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Herein we consider various concepts of entropy asm easures of the com plexity of phenom ena and
n so dolng encountera fundam entalproblem in physicsthata ectshow we understand the nature of
reality. In essence the di culty has to do w ith our understanding of random ness, irreversibility and
unpredictability using physical theory, and these In tum undem Ine our certainty regarding what
we can and what we cannot know about com plex phenom ena in general. T he sources of com plexity
exam ined herein appear to be channels for the am pli cation of naturally occurring random ness in
the physical world. O ur analysis suggests that when the conditions for the renom alization group
apply, this spontaneous random ness, w hich isnot a re ection ofour lim ited know ledge, but a genuine
property of nature, does not realize the conventional them odynam ic state, and a new condition,
Intermm ediate betw een the dynam ic and the therm odynam ic state, em erges. W e argue that w ith this
vision of com plexity, life, which w ith ordinary statisticalm echanics seem s to be foreign to physics,
becom es a natural consequence of dynam ical processes.

I. NTRODUCTION

W hy do things get m ore com plicated w ith the passage of tin e?

W hile it may not be a m athem atical theorem , i certainly seem s clear that as cultures, technologies, biological
species and Indeed m ost large-scale system s, those w th m any interacting com ponents, evolve over tim e either they
becom e m ore com plex or they die out. T he goalofunderstanding the m echanisn sby which evolution favors Increased
com plexiy over tin e is too ambitious an undertaking for us here. W e do not explore these m echanisn s In part
because they are phenom ena-speci ¢ and we are concemed w ih only the universal properties of com plexity even
though i has no clear de nition. M ore In portantly, however, com plexiy is very often selfgenerating. Herein we
discussm any of the problem s and paradoxes that are entangled in the concept of com plexity in the restricted dom ain
ofthe physical sciences. T his is done because if com plexity does have universalproperties they should be independent
of the phenom ena being studied and therefore we choose the sin plest context possble. For exam ple the generation
and dissipation of uctuations involved in com plex phenom ena are exam ined through the oonoept's of irreversibility
and random ness, but m ore in portantly through the obfctivity principle, see for exam ple M onod [J.] T he science of
com plexiy is m ultidisciplinary and so i m ight by argued that the schem a we construct, based on the paradigm of
physics, is lncom plete. O n the other hand, we believe that the principle of cb fctiveness gives \hard" sciences lke
physics an In portant advantage in addressing the di cult task of understanding com plex system s. A s a m atter of
fact, we should not ignore centuries of philosophy of science and, m ore generally speaking, epistem ology, when we
refer to the conoept of ob fctiveness. It is right In this case indeed that science and philosophy bene t by mutual
exchanges. W e can accept the fact that science is located In a better position in order to understand and describe
the reality of things, but the problem is that we cannot still have a clear and com plete de nition of what we m ean
by nature. Furthem ore, we have to stress that in som e cases philosophers exert an in portant rol of stim ulus for
scientists to overcom e the lim fations ofthe current view s. A signi cant exam ple is given by the paper ofP ete G unter,
In these P roceedings [_2]. T his paper, in our opinion, sets challenges for the scientists, and we shall discuss how to
address som e of these challenges. W e have, In fact, three di erent problem s related to the principle of ob pctiveness.
The rsttwo are connected to the scientist and the third one to nature itself.

Since the scientists are hum an beings, w hile they investigate the things around them , it happens that they not
only describe the facts the way they are, but they unavoidably corrupt and interact w ith the things they are
studying. This w ill becom e clearer below , when we shall explain the quantum m echanics paradigm . H ow ever,
this is true also in a sense that is w ider than the applicability of quantum m echanics itself.

In addition to this, the scientist hinm /herself is part of a natural system . For this reason it js_pos:;ub]e that for
what we call the vicious circke the scientist cannot see all the things that he/she should see. [_9(j] {_9]_:]
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Finally, we have to com e back to the old and thomy problem conceming the description of reality and the
m ethods used in order to understand i. Herein, we shallbem ainly concemed w ith this lJatter problem , nam ely
the detection of true unknowabks am ong m any unknowns, and how to dealw ith an unsatisfactory abundance
of unknow ns, through a change of perspective, which is now becom ing known as the \com plexity paradigm "

T hese three points are in portant to understand in order that we can acoept the principle of ob fctiveness even if
som e reserves have to be m ade. Nevertheless the analysis and the critician of the m ethods used are a preem inent
com ponent of whichever process toward a renewed and im proved science. In soite of what we said, we , of course,
value science and scientists. N obody would deny today that scienti ¢ m ethods, reductionisn inclided, m ake us able
to describe the reality of things to a very good approxin ation. The m ain purpose of what hasbeen said untilnow is
Just to "problem atize" ob pctiveness, nam ely, to question it and to consider w hether it is either a cause or a sym ptom
of larger problem s, especially w ithin last century’s perspective, i. e. reductionisn . A sam atter of fact, it isnot at all
easy to de ne these two conocepts, expecially reductionisn . T he reason why this happens isbecause reductionisn isa
concept "in eri". W e do not have a de nition for reductionisn that can satisfy the whole scienti ¢ and philosophical
comm uniy. O ne of the m ost di cul aspects of the reductionism process to de ne is its connection w ith the nature.
In fact it isnot clear if reductionism is just am ethod used by the scientist and applied to nature in order to understand
i, or if it is an attrbute of nature itself. M any scientists and philosophers have w ritten m any articles and books
about this topics. Steven W einberg, for exam ple, has been very productive from thispoint ofview (see, eg., hisbook
"D ream s of a nal theory" E]) . Acocording to hin , one would understand all problem s starting from fundam ental
equations goveming particle physics. Chen istry would be an application of physics, biology would be a chem istry
exercise, and so on. W e are not surprised that a fam ocusbiologist, EmstM ayr, wasthe rstwho clearly de ned allthe
di erent kinds of reductionian s [r§], w ith the purpose of circum scribing their applicability. A ccording to his synthesis
we can classify reductionism in three categories.

1. Constitutive reductionisn , nam ely the scienti cm ethod in which one studies the com ponents to understand the
system is no doubt the key to success of decades of science, and no scientist doubts this.

2. Theory reduction, or \the phenom enon of relatively autonom ous theories becom ing absorbed by, or reduced to,
som e otherm ore inclusive theory" is, on the other hand, strongly criticized. A classical pro gct is the reduction
of themm odynam ics to m echanics, which has never been accom plished. W e shall see later in this paper that a
new vision of com plexity em erges from this ailure in realizing thisprogct, n the case ofnon-ordinary statistical
m echanics.

3. Explanatory reductionisn , at last, is com pletely refcted by M ayr. This kind of reductionian states that a
com plete know ledge of a system can be derived by the m ere know ledge of its com ponents. In fact, it is not
inm ediately and totally true that the fact that we understand the single com ponentsm ake us able to understand
the whole system that we are considering. [_9é]

W e shall not try to resolve that controversy here, but we shall indicate where we nd that the new com plexity
approaches based on nonlinear dynam ics deviate from the traditional interpretation.

To appreciate how the com plications of non-equilbbrium phenom ena have changed our view of the world we go
back a few decades to the work on system s theory pioneered by Von Bartalan y @:] and subsequently developed by
m any scientists. System s theory adopts the perspective that determ inisn at best provides an inadequate description
of nature and a holistic approach ism ore suitable for understanding phenom ena in the socialand life sciences. T his
m ethodology casts the scientist in the role of "problem solver" so that in order to extract Inform ation from the system
the scientist m ust develop a "heuristic" understanding of the problem to be soled by m eans of m etaphors. The
holistic perspective assum es that the scienti ¢ know ledge is universal in that laws w thin a given eld of study can
often, if not always, be m irrored in all other elds of study. W e are often convinced that holism and reductionism
are two opposite concepts and that the st one belongs to philosophical approach and the other to the scienti c
one. This is not totally true, In fact there are m any possbilities of com prom ising the two points of view so they can
peacefully coexist.

T he system s theory approach to science has proved to be e ective especially at the Interfaces of wellestablished
disciplines, for exam ple, biophysics, biochem istry, inform ation theory and cybemetics jist to nam e a few . H owever, a
m etatheory Involring the concept of com plex adaptive sysl:em s (CAS) hasbeen Invented and developed by m em bers
of the Santa Fe Institute [é] A ccording to G elkM ann flO ]a CAS is a system that gathers inform ation about itself
and is own behavior and from the perceived pattems which are organized into a com bination of descriptions and
predictions, m odi es its behavior. Further, the interaction of such a CA S with the environm ent provides feedback
w ith which the survival characteristics of the systam are adjusted. T his com plicated behavior leading to an intemal
change in the system associated w ith decision m aking is not to be confiised with the direct control envisioned in
cybemetics and other early form s of system s theory.



To facilitate ourdiscussion we adopt asa w orking de nition ofcom plexity that ound in R eulle’sm onograph, C hance
and Chaos LLZ_L:]: "G Iven a system and observer, the com plexity ofthe system ism easured by the di culty encountered
by the observer in extracting inform ation from the system ." O nem ight be tem pted to criticize the generality of this
de nition, but it is that very generality that m akes it so appealing. For exam ple, the com plexity envisioned here
m ay be applied to allm anner of natural and social system s w ith the clear understanding that it is not ob fctive, but
depends on both the systam and the observer. In addition to the sub ctive nature of this conoegpt of com plexity due
to the explicit inclision ofthe observer in is de nition, there is the additional ingredient of sub fctiviy having to do
w ith the "questions" the ocbserver asks of the system . H ere the notion of observer is really that of an experin ent, but
one could also form ulate the sam e de nition involving system s containing hum an beings or other conscious entities.
Tt isdi cult ifnot In possible, at the present tin e, to know if conscious and unconsciousm atter can be describbed in a
uni ed way. C onsciousm atter, due to its com plexity, can have em ergent properties which do not in ply an anin istic
theory, but in fact are consistent w ith a m aterialistic approach.

T he theory of em ergence is based on the idea that if we proceed tow ards organization levels m ore com plex there
are new em erging properties not present at the less com plex levels (brain, consciousness, life are all exam ples of this).
The m ost In portant problem at this point is how to consider the em ergence of these new properties. They m ay
be considered as genuinely unknown or unknown for our tem porary scienti c lin its. T he proponents of CA S would
certainly argue that the existence of em ergent properties, which is to say selforganization, is partly the reason for the
developm ent of their theory. However, CA S is still in its nfancy and whether or not it will survive to adolescence,
much less to m aturiy rem ains to be seen. O ne theory that has since its inception inclided the e ect of the observer
on the system observed is that of quantum m echanics (by using the case of quantum m echanics we can appreciate
again how much the observer is nvolved in a physical fact and in its analysis). T he paradigm of quantum m echanics
isusefilbecause i is acospted as them ost findam entalpicture ofthe Interactions ofm atter n the universe and i too
Includes this dichotom y ofthe system and observer. In this general schem e the cbserverm ay also be included aspart
of the system and therefore the observation m ay or m ay not change the system , degpending on the questions asked.
For exam ple, the observerm ight in uence the spectral lines in the light from alpha centurd, but not the interest rates
at the localbank.

So now we com e down to the crucial question: Can we de ne a m easure of com plexity that w ill be useful across
a broad spectrum of problem s, from the stock m arket to superconductivity, from social discontent to the laughter
of chidren? Using Ruelk’s de nition one may think that it is possible to de ne a m easure, since the concept of
\di culty" adm its an ordering relation. In other words it m akes sense to say; \problm A is more di cult than
problem B".However, a little re ection reveals that this kind of relation is not really ob fctive, since the di cultyy of
the problem depends on whom hasto face it and at what tim e. E stablishing ob fctive criteria, for exam ple in agining
that the problem s have to be faced by m achines such as com puters or by adopting rigid algorithm s, just transfers
the sub gctivity to the level of the arbitrary criteria adopted. Herein we show that physical science, presum ably our
best e ort at constructing an ob fective theory of reality, isnot In m une from these di culties and we exam ine various
proposals to overcom e them . Because of the way we have based our discussion until now , here we decide on a point
w here to start, an assum ption to use in order to build up our system of ideas.

