Why dimensionless units should not be used in physics
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Abstract

The quantities of dimension one — known as the dgiomless quantities — are widely used in physics.
However, the debate about some dimensionless ign#t#ll open. The paper brings new interrelated
arguments that lead to the conclusion to avoid iphy=imensionless units, except one for the
mathematical multiplication identity element thabsld not be introduced into a system of physical
units. It brings the coherence to the Internatid@atem of Units (SI) and it will remove ambigudgtie
rising from the conflict between the mathematicalgerties and the physical conventions.
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1. Introduction

Any physical quantity must be expressed as a numbeéra reference. The quantity and the
reference have a physical meaning, while the nwakwalue has a mathematical origin. The
metrological notation for a quantitygives an equation

q={al{q]. (1)

where {g} is the numerical value andj] is the unit. Eq. (1) can be rewritten in terms thé
measurement output, where the numerical value eatefined as

{q}=[—g]- &)

Now the mathematical part is on the left-hand s3fl@q. (2), whereas the physical part is on the
right-hand side. The numbers are mathematical tshjadependent of physical reality. The numbers
are the results of measurements that can be pemtégsmeans of mathematics that is separated from
the physical realisations of units. The physicarmities are also not involved in an axiomatic siyst

of mathematics. This also corresponds to the cdiorefor axis labels e.g. in thdetrologia journal
that are written in the forry[q], and thus there are only numbers plotted in nma#tieal graphs with
the labels specifying their physical meaning. Nt the fixings of numerical values in the new Sl
definitions of the base units lead to the fact tiese units are defined as constant quantities [1]
Historically, it was for example a ratid_f of the measured length to the length of International
Prototype Metre, written ad_(91t) = m (that is, the metre is a quantity of therfsant” Metre), and
thus defined as the unit][ The traceability chain was realized as multiglions of numerical factors
obtained from calibrations to calculate the finattbr (the numerical value) of measurdedo the
physical unit represented oy as an indirect comparison. By analogy, the Intéonal Prototype of
the Kilogram( had massn(K) = kg and was assumed as a constant quantitye@iyy the fixings of
numerical values of some physical constants ti@esent definitions of the new Sl units allow direc
traceability between quantities by constant factorthe unit of time 919263177(Cs) = s ={]. Thus,

we must keep the mathematical numerical valuesratgha from physical values of quantities and
units. That is, we must use the system where athemaatical factors are dimensionless and all



physical units have a physical dimension. And wi séie below, why this formal requirement is so
useful and correct. Note that historically the $@tem of units was preceded by a set of units. ;Thus
some of these units were also inconsistent. Tharmesf these units were also inconsistent and did
not form a system. For example, the separate atimizbased definitions of the volt, the ohm arel th
ampere were incompatible. These three units wefimeatke by different practical realizations and
numerical factors, and thus they did not match GHaw exactly. However, the S| system of units
evolved and now it is closer to a state withouthsinconsistencies. However, some steps are still
needed and they can be done together with the #egebange in the definition of the Sl second.

The paper goes through a set of old and new argigntieat must be mentioned explicitly to
demonstrate that the proposal about the dimenssnirits does not have a loophole. In sectione?, th
integer numbers and related units are discussqubciedly the mole. In section 3, an analogical
treatment is used for the real numbers and theeahgkection 4, the ambiguity of identity elemint
examined.

2. Numbers

The integer numbers are enumeratively defined ithemaatics. Their set is infinite and they
have their own mathematical symbols. For exampke diameted is expressed as 2-fold of the radius
r by the following equation

d=2r, (3)

where 2 represents the number two and the muhiidic sign is conventionally omitted. If the factor
in unknown, than a new symbol (eMd) is used. A number that is substituted by the sjimbcan
vary, and thudN is named the variable. Note that not all symbelschto be a physical quantity. TRe
is still a (variable) number and it is not a phgsiguantity. Then we can write

d=Nr. 4)
The corresponding unit equation for the Sl units is
m=1m=m, (5)

where any numerical factor is conventionally onditt€he quantities diameter and radius are generally
considered to be so-called quantities of the samd ], and thus they are also additive. For
example, we can add radiuses and diameters ofdiffeircles to express some total distance.

