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Embodied cognition posits that action and perception co-determine each other, forming an action-
perception loop. This suggests that we humans somehow participate in what we perceive. So, how
can scientists escape the action-perception loop to obtain an observer-independent description of the
world? Here we model scientists engaged in the practice of science and argue that to achieve such a
feat scientists must describe the world with the tools of quantum theory. This aligns with growing
evidence suggesting that in quantum theory facts are relative. We argue that embodiment, as
traditionally understood, can entail imaginary-time quantum dynamics. However, we argue that an
embodied scientist interacting with an experimental system must be described from the perspective
of another scientist, which is ignored in traditional approaches to embodied cognition. To describe
the world without any reference to external observers we take two steps. First, we assume that
observers play complementary roles as both objects experienced by other observers and “subjects”
that experience other objects—here the word “subject” is used in a strict technical sense as the
opposite of object. Second, like two mirrors reflecting each other as well as another object, we have
to assume that two (sets of) observers mutually observe each other as well as the experimental
system. This entails two coupled imaginary-time quantum dynamics that can be written as the
imaginary and real parts of a genuine, real-time quantum dynamics. We discuss some potential
implications of our work.

I. INTRODUCTION

A central theme in modern cognitive science is the
idea that action and perception are circularly related
and fundamentally inseparable [1–7]. That is, action
and perception co-determine each other, forming an
action-perception loop—i.e., “a cycle in which percep-
tion leads to particular actions, which in turn create
new perceptions, which then lead to new actions, and
so on” [4]. Djebbara et al. [5] recently reported ex-
perimental evidence for the existence of the action-
perception loop. The idea that action and percep-
tion are somehow co-dependent has roots in a vari-
ety of fields [6], including Piaget’s developmental psy-
chology, which holds that cognitive abilities somehow
emerge from sensorimotor skills; Gibson’s ecological
psychology, which sees perception in terms of poten-
tial interactions with the environment; and Merleau-
Ponty’s phenomenology, which views perception not
as something that happens inside an organism that
passively receives information about the world, but
as a process wherein the organism actively seeks out
information and interprets it in terms of the bodily
actions it enables.

The action-perception loop has been particularly
emphasized in the research program of embodied cog-
nition [1–7], which arose as a reaction against the
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view that “the mind and the world could be treated
as separate and independent of each other, with the
outside world mirrored by a representational model
inside the head” [2]. In the traditional view, cognition
begins with an input to the brain and ends with an
output from the brain; so, traditional cognitive sci-
ence can limit its investigations to processes within
the head, without regard for the world outside the
organism [4].

In contrast, embodied cognition posits that “cog-
nitive processes emerge from the nonlinear and circu-
lar causality of continuous sensorimotor interactions
involving the brain, body, and environment” [2] In
this view, perception does not result from passively
sensing the physical world but from actively engaging
with it in an ongoing reciprocal interaction between
brain, body and world—such interactions could in
principle be mediated by technologies that enhance
motor and sensory capabilities. Again, we are in-
volved in an action-perception loop, wherein we act
to perceive and vice versa.

According to Varela et al. [1], the overall concern
of embodied cognition is “not to determine how some
perceiver-independent world is to be recovered; it is,
rather, to determine the common principles or law-
ful linkages between sensory and motor systems that
explain how action can be perceptually guided in a
perceiver-dependent world.” Along the same lines,
more recently di Paolo et al. [3] say (comments within
brackets are our own):

“Action in the world is always perceptu-
ally guided. And perception is always
an active engagement with the world.
The situated perceiver does not aim at
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FIG. 1: Effective seemingly observer-independent description of scientists doing experiments: (A) Experiments, and
the world more generally, are typically viewed as observer-independent and so as instances of linear causality. (B) The
instrumentally-mediated action-perception loop associated to an embodied scientist, Fabbiene (denoted by F ), doing an
experiment is usually considered an instance of circular causality. The circular causality of the instrumentally-mediated
action-perception loop can indeed be effectively described in terms of a kind of linear causality (A)—the influence of
the observer (green clouds) is effectively captured by describing the state of the system by a probability matrix that
follows an imaginary-time quantum dynamics. However, here Fabbiene is described from the perspective of an external
observer, Wigner (denoted by W—bottom right). Taking into account such an external observer can entail genuine
real-time quantum dynamics.

extracting properties of the world as if
these were pregiven, but at understand-
ing the engagement of her body [possibly
enhanced by technological devices] with
her surroundings, usually in an attempt
to bring about a desired change in rela-
tion between the two. To understand per-
ception is to understand how these senso-
rimotor regularities or contingencies are
generated by the coupling of body and
world [possibly mediated by technologies
that can enhance motor and sensory ca-
pabilities] and how they are used in the
constitution of perceptual and perceptu-
ally guided acts.”

The action-perception loop is also emphasized in
the theory of active inference, wherein an agent has a
generative model of the external world and its motor
systems suppress prediction errors through a dynamic
interchange of prediction and action. In other words,
“there are two ways to minimize prediction errors:
to adjust predictions to fit the current sensory input
and to adapt the unfolding of movement to make pre-
dictions come true. This is a unifying perspective on
perception and action suggesting that action is both
perceived by and caused by perception” [5].

According to Friston [8], in active inference there
is a circular causality analogous to the action-
perception loop. Such circular causality means that
“external states cause changes in internal states, via
sensory states, while the internal states couple back
to the external states through active states—such

that internal and external states cause each other in
a reciprocal fashion. This circular causality may be
a fundamental and ubiquitous causal architecture for
self-organization.”

While the research program of embodied cognition
and related fields encompass a broad spectrum of
views, among which there is still ongoing debate, we
here focus only on the action-perception loop, which
appears to be a rather uncontroversial feature. More-
over, as already mentioned, Djebbara et al. recently
reported experimental evidence for the existence of
the action-perception loop. Depending on the con-
text and on the interest of the authors, the action-
perception loop tends to be modeled with different
tools and with different degrees of complexity. For in-
stance, the enactive view of embodied cognition tends
to emphasize dynamical systems, while active infer-
ence tends to emphasize variational Bayesian meth-
ods. Here we use tools from statistical physics to
model the action-perception loop in a rather parsi-
monious way, focusing exclusively on its main feature:
the circular causality between action and perception.

Now, in cognitive science it is routine to model hu-
man beings interacting with external systems. Here
we investigate the particular case where the human
beings are scientists and the external systems are ex-
perimental systems. That is, we model scientists per-
forming scientific experiments. This reflexive applica-
tion of science to itself brings up an interesting ques-
tion. Indeed, the action-perception loop entails that
humans play an active and constructive role in the in-
formation they perceive about the world. In contrast,
scientists apparently manage to obtain a completely
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observer-independent view of the world, passively
mirroring an external reality without influencing it
in any way (see Fig. 1A). How do scientists achieve
such a feat? Of course, technology enhances scien-
tists’ capacities for perception and action, enabling
them to transcend the limitations of their senses and
to implement sophisticated interventions, e.g., at the
sub-atomic level. However, while it is clear that
technology can enable an enhanced, instrumentally-
mediated action-perception loop, it is not at all clear
that it can also change its circular topology. In
other words, it is not clear that technology can break
such an enhanced loop of instrumentally-mediated
action and instrumentally-mediated perception (see
Fig. 1B).

In brief, our approach allows us to ask: How can
scientists establish an observer-independent science,
even though this seems to defy the very notion of em-
bodied cognition? In other words, how can scientists
escape the action-perception loop? Of course, logical
reasoning is another powerful tool that allows scien-
tists to transcend their limitations. However, logical
reasoning should be able to acknowledge the existence
of the action-perception loop, if it exists, and tell us
how is it that we escape it. From a different per-
spective, our approach could also be considered as
a self-consistency check to materialism: instead of a
priori neglecting the physics or embodiment of scien-
tists, as if they were immaterial, we let a scientific
analysis tells us a posteriori how is it that we can do
so.

In principle, scientists differ from generic human
beings in that they strive to achieve objectivity, which
is often equated with observer-independence. Of
course, we cannot start from the assumption of an
observer-independent science since how this is estab-
lished is precisely what we want to explore. Instead,
we will use three conditions that, according to Vel-
mans, characterize what in practice we may call a
reliable science. These are [9] (p. 219; see also
Refs. [1, 10, 11]):

R1. Standardization: The procedures
we used to investigate the world are stan-
dardized and explicit, so we clearly know
what we are talking about.

R2. Intersubjectivity: The observa-
tions we do are intersubjective and re-
peatable, so we can mutually agree about
the actual scientific facts.

R3. Truthfulness: Observers are dis-
passionate, accurate and truthful, for ob-
vious reasons.

Again, we are not a priori equating the notion of relia-
bility with that of objectivity in the sense of observer-
independence. However this does not deny a priori
either that an observer-independent science can be

established. Indeed, the dynamics of our model is
formally analogous to quantum dynamics. So, our
approach is consistent with current scientific knowl-
edge and could suggest a potential reconstruction of
quantum theory [12, 13]. Unlike current reconstruc-
tions, though, instead of working with an abstract
notion of observer, our approach builds on general in-
sights gained from the scientific investigation of actual
observers—however, it is not necessarily restricted to
a specific kind of them.

This work is outlined as follows. In Sec. II we
discuss the circular dynamics of an embodied scien-
tist interacting with an experimental system, which is
similar to that of an action-perception loop [3, 5, 14].
We show that this can entail a dynamics formally
analogous to “imaginary-time” quantum dynamics.
This is described by an Schrödinger’s equation with-
out imaginary unit. While this is real-valued, genuine
or “real-time” quantum dynamics is complex-valued.
Somewhat analogous to RQM, in Sec. III we assume
that a classical embodied scientist interacting with
a classical experimental system must be described
from the perspective of another scientist, which is
ignored in traditional approaches to embodied cog-
nition (W in Fig. 1B). However, to be consistent we
should also take into account who observes this new
scientist. We escape the infinite regress that a näıve
approach would entail in two steps. First, we assume
that observers play complementary roles as both ob-
jects experienced by other observers and “subjects”
that experience other objects. Here the word “sub-
ject” is used in a strict technical sense as the opposite
of object. Second, like two mirrors reflecting each
other as well as another object, we have to assume
that two (sets of) observers mutually observe each
other as well as the experimental system. This en-
tails two coupled imaginary-time quantum dynamics
that can be written as the imaginary and real parts
of a genuine, real-time quantum dynamics. Finally,
in Sec. IV we discuss some potential implications of
our work.