W em ake the assum ption that com plexity isa property ofthe system and we do not addressthe di culties associated
w ith the observer, such as prejidice, lim ted resources and so on. Even in this restricted context of theory we hope
that the m easures discussed shallbe of som e value.

II. COMPLEX SYSTEM S

T here hasbeen a substantialbody ofm athem atical analysis regarding com plexiy and ism easures and it is rather
surprising the broad range over w hich m athem atical reasoning and m odeling has been applied. O ne class ofproblem s
that de nes the lin its of applicability of such reasoning is denoted \algorithm ic com plexity’. A problem is said to be
algorithm ically com plex if to com pute the solution one has to w rite a very long algorithm , essentially as long as the
solution itself. A pplications of this quite form altheory can be found In a variety of areas of applied m athem atics, but
even if one restricts the discussion to the physical science, it is not possble in a short space to give a 2ir description
of the activity. Thus, we focus our attention on nonlinear dynam ics, system theory and com plexity in the physical
sciences. H opefully one shallbe able to extrapolate from this discussion to other areas of investigation. In Section 6
we shall outline a vision of com plexity whose connections w ith algorithm ic com plexiy becam e clear in the last few
years.

A system consists of a set of elem ents together w ith a de ning set of relations am ong those elem ents. A 1l the
phenom ena of interest to us here shallbe viewed as a systam . It is also possible to study a subset of elem ents, called
a subsystem ofthe system . Finally, the system m ay interact w ith the cbserver who m ay be a m ember of the system
itself or of the environm ent. It is also possible, and som etin es necessary, to de ne an environm ent ofthe environm ent,



and so on. A s already pointed out, the com plexity of a system depends on the inform ation sought by the observer,
and this depends on the purpose of the study. W e In agine that a system m ay be studied to \understand it", nam ely
to descrbe and control it or to predict its dynam ics. For exam ple, the weather cannot be controlled, but it is very
usefilto m ake accurate short-tem forecasts. P redicting the tra fctory ofa hurricanem ay savem illions in dollars, not
to m ention the saving of lives, even if In principle we cannot know its findam entalnature. It is often crucialto study,
w henever possible, the response of a com plex system to extermal perturbations. It is the set of these responses that
constitute the Inform ation that the observer tries to extract from the system and it is the di culty encountered in
understanding, controlling or predicting these resoonses that is Intuitively used as the m easure of com plexity. In the
last part ofthis paper we shall outline a vision of com plexity, from which m any papers of these P roceedings em erged,
which seem s to be convenient to address practical issues of this kind, In addition to shedding light onto the problem s
discussed In the rst part of this paper.

Tt isusefiil to list the properties associated w ith the com plexity of a system , because we are seeking a quantitative
m easure that m ay include an ordinal relation for com plexity. W e note however that in everyday usage phenom ena
w ith com plicated and intricate features having both the characteristics of random ness and order are called com plex.
Further, there isno consensus am ong scientists, poets or philosophers on what constitutes a good quantitative m easure
of com plexity. For instance, Phil W insor in the abstract of his contrbution to these P roceedings (2] clain s that
his paper addresses philosophical and conosptual issues departing from the usualm ode of presentation of scienti c
pumal articles. Yet, we are convinced that his presentation reinforces the perspective of com plexity that we shall
outline in Section 6, and that this perspective would m ake it possble for us to express his view s w ith the scienti ¢
“prgon of statisticalm echanics, even if anom alous statisticalm echanics.

Forthe tin e being, in thisprelim nary exploratory phase, ket us lim it ourselves to rem arking that any list oftraits of
com plexity isarbitrary and idiosyncratic, but given that disclain er the Hllow ing traits are part ofany characterization
of com plexity f_l@l, :_lé_il]:

i) A complex system shall typically contain m any elem ents. A s the num ber of elem ents increases so too does the
com plexiy.

) A complex system typically contains a large num ber of relations am ong its elem ents. T hese relations usually
constitute the num ber of independent dynam ical equations that determ ine the evolution of the system .

iii) The relations am ong the elem ents are generally nonlinear in nature, often being of a threshold or saturation
character orm ore sin ply ofa coupled, determ inistic, nonlinear dynam icalform . The system often usesthese relations
to evolve in a selfconsciousway.

i) The relations am ong the elem ents of the system are constrained by the environm ent and often take the form
ofbeing extemally driven or having a tim e-dependent coupling. T his coupling is a way for the system to probe the
environm ent and adapt its evolution form axin al survival.

v) A com plex system typically rem em bers is evolution for a long tim e and is therefore able to adapt its behavior
to changes in intemal and environm ental conditions.

vi) A com plex system is typically a com posite of order and random ness, but w ith neither being dom inant.

vii) Com plex system s often exhibit scaling behavior over a w ide range of tim e and/or length scales, indicating that
no one or f&w scales are able to characterize the evolution of the system .

T hese are am ong the m ost com m on properties selected to characterize com plex system s, see for exam ple i_é], and in
a set ofdynam icalequations, these properties can often be theoretically kept under controlby one orm ore param eters.
T he values of these param eters can som etin es be taken asm easures for the com plexiy of the system . Thisway of
proceeding is how ever m odeldependent and does not allow the com parison between the com plexities of distinctly
di erent phenom ena, orm ore precisely between distinctly di erent m odels ofphenom ena. It is also w orth m entioning
here that the recent resuls illustrated in Section 6 lead us to add to this list a further trait:

viil) Com plex system s con ict w ith the stationary assum ption and exhbi agihg properties.

In the above list we included one of the m ost subtle concepts entering into our discussion of com plexity, that is,
the existence and rolk of random ness f_l@l, :_LQ'] R andom ness is associated w ith our nability to predict the outcom e of
a process such as the ipping ofa coin or the rolling of a die. It also applies to m ore com plicated phenom ena, or
exam ple, when we assum e we cannot know the outcom e of an athltic contest such as a basketball or football gam e,
orm ore profoundly when we cannot say w ith certainty what the outcom e of a m edical operation such as the rem oval
ofa cancerous tum or w illbe. From one perspective the unknow ability of such events has to do w ith the ]arge num ber
of elem ents In the system , so many in fact, that the behavior of the system oceases to be predictable fl? On the
other hand, we now know that having only a few dynam ical elem ents in the system does not insure predictability
or know ability. Tt has been dem onstrated that the irregular tin e serdes observed in such disciplines as econom ics,
chem icalkinetics, physics, logic, physiology, biology and on and on, are at least in part due to chaos [_ié] Technically
chaos is a sensitive dependence of the solutions to a set of nonlinear, detem inistic, dynam ical equations on initial
conditions. P ractically chaosm eans that the solutions to such equations look erratic and m ay pass all the traditional
tests for random ness even though they are detem inistic. T herefore, if we think of random tin e series as com plkx,



then the output of a chaotic generator is com plex. H owever, we know that som ething as sim ple as a one-dim ensional,
quadraticm ap can generate a chaotic sequence. T hus, using the tradiionalde nition of com plexity, it would appear
that chaos in plies the generation of com plexiy from sin plicity. T his ispart ofP oincare’s legacy of paradox . A nother
part of that legacy is the fact that chaos is a generic property of nonlinear dynam ical system s, which is to say chaos
is ubiquitous; all system s change over tin €, and because they are nonlinear, they m anifest chaotic behavior.

A nonlinear system wih only a few degrees of freedom can generate random pattems and therefore has chaotic
solutions. So we encounter the sam e restrictions on our ability to know and understand a system when there are only
a few dynam ical elem ents as when there are a great m any dynam ical elem ents, but for very di erent reasons. Let us
refer to the form er random process as noise, the unpredictable In uence of the environm ent on the system of interest.
Here the environm ent is assum ed to have an in nite num ber of elem ents, all of which we do not know , but they are
coupled to the system of nterest and perturb it in a random , that is, unknown, way [_1-§] By way of contrast chaos isa
consequence of the nonlinear, determ Inistic interactions in an isolated dynam ical system , resulting in erratic behavior
of at m ost lim ited predictability. Chaos is an in plicit property of a com plex system , whereas noise is a property of
the environm ent In contact w ith the system of interest. Chaos can therefore be controlled and predicted over short
tin e intervals whereas noise can neither be predicted nor controlled except perhaps through the way it interactsw ith
the system .

T he above distinction between chaos and control highlights one of the di culties of form ulating an unam biguous
m easure of com plexiy. Since noise cannot be predicted or controlled it m ight be viewed as being sim ple, thus,
system s w ith m any degrees of freedom that m anifest random ness m ay be considered sin ple. This point requires
an explnation. The literature on stochastic processes show s that ordinary environm ental noise, assum ed to be
whie, yields ordinary, and sin ple, di usion equation, w ith the sam e second derivative w ith respect to space as that
appearing in the ordinary Shrodinger equation of quantum m echanics. In Section 6 we shallm ention conditionswhere
the environm ental uctuations, being correlated, cannot yield sin ple equations. O n the other hand, a system w ih
only a few dynam ical elem ents, when it is chaotic, m ight also be considered to be sinple. In this way the idea of
com plexity is again illposed and a new approach to its de nition is required.

In the earlier papers on system s theory it is argued that the increasing com plexity of an evolving system can reach
a threshold w here the system is so com plicated that it is in possible to ©llow the dynam ics of the individualelem ents,
e or exam ple, W eaver f_lgl] At this point new properties often em erge and the new organization undergoes a
com pletely di erent type ofdynam ics. T he details of the interactions am ong the individualelem ents are substantially
Jess in portant than is the \structure", the geom etrical pattem, of the new aggregate. This is the selfaggregating
behavior required in the CA S theory. Increasing further the number of elem ents or altematively the num ber of
relations often leads to a com plete "disorganization" and the stochastic approach becom es a good description of the
system behavior. If random ness (noise) is to be considered as som ething sin ple, as it is intuitively, one has to seck a
m easure of com plexity that decreases in m agniude in the lin it of the system having an in nite num ber of elem ents.
W e shall see that this attractive goal is di cul to attain and all attem pts to obtain and m easure noise rather than
chaos either break the law s of physics or the principk of subfctivity.

III. ENTROPIES

H istorically them odynam ics was the rst discipline in physics to system atically investigate the order and random —
ness of com plex system s, sihce it was here that the natural tendency ofthings to becom e disordered was rst cbserved.
A s rem arked by Shrodinger in his groundbreaking work W hat is Life? [_2-g] : \T he non-physicist nds it hard to believe
that really the ordinary law s of physics, which he regards as prototype of inviolable precision, should be based on the
statistical tendency ofm atter to go over into disorder".

In this context the quantitative m easure of \disorder" that has proven to be very valuablk is entropy and the idea
ofthermm odynam ic equilbrium is the state ofm axin um entropy. O fcourse, sihce entropy hasbeen used as a m easure
of disorder, it can also be used as a m easure of com plexiy. If living m atter is considered to be am ong the m ost
com plex of system s, for exam ple the hum an brain, then i is usefiil to understand how the enigm atic state of being
alive is related to entropy. Shrodinger m aintained that a living organisn can only hold o the state of m axin um
entropy, that being death, by absorbing negative entropy, or negentropy, from the environm ent. He points out that
the essential thing in m etabolism is that the organism sucoceeds In freeing itself from all the entropy it cannot help
producing whilk alive.