The old Sl definition of the mole was already subjef doubts. Nevertheless, the old
definition of the mole was related to the mass. Eloav, the new SI definition of the mole is directly
based on a number only that strengthen these dff+d{s The “numbers of entities are quantities of
dimension one” and also according to the Intermati®/ocabulary of Metrology (VIM) [2]. That is,
they are dimensionless for general entities. Howet® mole, which is the base unit of amount of
substance, seems to be a number of entities inaswdes The old S| definition had the form thateeli
on the unit of mass represented by the prototydeoarthe material property of the specific isotope
carbon. In the new SI definition, however, it i€ thixed number (numerical value of the Avogadro
constantN,), whose use is restricted for specified entiteeg.(particles) [5]. One can ask, “How is it
possible that the number related to the generdtlyastdimensionless, while the same number can
have a physical dimension for a specific entityReTanswer might be that it is due to some histbrica
reasons. It originates in the large number thaheots the macroscopic (old Pt-Ir kilogram) and the
microscopic world (particles) and it cannot be dedrby any current technological means in physics.
However, it is still a number (according to the \jlinhd it is not a new dimension (according to the
new Sl system of units). Note that the amount difstance has its own dimension in dimensional
analysis of quantities. However, the mole is baselgg on the dimensionless number. Although the
Dirac large number hypothesis [6] inspired somepfeeto the physical compactification associated in
a dimensional change, it has not yet been provdrtan gravitational consta@ is not a part the Sl



base unit definitions [7]. It sounds strange thatoain select an integer number, and then by definit
it becomes a physical unit with a dimension. Thesptal meaning begins e.g. with an introduction of
a mass constamh, (of a physical unit with dimensions) for a givemd of entity (particles) that is
multiplied by this numerical factor symbolized bylmnand thus the result is the madgthe quantity

of the same kind with same units) as follows

M =N,m,. (6)
Neverthelesd\, represents integer number

M =602214076000000000000000m, (7)

that is clearly mathematical as well as 2 in ejjo¢3any other number. The conventional restrictmn
use a numerical value only for selected (a subetities offers a non-systematic interpretatidgth
a physical meaning. However, the restriction ismeatessary from mathematical reasons.

The dozen that corresponds to the value equal tés 12 numerical factor and it is not
standardly viewed as a unit. It can be used farrestruction of the duodecimal numeral system using
the gross that corresponds to the dozen of doZéesnumber of an entity can be e.g. 5 dozens ds wel
as 5 moles which is conventionally restricted dolphysical particles. Thus, we can have five dezen
of apples or five moles of particles. However, thdity must be specified in the definition of a
guantity, and then, it is included in the symbobtofntity and it is not present as a unit (oryisisol).

For example, the number of applsg.is 5 dozens and it can be written as

N =60 (8)

apples

in our case. That means, it is without any unit litapple” on the right-hand side of eq. (8). The
number of orangedlyanges Must also be defined in a similar way and if wentvep count them
together, then we must define some quantity Nkgs. However, we will not define new units. For
example point, line, graduation, cycle, bit, tqubit, gate, event, money, patrticle, pixel (andrthe
derived “units” - e.g. Mcyc/s, Gb/s, events/yearths/month, USD/week, particles/s, particle%/m
pixels/nf) are not units. They are only entities that camdnented (within a specified time interval or
a specified space) and any entity must be omitteenwe write units (e.g. 1/s, 1Inetc.). None of
these entities are the Sl units. And thus, by aalthe mole is not a unit and the restrictiontte t
particles must be generally included only in thérdgigon of quantity and its symbol. Therefore, the
Avogadro constant can be used (using some symba)dimensionless numerical factor for practical
reasons. However, the mole as a unit should nasbd and it is not necessary that it exists hatviag
status of a unit. The change of its status canfiettaits level of practicality in usage, and thhe
practicality cannot be an argument against suchropgsal. A historically accepted dimensional
confusion in naming illustrates also e.g. miledorally meaning only 1000) as the simplified narfie o
unit for the length. That is, there was not a sigfit pressure for a proper differentiation of
dimensionless units in the past. And we can seenpiat problems e.g. the proposal that the kilomole
should be the Sl base unit in order to avoid facsoich as 1000 [8].