II. EMBODIMENT AND IMAGINARY-TIME
QUANTUM DYNAMICS

A. Embodied scientists doing experiments

Here we build on enactivism whose task is “to de-
termine the common principles or lawful linkages be-
tween sensory and motor systems that explain how
action can be perceptually guided in a perceiver-
dependent world” [1] (p. 173) In Appendix B we
provide a brief introduction to some aspects of em-
bodied cognition.

Importantly, we neglect the long and painful learn-
ing stage, when scientists are engaged in the inven-
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FIG. 2: Experiments as circular processes: (A) A scientist (Fabbiene) doing an experiment. (B) Model of a scientist
doing an experiment in the spirit of active inference. Fabbiene’s actions can always prepare the same initial state,
x = x0, effectively implementing a causal intervention (this is denoted here as do[x = x0]) (C) Enactive model of a
scientist and an experimental system as two physical systems involved in a circular interaction (see Appendix B 2 and
Fig. 10 therein). Arrows indicate the direction of the circular interaction, not conditional probabilities as in Bayesian
networks. The internal factors, G` = F2n−1−`, can be considered as Fabienne’s physical correlates of the external factors,
F`—here ` = 0, . . . , n.

tion and fine-tuning of new protocols, devices, and
even concepts (e.g., spacetime curvature) that en-
ables them to couple to the world in ways that were
not possible before, and thus to enact new kinds of
lawful regularities. For instance, the kind of regular-
ities associated to quantum and relativity theories,
which are invisible to the naked eye, are enabled by
sophisticated experimental protocols and devices, as
well as conceptual frameworks, all developed by sci-
entists themselves.

Figure 2A illustrates the dynamical coupling be-
tween an embodied scientist and an experimental
system. This can be divided into four stages: (i)
scientist’s interventions on the experimental system,
e.g. via moving some knobs, for preparing the de-
sired initial state—this requires the physical interac-
tion between the knobs and the observer’s actuators;
(ii) experimental system’s dynamics—this is the main
process traditionally analyzed in physics; (iii) scien-
tist’s measurement of the experimental system—this
requires the physical interaction between the experi-
mental system and the observer’s sensors via the mea-
suring device; (iv) scientist’s internal dynamics which
correlate with her experience of the experimental sys-

tem.

In the related approach of active inference [14, 15],
experimental systems would be considered as gener-
ative processes which scientists can only access indi-
rectly via the data generated in their sensorium (see
Appendix B 1). Scientists can perturb such genera-
tive processes via their actions and have a generative
model of their dynamics, including the effect of their
own actions, which they can make as accurate as pos-
sible via learning. This is reflected in that, in Fig. 2B,
the topology of the Bayesian network representing the
scientist mirrors the topology of the Bayesian net-
work representing the experimental system. In par-
ticular, both internal and external dynamics flow in
the same direction (horizontal arrows in Fig. 2B; see
Appendix B 1 and Fig. 9 therein).

Following enactivism [1–3], instead, we give more
relevance to the dynamical coupling between scien-
tists and experimental systems. Learning scientific
lawful regularities is not so much about extracting
pre-existent properties of the world as about stabi-
lizing this circular coupling and achieving “reliabil-
ity” (conditions R1-R3 above). This may include the
development of new technologies, protocols and con-



5

cepts. The lawful regularities achieved in the post-
learning stage are our focus here. So, our approach
is independent of a specific theory of learning (see
Fig. 2C; see also Appendix B 2 and Fig. 10 therein).

B. As simple as possible, but not simpler

Of course, the scientific process generally involves
many scientists and technologies. However, much
as the theory of relativity can be developed without
modeling all types of realistic clocks, our approach
aims at capturing some general underlying principles
valid beyond the particular model investigated. For
instance, we could also have a situation where, say, a
scientist in the UK prepares a laser pulse to send to
another scientist in the Netherlands who would then
perform a measurement and send the result back to
the former via email. Only after both scientists have
communicated can they reach any scientific conclu-
sions about any potential correlations between the
initial and final states of the laser pulse. This would
again be a circular process. Instead of two scientists
we could have many and the fundamental process
would still be circular. For simplicity, we focus here
on a single scientist. However, experiments generally
comprise the four stages above. So, ours can be con-
sidered as a model of a generic process of “reliable”
observations—though ignoring relativistic considera-
tions. This process is embodied because all scientists
and technologies involved are so.

C. Experiments as circular processes

Here we setup the mathematical framework. Sci-
ence is fundamentally concerned with causation, not
with mere correlation. So, in general, a scientist do
not passively observe the system to determine its ini-
tial state. Rather, she actively intervenes it to pre-
pare a fixed initial state, runs the experiment and ob-
serves the final state. She repeats this enough times
to determine the probability that, given that the ini-
tial state prepared is x = x0, the final state observed
is xn. Using Pearl’s do-calculus, this probability can
be denoted as P(xn∣do[x = x0]), where do[x = x0]
refers to the scientist’s intervention (notice the bar on

P). Ideally, the scientist would prepare every possible
initial state to compute the full probability distribu-
tion for any initial state, x0 prepared—in practice
this might be impossible, though. In principle, she
can select each intervention with a given probability.

Unlike Pearl’s do-calculus, we explicitly model the
scientist doing the causal intervention. So, instead of
using the do operator, we can deal with such an in-
tervention in a more direct manner, as we are about

to see. As we mentioned earlier, we are consider-
ing only the post-learning stage, when the scientist
is just repeating the experiment a statistically signif-
icant number of times. We model this as the sta-
tionary state, P̃(x̃), of a stochastic process on a cy-
cle, which includes deterministic systems as a par-
ticular case (see Fig. 2C; notice the tildes on P̃ and
x̃)—this allows us to establish a posteriori which is
the case. Here x̃ = (x0, . . . , xk−1) denotes a closed
path x0 → x1 → ⋯ → xk−1 → x0 which returns to
xk = x0 due to the scientist’s causal interventions—
as we said, experiments are not mere passive observa-
tions. This path could be divided into two open paths
x0 → ⋯ → xn and xn → ⋯ → xk, with xk = x0, cor-
responding to the experimental system and the sci-
entist, respectively. Furthermore, P̃(x̃) denotes the
probability to observe a path x̃. As we said above,
the scientist can in principle select each intervention
with a given probability, so P̃(x̃) can be non-zero
for paths with different values of x0—again, causal
interventions are reflected in the fact that paths are
closed.

Since energy plays a key role in physics, we assume
that the stationary state is characterized by an “en-
ergy” function H`(x`+1, x`), where 0 ≤ ` ≤ k denotes
the time step. For the case of a particle in a non-
relativistic potential V we have

H`(x`+1, x`) =
m

2
(x`+1 − x`

ε
)

2

+1

2
[V (x`) + V (x`+1)] .

(1)
for the external path (` = 0, . . . , n − 1)—in principle,
the internal path (` = n, . . . , k) can have a different
functional form (but see below). Unlike the tradi-
tional Hamiltonian function, H` is written in terms
of consecutive position variables, x` and x`+1, rather
than instantaneous position and momentum. The po-
tential V in Eq. (1) is symmetrized for convenience.
We will discuss later on the case of more general,
complex-valued, and so “non-stoquastic” Hamiltoni-
ans (see Sec. III D 2 and Appendix A).

We derive P̃ using the principle of maximum path
entropy [16], a general variational principle analogous
to the free energy principle from which a wide variety
of well-known stochastic models at, near, and far from
equilibrium has been derived [16] (see Appendix C 1).
To do so, we use the assumption, common in statisti-
cal physics, that we only know the average energy on
the cycle Eav = ⟨ ε

T ∑`H`⟩P̃ (see below). Here ε→ 0 is

the time step size and T = (k+1)ε is the total duration
of a cycle. This is known [16] to yield a Boltzmann
distribution (see Appendix C 1)

P̃ ∝ exp{−ε∑
`

H`/Γ}, (2)

where Γ = T /λ and λ is a Lagrange multiplier fix-
ing the average energy Eav on the cycle (see Ap-
pendix C 1). We will investigate later on the poten-
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tial sources of fluctuations characterized here by the
temperature- or diffusion-like parameter Γ.

So, how can scientists escape their embodiment
and obtain an observer-independent description of
the world? Obviously, we cannot just forcefully ne-
glect the scientist at this point. The proper way to
ignore the scientist in our approach is by marginal-
izing P̃ over the degrees of freedom associated to
her. So, following the tradition in physics, we now
focus on the external system and ignore the scien-
tist by marginalizing P̃ over the internal paths, i.e.,
over (xn+1, . . . , xk−1). This yields (see Appendix C 1;
notice the absence of tildes in the left-hand side)

P(x) = ∑
xn+1,...,xk−1

P̃(x̃)

= 1

Z
F̃n(x′0, xn)⋯F1(x2, x1)F0(x1, x0),

(3)

where Z is the normalization constant and we have
written x′0 = x0 for future convenience—here we use
sums to indicate either sums or integrals depending
on the context. The expression x = (x0, . . . , xn) de-
notes a path x0 → x1 → ⋯ → xn → x0 which returns
to x0, but where we disregard how it does so. Fur-
thermore,

F̃n(x′0, xn) = ∑
xn+1,...,xk−1

Fk−1(x′0, xk−1)⋯Fn(xn+1, xn),

(4)
summarizes the dynamics internal to the scientist,
whose details we have disregarded, and

F`(x′, x) = e−εH`(x
′,x)/Γ/Zε, (5)

for ` = 0, . . . , k, where the constant Zε =
√

2πΓε/m is
introduced for convenience.

D. Circular causality and imaginary-time
quantum dynamics

We now describe the relationship between our
model of embodied scientists doing experiments (see
Fig. 1B) and the typical view of experiments, and
the world more generally (see Fig. 1A). We typically
think of experiments and the world in terms of lin-
ear causality. That is, as external systems that have
an observer-independent initial state that evolves for-
ward in time according to some observer-independent
dynamical law (see Fig. 1A). In contrast, the action-
perception loop associated to an embodied scientist
doing experiments is usually considered as an in-
stance of circular causality (see Fig. 1B). Here we
show that such a circular causality can be effectively
described in terms of a kind of linear causality. That
is, we will show that the circular dynamics entailed
by the presence of the embodied scientist can be effec-
tively described as if it were an observer-independent

dynamics. The price to pay, however, is that the
state of the system has to be described in terms of a
probability matrix that follows a dynamics formally
analogous to imaginary-time quantum dynamics (see
Fig. 1).