W e associate com plexity wih disorder, which is to say wih lim ited knowability, and order with sin pliciy or
absolute know ability. T his rather com fortable separation into the com plex and the sim ple, or the know able and the
unknow able, In the physical sciences w ill be shown to breakdown once a rigorous de nition of entropy is adopted
and applied outside the restricted dom ain of thermm odynam ics, In soite of Shrodinger’'sbest e orts. W e shall see that
because ofthe fundam entalam biguiy in the de nition of com plexity, that even adopting the single concept ofentropy



as the m easure of com plexiy leads to m ultiple de nitions of entropy som e of which are in con ict with one another.

W e review the various de nitions of entropy along w ith other various m easures of disorder that have been used
In the physical sciences. The de nition of entropy as a measure of "disorder" encounters the sam e problem s of
sub fctivity that we found when we de ned com plexity. O rder is som ething that is di cult to de ne, and strictly
soeaking depends on the questions that are asked of the system . T he process of rendering ob ctive the concept of
disorder leads to several quantitatively di erent de nitions of entropy. Once a de nition is adopted everything is
som ew hat "ob gctive". Unfortunately, as we already m entioned, the di erent proposals lead to di erent quantitative
resuls even though they are the m ost ob fctive m easures of com plexiy we have available. T he sub ectivity enters
through the choice ofde nition that is the m ost suitable to answer the questions of interest.

Follow ing C am bel tZ]}] we roughly divide entropies into three categories: the m acroscopic, the statistical and the
dynam ical. In the rstgroup we nd the ent:copy stem m ing from them odynam ics, for exam ple the original S-flinction
entropy of C lausius as used by Bolzm ann 22 and subsequently by P rigogine l23 In the second category is placed
the enttopy stemm Ing from the assum ption ofa probability distribution to characterize the system , such asthe G ibbs
entropy 24] Here the activity on the m icroscale, or to the dynam ics of the individual elem ents in phase space, is
related to what occurs m acroscopically, or at the systam level. A m ore recent om ulation of the probability entropy
is that of T sallis 125: A special roke In the statistical entropies is played by the inform ation enttopy of Shannon
and K oln ogorov, that relate the physical properties of the system to the conospt of inform ation ﬂ26 Finally, the
dynam ical entropies such as K olm ogorov’s are derived from the geom etry of the systam s dynam ics In phase space.
O ther possble choices for categories m ight inclide phenom enological, inform ational or geom etrical, but these would
have no distinct advantage over those above and would in part overlap w ith the categories chosen.

A . Clausius’ Entropy

Entropy, lke the length of a rod or the tem perature In the room , is a physical quantity that is m easurabl. At
the absolute zero of tem perature the entropy of any piece ofm atter is zero. W hen the substance is brought into any
other state by slow , reversible little steps the entropy increases by an am ount that can be com puted by calculating
the ratio of the heat supplied to the absolute tem perature at which the heat was supplied and adding up all these
an all contributions.

The Second Law of Therm odynam ics, as form ulated by C lausius In 1850, states that i is not possible to conduct
an experim ent In an isolated system whose only resul is the spontaneous transfer ofheat from a cold region to a hot
region, since ifthe system is isolated work cannotbe done on it. C onsequently, this ow ofheat de nesa directionality
(arrow ) for time. It then took Clausius fteen m ore years to prove that the them odynam ic tem perature was an
Integrating factor for the quantity of heat transferred, so he de ned the fiinction S (entropy) in the exact di erential
form discussed above, m eaning that the total entropy is obtained by sum m ing the above ratio ofheat to tem perature
over any reversble path ofthem odynam ic equilbrium states. T hus, this concept ofentropy in plies that the system is
m acroscopic and isolated and requires the existence ofthermm odynam ic equilbrium . Ifthese conditionsare not fiil lled
then we cannot calculate the entropy exactly but m ust be satis ed w ith the lnequality S 0 over a them odynam ic
cycle, w here the equality only applies for a reversible process. T he nequality m eans that the change in entropy overa
cycle, where S isthedi erence in the entropy at the beginning and the end ofthe cycle, isan increase for irreversible
processes or i is zero for reversible processes. T he arrow of tin e is therefore recovered as the direction of increasing
entropy for isolated system s and this in tum has been used to de ne what is actually irreversible.

A cocording to the thermm odynam ical entropy discussed here, a com pltely random system would have m axin um
entropy and therefore m axin um com plexiy. T his concept of entropy is very useful for studying large scale physical
and chem ical system s at or near equilbrium . On the other hand an ordered system , such as a living organism,
would have a Iow them odynam icalentropy and would therefore be sim ple under this classi cation schem e. Since this
conclusion runs counter to our expectation that living system s are am ong them ost com plex in the universe, we cannot
sin ply apply the de niion of themm odynam ical entropy to a system In order to determ ine its com plexity. H owever,
we do not want to abandon the notion of entropy altogether since it is tied up w ith the orderdisorder property of a
system . Thus, we shallexplore som e of the extensions and re nem ents of the entropy conoept to see ifthese w ill serve
our needs better. In section 6 we shall conclude our search by noticing that the ordinary form ofG ibbs entropy plays
a usefulrole, not so much to m easure the com plexity of a state, but rather the condition of transition from dynam ics
to them odynam ics.



B . Boltzm ann’s Entropy

The de nition of entropy as it was introduced into them odynam ics by C lausius did not rely on any statistical
concepts. H ow ever in our Interpretation oforderand disorder uctuations certainly played a role. Tt wasthe nineteenth
century physicist Bolzm ann that rst attem pted a synthesis of the determ inistic predictability of m echanics and
them odynam icsthrough studying the transport of large num bers ofparticles in gases. H e developed quite com plicated
equations that described the uid-lke m otion of gases lncluding the collisions am ong the individual particles. T hese
collisions, reasoned Boltzm ann f_Zg‘], would produce a random ization of the m otion of the gas particles since one
could not determ ine w ith absolute precision the location and size of the Individual collision events. In this way he
Introduced a probability density function that depended on the location and velocity of each of the particles in the
gas. H is Investigations lead him to introduce entropy in the form

entropy = kg logW . @)

Hereky isa constant that hasthe appropriate din ensions for entropy and has com e to be called B oltzm ann’s constant
and the function W is a quantitative m easure of the m icroscopic disorder in the system .

This very di erent looking form for the entropy, i is not C lausius’ ratio of heat to tem perature, shares w ith the
energy the property ofextensivity, w hich m eansthat ifone considerstw o Independent system sA ;and A , w ith entropies
S1 and S;, respectively, then the entropy ofthe com bined system is just the arithm eticalsum S; + S,, asitwould for
the energy. T he entropy is extensive through the logarithm ic assum ption which m eans that the m easure of disorder,
W , orthe combined system , W con ;is given by the product of the individualW ’s, ie, W con =W 1W 5 : The quantiy
W Indicates disorder that is In part due to heat m otion in a system and in part due to the di erent kinds of particles
that can generally Interm ix in a themm odynam ical system . Ifwe In agihe that the phase space for an isolated system
can be partitioned into a Jarge num ber of cells and that each cell is statistically equivalent to each of the other cells,
which is to say that the probability of a particle occupying any ofthe cells in phase space is equally lkely, then W is
the volum e of phase space consistent w ith the totalenergy of the system .

This de niion of entropy given by (-'1.:) is fairly abstract, depending as i does on a volum e elem ent of the phase
space or the m icroscopic elem ents of the dynam ical system s. Bolzm ann also expressed the entropy in m ore physical
term s through the use of the continuous phase space distrbution function, (x;v;t), where x is the physical location
of the allN particles in con guration space x = fx1;x5; 15Xy g and v is the velocity vector of all N particles in
velocity space v = fvi;vy; vy g; so this one finction keeps track of where all the particles in the system areasa
function of tim e and what they are doing. Bolzm ann was then abl to show that the entropy could be de ned in
term s of the phase space distrbution function as

entropy = kg dxdv In )

which is a non-decreasing fiinction oftim e. He was abl to show that this de nition of entropy attains itsm axin um
value when the system achieves them odynam ic equilbbrium , In com plete agreem ent w ith C Jausius’ notion of entropy.

W e shall refer to the de nition of entropy as given by Boltzm ann as the statistical entropy. T his developm ent
reached m aturity in the e orts of G bbs @-é‘], who was abl to provide the m echanical basis of the description of
them odynam ic phenom ena through the form ulation of statisticalm echanics. G bbs gave a probability Interpretation
to the phase space distrbution function, and Introduced the notion of ensem bles into the interpretation of physical
experin ents.

T he above statistical de nition of entropy is very general and is sim ilar to the m easure of com plexity we seek. In
fact if the system is sin ple and thus we are able to m easure all the coordinates and the m om enta of all the particles
w ith extrem e precision, we have from Eq.('j) that this entropy isa m ninum . A sin ple system , nam ely one that is
closed and perfectly integrable w ill not have any grow th of entropy, due to the tin ereversbility of the dynam ical
equations. Here \integrable" and \tin ereversble" dynam icsm eans that the particles obey N ew ton’s Jaw s ofm otion.
Even in the case where our m easures are not in nitely precise, the growth rate is sm all, as willbecom e clear in a
subsequent section when we introduce the K olm ogorov-Sinaientropy. T he probability de nition of entropy also has
the advantage that it recovers C lausius’ proposal in the statistical lm it. Unfortunately the assum ption m ade by
Boltzm ann isnot easily checked, but, on the contrary the truth ofE q.él_j) would contradict physical law and therefore
In principle can not be true. This in possibility has been proved In a variety of ways, but still Bolzm ann’s dream
puts us on the path to cross a bridge from dynam ics to them odynam ics, from reversible, m icroscopic processes to
irreversible, m acroscopic processes. The latter is what we know and can directly m easure, the form er is a useful
hypothesis that has been indirectly m easured, but the connection between the two rem ains a m ystery.



1. Prigogine’s balance equation

The second law of them odynam ics is so well grounded in experin ent that it provides a guide to every possble
de niion of entropy. Thus, we know that whatever de nition we choose, entropy m ust increase or rem ain constant
In a closed system , or m ore precisely in the themm odynam ical 1im it Where the system is described by an in nie
num ber of variables) i m ust be a non-decreasing function oftim e for a closed system . T his regression to equilbbrium ,
w here aswe m entioned equilbrium is the m ost disordered con guration ofthe system , obtained by Bolzm ann is the
irreversibility property of the entropy identi ed by C lausius and de nes the arrow of tine. The fiiture is therefore
the direction in tim e that decreases the am ount of order and leads tow ards the \heat death" of the universe. But as
we wellknow this does not occur equally at allplaces and at all tim es; not all system s deteriorate in the short tem ,
if they did then life would not be possbl. One way to quantify the local increase in the entropy of a system was
developed by P rigogine l_2-§]

Shrodinger I_Z(j] identi ed negentropy as that quantity a living organism obtains from the environm ent in order to
keep from dissipating, that is the \stu " that enables the organisn to m aintain its order. P rigogine 3] was ablke
to develop and generalize this concept through the form ation of dissipative structures that are m aintained through a

ux of m aterial and/or energy through the system of interest. E xplicit in these ideas is that order is m aintained by
m eans of the system interacting w ith the environm ent, which m eans that the system is not closed as it was In the
discussion of C Jausius and Bolzm ann. T he dissipative structures of P rigogine are m aintained through uctuations
providing sources of energy to the system from the environm ent and dissipation extracting energy from the system
to the environm ent. This balancing of uctuations and dissipation m aintain the ux through the system which in
tum supports the organization of the dissipative structure. This balance of m echanisn s was expressed In tem s of
the changes in the statistical entropy by P rigogine:

St= S1t Sg 3)

where S isthe change in entropy, and the subscripts refer to the Intemal entropy change (I), the entropy change
In the environm ent (E) and the total entropy change (T) ofthe system . T he argum ents of C lausius, B oltzm ann and
G bbs apply to the intemal entropy of the system S 1 which is zero for a closed system . Thus, even though S 1
is non-decreasing over tin e, the change in entropy of the system S 1 can be positive, zero or negative, degpending
on the contrbution of the environm ent to the entropy change, S g . The system can extract what it needs from
the environm ent to generate and/orm aintain its order. T hus, the ordering of the system ism ore than com pensated
by a disordering of the environm ent. C onsequently, as the know ability of the system increasesdueto St < 0 and
the know ability of the environm ent decreases due to S g < 0, Indicating that the negentropy extracted from the
environm ent to enhance the order ofthe system increases the disorder ofthe environm ent. Systemsinwhich St < 0
are said to be selforganizing and m ust occur under conditions where the system is far from equilbrium , otherw ise
the Intemal and environm ental contributions to the entropy change would just cancel one another.