As an additional argument it must be noted thanéhe S| system has one important property.
All physical measurements can be reduced to a omuof specified events in a time interval, and
then the measured values will be calculated. Howelie mole is the only one base unit of the new Sl
system that does not depend on the unit secondnviltb definitions. The mole is also the only one
base unit that has not a definition-based relabaanother base unit. Consequently, the mole f@ms
independent base that constitutes an island (geelFiOf course, the definition of the mole is dxhs
on the selected number (that cannot be directiyteoufor its large value) and it has not a relatimn
any physical phenomenon (it is out of the time)tamy to the rest of the base units. And thus it is
staying outside a united physical system of utitsi{s own extra dimension”) as well as any other
number (like the dozen) that cannot be accepteal @sysical unit. The existence of the mole as the
base unit also does not allow a full conversiothefSI system to any natural system of physicakuni



because the number in the new SI definition ofrtlode cannot be equalized to 1 because the natural
mole will be the “uno-like” unit that will be disegsed below as ambiguous.

Fig. 1. Relations between the base units of the new $&sysThe molavas adopted by majority vote
at the Conférence Générale des Poids et MesureBNIET@ 1971 as the base unit of amount of
substance. The mole is the only one Sl base wativths not the base unit in the original SI sysitem
1960. That is, it was already not necessary toliese unit of the full system for some time.

3. Ratios

The integer numbers were analyzed in the previeasa. A real number can be arbitrarily
approximated as a ratio of integer numbers andhwgér number is always a special case of real
number. So, the real numbers that also expresssrafil be treated in this section analogicallydan
thus the recommendation must also be the same.

The circumference can be expressed as

c=2m, (9)

wherer is Archimedes' constant, i.e. a purely mathembatioastant and eq. (9) also corresponds to
eg. (5). Note that can be evaluated experimentally e.g. using BuSfoi®edle and dimensionless

probabilities. Hence, a measurement is not a seifficondition for physicality. The circumference i

a physical quantity of the same kind as the radibi® whole circle can be divided (graduated) into
360 angular degrees denoted as °. Then we can write

2n
36C

o

(10)

The minute of arc and the second of arc can benekkfin a similar way as “sexagesimal”
submultiples. However, their symbols represent odilpensionless numerical factors (fractions)
contrary to their common use as units of the plamale. Note that for historical reasons the sysbol
°, ', " —corresponding to 0, 1, 2 — represented separafdhe powers of “sexagesimal” submultiples
used in writing a number that stood for a fracidmrc length (of the degree of arc or a diffengatt
of whole circle) or of time (hour or day) as wele( as a fraction of different quantities). Thatit is
an old mathematical notation of numbers and it a6 & physical unit. For example, writing a
numerical value of angle as 123"5® without units does not mean that it is a proddi@rgles 123°
- 59 - 59" and their units. Note that the “sexagesimal’ nuaherystem never used 60 symbols
(numerical digits), and thus the separation symb@ee introduced and misinterpreted later as a unit
A decimal separator or a thousands separator anenite as well. However, the symbol in eq. (10) is



the mathematical factor that can be introduced fastar and can be conventionally restricted to use
for the planar angle where the decimalisation was historically successful. However, such a
restriction is also non-systematic as in the cdsth@ Avogadro constant and it does not create a
physical unit from a mathematical number because (ghould be) already included in the definition
of the variable. The planar angle did not havesuinitthe past (the radian and the steradian were
introduced in the late nineteenth century). Theeefd is possible to have the planar angle without
units also in the future. The graduation of thevedrline scale (e.g. on a protractor) as well &s th
graduation of the linear line scale (with an irtiincurvature) represents the length quantity, wihiée
planar angle means only a dimensionless fractica @irved graduation length to a reference length.
Angle measuring devices are historically based rendavisions (curved coordinates). However, by
dividing something into its parts does not changelimension, and thus these sub-arcs are alsthleng
guantities. It is can also be seen from nameseointberse trigonometric functions, where the oladin
guantity is “arcus” (the length of normalized ara)her than the angle. Note that there is anotbef n
systematic approach with a different degree. Thygrede Celsius, denoted as °C, was based on the
centigrade scale between the melting point andbtiibng point of water. The degree of Celsius
(officially adopted in 1948) “is” same unit (withdifferent symbol) as the degree of Kelvin (1 °C =
1 °K). However, the temperature scale has a difte&set (zero). Nevertheless, in other casesave d
not use different symbols for units such as betwdifarent timescales. An offset definition mussal

be included in the definition of a quantity andsitould not be transferred into units (e.g. “metres
above sea level” are still the same metres; volésdifferent ground potential are still the samés).