1. Linear causality and Markov chains

First, notice that if we neglect the scientist, i.e., if
we neglect the “energy” function associated to the in-
ternal paths, then F̃n(x0, xn) becomes a constant. In
this case the cycle in Fig. 2C turns into a chain and we
recover the most parsimonious non-trivial dynamical
model where the probability distribution in Eq. (3) is
Markov with respect to a chain on variables x` [17] (p.
16; see Appendix C 2 herein)—a more parsimonious
dynamical model would be memoryless.

In particular, by knowing only the initial marginal
p0 and the forward transition probabilities P+` from
time step ` to ` + 1, for all `, we can readily obtain
the probability for a path

Pch(x) = p0(x0)P+0 (x1∣x0)⋯P+n−1(xn∣xn−1). (6)

This implies in particular that we can obtain the
marginal p`+1 from the previous marginal p` via a
Markovian update

p`+1(x`+1) =∑
x`

P+` (x`+1∣x`)p`(x`). (7)

That is, via a linear transformation specified
by kernels P+` (x`+1∣x`) satisfying the Chapman-
Kolmogorov equation—i.e., where the transition
probability from ` to `+2, for instance, can be written
as

P+`+2∣`(x`+2∣x`) = ∑
x`+1

P+`+1(x`+2∣x`+1)P+` (x`+1∣x`).

(8)
This Markov chain describes the external system

in terms of an observer-independent initial state p`
that evolves forward in time according to an observer-
independent dynamical law P+` . In this sense, it could
be considered as a paradigmatic example of linear
causality.

2. Circular causality and imaginary-time quantum
dynamics

In general, we cannot neglect the observer and
we cannot write the probability of a closed path in
terms of a Markov chain due to the loopy correla-
tions. This implies in particular that we cannot ob-
tain the marginal p`+1 from the previous one p` via
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a Markovian update as above. Indeed, since condi-
tioning on two variables, x0 and xn, turns the cycle
into two chains (see Fig. 3), it is possible to show that
Eq. (3) can be written as

P(x) = p(x0, xn)
n−2

∏
`=0

P`(x`+1∣x`, x0), (9)

which yields a Bernstein process where initial and fi-
nal states must be specified [18] (here the two-variable
marginal p and the transition probability P`, respec-
tively, plays the role of m and h in Eq. (2.7) therein).

However, we can recover an effective Markovian-
like update on configuration space if, instead of
marginals, we consider (real) probability matrices.
Indeed, if we relax the condition x′0 = x0 in Eq. (3)
and marginalize all other variables, then we ob-
tain a probability matrix P0(x′0, x0) = ∑x1,...,xn P(x)
whose diagonal P0(x0, x0) = p0(x0) yields the ac-
tual probabilities. So, interpreting factors as ma-
trix elements, Eq. (3) yields P0 = F̃n⋯F1F0/Z. Sim-

ilarly, for ` = 1 we get P1 = F0F̃n⋯F1/Z and
P1(x1, x1) = p1(x1). Here we have removed the
prime from x0 in Eq. (3), added a prime to x1 in
F0, moved F0(x′1, x0) to the beginning of Eq. (3),
and done the marginalization over all other variables,
P1(x′1, x1) = ∑x0,x2,...,xn P(x).

So, we can obtain the probability matrix
P1 = F0F̃n⋯F1/Z from the previous one, P0 =
F̃n⋯F1F0/Z, via the cyclic permutation of matrix F0.
Iterating this process ` times yields

P` =
1

Z
F`−1⋯F1F0F̃n⋯F`+1F`, (10)

where P`(x,x) = p`(x). If F` is invertible we can write
(for simplicity, we are assuming the case of mixed
states in Eq. (10), since pure states would be associ-
ated to non-invertible matrices F`—however, we can
make a mixed state as close as we want to a pure
state)

P`+1 = F`P`F −1
` , (11)

for ` = 0, . . . , n−1. This is an effective Markovian-like
update in that it yields P`+1 via a linear transforma-
tion of P` alone, where the kernels F` satisfy the ana-
logue of Chapman-Kolmogorov equation—i.e., the
factor between time steps ` and ` + 2, for instance,
can be written as F`+2∣` ≡ F`+1F`. In this sense, the
Markovian-like update above could be considered a
paradigmatic example circular causality.

This shows that we can effectively sidestep the cir-
cular causality entailed by the embodied scientist. In
other words, we can indeed describe experiments in
the traditional way, i.e., in terms of an external causal
chain that seems to be independent of the observer
(see Fig. 1A). However, the price to pay is that the
state of such an external system has to be described
in terms of probability matrices instead of probability

vectors. The off-diagonal elements of such matrices
contain relevant dynamical information since, if we
neglect them, we cannot build P`+1 from P` and F`
alone. Much as in quantum physics, the diagonal el-
ements of such probability matrices yield the actual
probabilities to observe the system in a particular
state. We will now see that such probability ma-
trices follow an imaginary-time quantum dynamics,
i.e., they satisfy von Neumann equation in imaginary-
time.

Indeed, when ε → 0, we can assume that variables
x` and x`+1 are typically close to each other. In other
words, we can assume that

F` = 1I + εJ` +O(ε2), (12)

where 1I is the identity. For discrete variables, the
dynamical matrix J` has non-negative off-diagonal el-
ements. For continuous variables J` is actually an
operator. For instance, for H` in Eq. (1) we have
J` → −H/Γ, when ε→ 0, where

H = − Γ2

2m

∂2

∂x2
+ V (x), (13)

is equivalent to the quantum Hamiltonian of a non-
relativistic particle in a potential V , and Γ plays the
role of Planck’s constant.

We can see this by applying the corresponding fac-
tor F` to a generic and well-behaved test function g,
i.e.,

[F`g](x) = ∫ F`(x,x′)g(x′)dx′. (14)

Introducing Eq. (1) into Eq. (5), we have

F`(x,x′) = 1
√

2πσ2
e−

1
2σ2 (x−x′)2

e−
ε

2Γ [V (x)+V (x′)], (15)

where σ2 = εΓ/m is the variance of the Gaus-
sian factor. When ε → 0, this Gaussian factor
is exponentially small except in the region where

∣x − x′∣ = O(
√

Γε/m). So, we can estimate the inte-
gral in Eq. (14) to first order in ε by expanding g(x′)
around x up to second order in x − x′ and perform-
ing the corresponding Gaussian integrals. Consistent
with this approximation to first order in ε, we can
also do exp [−V (y)ε/2Γ] = 1−V (x)ε/2Γ+O(ε2), for y
equal to either x or x′. This finally yields [F`g](x) =
g(x) −Hg(x)/Γ +O(ε2), i.e., F` = 1I − εH/Γ +O(ε2),
where H is given by Eq. (13).

Either way, whether the variables are discrete or
continuous, introducing Eq. (12) into Eq. (11) yields

∆P` = ε[J`, P`] +O(ε2), (16)

where ∆P` = P`+1 − P` and

[A,B] = AB −BA, (17)
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is the commutator between operators A and B. To
obtain Eq. (16) we have taken into account that

F −1
` = 1I − εJ` +O(ε2), (18)

when F` is invertible. Dividing by ε and taking the
continuous-time limit (ε→ 0), Eq. (16) yields ∂P /∂t =
[J,P ], or

− Γ
∂P

∂t
= [H,P ], (19)

where t = `ε. This is von Neumann equation in imag-
inary time with Γ playing the role of Planck’s con-
stant. Indeed, the von Neumann equation is given
by

ih̵
∂ρ

∂t
= [H,ρ], (20)

where ρ is the density matrix and i is the imaginary
unit. Multiplying and dividing the left hand side of
Eq. (20) by i yields −h̵∂ρ/∂(it) = [H,ρ], which is
equivalent to Eq. (19) if we replace it by t and h̵ by
Γ.

We will discuss below the results we have obtained
up to now. But before doing so, we will show that
the cavity method of statistical mechanics naturally
leads to the imaginary-time versions of the wave func-
tion, ψ(x), the Born rule, p(x) = ψ(x)ψ∗(x), and
Schrödinger’s equation

ih̵
∂ψ

∂t
=Hψ, (21)

which is equivalent to Von Neumann’s equation,
Eq. (20), for pure states, i.e. for ρ(x,x′) =
ψ(x)ψ∗(x′).

3. Imaginary-time Schrödinger equation as belief
propagation

Here we show that, using the cavity method of
statistical mechanics, the dynamics of an embodied
scientist performing an experiment can also be de-
scribed in terms of the imaginary-time versions of the
Schrödinger equation and the wave function, as well
as their imaginary-time conjugates. The Born rule
also arises naturally in this framework. We will focus
only on the main points. In Appendix C 2 we provide
a brief introduction to the cavity method.

The cavity method is exact on graphical models
without loops. So, let us first neglect the term F̃n
in Eq. (3) to obtain a graphical model on a chain,
consisting of factors F0, . . . , Fn−1, rather than on a
cycle. We will return to the case of a cycle afterwards.

If we remove variable x`, i.e., if we make a cavity
to the graphical model, the original chain going from
x0 to xn would split into two chains: the “past” and

Fl  

xl               xl +1

x0     

𝜇 →
0

𝜇 n ←

A B

xn     

Fk-l -1

xk-l              xk-l -1

x*
0     x*

n     

Fk-l -1

xk-l              xk-l -1

Fl  

xl               xl +1

x*
0     x*

n     

𝜈 k ← 𝜈 →
n

FIG. 3: Belief propagation on cycles. (A) Factor graph
with circular topology, in which belief propagation does
not generally lead to the correct marginals [19]. (B) By
conditioning on x0 and xn (black filled circles) we ef-
fectively turn the cycle into two chains—one “external”
(purple) and another “internal” (green)—with x0 and xn
clamped to some given values x∗0 and x∗n. Such clamp-
ing can be implemented via initial and final marginals
p0(x0) = δ(x0 − x∗0) and pn(xn) = δ(xn − x∗n). More gen-
erally, we can fix generic marginals p0 and pn and search
for solutions consistent with them (see Appendix C 3).