Tt isworth rem arking that the vision of com plexity em erging from thispaper, asdiscussed in section 6, doesnot rule
out the P rigogine perspective as a source of pattem form ation. H owever, it m akes an additional possibility em erge,
which is not out of equilbbriim themm odynam ics. A s we shall see, it is a condition interm ediate between dynam ics
and tem odynam ics.

C . Shannon and K olm ogorov-Sinai entropy

A s we have seen, the them odynam ical entropy can be given a dynam ical Interpretation, but to do so one has to
Interpret the dynam ics using a probability density. T his procedure is questionable and has given rise to paradoxes and
controversies that rem aln unresolved. A rigorous m athem atical treatm ent, based either on quantum or on classical
m echanics of closed (ndependent) system s, does not produce any regression to equilbriim , to the contrary it results
In an eventual retum to the initial state of the system affer waiing a su ciently long tin e. T his is another of those
paradoxes of P oincare, a dynam ical system follow ing New ton’s law s w ill retum to its Initial state in nitely often over
tin e. T his recurrence property of P oincare rules out the possbility ofa dynam ical system relaxing to an equilbrium
state using only the equations ofm otion.

T he recurrence of dynam ical system s has necessitated the Introduction of a num ber of hypotheses to account for
the arrow of tin e which is so evident on the scale of biological evolution. To explain the relaxation of a system to
equilbriim and therefore to give tim e its direction, physicists allow for a certain uncertainty in the m easured values
of dynam icalvariables which is referred to as coarsegraining. T his is traditionally done by discarding the ction ofa
closed system and recognizing that every system hasan environm ent w ith which it interacts. By explicitly elin nating



the environm ental variables from the description of the system dynam ics one obtains a description that is statistical
In nature. T he absolute predictability w hich was apparently present in the determ inistic nature ofN ew ton’s equations
is abandoned for a m ore tractable description ofthe system having m any few er variables, but the price hasbeen high
and that price is predictability. Since we cannot know the environm ent in a nite experim ent, the environm ent is not
under our control, only the experin ental system is accessible to us, the environm ents in uence on the experin ental
system is unpredictable and unknow able exospt In an average sense w hen the experim ent is repeated again and again.
It is this repeatability of the experin ent that allow s us to m ap out all the di erent ways the environm ent in uences
the system through the construction ofthe ensem bl distribution function that capturesallthe available inform ation,
features comm on to all the experin ents In the ensem ble.

Unfrtunately there does not exist a system atic way to Inclide all the ways the environm ent can interact w ith an
arbitrary dynam ical system and so the desirable situation outlined above has not as yet been attained. O ne way that
this program has been pursued hasbeen to m ake the evolution of the system uncertain by inserting a random force
Into the equations of m otion. T his procedure saves the applicability of physical theordes, but it also introduces the
seed of subfctivity into the evolution ofthe system . W e have to develop m athem atical tricks to treat system sw ith an
In nite num ber of degrees of freedom like the environm ent, w here the globalproperties of the overw heln ingm a prity
of degrees of freedom are chosen in a sub fective m anner, m ostly for com putational convenience. O ne such trick is to
assum e that the environm ent is already in the state of equilbrium before interacting w ith the system , and that it is
so large that it ram ains in equilbrium throughout its interaction. T herefore it is assum ed that one know s nothing
of the environm ent at the start of the experin ent and that one can leam nothing about the environm ent from the
resuls of the experim ent. This is a sad com m entary on the present state of statistical physics and what it can teach
us about com plex system s.

W e anticipate what w ill becom e clear shortly, nam ely that the problem wih existing dynam ical theories In so
far as they are inconsistent w ith the statistical interpretation of entropy is that they are detem inistic and tim e~
reversible. T hese tw o properties in ply that no probabilistic treatm ent of dynam ics is ob ctive, and the correctness of
a statisticalpicture stem s from sub fctive assum ptions. T herefore there is no direct connection betw een dynam ics and
them odynam ics, because the connecting link, that being statisticalm echanics, requires the introduction ofprobability
theory. In the sam e veln, the Corresoondence P rincipk, the principle according to which quantum m echanics and
classicalm echanics are m ade equivalent, is always used In a statistical sense, which w ithout sub fctive assum ptions
cannot be correct.

In plicit in the concept of entropy is the idea of uncertainty. The latter idea only m akes sense in a context where
there is a conscious being that is extracting inform ation from the system , and is therefore sub fctive. Uncertainty
m eans that not all the Inform ation one needs for a com plete description of the behavior of a system is available.
Even the temn \needs" is In this sense sub Fctive, because it depends on the questions the cbserver poses, which in
tum depends on the "purpose" of the cbserver. This is where all sub gctivity enters, and we do not go fiirther into
the philbsophical im plications of having an observer w ith a purpose conducting the experim ent. W e only w ish to be
clear that a system containing conscious individuals can not be treated in a detem inistic way since the ob pctivity
stem m ing from determ inism con ictsw ith the sub ectivity of the ndividuals (free will).

However, we can safely say that entropy is a m easure of uncertainty, and lke uncertainty, entropy is a non-—
decreasing function ofthe am ount of Infom ation available to the observer. T his connection between inform ation and
them odynam ics is quite in portant, and at this stage of our discussion we can say that it is the uncertainty that allow
us to describe dynam ical system s In therm odynam ical tem s.

Shannon [_2-:}] determ ined how to construct a form alm easure of the am ount of inform ation w thin a system and the
problem s associated w ith the tranam ission of a m essage within a system and between system s. He expressed that
Inform ation in term s of bits, or the num ber ofbinary digits in a sequence. He was able to prove that a system with N
possbl outputs, w here the output ihad the probability of occurring p;; can be described by a function H that attains
s maxinum valie when each of the possble states of the system have the sam e probability of occurrence, that is
the assum ption ofm axin al random ness (m axinum uncertainty) in which case p; = 1=N . This resul is essentially
equivalent to G bbs' treatm ent ofB oltzm ann’s entropy, w here the fiinction H isequivalent to Shrodinger’s negentropy.
T he analytic expressions for the entropy are exactly the sam e, but this inform ational interpretation o erspossibilities
of extending the de nition of entropy to situations using conditional probabilities, resulting in conditional entropies,
m utual entropies, and so on. Thism eans that it is possible to recognize two equivalent pieces of inform ation, and to
disregard the "copy" because nothing new is leamed from i. It is possble to extract the new pieces of inform ation
from a message of which the m a prity of the content is already known, and therefore it is usefil for separating the
knowable from the known.

New pieces of inform ation decrease the level of uncertainty, and thereby increase the order of a system . As
m entioned above this is precisely the m echanian discussed by Shrodinger using his concgpt of negentropy. T his fact
is highlighted by the fam ous paradox ofM axwell's dem on. T he dem on provides a m echanism by m eans of which a
closed them odynam ic system ocould decrease its entropy by using inform ation w ithin the system itself in apparent
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violation of the Second Law of Them odynam ics. The paradox was nally resoled by the physicist Leo Szilard
ﬁ28] who calculated the entropy associated with the dem on’s acquisition and use of inform ation and found that it
exactly equalled the am ount ofentropy by which the system was reduced due to the dem onse orts. T hus, the dem on
generates asm uch entropy as she suppresses and there is no violation of the second law .

The inform ation entropy is c]ose]y related to the K olm ogorov-Sinai K S) entropy. W e have already quoted the
relevant work of K oln ogorov 126 T he contrbution of Sinaito this entropy is given by the work of Ref. ﬁ29
do not address the delicate m athem atical conoepts behind this in portant kind of entropy. W e Im it ourse]yes to
pointing out that the K S entropy is a tra fctory property, m ade com putable, in the case of the dynam ical chaos by
the Pesin theorem Sd], w hich establishes this entropy to be given by the sum of the positive Lyapunov coe cients.
How to relate this tra ctory property to the entropy ofEq. @) which is, an ensam ble property? This In portant
issue has been discussed by Latora and Baranger @]J] T he very interesting work of these two authors rests on the
assum ption that the density tim e evolution can be reproduced by a bunch of tra fctories, w hich, due to the fact that
the Lyapunov coe cients are nite, tend to spread, thereby occupying an increasing number of cells of the phase
space. W e note that according to Petrosky and P J:jgogjnel';_BZ_i, ',_3.3:] an equation of tin e evolution for densities, once
de ned, must be considered asa law ofphysicson itsown. C onsequently, it is a problem of som e interest to establish
a connection between the entropy of Eq. (:_2) and the K S enUopy w ithout Invoking the trapctory tin e evolution.
T his delicate problem has been studied by the authors of Ref. [34] T hese authors pointed out that in the case of
conservative system s the entropy ofEq. {_2:’) Increases as an e ect ofa coarse graining. T hey also noticed that In the
case of interm ittent random ness, even if the ergodic condition is assum ed, so as to properly de ne the K S entropy, it
is In possble to m ake the entropy Increase ofEqg. @) com patible wih the K S entropy. This is the rst example of
the problem s caused by anom alous statistical m echanics.

D . RenyiT sallis Entropy

In this section wem ention brie y that In the last few years there hasbeen a great Interest for the Renyiand T sallis
entropies. T he hungarian m athem atician A Ifred Renyi B5 1 In his treatise on probability theory, has shown that one
can actually build up "inform ation functions" that share the order relation property with l§hannon’s Infom ation
entropy (and therefore the m etric entropy) . W hen the set of probabilities fp;g are such that  p; log, p; diverges, it
ispossbl to nd a realnumber g (0g<) such that

1 q
I q— log, s )

converges. This is de ned as the inform ation fiinction of order g. Such inform ation functions are usefilwhen, going
to the continuum , the probability density p (x;v;t) has long tails w ith diverging m om ents. Such distrdbutions are
quite comm on in the social and life sciences, and are fund to be m ore prevelent in the physical sciences than was
once believed, see for exam ple W est and D eering @é]

Recently T sallis t_2-5] adopted a form for the entropy, which, apparently, looks sin ilar to the Renyi form , nam ely

)

A ctually, this entropy violates the extensive nature of the Boltzm ann entropy, discussed In Section 32, and, con—
sequently departs from the Renyientropy, which is still addiive. The reasons of the success of T salliis’ entropy is
that by m axim ization under suiable constraints, it leads to equilbbrium distributionsw ith an inverse power law form .
T his is an interesting property, even though i raises the obvious critician that this entropy is given its form , nam ely
the form ofEq. (5), on purpose. T hism eans that the deviations from the standard equilbrium distribution are well
known, and are a consequence of the renom alization group approach B"/' and that the entropy ofEqg. H isgiven is
form for the speci ¢ purpose of yielding an inverse power law distribution.