We can also find many examples of restrictions tfee Sl prefixes. The Sl prefixes are
multiples or submultiples of units, and thus theg also only numbers without a physical meaning.
For example, “centi-” represents the real numb8d @nd its use is also restricted. It should not be
combined with some units like “centisecond” or “genllimetre”. Nevertheless, there is no need for
such restrictions from the perspective of the niraeresult. The same numerical value 0.01 has
another symbol, i.e. %. The percentage is dimefedsnand it does not have the conventional
restriction as the prefix centi- that it must bevays used with a given physical unit and without
another prefix. However, it does not make the peemge a unit as well as the angular degree a
physical unit. Another example is the percentagatps a “unit” that is popular in finance andst i
not explicitly rejected by the Sl Brochure [7] tvo@d the spread of such inconvenience. If we
carefully define and describe the quantity, i.e. thtio in this example, than the “point” is noeded
and only the numerical factor equal to % can beluséso non-decimal factors for calculations, e.g.
the root mean square (RMS) or the peak-to-peakeyaloould not be included in units. For example,
the RMS of a voltage (denoted Blgus) is correct (in volts). Nevertheless, the unit [tSORMS”
(denoted as Mus) does not present a consistent approach. Howeveryidespread in practice.

The planar angle is formed by two rays (i.e. & imutual property between two half-lines) and
supplemented with the corresponding sign. The sigthe measured planar angle above that includes
an arc referring to the definition. However, itasly a figure that consists of lines (and of curved
lines) measured in terms of a unit of length. Tikatve cannot create an angle independently o$ line
or regions, if we define the value of the planaglaras an areal ratio of the circular sector todis&
like in a mathematical pie chart that illustratesnerical proportions generally (and not only angles
Note that the angle measuring device can also lilmated by a second device using the ratio of the
areas, if such devices are based on the Sagnat affé share the wavelength of light and the amgula
rotation. However, a numeric ratio of two arbitrdengths (areas) does not generally form an angle.
The planar angle is a fraction that is restricted.g. a two lengths that must be specified. Howeve
restriction into a subset of fractions cannot @eaphysical unit from a number. The value of aglen
is always calculated and it is not measured diyexdla physical quantity.

The problem with the dimension of the planar amglehysics is long-term [9]. The authors in
[10] concluded that the idea that the angles drergntly length ratios is a misconception. Howeiter,
cannot imply, as they only concluded without a prdabat the planar angle is not inherently
dimensionless. Their example with Brown’s protracioowed that no other physical units are needed
to be involved to define a measure of angles (hathematical fractions). That means, it is not
necessary to have a length ratio, however, theaplangle can be defined as a length ratio (this was
not disproved). It also suggests that angle is emaétical rather than physical, and thus it showtd n
have a physical unit. The planar angle can be filyrdefined or calculated in many ways. The planar



angle can be defined (derived) as the ratio ofraresgth to a radius (mathematical approach) er th
ratio of an arc length to another arc length (tineles closure techniques or the polygons that db no
need a metrological traceability to the Sl systelnemvthey are ideally realized) or the ratio ofregté

to another length using nonlinear cyclometric fiowd, such as e.g. arcsine (the sine bar) or
arctangent (the tangent bar). And | can cite thd Y2]: “The coherent derived unit favery derived
guantity of dimension one in a given system of suist the number one, symbol 1. The name and
symbol of the measurement unit one are generaltyimticated.” Additional reasons against such
physical unit will be also presented in the nextisa.