“future” of x`, so to speak, which contain variables
x0 and xn, respectively. The cavity messages µ→` and
µ`←, respectively, summarize the influence on x` from
the “past” and “future” chains, respectively, so that
the probability marginal at time step ` is given by

p`(x) = µ→`(x)µ`←(x). (22)

This is a standard result of the cavity method [20]
(ch. 14; see also Eq. (C14) in Appendix C 2 herein).

The cavity messages can be computed recursively
via the cavity equations, i.e. [20] (ch. 14; see also
Eqs. (C18) and (C19) in Appendix C 2 herein),

µ→`+1 = F`µ→`, (23)

µ`← = µ`+1←F`, (24)

which are valid for ` = 0, . . . , n − 1. Here the fac-
tors F` are interpreted as matrices, the forward cavity
messages µ→` as column vectors, the backward cavity
messages µ`← as row vectors, and the right hand side
of Eqs. (23) and (24) as dot products. Equations (23)
and (24) propagate information from “past” to “fu-
ture” and from “future” to “past”, respectively. The
iteration of the cavity messages according to the cav-
ity equations is called belief propagation (BP).

In the case of a chain, the initial cavity messages
of the BP recursion, Eqs. (23) and (24), can always
be selected equal to a constant, i.e., µ→0(x) ∝ 1 and
µn←(x) ∝ 1, since there are no factors either before
x0 or after xn. In principle, arbitrary initial prob-
ability distributions p0(x0) could be prepared via a
suitable potential energy Vprep(x0) influencing only
variable x0.

Although the BP recursion is not exact on cycles,
if we know the initial and final probability marginals,
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p0 and pn, we can effectively turn the cycle into two
chains (see Fig. 3 and Appendix C 3)—we continue
focusing only on the external chain. In this case we
can then search for cavity messages that are con-
sistent with both the BP recursion, Eqs. (23) and
(24), as well as with the initial and final marginals,
p0(x) = µ→0(x)µ0←(x) and pn(x) = µ→n(x)µn←(x).
This yields a set of equations that turn out to be
equivalent to those investigated in detail by Zam-
brini in the context of imaginary-time quantum dy-
namics [21] (see Eqs. (2.6), (2.16), (2.22), and (2.23)
therein; µ→`, µ`←, and F` here correspond, respec-
tively, to θ∗, θ, and h therein). Unlike with chains,
the initial cavity messages of the BP recursion in a
cycle, µ→0 and µn←, cannot generally be selected as
constants anymore. This is because they now play
a key role in effectively turning the cycle into two
chains. So, cycles can entail a non-trivial BP dynam-
ics with generic initial cavity messages. As we will
now see, these dynamics are indeed described by the
Schrödinger equation and its adjoint.

Introducing Eq. (12) into Eqs. (23) and (24) we get

µ→`+1 − µ` = εJ`µ→` +O(ε2), (25)

−(µ`+1← − µ`←) = εµ`←J` +O(ε2). (26)

Taking the continuous-time limit, ε → 0 and t = `ε,
and writing J` = −H/Γ we get

−Γ
∂µ→
∂t

= Hµ→, (27)

Γ
∂µ←
∂t

= µ←H, (28)

where µ→(t) = µ→` and µ←(t) = µ`← are considered as
column and row vectors, respectively. Equations (27)
and (28) are the imaginary-time Schrödinger equa-
tion and its adjoint, respectively, where Γ, µ→ and
µ← play the role of Planck’s constant, the imaginary-
time wave function and its conjugate, respectively
(cf. Eq. (21)). Indeed, Eqs. (27) and (28) are for-
mally analogous to Eqs. (2.1) and (2.17) in Ref. [18],
where imaginary-time quantum dynamics is exten-
sively discussed—the analogous of θ and θ∗ therein
are here µ← and µ→, respectively. The analogue of
the Born rule is naturally given by the continuous-
time limit of the standard BP rule, Eq. (22).

4. Example: Two-slit experiment in imaginary time

Here we consider the specific instance of a scien-
tist doing a classical two-slit experiment (see Fig. 4).
We will see that it coincides with the imaginary-time
version of the standard quantum two-slit experiment.
Consider a path x̃ = (x0, x1, x2, x3) that starts at the
source located at x0 = 0 at t0 = 0 and goes through
x1 ∈ {x+, x−}, x2 = x, and x3 at times t1, t2 = t, and

x = 0

x = x+

x = x-

x  

F0  F1  

G1  G0  

SOURCE

SLITS SCREEN

SO
U
R
C
E

SC
R
EE

N

SLITS

t = 0 t 

"SLITS"

A B

SCIENTIST

x1 xx = 0

x3

t = t1

t = t1 t t = 0
W

FIG. 4: Two-slit experiment: (A) A classical particle ini-
tially at (vertical) position x = 0 at time t = 0 goes at time
t = t1 through a barrier with two slits, located at positions
x± = ±xslit, and hits a screen at a generic position x at
a generic time t. Slits can be open or closed. (B) Fac-
tor graph associated to a scientist performing a two-slit
experiment. The real non-negative factors F0 and F1 cap-
ture the “external” dynamics between the source and the
slits, and between the slits and the screen, respectively.
Factors G0 and G1 captures the dynamics “internal” to
Wigner’s friend. Here x3 refers to the “internal” physical
correlate of the position of the slits. When only one slit
is open, say the slit located at x+, consistency requires
that x1 = x3 = x+. However, when both slits are open,
x1 does not have to equal x3 anymore, which yields the
imaginary-time version of quantum interference.

t3, respectively, to return to x4 = x0 = 0. Here x3 is
associated to the physical correlates of the slits “in-
ternal” to the scientist in Fig. 4, so x3 ∈ {x+, x−} too.
With this notation, following Eq. (3), the probability
associated to the path x̃ is

P̃(x̃) = G0(x4, x3)G1(x3, x2)F1(x2, x1)F0(x1, x0).
(29)

If one of the two slits is closed, the particle can only
go through one of them at time t1. That is, x1 = x±
where the upper and lower sign denotes the situation
where the particle goes through the upper and lower
slit, respectively. In this case, the probability to find
the particle at position x2 = x at time t2 = t is given
by

P±(x, t) ≡ 1
Zone
P̃(0, x±, x, x±), (30)

where

Zone = Z± ≡ ∫ P(0, x±, x, x±)dx, (31)

ensures that P± is normalized. Due to the symmetry
between slits, we have that Z± = Zone is the same for
both x±.

Following Eqs. (29) and (30) we can write

1
√
Zone

F0(x±,0)F1(x,x±) =
√
P±(x, t)eS±(x,t),(32)

1
√
Zone

G1(x±, x)G0(0, x±) =
√
P±(x, t)e−S±(x,t),(33)

which defines the imaginary-time phases S±.
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If the two slits are open, instead, then the proba-
bility for the particle to be located at position x2 = x
at time t2 = t is given by

Pboth(x, t) ≡ 1
Zboth

∑
x1,x3∈{x+,x−}

P(0, x1, x, x3)

= C {1

2
[P+(x, t) +P−(x, t)] + I}

(34)

where Zboth is a normalization constant, C =
2Zone/Zboth, and

I =
√
P+(x, t)P−(x, t) cosh [∆S(x, t)] (35)

with

∆S(x, t) = S+(x, t) − S−(x, t). (36)

The first two terms in the second line of Eq. (34) come
from the elements of the sum with x1 = x3 = x± (see
Eq. (30)). The last term in the second line of Eq. (34),
which is the imaginary-time interference term, comes
from the elements of the sum with x1 ≠ x3, i.e.,

P̃(0, x+, x, x−) = Zone

√
P+(x, t)P−(x, t)e∆S , (37)

P̃(0, x−, x, x+) = Zone

√
P+(x, t)P−(x, t)e−∆S .(38)

The right hand side of these equations is obtained by
using Eqs. (32) and (33).

According to Eq. (34), the sum rule of classical
probability theory, i.e.,

Pboth(x, t) ≠
1

2
[P+(x, t) +P−(x, t)] . (39)

is not satisfied in this context. This is analogous to
the phenomenon of quantum interference. Indeed, if
we change the hyperbolic cosine in Eq. (35) for a co-
sine, i.e., doing cosh → cos, Eq. (34) coincides ex-
actly with the formula for the actual quantum two-
slit experiment. In other words, Eq. (34) describes
the imaginary-time version of quantum interference.
Indeed, since the factors in Eqs. (32) and (33) are
products of factors like those in Eqs. (5) in the main
text, the phases S±(x, t) are proportional to the time
step ε. So, under a Wick rotation ε → iε the right
hand side of Eqs. (32) and (33) turn into complex
wave functions and the hyperbolic cosine turns into
a cosine, since cos(iz) = cosh(z) for any z.

5. A few comments

To recap, we have shown that scientists can obtain
a seemingly observer-independent view of the world
at the price of describing it in terms of a real proba-
bility matrix that follows an imaginary-time quantum
dynamics. This suggests the first property that ob-
server’s should have, i.e.:

O1. Embodiment: The state of an ob-
server explicitly described as a physical
object, i.e., an “observer-as-object,” (see
Sec. III C 1 below) interacting with an ex-
perimental system is given by a real prob-
ability matrix P`. The diagonal elements
of P` are the probabilities for the different
outcomes of the experiment to occur. P`
follows a dynamics given by (see Eq. (16))

∆P` = ε[Js, P`], (40)

where ∆P` = P`+1−P`, ` denotes the time
step and ε is the time step size.

Equivalently, scientists can also describe the world
in terms of forward and backward BP cavity mes-
sages, which are formally analogous to imaginary-
time wave functions and their conjugates. These for-
ward and backward BP cavity messages, respectively,
follow a BP dynamics described by the imaginary-
time Schrödiner equation and its conjugate. How-
ever, we here focus on probability matrices because
these directly yield probabilistic information, unlike
BP messages that must be multiplied by another
object—its “conjugate”—to do so.

Of course, scientists can also use standard proba-
bility distributions, if they prefer so. However, they
cannot do it in terms of a single-variable marginal,
on variables x`, evolving according to a Markovian
rule. Scientists would have to use a Bernstein pro-
cess instead and would have to specify a two-variable
marginal as initial state (see Eq. (9))—e.g., the prob-
ability for the initial and final states to have a certain
value.

