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Abstract

Constructivist epistemology posits that all truths are knowable. One
might ask to what extent constructivism is compatible with natural-
ized epistemology and knowledge obtained from inference-making using
successful scientific theories. If quantum theory correctly describes the
structure of the physical world, and if quantum theoretic inferences
about which measurement outcomes will be observed with unit proba-
bility count as knowledge, we demonstrate that constructivism cannot
be upheld. Our derivation is compatible with both intuitionistic and
quantum propositional logic. This result is implied by the Frauchiger-
Renner theorem, though it is of independent importance as well.
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1 Introduction

There are many different perspectives available in contemporary epistemol-
ogy, and it is not obvious which primitive epistemological commitments
are mutually compatible. In this paper, we compare two epistemological
perspectives—constructivism and naturalism—and show them to be mutually
inconsistent in Section 2 by appealing to the epistemic content of quantum
theory on the naturalistic view. We then discuss the significance of this result
and show it blocks the derivation of Fitch’s paradox within the naturalistic
(quantum) epistemic setting in Section 3.
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2 Quantum epistemology and constructivism

1.1 Constructivist epistemology

Constructivism is the view that truth is grounded in knowability: for a propo-
sition to be true, it must be concretely or constructively demonstrable, and
through the contingent possibility that this demonstration could be witnessed
by some epistemic agent, knowable (see Dummett (2009); Bridges and Palm-
gren (2018)). This view is generally expressed as a position about the meaning
of mathematical terms and the allowable warrants of mathematical inference
(whence it is closely related to intuitionistic logic, cf. Dummett (2000)). For
instance, the constructivist would hold that ‘there exists an x such that F (x)’
is true just in case there is some explicit algorithm that could find an x with
property F (whence an epistemic agent could, in principle, verify that such an x
exists and hence know it). However, the constructivist position may generalize
to a hypothesis about the relation between truth, knowledge, and knowability
simpliciter. It is this general constructivist epistemology that we here bring
under scrutiny.

A standard approach for studying a theory of epistemology is to axioma-
tize knowledge as a kind of (modal) logical operator with particular properties
determined by that theory and to then investigate their consequences or inter-
pret them via some semantics (see Hintikka (1962); Stalnaker (2006); van
Ditmarsch et al. (2007); Dummett (2009); van Ditmarsch et al. (2015); Bal-
tag and Renne (2016); Baltag et al. (2019); Bjorndahl and Özgün (2020)). In
the present context, we are concerned with the relation between truth, knowl-
edge, and knowability. Thus, we consider a multi-modal propositional language
L = {{Kα}α∈A,□,♢,¬,→,∧,∨} where □, ♢, and {Kα} are all modal oper-
ators and each α designates an agent (in some specified collection A). We do
not yet axiomatize this language, nor do we require that its non-modal for-
mulas resemble classical propositional logic (keeping open the possibility of
having an underlying quantum propositional logic). We understand formulas
of the form Kαϕ, ♢ϕ, and ♢Kαϕ to mean “α knows that ϕ,” “it is possible that
ϕ,” and “it is knowable to α that ϕ,” respectively. This language is expressive
enough to accommodate knowledge and knowability, and so is sufficient for
our analysis of constructivist epistemology.

Consider now the following axiom schemas, where ϕ ranges over all well-
formed L-formulas and α ranges over A:

• CONST ϕ → ♢Kαϕ. Every truth is knowable. This expresses a construc-
tivist view that all truths are concretely demonstrable.

• KCONT ¬♢Kα(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ). In expressing what they know, no agent can
ever assert “ϕ but I do not know that ϕ.” This blocks the epistemic version
of Moore’s paradox by requiring internal knowledge continuity (see Moore
(1993); Hintikka (1962)).

• DIST (Kαϕ∧Kαψ) → Kα(ϕ∧ψ). If an agent knows two things separately,
then she also knows their conjunction.

• NCK ¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ). No agent has knowledge of a contradiction.
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Let ΓConst denote the set of all instances of the schemas CONST,
KCONT, and let Γ+

Const denote ΓConst together with the set of all instances
of the schemas DIST and NCK (so ΓConst ⊆ Γ+

Const). Then we shall call the
theory of epistemology that is adequately accounted for by ΓConst construc-
tivism, and by adding the comparatively weak assumptions DIST and NCK,
we shall call the theory of epistemology accounted for by Γ+

Const enriched
constructivism.