A more satjsﬁctory approach, In our opinion, is the derivation of the entropy form directly from dynam ics. The
work of Ref. {38 proves that this is possble. An oscillator of interest playing the rol of therm om eter is coupled to
a dynam ical system , called booster for the speci ¢ purpose of keeping it distinct from the ordmary them albaths,
which already rest on the assum ption that them odynam ics holds true. The authors of Ref. [38 ] aimn ed at reaching
their conclusions w ith no them odynam ic assum ption whatsoever. T hey built up a FokkerP lanck equation for the
oscillator of interest and used the w idth of the velocity distrdbution, expressed In term s of dynam ical properties, to
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m easure the tem perature of the booster. T he interesting result of this paper is that the Boltzm ann principle ofEq.

@') is recovered from dynam ics in the lin iting case of a booster w ith a large num ber of degrees of freedom . Note
that the them om eter interacts w th only one particle of the booster, called a doorw ay particlke. For this procedure
to reach the wished result, it is essential that the correlation function of the coordinate of the dooxw ay particle to
undergo a relaxation process fast enough.

Tt is In portant to point out that signi cant attem pts at applying the sam e procedure In the speci c case where
the correlation function of the coordinate of the doorway particle undergoes an Inverse power law decay B9, .4d
,4]1 ] have been done. The original proct of deriving out of this procedure the T sallis entropy [42] did not yield
satisfactory conclusions. A new and unexpected resul em erged from these attem pts. This has to do w ith the fact
that in the ordinary case of nom alstatisticalm echanics the transition from dynam ics to themm odynam ics is virtually
Instantaneous. W e m ake the con gcture that the process of transition to the scaling regin e in a di usion process is an
Indicator of the transition from dynam ics to them odynam ics. In fact, them ain di erence w ith the attainm ent ofthe
ordinary fom ofequilbrimm is that there is no feedback on the bath, the di usion caused by the bath uctuations
being the only active process. W ith this perspective in m ind, the m ain result of the work of Ref. i_414'] is that the
process of transition from dynam ics to them odynam ics lasts Porever, thereby leading us to consider this condition
as a new state of m atter. The indication of this kind of com plexity is not given by an entropy m easure, but i is
disclosed by the detection ofm ultiscaling properties. W e shallbe referring to this state ofm atter as the Living State
ofM atter (LSM ).W e shalldiscuss again the relevance of this perspective or com plexity in Section 6. N ote that the
work of A llegriniet al [43] can be regarded as a pioneering attem pt in this new direction.

IV. DOESPHYSICSREALLY DESCRIBE REALITY?
A . ODbctiveness and reductionism

W e have seen in the previous chapter how the conocept of entropy has developed into a usefuil tool for the study
of com plex phenom ena. The understanding of this developm ent is a guide In our search for a suitable m easure for
com plexiy. W e leamed that asking the w rong question leads one along a false trail, how ever, posing the right question
enables one to gather inform ation regarding the process of interest. A collection ofexperin ents can be used to quantify
a measure, and di erent m ethods of analysis provide various insights Into the properties of the phenom enon using
that m easure. W e have also seen that the conospt of inform ation o ers the possbility of treating every problem w ith
a great deal of generality, but nevertheless this approach runs the risk of confuising the physicalphenom ena, w ith any
sin ulation of them , since they share the sam e am ount of inform ation. Sub fctivity enters into this discussion in the
selection of the physical or m athem atical property we choose to investigate, and therefore into \focusing" (paying
attention to) the ow of inform ation in order to Increase the rate of data processing.

T he fact that we repeat the experim ents and that we try new m ethods of analysis is in portant in order to see if
our description ofthe reality iswellapproxin ated. N evertheless w e should notice that this doesnot m ean that in this
way we can suppress any sub gctivity. In fact we should take into account at least two factors:

1. It is still the scientist who m anipulates and interacts w ith the physical system .

2. The fact that we obtain m any tin es the sam e results m ay be related to the fact that we use all the tim e the
sam e m ethods of analysis, but these m ethods could be w rong for whatever unknown reason.

Ifwe believe that these tw o ob ctions are true, we should probably look for physicalpow er of prediction elsew here.
wemay reach a satisfying com prom ise when we test not only nature but also our m ethods of analysis. If, however,
the law s stam m ing from the investigation depend on sub fctive lin itations or other properties of the observer (@ny
observer belonging to the hum an species, for instance, m ay be assum ed to behave classically), then onem ay wonder if
som e \other observer" w ith di erent constraintswould see di erent law s of nature. ftm ay look strange that scientists
are Involved in this kind of philosophical discussion, since i m ay appear that a uncorrectable sub fctive statem ent
or theory cannot be scienti c. H owever, this is not true. N o discipline is inm une from this paradoxical logic. In fact
the foundation of all of science, which by consensus is physics, has this problem at its very core: quantum m echanics.

A fam iliar exam ple of the paradoxes in quantum m echanics should su ce; ket us consider Shrodinger’s cat. Recall
that the cat is In a box and cannot be observed. T here is poison gas that can be released by m eans of particle decay
from a radioactive sam ple that is also w ithin the box. Since particle decay is a quantum process, it is described by
the superposition of a wave fiinction In which the particle has decayed and one in which i has not decayed. Thus,
determm ning w hether the cat is alive or dead at any particular tin e is am biguous since it would appear that the state
of being of the cat is a superposition of a state in which the gas has been released and the cat is dead and a state
w here the gashasnot been released and the cat isalive. T hus, there isa sense in which the cat isboth alive and dead
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at the sam e tim e. It is not true that the quantum properties violate A ristotelian law of non-contradiction. T he thing
is that logic, as physics, represents di erent levels of approxin ation. An architect does not need E Instein ’s relativity
to build a house but Jjust m echanics and statics. For this reason his/her world would be well represented by classical
logic. W e are not correct if we say that classicalm echanics is not true anym ore, after that quantum theory has been
form ulated. W e are Incorrect exactly in the sam e way ifwe say that classical logic hasbeen invalidated by fuzzy logic.
Every logic descrbes a di erent level of reality, or if we prefer, the sam e reality from di erent points of view .

T hese quantum properties violating the nom alA ristotelian logic of the \exclided third" are com pletely ob ctive
and experin entally veri ed at the atom ic level. However, the theory does not contain any param eter that is not
observable at the levelofthe cat. At a certain scale size the superposition of distinct states is broken, and there is a
random collapse of the totalw ave fiinction onto one of the two states, thereby in plying that the cat is either dead or
alive but not both. T his issue ofm easurem ent encapsulated in the phrase, collapse of the wave fiinction, rem ains one
of the m ysteries of quantum m echanics. W e still do not know the when and the why of wave function collapse, but
it is precisely at this unknown level that the system oceases to be described in a determ inistic way and a probabilistic
approach becom es necessary. It should be em phasized that after the wave function collapse the uncertainty regarding
the health of the cat Increases, since we have passed from a determm inistic picture to a statistical one, and therefore
the entropy increases as well. The good new s is that the m easurem ent is irreversible, so that the arrow of time
is recovered, but at this point one m ay argue whether or not the observer has obtained any inform ation from the
experim ent. D 0 we have m ore inform ation, or do we have m ore uncertainty and therefore m ore entropy?

The answer to this question m ay seem unsatisfactory, because in its present formulation Q uantum T heory can
not really be applied to the above problem , because it does not apply to individual system s, only to ensembles of
system s. Thism eans that either there are in niely m any observers each conducting the sam e experin ent, or there
is one observer conducting an in nite num ber of identical experin ents. E ither of these tw o perspectives enables us to
resole the paradox regarding the cat. T he outcom e of the experin ent is uncertain so that the entropy has increased,
this situation arises because for each of the experin ents the system was prepared In exactly the sam e way, in the
state of m inin al entropy. T he situation is di erent in the case of a single system , assum ing that we only have one
cat. If quantum theory is applied to this case it should tellus how and when the wave function collapses. W e also
need to know if the m easurem ent apparatus and the observer should be Included in the wave function. Even if a
probabilistic approach is adopted from the very beginning, i follow s that in niely m any identical system s depart
from one another w ith altemative stories on the fate of the cat. Do we then have to assum e altemative stories in
In nitely m any universes I44|]’> If we assum e that the observer and the m acroscopic apparatus are classical, and
therefore obey the logical principle of the \excluded third", then these paradoxes are resolved, but a uni ed theory is
stillm issing.

T hisbriefexcursion into quantum theory should be su cient to show the unsatisfactory state ofthe physicaltheory
of m easurem ent, since it cannot explain statistical properties like entropy increase w ithout encountering di culies
w ith the principle ofob ectivity. Forthis reason we shall subsequently retum to an extended discussion ofthe In uence
of quantum uncertainty on m acroscopic know ability.

An issue related to the mform ation paradigm of physical understanding of nature is the principle of reductionism .
This principle, in a nutshell, states that the process of understanding in plies processing data for the purpose of
arriving at generalizations. Such generalization are very e cient descriptions of the world, reducing w hat we need to
rem em ber and enhancing our ability to com m unicate w ith one another. It ism uch sin pler to com m unicate a lJaw than
it is to com m unicate the resuls of thousands of experin ental upon which the law is based. However, In its strong
form s, reductionian states that to understand com plex phenom ena one needs only to understand the m icroscopic
law s governing all the elem ents of the system that m ake up the phenom ena. T his reasoning in plies that once one
understands all the parts of a problem , one can \add them up" to understand the total. The whol is just the
sum of its parts. That m ay sound ne in geom etry but it is an incom plete description of naturalphenom ena. The
counterpoint to reductionian is System T heory, that states that a systam very offten organizes itself into pattems
that cannot be understood in tem s of the law s goveming the single elem ents. T his selforganization constitutes the
em ergence of new properties, that arise, for exam ple, in phase transitions. L iring beings, too, cannot be understood
using reductionian alone, but a m ore w holistic perspective has to be adopted. T his change In perspective, from the
reductionistic to the wholistic, in som e ways resem bles the passage from detem inistic to probabilitistic know ledge.
In both cases the m eaning of \know ledge" changes w ith the changing perspective. From our argum ents regarding
physical theory we know that a com plex m acroscopic system can be known in a reductionistic way in principl, but
not In practice, whilk at the sam e tin e i can be known in a them odynam ical (wholistic) sense In practice, but not
In principle.
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B. Inform ation, incom pleteness and uncom putability

In addiion to the argum ents given above, there m ight also exist other reasons why, given our present state of
know ledge, physical theories do not provide a satisfactory description of reality. It is not su cient for physics to
describe the world w ithin the laboratory, it m ust also aithfiilly describe the world in which we live. Tt seem s clearthat
reductionism isnot enough to describbe system sw here the pattem of nform ation ow often playsa rolem ore In portant
than that ofm icroscopic dynam ics, for exam ple, in phase transitions. H ow ever, we stillw ant the m acroscopic rules to
be consistent w ith the m icroscopic ones. Ifnew properties em erge, even if i is In possible in practice to predict them
from m icroscopic dynam ics, they m ust be in plicit in the m icroscopic equations. T his weak reductionistic assum ption
is part of the ob ectivity principle. A cheam ical reaction is too di cult to be explhined from a purely quantum
m echanical perspective at the present tin e, but nevertheless no violation of quantum m echanics is expected to take
place during a chem icalreaction. T he analogous situation arises at a higher level for the biological properties ofa cell
that cannot be understood in term s of chem istry alone. O ur understanding of the globalproperties is achieved from a
w holistic point of view , but the em erging properties have to be com patible w ith a weakly reductionistic perspective.
O therw ise we would be tem pted to im agihe di erent law s for di erent space and/or tin e scales, or di erent levels
of com plexity. This, In tum, inhbis any possble m echanistic (ob fctive) view of reality. W e stress that n our
perspective the principle of ob fctivity, nam ely the ob pctive existence ofm echanical law s, does not necessarily m ean
that the law s are determm inistic, but a seed of random ness m ay be involred. A ctually we shall argue that a seed of
random nessm ust be involved In any fiindam ental description of reality.