We have also shown how factor graph models
with circular topology can be naturally described in
terms of Markov-like chains formally analogous to
imaginary-time quantum dynamics. These Markov-
like chains are similar to the standard Markov chains,
which naturally describe factor graph models with
linear topology, except that the state of the system
is described in terms of probability matrices rather
than standard probability vectors. In this sense,
Markov chains and imaginary-time quantum dynam-
ics could be considered as instances of linear and cir-
cular causality, respectively.

Interestingly, imaginary-time quantum dynamics
already displays some quantum-like features [18]. For
instance, using our framework we have shown that
a classical two-slit experiment can entail construc-
tive interference. This provides a fresh perspective to
think about quantum interference. When an embod-
ied observer has information about which slit the par-
ticle goes through—e.g., when only one slit is open—
this has to be reflected in the physical correlates of the
experiment “internal” to her. So, the variable x1 de-
scribing the slit, which is external to the observer, and
the variable x3, which is the corresponding physical
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correlate internal to the observer, must be equal, i.e.,
x3 = x1 (see Fig. 4). In this view, the imaginary-time
version of quantum interference arises because, when
an embodied observer cannot access any information
about which slit the particle goes through, the val-
ues of x1 and x3 do not have to coincide even though
they refer to the same “thing” (i.e., the slits). This
would be true no matter the reason for which the em-
bodied observer lacks “which-way” information. Fur-
thermore, our approach considers the whole experi-
mental setup, or context, from beginning to end. So,
it could also potentially take account of variations
of the two-slit experiments, such as delay choice or
quantum erasure experiments.

Following the tradition in physics, we have focused
on the dynamics external to the scientist. However,
similar results can be obtained if, following the tra-
dition in cognitive science, we focus on the dynamics
internal to the scientist, instead, and consider the ex-
ternal system as hidden to her—this could be done
by marginalizing P̃ in Eq. (2) over the external paths
instead of marinalizing it over the internal paths as
we have done. That is, we could obtain an equation
from ` = n . . . , k − 1, similar to Eq. (11), if we focus
on the physical correlates of the experimental sys-
tem, which are internal to the observer, rather than
on the experimental system itself, which is external
to the observer.

Up to now we have focused on the case of a well-
known so-called “stoquastic” Hamiltonian H (see
Eq. (13). However, we will describe more general
Hamiltonians later on.

It seems natural to wonder what about actual, real-
time quantum dynamics. Up to now we have consid-
ered a scientist F performing an experiment with a
generic physical system S. However, F is also a phys-
ical system. So, the combined system Scoup = F + S
that we have modeled is also a physical system. In
our previous analysis Scoup appears as an observer-
independent physical system. Consistency would re-
quire that such an observer also be included in the
action-perception loop. It turns out that properly
dealing with this situation can lead to complex den-
sity matrices and real-time quantum dynamics. We
will discuss this in Sec. III.

6. Internal and external dynamics are related by an
“apparent time reversal”

Here we show that, if the dynamics external to the
observer is described by the probability matrices P`
and factors F`, the internal dynamics is described by
their transposed, i.e., PT` and FT` . Indeed, in the
example of the two-slit experiment we have an exter-
nal variable, x1, characterizing the slits and a cor-
responding internal variable, x3, characterizing the
scientist’s physical correlates associated to her per-

ception of the slits (see Fig. 4). These two variables
have the same domain, x1, x3 ∈ {x−, x+}, because they
refer to the same phenomenon, i.e., the slits. In a
sense, variable x3 is essentially the physical correlate
of variable x1.

If the scientist knows which slit the particle goes
through, e.g., if one of the slits is closed, then these
two variables have to coincide with the observed
value, x1 = x3 = xobs. This constrain effectively re-
duces those two variables to one. Similarly, there is
only one instance of the initial and final variables, x0

and xn (here n = 2), respectively, because the scientist
in principle knows the initial state she prepares and
the final state she measures. However, if the scientist
does not know which slit the particle goes through,
i.e., if variable x1 is unobserved, x1 and x3 do not
have to coincide and this can lead to the imaginary-
time version of quantum interference.

We will write y1 = x3 to emphasize that x3 is the
physical correlate of x1. Similarly, y0 = x2n = x0 and
yn = xn (here n = 2)—these are variables observed
by F , so they are actually the same for the external
and internal paths. With this notation the external
and internal paths can be written as x0 → x1 → xn
and yn → y1 → y0, respectively, which emphasizes
that the internal and external dynamics flow in the
opposite directions (see Fig. 2C). When the observer
observes the slits we have that y1 = x1 too; in this
case the internal path is literally the time reversal of
the external path.

The external and internal dynamics, respec-
tively, are characterized by the chain of factors
F1(x2, x1)F0(x1, x0) and G0(y0, y1)G1(y1, y2) (see
Eq. (29)). Factors G0 and G1, respectively, can also
be interpreted as the physical correlates of factors F0

and F1. The observer knows with certainty the func-
tional form of factors F` since the Hamiltonian func-
tion, H, which characterizes the experimental system,
as well as the time parameter are known by her—the
only physically relevant information that the observer
can ignore in this example are the values of the vari-
ables associated to the slits. Hence, the two factors
must essentially coincide.

Indeed, if the internal dynamics accurately reflect
the external dynamics then the factors G`, which
characterizes the internal dynamics should equal the
corresponding factors F` that characterizes the exter-
nal dynamics, except for the fact that the two dynam-
ics flow in opposite directions. That is, G0(y0, y1) =
F0(y1, y0) and G1(y1, y2) = F1(y2, y1) or, in ma-
trix notation, G0 = FT0 and G1 = FT1 . The trans-
pose appears because the internal and external paths
are traversed in opposite directions. So, marginal-
izing over all variables, except x0 and y0, we get
P0 = FT0 F

T
1 F1F0, which is symmetric. As we al-

ready know, the dynamics is obtained via the permu-
tation of factors from right to left. Permuting factors
yields P1 = F0F

T
0 F

T
1 F1, P2 = F1F0F

T
0 F

T
1 , which is
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also symmetric, and P3 = FT1 F1F0F
T
0 = PT1 . Thus, if

the external dynamics is described by the terms P`
and F`, the internal dynamics is described by their
transposed, i.e., PT` and FT` .

More generally, for every external unobserved vari-
able, x` for ` = 1, . . . n − 1, characterizing a given ex-
ternal phenomenon, there should be a corresponding
internal variable characterizing the scientist’s phys-
ical correlates associated to her perception of such
a phenomenon. So, the external and internal paths,
x0 → x1 → ⋯ → xn−1 → xn and xn → xn+1 → ⋯ →
xk−1 → xk, should be divided into the same number
of time steps, i.e., k = 2n. Furthermore, the internal
path effectively runs from xn to xk = x0, which is
the reverse direction of the external path, which runs
from x0 to xn. So, for instance, the internal vari-
able corresponding to the unobserved external vari-
able xn−1 is yn−1 = xn+1. In general, the internal
variable y` = x2n−` corresponds to the unobserved ex-
ternal variable x`.

The influence between the external variables x`
and x`+1 is characterized by the factor F`(x`+1, x`),
for ` = 0, . . . , n − 1. The influence between the cor-
responding internal variables y` = x2n−` and y`+1 =
x2n−`−1 is characterized by the factor G`(y`+1, y`) for
` = 0, . . . , n − 1. If the scientist have reached an ac-
curate description of the experimental system, her
physical correlates should perfectly reflect it. In other
words, the internal and external dynamics should es-
sentially mirror each other. That is,

G` = FT` (41)

for ` = 0, . . . , n − 1. Using Eq. (41), Eq. (10) can be
written as

P` =
1

Z
F`−1⋯F0G0⋯Gn−1Fn−1⋯F`

= 1

Z
F`−1⋯F0F

T
0 ⋯FTn−1Fn−1⋯F`,

(42)

for ` = 0, . . . , n− 1. Further permuting factors we can
obtain the dynamics from time n on, which yields for
time step 2n − ` ≥ 0 (with ` = 0, . . . , n − 1)

P2n−` =
1

Z
G`⋯Gn−1Fn−1⋯F0G0⋯G`+1

= 1

Z
FT` ⋯FTn−1Fn−1⋯F0F

T
0 ⋯FT`−1 = PT` .

(43)

P2n−` describes the internal dynamics in the same
order of the external dynamics, i.e., from xk = x0 to
xn. Equation (43) indicates that such dynamics is
the transposed of the external dynamics. Therefore,
since the external dynamics is given by Eq. (16), then
the internal dynamics from x0 to xn is given by its
transpose, i.e., ∂PT /∂t = −[JT , PT ]. Notice that the
initial and final probability matrices in this case are
symmetric, i.e., P0 = PT0 and Pn = PTn .

III. REFLEXIVITY AND REAL-TIME
QUANTUM DYNAMICS

According to the analysis in Sec. II, summarized in
observer property O1 (see Sec. II D 5), scientists can
in principle “escape” the action-perception loop and
describe classical systems in an effective, seemingly
observer-independent way by describing such systems
in terms of real-valued probability matrices that fol-
low an imaginary-time quantum dynamics. This sug-
gests that the observer might indeed be key to the
quantum formalism, as emphasized in QBism [22–
24]. However, the actual quantum formalism does
not take place in imaginary time, but in real time.

Here we explore how real-time quantum dynamics
might relate to our model of embodied scientists do-
ing experiments. To do so, we first rewrite von Neu-
mann equation, Eq. (20), which is complex valued, as
a pair of real equations related to its imaginary and
real parts. We then show that these equations are
related to the equations associated to an embodied
scientist doing an experiment, Eq. (19) and its trans-
posed via a “swap”operation. We also show how such
a swap operation can naturally arise when two mir-
rors mutually reflect each other.

This suggests that we can obtain real-time quan-
tum dynamics by reflexively coupling two (sets of) ob-
servers mutually observing each other. In this sense,
observers are relative to each other rather than to
an external, unacknowledged observer. We discuss
an analogy with mirrors and video-systems to high-
light some properties that will help us build the re-
flexive coupling between observers. We identify other
eight observer’s properties that, along with observer’s
property O1, enable us to extend our work to the
case of real-time quantum dynamics—in particular,
we have to distinguish two complementary roles of
observers: that of subjects who observe or experi-
ence and that of objects being experienced by other
subjects. In short, two (sets of) embodied observers
involved in a reflexive coupling can entail a dynam-
ics formally analogous to genuine real-time quantum
dynamics.