1.2 Naturalistic epistemology

Another view that need not be immediately incompatible with constructivism
is a weak form of naturalistic epistemology. While naturalistic epistemology
comes in many forms, we shall define this position as the following assertion:
inferences made with certainty about the natural world using the laws gov-
erning our best, empirically adequate scientific theories constitute knowledge
claims that are possible for agents to know by reasoning about the world only
using those theories. We shall adopt this perspective here.

As a general epistemological principle, this naturalistic view may be refined
in many ways depending on what scientific theories one has available. We shall
be particularly interested in complete physical theories. Following Einstein
et al. (1935), a complete physical theory is one whose terms refer to all the
actually existing ontological features—entities, properties, relations, etc.—of
the physical world, and whose laws determine all true facts about those fea-
tures. If a theory of epistemology is adequate for describing the knowledge of
agents who reason about the world only using inferences warranted by a the-
ory T (whom we shall label AT ), then if this theory of epistemology is to be
consistent with constructivism, T must be complete. For if T is not complete,
then there are true facts about the physical world which cannot be described
by T , and so cannot possibly be known by agents in AT , violating CONST.
This should be intuitive: a complete theory, if empirically adequate, is apt
for being a fundamental theory, and so the inferences it makes with certainty
are reasonably thought to be justifiably true. Completeness is not, however,
sufficient to guarantee that naturalistic epistemology is consistent with con-
structivism, for it need not entail that all true facts about the actual world (all
of which may be described by T ) can be inferred by AT agents, and so there
may still exist truths expressible in T that are unknowable to AT agents.

1.3 Quantum theory

We now turn to quantum theory TQM which, for our present purposes, is merely
a kind of inferential calculus found in physics textbooks (e.g. Von Neumann
(1955); Nielsen and Chuang (2010)) which, under the right application, can be
used to represent material systems (that is, we leave open the interpretation
of quantum theory). Quantum theory is the best, most empirically adequate
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physical theory available to us.1 Thus, on the naturalistic perspective adopted
here, inferences made by agents in AQM (henceforth quantum agents)—such as
inferences about definite measurement outcomes—constitute knowledge. Let
us therefore label as ‘quantum epistemology’ any descriptively adequate the-
ory of knowledge that can consistently describe the knowledge possessed by
quantum agents about quantum measurements.

Such a theory of quantum epistemology would be a species of naturalistic
epistemology, and so would only be compatible with constructivism if quan-
tum theory is complete. The (in)completeness of quantum theory has been the
subject of significant historical debate (see Einstein et al. (1935); Bohr (1935);
Bohm (1952); Everett (1957); Bell (1964); Spekkens (2007); Colbeck and Ren-
ner (2011); Pusey et al. (2012); Wallace (2012); Leifer (2014); Mazurek et al.
(2017)), but if quantum theory is incomplete, quantum epistemology is triv-
ially inconsistent with constructivism. Thus, suppose for the sake of argument
that quantum theory is complete. Is quantum epistemology then consistent
with (enriched) constructivism? We show it is not.

2 An Argument From Quantum Theory

2.1 The Frauchiger-Renner theorem

Suppose that the fundamental dynamics of quantum theory are unitary (e.g.
given by the Schrödinger equation) and that many quantum systems may be
decomposed into subsystems.2 A recent result then asserts the following:

Theorem 1 (Frauchiger and Renner (2018)) Not all of the following are true:

• Q If the quantum-theoretic Born rule predicts that a measurement outcome
will obtain with probability one, it is possible for a quantum agent to know
that this measurement outcome will obtain.

• S If a quantum agent knows that a particular measurement outcome will
obtain, then they cannot also know that a different measurement outcome
will obtain.

• C Whenever a quantum agent α knows that another quantum agent β
knows that some measurement outcome will obtain, α also knows that this
measurement outcome will obtain.

This result has led to significant controversy (see Healey (2018); Lazarovici
and Hubert (2019); Sudbery (2019); Vilasini et al. (2019); Kastner (2020);
Nurgalieva and Renner (2020); Waaijer and van Neerven (2021)). However,

1This is made clear by the far-reaching and highly successful predictions of the Standard Model
of particle physics, condensed matter physics, nanoscience, and quantum chemistry, among other
things.