The solid angle has a similar problem. Note tha #pecial category was exclusively
introduced for the radian and the steradian andag named as the supplementary units of the Sl
system. However, the category was abrogated in.19@%early shows a problematic nature of the
existence of these units. Nevertheless, it is raraatical problem not to use such a unit, theaslian.
The surface area of a spherical cap includes hisadse of the surface area of the whole spheeg. Th
is, they are quantities of the same kind with thme units. The radiant flux is a quantity that ugigs
the power from all directions (the whole spherd)e Tadiant intensity is a quantity of power that
comes through a specific spherical cap. That &ditector physically measures the radiant flug (th
power without a steradian) in both cases. The radilux of a source can be measured by an
integrating sphere and the radiant intensity iadiant flux restricted by a calculated dimensiaosles
geometric factor (e.g. the surface area ratio afpherical cap) represented by the part of the
measurement device in front of the detector. Thay,whese quantities are different. However, they
are quantities of the same kind with the same (without the steradian) as well as the correspandi
surface areas mentioned above. A similar exampéa isptical filter placed in front of the detector.
The total flux (the power) and the transmitted poas two different quantities with the same units.
The transmittance is a material factor that is disnenless (expressed e.g. in % that is not a asit)
well as a dimensionless geometric factor menticaiealve that is realized by an obstruction with a
zero transmittance. By analogy, the radiosity d&redradiance are quantities of the same kind. Nhate t
similarity of the quantity names indicating the #amty in units. And by analogy, photometric
guantities that often share the same symbols as rddiometric counterparts also do not need the
steradian. The quantities must be distinguishedM@bas the length of arc and the circumference).
However, their units should not contain an extra& tor a dimensionless factor. For example, the
transmittancel = 0.3 = 30 % = 30 0.01. We do not need to introduce a unit like&tek” to avoid
ambiguities by writingl = 0.3 rel. = 30 crel.

4. | dentity

A special case of a number is one, denoted asig&.nlimber is generally equal to the identity
element for the mathematical multiplication thadmy one in common algebras.

In 1998, the Consultative Committee of Units (CCeommended an adoption of a new unit
named “uno” representing 1 in dimensionless quastthat will be denoted as U. It can overcome the
conventional restriction to use the prefixes onlthveome symbol of unit. However, it has not been
adopted by the International Committee for Weighisd Measures (CIPM) until now. The
mathematical reason, why we should not introducedditional symbol to the identity element, is
ambiguity in writing. If

u=1, (1)
then also
1=U (12)

from the general symmetry of the equality relatibhe ambiguity of “1” is known. It can be omitted
as a factor or used in the arbitrary powess in the following identity

1=1° =11 =1P, (13)



and thus the U also equals to its arbitrary power.

The special cases of the uno are the radian anstéinadian. We can read in [7]: “However, it
is a long-established practice in mathematics @nalsa all areas of science to make use of radrdl a
sr = 1. For historical reasons the radian and dinaare treated as derived units... It is espgcial
important to have a clear description of any qugntith unit one...”. That is, they are “unos”
restricted to be used only for the planar and sddidgles, respectively. Note that the
higher-dimensional and the abstract spaces areuatsbin physics. For example, the Weinberg angle
is used to describe a ratio of masses as welleagvbgadro constant in eq. (6). That is, the aigle
generally too abstract (as well as a number) thannot be physical, and thus it cannot have physi
units. If not, then there will be a need of infanihumber of units for each dimensionality of space
where hyperspheres exist. This seems to be impahctind when only 2D and 3D angular units will
be used, it is non-systematic. Moreover, the radiad the steradian are not commonly used in
mathematics. And thus there is also no mathematealon to use them in physics.

In this manner, the radian is also ambiguous itingras it can be seen from the equation

rad =1 =rall (14)

If the radian exists as the unit of angle that €gponds to the factor equal to 1 in eq. (9), tien t
angular frequency defined from the general frequerfcgs

a =271f (15)

will contain the radian. Then, the units of the @lagmomentuni. and the reduced Planck constant
will also contain the radian because of the classiefinition

L=la (16)
and
L=N7, a7

respectively, wheré is the moment of inertia anld, is some numerical factor, and therefore they
cannot contain the radian. It must be noted thatatithors in [11] concluded thhtcontains rad
because they exclusively introduced their “anguiadius of curvature”, which contains fad
However, the moment of inertiaof any arbitrarily oriented object can be calcataby summations or

by integrations in the Cartesian coordinate sydienause it corresponds to the second moment of the
mass distribution, and thus no radian will appadhe result and likewise the radian will not apgea

the multipole moments of the electric charge distibns or generally in any mathematical second
moment corresponding e.g. to the variance in atistaces. For example, the moment of inertia for
axis Z, denoted ds, can be numerically calculated as

I, = Zm (Xi2 + yiz) a8)

or

|, = J"[J'p(xz + yz)dxdydz’ (19)

where the summation is over many point particlethwhassean and the integration uses the
volumetric mass densigy. We can clearly see that there is no place fordden as it was derived for
I and unconventionally for many other quantities ass suggested in [11].