A. Von Neumann equation as a pair of real
equations

Actual quantum systems are generally described
by a complex-valued density matrix ρ satisfying the
von Neumann equation, Eq. (20). In order to ex-
plore how the actual quantum dynamics relates to
the imaginary-time quantum dynamics that we have
obtained, which is real-valued, here we will separate
its real and imaginary parts. To do so, we use the
fact that the density matrix and the Hamiltonian are
Hermitian operators, i.e., they are equal to their ad-



13

joints: ρ† = ρ and H† =H. We will focus here on the
common case where the adjoint operation † is given
by the combination of transpose T and complex con-
jugate ∗ operations, e.g., [ρ†](x,x′) = [ρ(x′, x)]∗. In
this case we can write

ρ = Ps + Pa/i, (44)

where Ps = PTs and Pa = −PTa are, respectively,
some generic real-valued symmetric and antisymmet-
ric matrices. Without loss of generality, we can write
Ps = (P +PT )/2 and Pa = (P −PT )/2 as the symmet-
ric and antisymmetric parts of a generic real matrix
P . Since the diagonal elements of P and PT are the
same, these are equal to the diagonal elements of ρ.
That is, the diagonal elements of P are the actual
probabilities encoded in ρ. So, when the off-diagonal
elements of P are non-negative, P is a probability
matrix like those we use in Sec. II.

We can write an equation for the Hamiltonian sim-
ilar to Eq. (44), i.e.,

H = −h̵Js − h̵Ja/i, (45)

where Js = (J + JT )/2 and Ja = (J − JT )/2 are the
symmetric and antisymmetric parts of a generic real
matrix J . We write H in terms of J so we do not
have to worry about h̵ below. When J can be inter-
preted in probabilistic terms as above, e.g., when H is
given by Eq. (13), it is a dynamical matrix, with non-
negative off-diagonal entries, much like those we used
in Sec. (II). This suggests that P and J might actu-
ally be the most suitable objects to explore the poten-
tial relationship between genuine, real-time quantum
dynamics and our framework.

Introducing ρ = Ps + Pa/i and H = −h̵Js − h̵Ja/i in
von Neumann equation, Eq. (20), and separating the
real and imaginary parts, we get a pair of real-valued
equations for Ps and Pa, i.e.

∂Ps
∂t

= [Js, Pa] + [Ja, Ps], (46)

∂Pa
∂t

= −[Js, Ps] + [Ja, Pa]. (47)

Adding and subtracting Eqs. (46) and (47) we get an
equivalent pair of equations for P and PT , i.e.,

∂P

∂t
= −[Js, PT ] + [Ja, P ], (48)

∂PT

∂t
= [Js, P ] + [Ja, PT ]. (49)

Notice that Eq. (49) is the transposed of Eq. (48).
If the terms −[Js, PT ] in Eq. (48) and [Js, P ] in

Eq. (49) were swapped, Eqs. (48) and (49) would be-
come

∂Pswap

∂t
= [J,Pswap], (50)

∂PTswap

∂t
= −[JT , PTswap], (51)

since J = Js + Ja, which are the imaginary-time von
Neumann equation, Eq. (19), and its transpose. Ac-
cording to our previous results, the former can be
associated to an embodied scientist doing an experi-
ment and the latter to the time reversal process.

So, it seems that this swap operation might help us
bridge our approach with real-time quantum mechan-
ics. For simplicity, since this swap operation only in-
volves the terms with Js, we will first focus on these
terms by doing Ja = 0 for now. So, taking Ja = 0,
discretizing Eqs. (50) and (51) for convenience and
dropping the subindex “swap”, we have

∆P` = ε[Js,`, P`], (52)

∆Q` = −ε[Js,`,Q`], (53)

where Q` = PT` . Intuitively, Eqs. (52) and (53) are
related by a time-reversal, ε → −ε—i.e., if Eq. (52)
describes the circular process in Fig. 2C in a clockwise
direction, then Eq. (53) will describe it in a counter-
clockwise direction. We will formalize this later on.

B. Reflexive coupling: An analogy with mirrors
and video feedback

1. An analogy with mirrors

We have seen that a swap operation turns genuine
real-time quantum dynamics, given by Eqs. (48) and
(49), into two independent imaginary-time quantum
dynamics, given by Eqs. (50) and Eq. (51) which are
formally analogous to the equation describing an em-
bodied observer, Eq. (19), and its transposed. An
analogous swap operation appears when studying re-
flexive systems such as mirrors. It will then be useful
to discuss some aspects of mirror reflection.

In this analogy with mirrors, “reflection” is analo-
gous to “experience” or “observation”. That is, mir-
rors reflecting objects are analogous to observers ex-
periencing or observing phenomena. In a sense, ob-
servers could also “reflect” phenomena by communi-
cating them either through language at the conscious
level, which is supported by physical processes such
as air vibration patterns or ink patterns on paper, or
through bioelectric signals at the unconscious level.
Untrained observers and trained scientists, respec-
tively, would be analogous to stained and stainless
mirrors. We will focus on the latter.

Let us begin with some basic physics of mirror re-
flection. Consider the process of seeing an arbitrary
object on a mirror—say, a dog (see Fig. 5A). When
light hits a dog, it induces some physical changes in
the dog. Those changes can be energy changes—
e.g., some atoms of the dog’s body absorb photons
and get excited. Such changes produce other physi-
cal changes—e.g., the dog’s excited atoms can emit
photons and relax. These changes in turn generates
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FIG. 5: Some properties of mirrors: (A) How do mirrors reflect objects? When light hits an arbitrary object, say a dog,
physical changes in the dog induce physical changes in the mirror which, through the observer’s eyes, induces changes
in the observer’s neural patterns. These neural changes correlate with the experience of seeing the dog reflected in the
mirror (see text). (B) Mirrors can indirectly reflect themselves. (C) If there is an object in between the two mutually
reflecting mirrors (here a light bulb), they can reflect that object as well as each other reflecting that object. Mirrors A
and B as well as the light bulb could also be a reflection in other mirror—say, the black rectangle in which the figure is
framed. Importantly, if the object is moving, say, towards outside the page (denoted here by ⊙) then it would appear
to the (red) mirror A as moving from left to right and to the (blue) mirror B as moving from right to left instead. We
refer to this as an “apparent time reversal.” (D) If there is no reflexive coupling between mirrors, i.e., if the mirrors
are not facing each other, but are rather parallel to each other, there is no “apparent time reversal” as they reflect the
object moving in the same direction. (E) Mirrors cannot directly reflect themselves.

new light that hits the mirror inducing some physical
changes—e.g., the mirror’s silver atoms absorb pho-
tons, get excited, and then re-emit those photons.
Those changes produce more light which can hit the
observer’s eyes producing some physical changes in
the eye’s atoms. Finally, these changes can induce
changes in the patterns of neural activity, changes
that correlate with the experience of seeing the dog
reflected on the mirror.

In summary, physical changes in the dog induce
physical changes in the mirror which, through the ob-
server’s eyes, induces changes in the observer’s neural
patterns. These neural changes correlate with the ex-
perience of seeing the dog reflected in the mirror. In
line with this, the first aspect of mirror reflection that
we want to consider is the following:

M1. Mirrors reflect objects via
physical changes—internal and ex-
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ternal. A mirror reflects an object via
the physical changes that light induces on
the object. These changes, which are ex-
ternal to the mirror, generate light that
induces physical changes on the mirror.
These new changes, which are internal to
the mirror, in turn generate light that in-
duces physical changes on the observer.
These latter changes correlate with the
experience of seeing the object reflected
on the mirror (see Fig. 5A). In directly
reflecting an object, the mirror engages
two rays of light: one incoming and one
outgoing (red and blue arrows in Fig. 5A,
respectively).

Accordingly, we will denote an arbitrary mirror A
reflecting a generic object X as

∆MA = ∆OX ∣
A
≡ ∆OX

A
, (54)

to emphasize that mirror reflection takes place via
changes. Here the rectangle with subindex A denotes
mirror A. To avoid cluttering the paragraphs with
rectangles, we have also introduced the alternative
notation of a vertical bar with subindex A (i.e., ∣A)
to denote reflection in mirror A. We will use the
same vertical bar to denote the analogue of reflection
in other analogies, i.e., experience or observation in
the case of observers, and recording-and-displaying in
the case of video-systems.

So, mirrors can take objects as “input,” so to speak,
and output their reflection. Importantly, an arbitrary
mirror A can also be the object being reflected by
another arbitrary mirror B ≠ A—this is denoted as
∆MB = ∆MA∣

B
. In this sense, mirrors are analogous

to computer programs or Turing machines. Indeed,
computer programs not only take data as input, pro-
cess them, but they (or, more precisely, their code)
can also be the data that other computer programs
take as the input to process. The former is an ac-
tive role in that mirrors and computer programs per-
form a function—i.e., to reflect objects and to process
data, respectively. The latter is a passive role in that
mirrors and computer programs are just objects and
data, respectively, that do not perform any function
at all—rather, a function is performed on them. We
can summarize this property of mirrors as follows:

M2. Mirrors play both active and
passive roles. A mirror can both reflect
other objects and be the object reflected
by other mirrors. The latter is a pas-
sive role: mirror as object. The former is
an active role: mirror as object-reflecting
“subject,” so to speak—here “subject” is
used in a strict technical sense as the op-
posite of object.

It is well known that two mirrors can recursively
reflect each other, producing a so-called “infinite mir-
ror” effect (see Fig. 5B). If there is an object in be-
tween the two mirrors, each mirror will reflect both
the object and the other mirror reflecting the object
(see Fig. 5C). In this way, mirrors can indirectly re-
flect themselves, even though they cannot directly do
so (see Fig. 5E). Importantly, the infinite mirror ef-
fect appears due to the size distortion, each image
appearing smaller than the previous one in the recur-
sion. We do not expect a similar distortion to occur
in the case of observers. This shall become more clear
when we discuss an analogy with video-systems (see
Sec. III B 2).