2Restricting the discussion to this general case addresses the concerns raised in Nurgalieva and
del Rio (2019) and Lazarovici and Hubert (2019).
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whereas there is disagreement about the interpretation of this result and dis-
agreement about which assumption fails, there is a general consensus that the
derivation of the result is itself correct.

One can use the epistemic language L to describe the knowledge claims
about propositions that express statements about measurement outcomes
made by quantum agents. Here, the underlying propositional logic is quantum
propositional logic as described by Birkhoff and Von Neumann (1936). We may
then re-express Theorem 1 in L as follows: Let PQM be the set of all propo-
sitions about quantum measurement outcomes and say that an agent knows
that p ∈ PQM just in case, given her existing knowledge, she can infer that
p with probability 1 using quantum theory. Quantum knowledge is then such
that for some agents α, β ∈ AQM, there is a quantum proposition p ∈ PQM for
which at least one of the following axioms is false:

EQ p→ ♢Kαp, ES ¬(Kαp ∧Kα(¬p)), EC ¬(KαKβp ∧ ¬Kαp).

Note that the axiom schemas EQ, ES, and EC are not defined inductively
over L-formulas; they are only defined for arbitrary atomic proposition p.

2.2 Our result

Given this, our novel result (proven in Appendix A) is as follows:

Theorem 2 Any counter-instance to one of EQ, ES, or EC is inconsistent with
Γ+
Const. In particular, a counter-instance of EQ is inconsistent with CONST, a

counter instance of ES is inconsistent with Γ+
Const \ ΓConst, and a counter instance

of EC is inconsistent with Γ+
Const.

The derivation of this result is intuitionistically valid and so satisfies the
standards for proof required by the constructivist. Since quantum epistemol-
ogy must satisfy the Frauchiger-Renner theorem, we therefore conclude that
quantum epistemology is inconsistent with enriched constructivism. We also
have the following:

Corollary 1 If quantum epistemology satisfies DIST and NCK, then it is inconsis-
tent with ΓConst and one of Q or C is false of quantum theory.

3 Discussion

Theorem 2 shows that enriched constructivism is incompatible with quantum
epistemology and puts limits on the viable resolutions to the Frauchiger-
Renner paradox, given one’s epistemic commitments via Corollary 1.
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From Corollary 1, if quantum epistemology has minimal assumed epistemic
structure, then either Q or C must fail,3 and otherwise, one must deny either
DIST or NCK. Since Q is essentially the assumption that quantum theoretic
predictions made with certainty constitute knowledge, if one maintains that
quantum theory is the best, most empirically adequate theory available, Q
must be upheld. Thus, it seems most natural to reject C. Our result therefore
provides a principled, interpretation-independent argument for which assump-
tion must be given up. Importantly, C resembles a form of the principle that
has elsewhere been called observer independence of facts or local friendli-
ness which have already been challenged by other research for other reasons
(see Brukner (2018); Bong et al. (2020)).

Our result is also relevant to broader issues in epistemic logic: from ΓConst,
one can derive the knowability paradox due to Fitch (2009), according to which
if all truths are knowable, then all truths are known. Taking ϕ to range over
all L-formulas and α to range over all agents in A, Fitch’s paradox is:

Theorem 3 (Dummett (2009)) ΓConst ⊢ ϕ→ Kαϕ.

This theorem is not intuitionistically valid (and so unsatisfying for the con-
structivist), however, the theorem ΓConst ⊢ ϕ → ¬¬Kαϕ is intuitionistically
valid (see Appendix A). Given that actual knowledge seems to be contingent in
a way that truth is not, this result seems wrong (especially since if knowledge
is factive, knowledge and truth would then become definitionally equivalent).
Traditional epistemology has acknowledged the difficulties of conceding Fitch’s
paradox (see Williamson (1982); Edgington (1985); Williamson (1987); Perci-
val (1990); Kvanvig (1995); Tennant (1997); Hand and Kvanvig (1999); DiVidi
and Solomon (2001); Fitch (2009); Dummett (2009); Restall (2009); Edgington
(2010)). From our result, we find that if DIST and NCK are true of quan-
tum epistemology, then quantum epistemology does not admit Fitch’s paradox
(at least not via its usual deduction). Thus, we provide a positive, naturalistic
remedy to a classical epistemological challenge.
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Appendix A Proofs