Moreover, units of the angular kinetic enefgyy and the Planck constantwill contain rad
due to eq. (15) because

Eag = % | &? (20)
and
E.,, =hf, (21)

respectively. It seems to be problematic with respe the new Sl definition of the kilogram, if the
Planck constant contains the second power of tiiemaand it is considered as an unambiguous unit.
On the other hand, we know that the classical fikewgetic energy is given by the equation

E. =—mv (22)

lin

and it does not contain the radian. Both energiegtee quantities of the same kind, and thus we can
add them to obtain the total energy. That is, wik suim quantities with a different power of the
radian. This is a clear demonstration of the amtygof uno-like units that should not be used. The
ambiguity of the radian was already mentioned engre than 100 years ago in [12]: “It is the
anomalous behaviour of the unit, radian ... Thisamsewe must insert or rub out the unit radian
whenever it is convenient to do so.” And | agrerofalies should be removed from the S| system.

Additional examples are trigonometric functionstsas sine or tangent. They have argument
¢ that represents the planar angle. In the calauativith such functions, the numerical value of an
angle must be converted to the radian, and therattian itself must be omitted in an argumenttas i
is equal to 1. If we use the Taylor series of tine $unction that is often used as an approximaition
physics (e.g. the sine bar or the sine error), Vleobtain a polynomial of degree up to infinity

sin(¢):¢—%+f—2c—.... (23)

Analogically, the Taylor series of the cosine tha¢ used e.g. for calculation of the period of a
pendulum or the cosine error also lead to a higlegree polynomial. However, the cosine error is
approximated by?2. In the case of the radian as an unambiguots thei approximated expression
of the cosine error has units equal tc?rachich is not common for such dimensionless faas®d for
relative corrections. We see that a nonlinear fonatnay give rise to problems with the use of & uni
such as the radian. One cannot add together &relift powers (“dimensions”) of an “unambiguous”
radian (as well as the angular degree as a uratavbid a necessity to use the formal metrological
way of writing

sifigl)={} -4+ 1 @

and specifying that angles are in the radiansyitieof the planar angle that corresponds to tdeara
should be “equal” to one and the unit radian shdiddomitted. The solution is already common in
mathematics. Thus, the second option in [10]digensionless angles, seems to be correct and it ca
be easily applied. Imagine that something is rotpfive-times per second. The frequency of full
cyclesf is 5 Hz. The definition of quantitiyincludes the cycle that should not be includeaif@gin

the unit (e.g. abbreviated as “cyc”). The angulagfiencyw = 2rf = 10t Hz = 10t s*. The numerical
value for @ is different only by the dimensionless multiplivat factor Z that comes from the
definition of angular frequency that is based om dgoantity, eq. (15). However, the same unit should



be used as in eq. (9). If not, the same problerhogidur for mathematical functions, such assth(
that need their argument to be dimensionless.

Another argument against using units for the plamgle is the polar coordinate system. The
polar coordinate system is a two-dimensional coat#i system. Note that a coordinate does not mean
a dimension. The system uses two coordinatesd ¢ that can be converted to the Cartesian
coordinates

x =rcodg)
y =rsin(g). (25)

An infinitesimal area elemeiA can be calculated as
dA=dxldy=rI[dr[dg. (26)
Thus, the planar angleis a dimensionless coordinate (variable) to métehunits from both sides of

this equation. Even a clearer illustration providdse elliptic coordinate system with two
dimensionless coordinatesandv where

x = acosHu)codv)
y = asinh(u)sin(v). (27)

with the focal distance equal ta 2nd an infinitesimal area element equal to

A= a2 cosH2u) - coq2v) Qo (28)
2

The unit equation corresponding to double-integitalements from eq. (28) is
m’=nf-1-1. (29)

It obviously shows that the area with two dimensiof length is located ia® (multiplicative part of

the Jacobian determinant) and the rest on the-hightl side of the equation must be dimensionless.
We can also see that the elliptic coordinate systenmainsthe hyperbolic functions as well as the
circular functions. The arguments of the hyperbfliections also do not have a unit different from 1
They are related to the circular functions throdigl imaginary unii that is purely mathematical
without a physical meaning. A hyperbolic rotatiamrresponds to a circular rotation by an imaginary
angle e.g. by

cosHu) = codip). (30)

Thus, my suggestion not to use the radian as alsatavoids a necessity of the imaginary radian.