W e stress again that there is no random ness involved In the classical perspective, while in quantum system s ran-—
dom ness is triggered at the level of m easurem ent and is ultin ately the cause of all the paradoxes. Further, classical
m echanics is tin ereversible, and in the absence of m easurem ent so is quantum m echanics, thus, it is therefore in —
possble to recover the arrow of tim e. T he English physicist R . Penrose [_45], stressed in a recent book, another way
In which standard physical theories fail to describe reality. He (P enrose) developed an extended argum ent devoted to
rule out the possibility of creating an arti cial intelligence using standard com puters. In his discussion he explains
how physics is basically "com putabl", which is to say that the law s of physics can be faithfiilly in plem ented using
com puter program s, and cannot therefore explain cognitive activity. M any scientists argue that aw areness and con-
sciousness require properties that com puters lack, see for exam ple Iﬁlé] P enrose, how ever, proves that m athem atical
reasoning is not com putable. But Penrose hin self judges these (hum an) properties as a quality. No rules can sub—
stitute any hum an intuition. Nam ely, it is iIn possble for any com puter to have particular m athem atical know ledge
available to our brain. T he proof of this assertion requires one to de ne what a com puter ism eant to be, or what is
called in m athem atical prgon a \universal Turing m achine", and w hat it can or cannot do, even w ith unlin ited tim e
and available m em ory. G ven these constraints it is possible to use a version of the fam ous incom pleteness theorem
of G odel E_B'.], nam ely, that every set of form alm athem atical rules is always incom plete. In particular the know ledge
itself of this incom pleteness is not availabl to fom al theordes, but to us as hum an beings, and that is so because
we are able to understand the nature of "paradox". It has been proved that the form altheories can be expressed in
term s of com putation and vicewersa, so that our capabilities for going beyond w hat is prescribed for form al theories
by G odel’s theorem is a conceptual proof of the existence of non-com putable phenom ena in the world.

A s earlier stated, a natural application of com putation theory has been to the developm ent of a m easure of com —
plxity. Thismeasure can be viewed as a generalization of Shannon’s inform ation entropy. It is called \algorithm ic
com plexiy" or K oln ogorov-C haitin com plexity Qg‘, :fl]'], after the nam es of the two m athem aticians that indepen-—
dently de ned i. This m easure applies to binary strings and is de ned as the length of the string in bits for the
shortest program that is able to com pute the string. Just like entropy, this function reaches a m axinum if com -
plete random ness occurs, since genuine random ness is non-com putable, one has to specify the entire sequence in the
program . The K oln ogorov-C haitin entropy, lke inform ational entropy, enables one to de ne conditional or m utual
properties, to establish subadditive properties, that are the comm on features of com plex phenom ena. This m easure
is very usefuil from a conosptual point of view , but it does not have a practical use, since theorem s indicate that it
cannot be com puted. T his particular de nition of entropy has been used as a m easure of com plexity In a num ber of
di erent elds, ncluiding program optin ization aswellas In age and inform ation com pression, but it is not usefil for
us here.

V. RANDOMNESSAND DETERM INISM IN PHYSICS
A . Reductionism and the end of physics

W e have argued that what has com e to be called the science of com plexity is an interdisciplinary approach to
the study of reality, not con ned to physics, but ranging from biology to econom ics, and from there to psychology,
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neurophys:obgy and the study ofbrain function, see for exam ple Penrose I45 Schw eber, in a recent paper In P hysics
Today ﬁ48 ], pointed out a crisis generated in physics by the success of renomm alization group theory: "T he ideas of
sym m etry breaking, the renom alization group and decoupling suggest a picture of the physicalworld that is hierar-
chically layered into quasiautonom ous dom ains, w ith the ontology and dynam ics of each layer essentially quasistable
and virtually inmune to whatever happens in other layers. At the height of its success, the privileged standing
of high-energy physics and the reductionism that pem eated the eld were attacked." Reductionism was vigorously
attacked early on by Anderson [_525], and he is not the only scientist who believed reductionisn had outlasted its
usefiilness. T he renom alization group speci es a set of rules for establishing the critical coe cients of phase transi-

tion phenom ena. W ilson and K ogut [_F;g] proved that the value of these coe cients can be assessed w ith theoretical

models n a way that is totally lndependent of the detailed nature of elem entary interactions. In other words, the
renom alization group approach establishes the independence ofthe di erent levels of reality, and, even if n principle
a man is nothing m ore than a collection of atom s, his behavior has to be studied, if ever possble, with scienti c
paradigm swhich do not have anything to do w ith atom ic dynam ics. T he leading role ofhigh energy physics in science
was based on the in plicit assum ption that, once the fiindam ental law s of physics are established, all phenom ena, at
Jeast in principle, can be explained. T he advent of renom alization group theory in plies that even ifa naltheory is
possible, such as envisioned by W einberg i_E;], it cannot be used to address the problem s associated w ith the problem s
of quantifying com plexity. O n the other hand, thisdream ofa naltheory m ight also be perceived as a nightm are by
people like the present authors, who hope and believe that reality is an nexhaustible source of wonders. W e share,
on this issue, the sam e view as Leggett [5]1 W e believe that the notion of strict determ inism m ust be abandoned and
that the settlem ent of the problem ofthe great uni cation In physics, even if it occurs, does not represent the end of
physics. At the end of his book Leggett 51 ] concludes:"If even a sn all part of the above speculation is right, then,
far from the end of the road being in sight, we are still, after three hundred years, only at the beginning of a long
pumey along a path whose tw ists and tums prom ise to reveal vistas which at the present are beyond our w ildest
In aghhation. Personally, I see this as not pessin istic, but a highly optim istic, conclusion. In intellectual endeavour,
if nowhere elsg, it is surely better to travel hopefiillly than to arrive, and I would like to think that the generation
of students now em barking on a career In physics, and their children and their children’s children, w ill grapple w ith
questions at least as intriguing and fundam entalas those w hich fascinate us today-questions which, in all probability,
their tw entieth-century predecessors did not even have the language to pose."

B . W hite noise as a physical source for the ful 1Im ent of the C orrespondence P rinciple

AsM ark Twain once rem arked; \The new s of m y death has been greatly exaggerated." The sam e is true of the
clain s m ade regarding the dem ise the discipline of physics; that is replacem ent by the science of com plexiy m ay
be prem ature especially if the paradigm s necessary to understand com plex phenom ena have their basis iIn physical
system s. It appears that the new paradigm upon which our understanding of com plex phenom ena is based is that
of random ness as the key property of reality. This has presented a problem f©r m odem physics because of the
con ict between the determ inistic nature of current theories and the consequent sub fctive character of random ness
as derived from these theories aswe have discussed. W einberg E] argues that quantum m echanics cannot be changed,
and that any possible generalization of this theory m ight prevent us from keeping Intact the whole corpus of facts
that this theory explains w ith such striking accuracy. O n the other hand, we think that quantum m echanics can be
generalized, or, and this is probably a m ore accurate perspective, that quantum m echanics can be recovered from
a new physical principle where random ness is held to be a genuine property of nature. This can be done if the
postulate ofm easurem ent in quantum m echanics, wave function collapse, is replaced by a dynam ical ingredient w hich
is genuinely stochastic such asproposed by G hirardi, R im Iniand W eber [52] G lovannettiet al. [5§] have shown that
rather than destroying quantum m echanics altogether, a concem ofW einberg 5], the addition ofweak stochatic forces
In them icroscopic dom ain results in physicale ectsdi cul to detect w ith current technologies, w hich would acocount
for its not being detected to date. H owever, such random forces would legitin atize the assum ptions Invariably m ade
so far in deriving a uni ed picture of classicalm echanics and them odynam ics from quantum m echanics. T his strategy
hasbeen adopted by G iovannettiet al. I_SIj] and we are convinced that this paradigm of random ness as reality rather
than its being a consequence of uncertainty or lim ited know ledge of initial conditions, provides the proper perspective
to discuss the problem s of com plexity. In part because it In plies that there is a fundam ental lim itation to what we
can know with absolute certainty about the nature of reality.

Since we do not live on the m icroscopic level, at least consciously, it is of driving interest how to connect the
m acroscopic world of our everyday experience, characterized by the existence of them odynam ical processes, to the
m icroscopic world of quantum m echanics. This problem is subtlety related to that of deriving classicalm echanics
from quantum m echanics. T his is especially true now because ofthe w idespread conviction that chaosm ight enable us
to realize Bolzm ann’s dream of constructing a m echanicalbasis for m icroscopic processes, see for exam ple Lebow iz
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ﬁ_i-é_il]. However, Boltzm ann’s dream is as elusive as the holy grail, and establishing a direct m anifestation of classical
chaos in_quantum physics has so far not occured despite the e orts of thousands of researchers, see the discussion by
Reichl [55].

Tt m ight be argued that since the C orrespondence P rinciple show sus how to m ake the transition from the quantum
to the classicaldom ans, that it should also be abl to guide us to the proper interpretation of non-integrable system s in
quantum m echanics. O n the otherhand, classicalphysics can be portrayed as the physics ofevents, and the paradoxes
of quantum m echanics arise because of the lack of events in the quantum dom ain, as descrbbed by B lanchard and
Jadczyk [_5§'] T he search for a uni ed picture of quantum and classicalm echanics, and therefore of the m acroscopic
and m icroscopic worlds, has been undertaken by countless scientists. M any proposals for a uni ed theory have been
put forth, and som e have direct bearing on our own investigation into m easures of com plexiy, but none have as yet
em erged as clearly superior to the others.

A cocording to quantum m echanics the dynam ics of a body is described by the Shrodinger equation, and the pre—
dictions of this indam ental equation m ust be consistent w ith those provided by N ew ton’s equations. A m icroscopic
body is predicted by quantum m echanics to be characterized by a wave fiinction evolution and the average evolution
must m in ic the tin e evolution of a classical tra gctory as the m ass of the particle becom es m acroscopic. T hus, the
chaos of classical physics presents a problem for quantum m echanics in that the center of graviy of the evolution
of a wave function m ust becom e erratic due to the chaotic evolution of the corresponding classical tra gctory of a
particle. This is actually still an unsolved problem , and the source ofthe di culy m ay in fact be due to the physics
of chaos being strongly dependent on the dynam ical structures in classical phase space being fractaland selfsin ilar,
see for exam ple M andebrodt 1_5-:/.] for a m ore com plete discussion. T he fractalparadigm in plies that the phase space
structures, when exam ined on any scale, ook the sam e. There is structure w ithin structure w thin structure, down
to the am allest spacetin e Intervals. This picture con icts w ith quantum m echanics, where there is a natural scale
lim iation In posed on the quantum description by the uncertainty principlk.

Consider a am allvolum e of phase space In which an ensam ble of initial tra fctories (classicalparticles) are placed,
released and allowed to evolve according to Liouville’s Theorem ©Newton’s Law s). T he existence of chaotic solutions
In ples that the Initial volum e w ill fragm ent, form ing whorls and tendrils that interpenetrate all the available phase
space w ithout changing its volum e, form ing an interw oven fractalstructure. T he quantum picture ofthe sam e process,
on the other hand, requires that the process of fragm entation cannot continue inde nitely. W hen the fragm entation
ofthe w ave function reaches scales on the order of P lanck’s constant, it is stopped and selfsim ilarity isbroken. In the
last decade scientist have wondered if this inhibiting e ect of quantum m echanicsm ight m anifest itself in dynam ical
processes otherw ise expected to be classical.