We do not assume that L satisfies the axioms of classical propositional logic,
for we want it also to be compatible with an underlying quantum propositional
logic while only allowing for intuitionistically valid deductions. However, we do
stipulate that it satisfies the following axiom schemas (whose instances shall
collectively be denoted Σ) for all L-formulas ϕ and ψ:

Double Negation Introduction (DNI): ⊢ ϕ→ ¬¬ϕ
Triple Negation Elimination (TNE): ⊢ ¬¬¬ϕ→ ¬ϕ

Conjunction Negation Distribution (CND): ⊢ (¬¬ϕ ∧ ¬¬ψ) → ¬¬(ϕ ∧ ψ)
Conjunction Introduction (CI): {ϕ, ψ} ⊢ ϕ ∧ ψ
Conjunction Elimination (CE): ⊢ ϕ ∧ ψ → ϕ, ⊢ ϕ ∧ ψ → ψ

Contraposition: ⊢ (ϕ→ ψ) → (¬ψ → ¬ϕ)
Propositional Identity: ⊢ ¬(ϕ ∧ ¬ψ) → (ϕ→ ¬¬ψ)

These axioms are quite minimal (indeed, we do not posit any modal axioms
whatsoever) and insufficient on their own to prove completeness. This is a
positive feature of the generality of our analysis. Note that all of these axioms
are intuitionistically valid and are valid in quantum propositional logic as well
(so they can be used in the proof of our main result while being consistent with
a constructivist account of logic). The only rule of inference we shall assume
is modus ponens (we do not assume the necessitation rule).

Before proving our main theorem, we prove Theorem 3 (which entails
Fitch’s paradox) and several lemmas. Defining ⊢ with respect to Σ, Theorem 3
asserts that for any L-formula ϕ and agent α ∈ A, ΓConst ⊢ ϕ→ ¬¬Kαϕ:

Proof For any L-formula ϕ we have:

1. (ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) → ♢Kα(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) CONST.

2. ¬♢Kα(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) → ¬(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) Contraposition.

3. ¬♢Kα(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) KCONT.

4. ¬(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) 2, 3, Modus Ponens.

5. ¬(ϕ ∧ ¬Kαϕ) → (ϕ→ ¬¬Kαϕ) Propositional Identity.

6. ϕ→ ¬¬Kαϕ 4, 5, Modus Ponens.

□
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We shall denote by FITCH the set of all instances of ϕ→ ¬¬Kαϕ for all
L-formulas ϕ and agents α ∈ A. We now prove several lemmas, taking ϕ and
ψ to range over all L-formulas, and α and β to range over all agents in A.

Lemma 1 ΓConst ∪ {¬Kαϕ} ⊢ ¬ϕ.

Proof

1. ¬Kαϕ Assumption.

2. ϕ→ ¬¬Kαϕ FITCH for α.

3. ¬¬¬Kαϕ→ ¬ϕ 2, Contraposition.

4. ¬Kαϕ→ ¬¬¬Kαϕ DNI.

5. ¬¬¬Kαϕ 1, 4, Modus Ponens.

6. ¬ϕ 3, 5, Modus Ponens.

□

Lemma 2 ΓConst ∪ {¬¬Kβϕ} ⊢ ¬¬KαKβϕ.

Proof

1. ¬¬Kβϕ Assumption.

2. Kβϕ→ ¬¬KαKβϕ FITCH for α.

3. (Kβϕ→ ¬¬KαKβϕ) → (¬¬¬KαKβϕ→ ¬Kβϕ) Contraposition.

4. ¬¬¬KαKβϕ→ ¬Kβϕ 2, 3, Modus Ponens.

5. (¬¬¬KαKβϕ→ ¬Kβϕ) → (¬¬Kβϕ→ ¬¬¬¬KαKβϕ) Contraposition.

6. ¬¬Kβϕ→ ¬¬¬¬KαKβϕ 4, 5, Modus Ponens.

7. ¬¬¬¬KαKβϕ 1, 6, Modus Ponens.

8. ¬¬¬¬KαKβϕ→ ¬¬KαKβϕ TNE.

9. ¬¬KαKβϕ 7, 8, Modus Ponens.

□

Lemma 3 ΓConst ∪ {(¬¬Kαϕ) ∧ (¬¬Kαψ)} ⊢ ¬¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ).

Proof

1. (¬¬Kαϕ) ∧ (¬¬Kαψ) Assumption.

2. ((¬¬Kαϕ) ∧ (¬¬Kαψ)) → ¬¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) CND.

