), Dixon (1994), Okubo (1995)). We may look
forward to new branches of research and novel results outside the familiar categories of
human thinking.

Appendix: Graph Grammars

Graph grammars are a versatile mathematical tool that has proved its utility in
various fields of applications. Here they are relevant as a tool to formulate a
dissimilarity function for pairs of structures (Section 5.1). In the easiest case, a finite set
of graphs G = {Gy, Gy,..., Gm} is presupposed; possible extensions will be addressed
later. A graph grammar is given by a startgraph and a finite number of production rules.
Each production rule permits the generation of a new graph from one of the already
existing graphs. A production rule is a triple {S,, S, E}, where S; is the subgraph to be
replaced (left-hand side), S; is the subgraph to be substituted for it (right-hand side), and
E denotes the embedding rule governing the way in which S; has to be inserted.

For the present application, a graph grammar I' is required which generates at least
all graphs in the given set G. For a fixed graph grammar I, the requested dissimilarity
function is defined by

d(G,‘, Gk) = min L(Gi, Gk), (5)

where L(G;, Gi) denotes the length of a path leading from G; to Gk by following the
lines "upward" and "downward" which represent the generation of these two graphs in a
"pedigree-like" diagram depicting I'. Each such step contributes 1 to L. (Low
dissimilarity means great similarity, and vice versa; the mathematical transformation is
trivial.)

For a given finite set G of graphs it is always possible to set up a graph grammar I
such that at least all graphs in G are generated by I'. But, apart from trivial cases, a
graph grammar specified in this way cannot be unique. Rather, there is a multitude of
graph grammars which are all suited to represent the desired dissimilarity function on
G. The reason behind this lies in the fact that distance and dissimilarity are perspective
notions, and no quantification is possible without a reference to the purpose (and the
entire context) of such an assessment. Dissimilarity between structures is never a
property of the structures themselves; rather, it is defined by an observer, and different
dissimilarity functions mirror the different subjective views of different observers.

The procedure described above can be generalized to graphs with edge- and/or
vertex-labels, and to hierarchical graphs. (For these extensions, and for technical details,
diagrams, etc. see Gernert (1997); for the relationships between meaning, dissimilarity
and other perspective notions see Gernert (2006); a bibliography on graph grammars is
given by Drewes (2009).)
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