Berry E_SQ‘] argues that in the case where quantum m echanics is expected to recover classically chaotic tra fctories,
the exact correspondence betw een the tin e evolution ofa single wave fiinction and a N ew tonian tra fctory is lost on a
tin e scale depending logarithm ically on P lanck’s constant. This tin e scale would m ake this e ect, the in-equivalence
between classical and quantum phenom ena, experin entally accessble. In spite of this rem arkable prediction, no
signi cant e ect hasbeen found so far. A ccording to Roncaglia et al. It_Sg:] this failure is, at least in part, due to the
fact that the com parison between quantum and classical predictions m ust be m ade at the statistical level, w ithin the
so—called G bbs ensam ble perspective that we discussed earlier. Roncaglia et al. E_SC:%'] further argue that there m ight
be discrepancies between quantum m echanical and classical prescriptions at the statistical level if the experin ental
observation of the In uence of chaos m oves from the case of ordinary to that of anom alous di usion. In Section 6
we shall com e back to this In portant cbservation for the m ain purpose of proving that the birth of a new vision of
C om plexity accom panies the possibility of an experin ental detection of spontaneous collapses.

Let usnow shift perspectives from the quantum m anifestations of chaos and its consequences to another paradox of
quantum m echanics. A s iswellknown, them ain hurdle for a satisfactory uni cation of quantum and classical physics
is the superposition principle, even if we assum e that the C orrespondence P rinciple could provide the proper classical
Iim i of quantum phenom ena. Let us assum e that the tin e evolution of two distinct, narrow wave packets A and B,
each reproduces a classical tra ectory very welland the tw o tra fctories are m acroscopically distinct. A coording to the
linear nature of the Shrodinger equation ifA is a solution ofthe equation, and B is another solution of the equation,
then s0 also isthe linear superposition ofA and B . It is evident that the superposition oftw o distinct outcom es, in this
case tw o distinct classicaltra fctories, is a conoept foreign to classicalm echanics and indeed is essentially ncom patible
w ith our daily experience. The unfolding of the dynam ics of m acroscopic bodies are known to be very accurately
described by Newton’s equations. W e actually discussed this problem earlier in the form of the cat paradox. The
resolution ofthe paradox waso ered by the theory of Zurek [{_S-Q:] w here one takes into account the fact that there isno
such thing in nature as an isolated system , there is always a certain am ount of Interaction w ith the environm ent. If
wem in ic the In uence ofthe extemalenvironm ent by white noise , a totally random processw ith no m em ory, acting
on the system of interest, then the correlationsbetween the two distinct classical tra ctories (states of the cat’swell
being) are Iost. This resolution of the paradox m akes it in possible for an experim ental ocbservation, adopting the
statistical view of G bbs, to assess the sin ultaneous existence of the two tra ctories. T hus, the environm ent, noise,
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has induced a collapse of the wave function.

C . Random ness is incom patible w ith traditional physics

T he resolution ofthe cat paradox by Zurek is very appealing, how ever, it rests on the assum ption that uncorrelated
random processes can be derived from within the ordinary law s of physics. This is a perspective shared by the
overw heln ing m a prity of physicists, and one of its earliest in plem entations was given by the celebrated goden ruke
ofFem i, see for exam ple Zwanzig [6]1] T he golden rule is related to the possbility of tuming the coherent nature of
a transition process In quantum m echanics into an incoherent process strictly because of the large num ber of particles
In the system and the correspondingly large num ber of quantum states participating in the transition. T he uncritical
acoeptance of this viewpoint has tumed it into a scienti ¢ dogm a or prejadice rather than a description of what
actually occurs.

T hisprejudice spread from the Um e ofFem ito the present in m any di erent guises, the Paulim aster equation, the
van Hove m aster equation, see [6]1 -62. for a com plete discussion, and transport processes based on the assum ption
of linear response, see B lanucciet aL B8] for a m odem treatm ent of these ideas. Scientists have been quite satis ed
because the statistical predictions resulting from these theories, which are supposed to be quantum , are com pltely
consistent w ith experin ental observations. However, a carefiil analysis of all these theordies by G iovannetti et al.
E_S-C_’;] reveals a crack in the foundation of physics in that they are all, n one way or another, based on the M arkov
approxin ation. T his dependence on the M arkov assum ption is so findam ental to the physical theories on which our
understanding ofthe world isbased that we are forced to discuss this technicalpoint ofanalysis at least at an Intuitive
evel.

Let usbegin then by follow iIng a tra fctory that is given a value at the tim e t= 0. O nce the initial condition hasbeen
speci ed the tra ectory, determm ined by New ton’s law s of m otion, is xed. T he tra fctory is com pletly disconnected
from the past, the future ofthe system isonly dependent on this initialstate. T hisaspect ofdetermm Inism isobscured if
rather than studying a tra ctory, we lin it ourselves to considering a pro fction ofthis tra ctory, m uch lkem istaking
the shadow s on the wall of P lato’s cave for the actual lives of people. If we are considering pro fcted rather than
full tra ectordes, then two distinct pro fcted tra ctories can depart from the sam e Initial condition, at least n so far
as can be determ Ined in the profcted space. To realize that the two distinct pro gcted tra fctories are a genuine
m anifestation of ordinary classicalm echanics, the observer has either to look at the full tra fctories or at the whole
history of the trajctories. In exam ining the full tra fctories the observer w ill becom e convinced that in the 1l
phase space, the tw o tra pctories never Intersect, or if they intersect once then they intersect in nitely often, that is,
the orbit is unstable (hom oclinic orbi). In studying the whole history of the tra fctories the observer can rem ain
at the profcted level, only to realize that the two tra fctories departing from the "sam e niial condition" actually
are characterized by totally di erent histories. Thus, we arrive at the surprising conclusion that the detem inistic
character of the theory adopted, ncluding quantum m echanics if the process ofm easurem ent In exclided, is re ected
In their non-M arkov character. By their non-M arkov character we m ean to say that a pro fcted representation m ust
bear a signi cant dependence on the past, and that the future tin e evolution of the system does not depend only
on the conditions of the system at the m om ent of the observation, but i also depends on the history of the system .
T his isnot to be considered a special property of statistical processes that m ake them di erent from the determm inistic
nature of classical and quantum m echanics. O n the contrary, this signi cant dependence on the past is the m ark of
the determ inistic nature of the physical law s driving the tin e evolution of the whole Universe.

Tronically, all physicists clain ing that classical physics naturally em erge from quantum , adopt the M arkov approx—
In ation. Also Zurek clain s that the current physical paradigm s are su cient to account for all the fuindam ental
problem s conceming the derivation of therm odynam ics from classicalm echanics, which in tum is derived from quan-—
tum m echanics. Thus, a M arkov process is a statistical process whose tin e evolution is xed only by the nnitial
condition, so that its evolution is totally independent of the past. T his property is shared by the determ inistic evo-
ution of the entire universe, but when it becom es a statistical property of a pro fction of the universe, i cannot be
true. The M arkov assum ption seem s to be ncom patble w ih a rigorously quantum treatm ent. Thus, if it leads to
plausble, and realistic resuls, it is a sign that unknown physical law s drive the universe W e think that these law s
Introduce random ness into nature, thereby m aking it legiin ate to adopt the M arkov condition.

The M arkov assum ption produoes an exponentialdecay of correlations in the physical descriptions of reality. H ow —
ever, Fonda et al. [63'] and Lee [64.] proved m athem atical theorem s establishing that exponentialdecay is incom patible
w ith both classical and quantum m echanics. Thus, the M arkov assum ption seem s to be a subterfuge, providing an
ilusion of settling the fundam ental problem s of m odem physics w ithout any need for additional hypotheses. Troni-
cally, the repeated use ofthe M arkov approxin ation hasbeen shown to be equivalent to a departure from traditional
physics.

T hus, we see that the M arkov approxin ation is a consequence of a previous assum ption, that being the ocbservation
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that the study of the entire universe is too com plex for us to address all at once. T his observation in plies that we
exam Ine only a propcted part of the universe. This decision iself entails certain sub fctive elem ents and even if
i lead to the resolution of the quantum —related problem s discussed above it would still result in the Second Law

of T hem odynam ics being a consequence of our lim ited know ledge of the universe, rather than being an ob fctive
aspect of reality. The M arkov approxin ation is therefore inconsistent w ith the physical law s that the advocates of
this approach clain to be a com plete representation of the universe.

How isipossible that such a findam entally incorrect assum ption can pIOVJde such a wealth ofaccurate predictions?
A fom al answer to this question has been given by G lovannetti et al [53] who de ne the conditions for a genuine
source of random ness to produce the M arkov approxin ation w ith no signi cant departure from the predictionsm ade
using tradiional physics. O n the basis of the resuls of G iovannetti et al. we wish to m ake the follow ing plausble
conpcture: All the soures of com pkexity exam ined so far are actually channels for the am pli cation of naturally
occurring random ness in the physical world.

T his random ness, m ust not be confiised w ith algorithm ic com plexity. It is a genuine property ofnature independent
ofany experim entalobservation. Ifthe algorithm ic com plexity is so high asto result, according to the arbirary M arkov
approxin ation, in a very short correlation tim €, then the spontaneous uctuations m ight have the e ect ofm aking
the M arkov approxin ation genuine. T his is expected to result in predictions slightly di erent from those of ordinary
quantum m echanics, but for practical purposes i m ight not have any relevent consequences. If the "sub fctive"
source of random ness is extrem ely strong, an even in niesim ally an all genuine source of stochasticity has the e ect
of m aking the system di use incoherently. This is the reason why the scientists who assum e incoherent behavior
w ithout introducing ob fctive random ness nd experin ental vindication of their predictions. T hey obtain the right
answ ers but for the w rong reasons.

D . Informm ation approach to com plexity

W e have pointed out that the conocept of random ness as a consequence of a lack of Inform ation is not totally
satisfactory, and that there isa need fora new conoept ofob fctive random ness, perhaps in the form ofa new principle
ofphysics. Thisnew physicalprinciple should be only a slight m odi cation oftxadmonalquantum m echanics In which
it is supplem ented by the inclusion of a genuine elem ent of random ness 52 On the other hand, we cannot easily
establish the ntrinsic nature ofthis random ness. Is it the fam iliarW iener processasG hirardi, R in iniand W eber [_5-211
clain ? TheW ienerprecess is ordinarily assum ed to be an idealization ofphysical processes satisfactorily described by
known physical law s. W e have seen, how ever, that this cannot be the com plete story since the white noise postulated
by Zurek cannot be derived from traditional quantum m echanics. In principle we cannot rule out the possibility
that the W iener process introduced by t_S-Z_i] to correct ordinary quantum m echanicsm ight have a determ inistic origin
sim ilar to that generated by chaos, although produced by som e still unkow n determ inistic m echanism .

T he existence of ob ctive random ness seem s to be in con ict with the recent com m ents of Landauer [_5§], who
considers the universe iself to be a com puter wih nite memory. This view of the world would inply that the

uctuations produced by round-o errors In ordinary com puters would have a correspondence in nature resulting
In uctuations being embedded in the fabric of reality. Thus, the M arkov approxin ation incom patible w ith either
ordinary quantum or classicalm echanics, m ight be produced by the round-o errors of the universe. This picture
would also resolve the findam ental question sw irling around the foundation of the derivation of them odynam ics
from m echanics, and of classical physics from quantum as well. There are several indications that round-o errors
are indistinguishable from genuine uctuations, and that these uctuations produce a crossover from ancm alous to
ordinary statisticalm echanics ﬁ_6§',:_6:£], although at very large tim es, if the intensity ofthese uctuations is very weak.