This bring us to the next two properties of mirrors
that we want to highlight:

M3. Mirrors can indirectly reflect
themselves by reflexively coupling
to other mirrors. According to M1,
physical changes in mirror A can induce
changes in mirror B ≠ A, which can in
turn induce further changes in mirror A.
At this point, mirror A is reflecting an
image of itself. However, in contrast to
the direct reflection described in M1, here
mirror A engages four rays of light instead
of two: two incoming and two outgoing
(see Fig. 5B). In this sense, mirror A in-
directly reflects an image of itself. More-
over, this process of mutually reflecting
the physical changes of each other con-
tinues ad infinitum, producing the well-
known “infinite mirror” effect—this effect
is due to size distortion and is not ex-
pected to occur in the case of observers.
Importantly, each of these changes is ex-
ternal to one mirror and internal to the
other; none of these changes can be both
internal and external to the very same
mirror (see Fig. 5B). If there is an ob-
ject in between the two mirrors, each mir-
ror will reflect both the object and the
other mirror reflecting that same object
(see Fig. 5C).

M4. Mirrors cannot directly reflect
themselves. This would imply that the
associated physical changes can simulta-
neously be both internal and external to
the very same mirror, contradicting the
situation described in M3 (see Fig. 5E).
Similarly, a mirror cannot directly reflect
its own internal changes because these are
the very changes that allow the mirror to
reflect any external changes at all—i.e.,
changes induced by light on objects ex-
ternal to the mirror. There is nothing
mystical about this. This does not imply
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that the mirror is not a physical object; of
course, it is. It only implies that the mir-
ror’s internal changes are fundamentally
inaccessible to the mirror itself, they will
always remain implicit—of course, these
changes can be accessed and reflected by
another mirror (see Fig. 5 B).

Property M4 suggests that every perspective has
a blindspot. The situation is analogous to that of an
eye that can directly “see” any objects in its visual
field, but it cannot directly see itself—of course, it can
“see” an image of itself, say, in a mirror.

To formalize the situation illustrated in Fig. 5C,
consider two mirrors A and B which are reflected by
other mirrors, say W and W ′, respectively. That is,

∆MW = ∆MB ∣
W

≡ ∆MB
W
, (55)

∆MW ′

= ∆MA∣
W ′

≡ ∆MA
W ′
. (56)

In the particular case in which W = A and W ′ = B,
Eqs. (55) and (56) describe the situation illustrated
in Fig. 5C when mirrors A and B mutually reflect
each other, i.e.,

∆MA = ∆MB ∣
A
≡ ∆MB

A
, (57)

∆MB = ∆MA∣
B
≡ ∆MA

B
. (58)

Equation (58) indicates that mirror B is reflect-
ing mirror A. Introducing this into Eq. (57) yields
∆MA = ∆MA∣

B
∣
A

. Similarly, Eq. (57) indicates

that mirror A is reflecting mirror B. Introducing this
into Eq. (58) yields ∆MB = ∆MB ∣

A
∣
B

. Continu-

ing this process recursively yields the infinite-mirror
effect, i.e.,

∆MA = . . .
A
B
A

, (59)

∆MB = . . .
B
A
B

. (60)

Importantly, Eqs. (59) and (60) seems to describe a
situation of two empty mirrors reflecting each other,
but no other generic objects like the light bulb in
Fig. 5C. However, this not so. It appears to be so
because we have left the other generic object implicit
to avoid cluttering the notation. We could make such
a generic object X explicit so that it becomes clear
that mirrors A and B both reflect X and reflect each
other reflecting X. To do so, it is useful to make
explicit that each of the two mirrors is reflecting two
objects: (i) a generic object X—e.g., a light bulb; and
(ii) the other mirror. This is analogous to a computer
program having two input channels. To distinguish
between these two kinds of objects we could simply
write ∆MA

X to denote a mirror A reflecting a generic

object X, and write ∆MA
X = ∆MB

Y ∣X
A

to denote a

mirror A which is reflecting both a generic object
X and another mirror B that is directly reflecting a
generic object Y . However, here we are interested
only in the situation where there is only one and the
same generic object X being reflected by all mirrors,
i.e., Y =X. So, we can just leave X implicit.

Nevertheless, it will be useful to explicitly consider
the case shown in Fig. 5C of two mirrors reflecting an
object moving parallel to the mirrors towards outside
the page (denoted in the figure by ⊙). If mirror A
reflects the object as moving from its left to its right
(see Fig. 5C), which is denoted as ∆MA

→ , then mirror
B reflects the object as moving in an opposite direc-
tion, i.e., from its right to its left, which is denoted
as ∆MB

← . In this case, the analogue of Eqs. (59) and
(60) are

∆MA
→ =

ÐÐÐÐÐ→
ÐÐÐ→. . .

A
B
A

, (61)

∆MB
← =

←ÐÐÐÐÐ
←ÐÐÐ. . .

B
A
B

. (62)

Notice that if there is no reflexive coupling between
mirrors, i.e., if the mirrors do not face each other,
there is no arrow inversion (see Fig. 5D). This brings
us to the next mirror property we want to highlight:

M5. Mirrors’ reflexive coupling in-
volves an “apparent time-reversal”:
Consider two reflexively coupled mirrors,
A and B, reflecting an external object. If
the reflected object appears to move from
left to right for mirror A, it would appear
to move from right to left for mirror B.
So, if from A’s perspective the object has
velocity v, then from B’s perspective the
object is moving with velocity −v. We
will refer to this as an “apparent time-
reversal.” Alternatively, if mirror A reg-
isters a change in position ∆xA = εv then
mirror B registers a change in position
∆xB = −εv—in this case we could also
say that the “apparent time reversal” is
manifested in the change ε→ −ε.

Of course, the object could move in a diagonal di-
rection and only the horizontal component would be
inverted. However, we have to keep in mind that this
is only an analogy. We are taking into account only
one dimension, the horizontal one, because in the re-
flexive coupling of observers there would be only one
dimension too, the temporal labels.

The last mirror property we would like to high-
light is that mirrors can only reflect relative changes.
For instance, if in some frame of reference two reflex-
ively coupled mirrors are moving with the same speed
and in the same direction, they will reflect each other
as being static (we are ignoring external objects for
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FIG. 6: Video-feedback analogue of mirror-mirror re-
flection: (A) Two video-systems, A and B, mutually
recording-and-displaying each other. The video screens
of systems A and B project images ΛA

` and ΛB
` . (B)

A single video-system can partially record-and-display it-
self. It cannot fully display itself, though; in particular,
the camera cannot record itself.

simplicity); it will not reflect the motion relative to
that frame of reference—this is a simple instance of
Galilean relativity. More precisely, we introduce the
last mirror’s property:

M6. Mirrors can only reflect rela-
tive changes: Consider two reflexively
coupled mirrors, A and B, moving with
velocities vA∣W and vB∣W , respectively,
relative to an external observer W—we
ignore here external objects for simplic-
ity. Mirrors A and B can “determine”
their relative velocities, vA∣B and vB∣A,
but not the extrinsic velocity, vC∣W , of
their centroid, C, relative to the external
observer, W—the average or centroid ve-
locity is vC∣W = (vA∣W +vB∣W )/2. The cor-
responding velocities relative to the cen-
troid are

vA∣C = vA∣W − vC∣W , (63)

vB∣C = vB∣W − vC∣W . (64)

For W , the relative velocities between
mirrors A and B are vA∣B = 2vA∣C and
vB∣A = 2vB∣C , respectively. So, mirrors A
and B can “infer” the intrinsic velocities
vA∣C = −vB∣C by observing each other, but
not the extrinsic velocity vC∣W which only
makes sense for W .

2. An analogy with video feedback

To better understand the reflexive coupling be-
tween observers, we now resort to a more formal anal-
ogy with video-systems (see Fig. 6A). In this anal-
ogy, each mirror is analogous to a system composed
of a video camera connected to a video screen. A
mirror receiving light emitted by an object is analo-
gous to the video camera of a video-system recording

an object, and that same mirror reflecting the light
received is analogous to the video screen displaying
the object recorded by the video camera attached to
it. In Fig. 6A the video camera of system A records
the video screen of system B and vice versa. While
the video camera of a single system can record the
video screen of that same system (see Fig. 6B), the
video camera cannot record itself. So, a video-system
composed of both video camera and screen, which
together are the analogue of a mirror, cannot com-
pletely record-and-display itself either.

Crutchfield [25] analyzed the case shown in Fig. 6B,
where only one video camera records the very same
screen to which it is connected. He formalized the
situation along the following lines: Let Λ` be the im-
age displayed in the screen at time step `; that is, Λ`
is a squared array of pixels, where each pixel can be
any gray color, from white to black. The image at the
next time step, `+1 is given by Λ`+1 = αΛ` + εD (Λ`).
The first term in the right hand side characterizes the
memory of the system—when α = 0 the system does
not remember the previous image. Here we are inter-
ested only in the case with α = 1. For this reason we
will omit α from now on.

So, the video-system in Fig. 6B satisfies the equa-
tion

∆Λ` = εD (Λ`) . (65)

Here ∆Λ` ≡ Λ`+1 − Λ`, ε is the time step size and
the function D, characterizing the recording-and-
displaying relation, can include, e.g., a rotation or
a scaling of the image at time step `—i.e., by rotat-
ing or zooming in or out the video camera, respec-
tively. The time step size, ε, is introduced because
we are interested in the limit ε → 0 when this differ-
ence equation becomes a differential equation.

As we already mentioned, the single video-system
shown in Fig. 6B and described by Eq. (65) cannot
record-and-display an image of itself since the video
camera cannot record itself. A reflexive coupling be-
tween two video-systems, like two mirrors reflecting
each other, can record-and-display an image of itself.

In analogy with mirrors, we can formalize the sit-
uation in Fig. 6A by first considering the situation
in which a video-system B record-and-display an-
other video-system A, respectively. Let ΛX` denote
the state of video-system X at time step `—here
X ∈ {A,B}. At time step ` the states of the video-
systems A and B are ΛA` and ΛB` , respectively. Since
the video-system B is recording-and-displaying the
video-system A, at time step ` + 1 the state of the
video-system B is ΛB`+1 = ΛB` +εDB (ΛA` ) Importantly,
the first term in the right hand side of this equa-
tion is ΛB` , not ΛA` , because this is a memory term—
the video-system B has memory about its own previ-
ous state, not about A’s. Similarly, the function DB
has the subindex B, not A, because it is the camera
of video-system B that captures and can transform
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(e.g., rotate or scale) an image of the video-system
A. We can write this equation as

∆iΛB` = ∆eΛA` ∣
→

B
≡ εDB (ΛA` ) , (66)

where ∆iΛB` = ΛB`+1 − ΛB` are changes internal to the
video-system B, as emphasized by the superindex “i.”