3. ¬¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) 1, 2, Modus Ponens.
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4. (Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) → Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) DIST.

5. ((Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) → Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ)) Contraposition.

→ (¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) → ¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ))

6. ¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) → ¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) 4, 5, Modus Ponens.

7. (¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) → ¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ)) Contraposition.

→ (¬¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) → ¬¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ))
8. ¬¬(Kαϕ ∧Kαψ) → ¬¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) 6, 7, Modus Ponens.

9. ¬¬Kα(ϕ ∧ ψ) 3, 8, Modus Ponens.

□

The proof of our main result, Theorem 2, is then as follows.

Proof We must prove three separate results. First, a counter-instance of EQ is incon-
sistent with CONST. If we assume that EQ is violated, then there is some agent
α ∈ AQM and some quantum proposition p ∈ PQM such that ¬(p → ♢Kαp) (a
formula which which we shall denote by ¬EQ). Letting ϕp := p→ ♢Kαp we have:

1. p→ ♢Kαp CONST.

2. ¬(p→ ♢Kαp) ¬EQ.

3. ϕp ∧ ¬ϕp 1, 2, CI.

Thus, CONST ∪ {¬EQ} ⊢⊥.
Next, a counter instance of ES is inconsistent with Γ+

Const \ΓConst. If we assume
that ES is violated, then there is some agent α ∈ AQM and some quantum propo-
sition p ∈ PQM such that ¬¬(Kαp ∧Kα(¬p)) (a formula which we shall denote by
¬ES). Letting ψp := ¬Kα(p ∧ ¬p), we have:

1. ¬Kα(p ∧ ¬p) NCK.

2. ¬¬(Kαp ∧Kα(¬p)) ¬ES.

3. ¬¬Kα(p ∧ ¬p) 2, DIST.

4. ψp ∧ ¬ψp 1, 3, CI.

Thus, NCK ∪DIST ∪ {¬ES} ⊢⊥ (where Γ+
Const \ ΓConst = NCK ∪DIST).

Finally, a counter instance of EC is inconsistent with Γ+
Const. If we assume that

EC is violated, then there are some agents α, β ∈ AQM and some quantum proposi-
tion p ∈ PQM such that ¬¬(KαKβp ∧ ¬Kαp) (a formula we shall denote by ¬EC).
Letting ξp := ¬Kα((Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) ∧ ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))), we have:

1. ¬¬(KαKβp ∧ ¬Kαp) ¬EC.

2. ¬¬(KαKβp ∧ ¬Kαp) → (¬¬KαKβp ∧ ¬¬¬Kαp) CND.

3. ¬¬KαKβp ∧ ¬¬¬Kαp 1, 2, Modus Ponens.

4. ¬¬KαKβp 3, CE.

5. ¬¬¬Kαp 3, CE.
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6. ¬¬¬Kαp→ ¬Kαp TNE.

7. ¬Kαp 5, 6, Modus Ponens.

8. ¬p 7, Lemma 1.

9. ¬p→ ¬¬Kβ(¬p) FITCH for β.

10. ¬¬Kβ(¬p) 8, 9, Modus Ponens.

11. ¬¬KαKβ(¬p) 10, Lemma 2.

12. (¬¬KαKβp) ∧ (¬¬KαKβ(¬p)) 4, 11, CI.

13. ¬¬Kα(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) 12, Lemma 3.

14. (Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) → Kβ(p ∧ ¬p) DIST.

15. ((Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) → Kβ(p ∧ ¬p)) Contraposition.

→ (¬Kβ(p ∧ ¬p) → ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)))
16. ¬Kβ(p ∧ ¬p) → ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) 14, 15, Modus Ponens.

17. ¬Kβ(p ∧ ¬p) NCK.

18. ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) 16, 17, Modus Ponens.

19. ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) → ¬¬Kα(¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))) FITCH for α.

20. ¬¬Kα(¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))) 18, 19, Modus Ponens.

21. (¬¬Kα(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))) ∧ (¬¬Kα(¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)))) 13, 20, CI.

22. ¬¬Kα((Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) ∧ ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))) 21, Lemma 3.

23. ¬Kα((Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p)) ∧ ¬(Kβp ∧Kβ(¬p))) NCK.

24. ξp ∧ ¬ξp 22, 23, CI.

Thus, Γ+
Const ∪ {¬EC} ⊢⊥.

□
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