W e see that ifa stillunknow n principle of statistics, requiring that nature is fuindam entally random and irreversible,
then the unsatisfactory aspects of the current de nitions of com plexity are resolved. This is true in spite of the
am biguity in the m eaning of random ness in this new context. T his is where the physics paradigm suitably extended
m ay play a crucial role in the developm ent of m easures of com plex phenom ena.

VI. CONCLUSIONS:OBJECTIVE RANDOMNESS INDUCING A NEW VISION OF COMPLEXITY

T he discussion of the earlier sections is enough for us to reach a conclusion tting the Penrose’s view about "why a
new physics is needed to understand them ind" {68 However, in the last few yearsthere have been m any new resuls,
on which m any of the papers of these P roceedings are based, which are also suggesting a new vision of com plexity,
w hich, hopefully, a ords convincing answers to m any of the question discussed in this paper. In addition to those
m entioned In the earlier sections, other groups are also looking for a picture of reality where random ness is already
present at the fundam ental level.
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Let us quote som e relevant cases. An Interesting proposal has been m ade [_6-91 for a realistic setting for Feynm an
paths. This is an attem pt at a realistic Interpretation of the am plitudes, rather than probabilities, in the Feynm an
Interpretation of quantum m echanics w ith the path-integral form alisn . This new formm ulation rests on the dynam ics
of a pair of entw ined tra ctories. T he particlesm ove on entw ined-pair tra ctories In space tin e therefore generating
the iIn pression of unitary tim e evolution, w ith dynam ic rules, though, that are as random as the random walker
prescriptions of classicalm echanics. This is In a sense the reverse of the assum ption in plicitly m ade by the advocates
of decoherence, w hose philosophy would lead us to conclide that wave-fiinction collapses, and w ith them the second
principle of them odynam ics itself, are an illusion of observers forced by their hum an lim itation to look at a lim ited
portion of the Universe. T he authors of Ref. {_6-9'] con gcture that from their theory a realistic Interpretation of the
wave-fiinction collapse m ight em erge. This is quite possible, due to the fact that the new physics that they propose
is essentially random and non-unitary.

A nother approach to quantum m echanicsm oving from themm odynam ics, w ith the second law regarded asbeing a
fundam ental law of nature, rather than an illusion of the hum an cbserver, has been proposed by E 1N aschie [_7-9'] El
N aschie proves that the Cantorian space can serve as a geom etrical m odel for a spacetin e support of the them o—
dynam ical approach. A dditional work at uncovering som e unsuspected connections between the abstract algebra of
w ild topology and high energy physics has been m ore recently found by the sam e author{7];] U sing the sam e perspec—
tive, the three N icolis I72 ] explained the tw o-slit delayed experim ent w ithout using the W heeler Interpretation of the
"observer participancy", setting doubts on the independent existence of the Universe.

However, at the end of this paper devoted to looking for a satisfactory de nition of com plexity, it is convenient
to discuss the consequence that a new physics m ight have on this speci ¢ issue. The main problm with the work
ofR ef.{_5§‘] is that the conclusions m ight be m ore satisfactory from a philosophical point of view , since the resulting
di usion equation, with the characteristics of nom al di usion, is not the m ere result of a contraction procedure,
equivalent to interpreting the second principle as a hum an illusion, but the second principle is true, independently
of the existence of an observer. However, from a practical point of view the advocates of de-coherence theory
m ght oonc]ude that the sam e result is cbtained with sin pler calculation, and, oonsequently, applying the O ckham
pr:nCJp]e[93], is true. For this reason, it is Im portant to m ention the work of ref. {73 that yields a rem arkable result,
this being a di erent experin ental resul, according to the perspective adopted. Another way to express the sam e
conclusion is as llows. A s pointed out in earlier sections, the de-coherence w isdom rests on the division of the
Universe Into two parts, the system of interest and its environm ent. If the environm ent is the source of uncorrelated

uctuations, the resulting M arkov equation yields results that from a statistical point of view are equivalent to those
w here real collapses, and events, unpredictable events, take place. If we m ove from this safe condition to a condition
w here the bath is responsble for correlated uctuations the statistical equivalence of the two pictures is not longer
guaranteed. At the tin e ofthisw riting, the research w ork on these delicate issues isnot yet com pleted. H ow ever, there
are strong indications that the breakdown of the equivalence betw een density and tra fctories noticed by the authors
ofRef. [_74] is provoked by the occurrence of aging [_7;';, :_7-€_§] T his brings us back to the conception of com plexity as
LSM .

The vision of LSM em erging from the dynam icm odel ofR efs.{4 i_ Q' :fl 1, :76], according to the authors ofR ef. {77], has
a biological relevance and represents a vision that, w ithout con icting w ith that of the P rigogine sdqool[fl.] a oxds
additional argum ents to support the view that life is not foreign to nature, as m isrepresented by the conventional
equilbrium statistical m echanics. Even in the absence of a ow of energy from outside, we can notice a natural
tendency to the em ergence of properties, such as aging, that are conventionally attributed to living systems. W e
have to notice that this vision of com plexiy em erges from the dynam ic approach of Ref.@-@'] extended to the case
w here long-range correlation and m em ory are present. In this case the transition from dynam ics to them odynam ics
is In nitely slow thereby suggesting that this condition as a new state of m atter, the earlier m entioned concept of
LSM .

T his dynam ic approach yielding the vision of LSM , on the other hand, is at the basis of new technigues of analysis
oftine ser:ies[_7§‘] , which are currently used w ith success to assess the com plexiy of the system s, from which these
tin e serdes are generated. A s we have earlier m entioned the K oln ogorov com plexity is not com putable, and these
techniques, directly or indirectly related to the concept of a K olm ogorov com plexity, yield a com putable m easure
m easure of com plexity. It is Interesting to rem ark that, although these technjques are accurate, distinguishing w ith
their help biotic from a-biotic system s rem ains a challenging issue t79, .80] It is Jnterestjng to notice that the eld
of com plexity is reversing the current perspective. W hile, as pointed out by G unter[j], explaining why rocks and
life em erged at the sam e tin e, in the geological scale, is a challenging issues for ordinary physics (this m eaning for
us, essentially, ordinary statisticalm echanics), from within the eld of com plexity it is rather becom ing challenging
the distinction between biotic and a-biotic system s, given the w idespread tendency in nature to establish long-range
correlations.

D ue to the In portance of the vision of com plexity suggested by the paper ofRef. @-1:] before ending this paper is
convenient to devote som e m ore comm ents to it. It isbased on the concept of Levy walk, a process characterized by
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In niely extended tin e m em ory, and so tin e non—locality, which is slow }y converted into a Levy ight, nam ely, as
pointed out by the authors ofRef. Bl-] Into space non-locality. H owever, i takes an in nite tin e for this transition to
occur. T hroughout this transition process, lasting foran in nie tin g, the dynam ic process ism uliscaling, ratherthan
m ono scaling. Thus, we are led to conclide that the condition of scaling, a quite m ono-scaling condition, departing
from the ordinary scaling of Brownian m otion, is not an indication of com plexity. It is rather the Inscription on a
grave signaling that the system was com plex when it was alive. In fact, an exact m ono-scaling condition indicates
that the M arkov condition has been recovered, this m eaning that m any uncorrelated and obfctive jim ps occurred,
N otice that this condition of them aldeath, occurring w ithout the in uence of environm entalnoise, w hich probably
would m ake G aussian the resulting death, is an idealization of reality. H ow ever, this idealization serves the desireable
purpose of llustrating the dynam ic perspective ofLSM . In this ideal condition, the system would age forever w thout
ever dying. Furthem ore, no sin ple generalization of di usion equation is known, for a fair representation of this
process, thereby really im plying the breakdown of the sin plicity condition. W hat about a quantum derivation of
LSM ? W e note that the work of [76] refers to a real experin ent, on the so called blinking quantum dots (see the
In portant paper of Jung, B arkaiand Sibey {82. ] for details on this fiindam ental aspect). W e are inclined to believe
that the jim ps from the light to the darkness state and viceversa are triggered by the spontaneous G RW ooJJapses
To have a non-P oisson statistics for these oo]Japses we probably need to generalize the work of Tessieri et al. B3
the non-O hm ic condition. T he authors ofR ef. 83] studied the case when the de-coherence of the system of interest is
produced by the Interaction w ith a bath ofbosons, undergoing the GRW ocollapses. T he calculation m ust be extended
to the case of a non-O hm ic bath: an Interesting research program .

In conclusion, wehave to acknow ledge that there are signi cant attem pts at reconciling generalrelativity to quantum
m echanics [84, 85, 86, §1, 88, B3] using fractal geom etry, nam ely, one of the theoretical ingredient of com plexity.
Furthem ore, as earlier rem arked, the assum ption of random ness as an essential ingredient of the new physics @9, ,7d
'7]1, :72 ]Jm akes it naturalto perceive the second principle as real rather than as an illusion, as it is subtlety im plied by
de-ooherence theory. W e think that all these authors are doing rem arkable work to properly address the challenge of
G unter i:a’] who correctly perceives quantum m echanics, general relativity and quantum m echanics, as three di erent
theordes, w ith no connections. W e stress that w ithin this context the dynam ic approach to com plexity, m oving from
the earlier work of Ref. Eé], is producing som e speci ¢ bene ts, although at m ore 1im ited level of establishing a
relation between dynam ics and them odynam ics, w ith two m a pr results. The st is the discovery of a prom ising
direction to pro fct experin ents ain Jng at tuming a philosophical oontroversy about random ness and w ave-finction
collapses Into a real scienti ¢ issue ﬂ73 T he second is the proposal I76] of a new view of com plexity as a state of
transition from dynam icsto them odynam ics, denoted asLSM , w ith the in portant e ect ofabolishing the perspective
of ordinary statisticalm echanics that would m ake life foreign to physics.
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0] In a certain way this rem inds us of G odel and his analysis of logical system s B]. If we consider his two theorem s on

undecidability in closed fom al system s in a wider way and not strictly from a m athem atical and philsophical point of

view , then it is easy to see that together w ith the in possbility of proving a logical system "totally true from the inside",
we have the uneasiness of analysing a system that looks at itself from the inside expecting to nd the truth.

Thisproblem isalso source ofparadoxes in quantum m echanics, but, even in the cJassjcallrleaJm , it touches the core problem

of determ inism in a strict sense, as well explained by the \egg’s paradox , reported in HKl. T his paradox, due to D iderot,

refers to the In possibility of classical N ew tonian m echanics to describe the developm ent of living beings. In this paperwe
shall discuss som e recent developm ents that lead us to interpret com plexity as a condition interm ediate between dynam ics
and them odynam ics, and m ake, consequently, easier to re-conciliate life w ]ﬂ"l statisticalm echanics.

2] Even them aprity ofphysicists refect thiskind of reductionisn . John B arrow E], for exam ple, in his \T heories ofeverything.
The quest for ultin ate explanation" m akes the debate on reductionism popular and w ithin the reach of everybody.He
actually takes the exam ple of a calculator and tries to understand ifthis calculator can be considered just a certain am ount
of atom s orm ore than that. This kind of process is very clear to all physicists who dealw ith nonlinear science, the science
where Input and output are not proportionally and constantly connected. T his idea of nonlinearity naturally leads to the
theory of em ergence.

P3] W e are referring to W illiam of O ckham , a well known philosopher of the 14th century. T he m edieval rule of parsim ony, or
principle of econom y, frequently used by O ckham cam e to be known as O ckham ’s razor. T he rule, which said that plurality
should not be assum ed w ithout necessity (or, in m odem English, keep it as sin ple as you can), was used to elin lnate m any
pseudo-explanatory entities.
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