The problem can also be demonstrated for a noniegimal example where the infinitesimal
area element can be replaced by a finite area elelie a pixel (generally non-rectangular and
position-dependent). Note that the pixel is antgrind it is not a measurement unit. The total &ea
can be calculated by a summation of pixel areas.stimmation can be done over relevant values of
indicesiy and | (representing coordinates) as well as equivalewgr a single indepp

A= DA =2A, - (31)

l2p



where all pixels are only renumbered by a differemaly. That is, the number of coordinates was
changed without a change of dimension. Thus, thegslangle “units” as well as the pixels (and their
indices) do not have units different from 1. Thdiaa and the steradian should be omitted as wdll as
is also normally omitted because rad = 1 and sy thid is “a long-established practice” as it iscal
mentioned in [7].

The problem is also related to the written formeglations. It was decided, for equations
describing the measurement uncertainties to mawa the numerical-value equations to the quantity
equations. The quantity equation describes a oslatith accompanying definitions of the quantities
represented by their own symbols in the equatidnis Bpproach is also common in the scientific
papers. However, the numerical-value equationsaecempanied by statements specifying the units
used in the equation. It is also the case of egostin [10], using statements e.g. “whérés in
degrees” and “wher@ is in radians”. However, the corresponding equatiseem to be the quantity
equations. Again, in order to avoid writing}{‘everywhere”, it is better to treat the planamgénas a
dimensionless factor without a physical unit.

5. Conclusions

The amount of substance and the angle should wet danit different from 1. At least, they
should not be a base unit of the Sl system (if eeept them for some practical reasons). The integer
numbers or real numbers should be kept numberghaydshould not be defined as physical units. The
approach to define the mole as a physical unit wiile away the differences between the numerical
values and the physical quantities. It is non-syst& to make units from non-unitary numbers and it
is not formally correct. The historical reasons te e.g., a cause of the decimal number system.
However, subjective conventions should be systenaatimuch as possible or practical to make the Sl
system easy, whereas the mole opens the door itwedafits for other restricted entities [13], like
apples and oranges, because they cannot be devitied the S| system. Endless proposals such as
“numerosity”, “avao”, “ent” are present [14], becauthey are based on their arbitrariness that has
nothing with the physical reality. The removal bEtmole from the Sl units will stop it. Moreover,
stoichiometric calculations in practice do not riegjthe concept of the mole [14].

The radian has the ambiguity of uno-like units. Tdmabiguity can lead to an incorrect
conclusion. For example, that the physical unither incoherent, while the radian is a cohereritt un
of the Sl system of units [11] when we let escatate ambiguity in formulae. The planar angle is
generally defined as a ratio. That is, it is a digienless ratio because mathematics does not need
physical units. The dimensionless quantities conweye information than a number. However, the
information cannot be placed into the mathematiaetity element creating an isolated base uné lik
that in Fig. 1. That is, we cannot incorporate itiethematical identity element into the SI system of
physical units, and thus also the units of alltrearatios (e.g. ratios of prices, the Pearsometation
coefficients, probabilities, etc.).

The recommendation is not to use e.g. the angeigire@ and the mole as a physical unit. The
value of an angle is a mathematical variable. Theermhould be a numerical factor of a mathematical
variable restricted to given entities and it shaubd be the base unit of the Sl system. And fomfdr
reasons it is also necessary to leave out therradid the steradian in order to avoid the ambiguity
that generally leads to mathematical uselessneesieter, any future action will need deeper
consensus emerging also from outside the metra@bgmmmunity to avoid problems related to such
an important and broad issudevertheless, the contradiction between the VIM thiednew S| system
definition must be resolved. We must balance betvpeactical reasons (using epgad instead of 10
®) and the mathematical correctness. Nevertheless relatively easy to remove all “rad” and “sr”
from texts (the information is already presentha tefinitions of quantities) and such a removal wi
bring more practicality and also consistency witmathematics.

A general practical solution for writing could bket following. All quantities and units
(already based as constant quantities [1]) witthgsigal dimension will be written using italic type
While numbers (numerals, the Avogadro constanther mole), dimensionless variables (angles),
dimensionless constants and S| multipliers will tm®@an type. It will also allow to use SI multiples
without units that share some symbols (this shadrmgsource of irregularities in the long term).
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