In analogy with mirrors, we here denote by ∆eΛA` ∣
→

B
the changes in A as recorded-and-displayed by the
video-system B—these changes are external to the
video-system B, as emphasized by the superindex
“e.” In this case ∆eΛA` ∣B is given by εDB (ΛA` ). Fur-
thermore, the arrow → plays a role analogous to the
arrow in Eq. (61), i.e., it indicates that Eq. (66) is
one of a pair describing the reflexive coupling be-
tween video-systems A and B. So, a reverse arrow
← is analogous to the arrow in Eq. (62).

To complete the reflexive coupling we have to con-
sider the case where A and B play the complementary
roles of the “subject” that records-and-displays and
the object being recorded-and-displayed. Agian, here
the word “subject” is used in a strict sense to denote
the opposite of object. In analogy with Eq. (66), this
yields the equation

∆iΛA` = ∆eΛB` ∣←
A
≡ εDA (ΛB` ) . (67)

Equations (66) and (67) are analogous to Eqs. (61)
and (62) for mirrors. They implement the reflexive
coupling between the video-systems A and B.

We can now see more clearly that the infinite mir-
ror effect appears due to a distortion in the size of
the image. Indeed, consider the situation where both
transformations ∆eΛB` ∣

A
and ∆eΛA` ∣B include only a

scaling or zooming out of images by a factor z ∈ [0,1],
equal for both systems. An analogue of the infinite
mirror effect would show up only when there is a non-
zero scaling strictly less than one, i.e., 0 < z < 1, be-
cause smaller images will recursively appear in the
computer screen of systems A and B. Indeed, iter-
ating Eqs. (66) and (67) we obtain the analogues of
Eqs. (61) and (62). However, when there is no scal-
ing, z = 1, this effect effectively disappears.

C. Reflexive coupling: Observers mutually
observing each other

1. Scientists doing experiments are observed by other
scientists

Physical experiments are usually described as
observer-independent systems (see Fig. 7A). This
work aims at understanding how can scientists escape
the action-perception loop to establish such a seem-
ingly observer-independent science. To do so, we have
been investigating the circular interaction between a
scientist, Fabienne (F ), and an external physical sys-
tem, S (see Fig. 7B; see also Figs. 1B and 2A). Now,

not only S, but also Fabienne are physical systems.
So, the coupled system, Scoup = F + S, constituted
by the scientist, F , interacting with the experimen-
tal system, S, can be considered as a physical system
too.

This brings us back to the beginning of this work:
we should not a priori describe any physical system—
in particular Scoup—as an observer-independent sys-
tem. For our approach to be consistent we have to
take into account the observer that observes Scoup—
let us call this observer Wigner (W ; see Fig. 7C).
That is, Wigner and Scoup are in principle also part
of an action-perception loop. The role of Wigner is
typically played by cognitive scientists who observe
other human beings interact with the world—indeed,
figures like Fig. 7B are common in the cognitive sci-
ence literature. So, we need to ask: How can cognitive
scientists too escape the action-perception loop and
properly describe the coupled systems of humans and
their surroundings as observer-independent systems?
Indeed, much like experimental systems in physics,
cognitive systems are often described in the litera-
ture as observer-independent.

Interestingly, this approach is in line with Rov-
elli’s relational interpretation of quantum mechanics
(RQM), which posits that “the fact that a certain
quantity q has a value with respect to [an observer
F ] is a physical fact; as a physical fact, its being
true, or not true, must be understood as relative to
an observer, say [W ].” [12] (see Sec. II D therein).
However, in RQM observers are considered as generic
quantum system—i.e., as far as physics is concerned,
there are no relevant differences between electrons
and observers. In contrast, here we are treating ob-
servers as classical cognitive systems.

Figure 7C illustrates this. It shows a cognitive
scientist (Wigner) looking at another scientist (Fa-
bienne, Wigner’s friend) doing an experiment. In
principle, we should build a model of Wigner inter-
acting with his friend and the experimental system.
But then again the coupled system S′coup =W +Scoup

of Wigner, his friend and the experimental system is
also a physical system and would therefore be rela-
tive to another unacknowledged external observer. In
principle, we could also make explicit such an addi-
tional external observer (Rovelli in Fig. 7D), but then
we would be headed to an infinite regress. That is,
we would have to keep on adding external observers
ad infinitum.

This brings us to a potentially subtle point. One
way to escape such an infinite regress involves two
steps. First, we have to distinguish that observers,
similar to mirrors, can play complementary roles as
objects and as object-experiencing “subjects”—here
the word “subject” is used in the strict technical sense
of the opposite of object. Second, we have to imple-
ment a reflexive coupling between two (sets of) ob-
servers mutually observing each other.
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FIG. 7: Escaping the infinite regress via the first-person perspective (figures A-D are nested): (A) Traditionally, physics
focuses on the experimental system alone (inner green dashed box), effectively ignoring the observer. (B) Traditionally,
cognitive science focuses on the observer (Fabbiene, Wigner’s friend) interacting with an experimental system (middle
orange solid box), ignoring the external observer (Wigner) that observes the former. (C) Rovelli’s RQM [12] hints
at the need to take explicit account of Wigner, as we do here. (D) However, this more relational perspective would
still ignore the observer who is looking at Wigner. By adding another observer (Rovelli) we are headed to an infinite
regress (cf. Fig. 5.1 in Ref. [26]). One way to escape the infinite regress is by distinguishing between the first- and
third-person perspectives, between observer-as-subject and observer-as-object (see text). (E) Please imagine that you
take the role of Wigner in (C), so you are observing the situation depicted within the solid orange box from your own
first-person perspective (1PP). The way you experience the situation is analogous to that of the gray man lying down
in Mach self-portrait in (E). You can see Fabienne (and her experimental system), but you cannot see relevant aspects
of yourself. Of course, you can see some aspects of yourself, e.g., parts of your body, but not the physical correlates
associated to your experience of seeing Fabbiene, which are our focus here. We will represent the observer-as-subject
with the rectangle within which the figure is framed; the letter in the bottom left of this rectangle indicates the observer-
as-subject we are referring to. (F) The degrees of freedom of an observer-as-subject, represented by the man lying down
in (E), are analogous to the degrees of freedom of a thermal bath in that they are inaccessible—however, the former
are inaccessible in principle while the latter are inaccessible only in practice (see text). The degrees of freedom of an
observer-as-object immersed in the field of experience of an observer-as-subject, so to speak, are analogous to those of
a Brownian particle immersed in a thermal bath (see text).

Let us now describe the first of these two steps in
more detail. Please look at Fig. 7E and imagine that
you are experiencing the situation depicted in it—
that is, imagine that you play the role of the man in
Mach’s self-portrait. From a cognitive science per-
spective, when you look at the system Scoup = F + S
depicted in Fig. 7E there is a physical interaction be-
tween you and Scoup—e.g., light reflected from Scoup

interacts with your eyes. Such a physical interaction
generates physical processes inside you that correlate
with your experience of observing Scoup—e.g., the
corresponding neural correlates of that experience. If
there were no interaction between Scoup and you, it
would not be possible for neural processes inside you
to correlate with the experience of Scoup. Such corre-
lations are built through (direct or indirect) physical
interactions.

Notice that your physical interaction with Scoup

and the physical processes generated inside you re-
main unobservable or implicit to you, even though
they play a key role in your ability to experience
Scoup. In other words, you cannot simultaneously
observe both Scoup and the physical correlates as-
sociated to your experience of observing Scoup. Let
{Scoup} denote the latter. If you were to simultane-
ously observe both Scoup and {Scoup} you would not
be observing Scoup anymore, but a different object,
i.e., Scoup+{Scoup}, and there would be new physi-

cal correlates associated to this new experience, i.e.,
{Scoup+{Scoup}}. Please remember that here we do
not want to jump ahead with assumptions, but to try
to model things as explicitly as possible. So, we do
not want to a priori neglect any physical processes
associated to you in this example. Rather, we want
to understand a posteriori how is it that we can do
so, if indeed we can.

Thus, observers can play two different roles. One is
the role that Fabienne, F , plays for you, dear reader,
when you look at Fig. 7E: she appears to you as an
explicit physical system, external to you, which there-
fore you can in principle model in full mechanical
detail. In this sense, Fabienne plays the role of an
object of observation for you, or from the perspective
of any other observer different from Fabienne. This
is analogous to the role a mirror plays when it is the
object being reflected by another mirror—i.e. mirror
as object (see mirror’s property M2).

Instead, like mirrors that cannot directly reflect
themselves, observers cannot directly, simultane-
ously, fully observe themselves. When you observe
an object, there are key physical processes associated
to you, which enable you to experience the observed
object, and yet remain unobservable or implicit to
you. Those physical processes do not appear to you
as an object of observation. So, we will technically
say that the role you play for yourself is that of a
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“subject”—in the strict technical sense of the oppo-
site of object, or not an object of observation for you.
Of course, those physical processes can in principle
appear to others as objects of observation, but not to
you. There is nothing mysterious here. We have al-
ready described the mirror analogue of this in mirror
properties M1 and M2.

In sum, from a third-person perspective (3PP), ob-
servers appear as objects of observation. From a first-
person perspective (1PP), instead, observers cannot
fully appear as objects of observation. There are
physical processes that cannot be observed from a
1PP because they are the very processes that enable
observers to experience any object at all. Let us sum-
marize this in the following observer’s properties:

O2. Observer-as-object: this is how
an observer appears to other observers—
from a 3PP—i.e., as an explicit physical
system or “object” that can be directly
experienced by other observers. When re-
ferring to a particular observer-as-object
Wigner we can say “Wigner-as-object” for
short and denote it W , as usual.

O3. Observer-as-subject: this is how
an observer appears to herself—from a
1PP—i.e., as an implicit physical sys-
tem or “subject” that can directly expe-
rience objects, including other observers-
as-objects, but cannot directly experi-
ence key physical processes associated to
herself—e.g., she cannot directly experi-
ence both a dog and the physical cor-
relates associated to her experience of
that dog. However, in principle she
can indirectly experience those key as-
pects of herself via, e.g., a picture of
them. When referring to a particular
observer-as-subject, say, Wigner, we can
say “Wigner-as-subject” and denote it as
IW—we will explain this notation below.

Let us now explain the notation IW for an observer-
as-subject W . Please imagine again that you, dear
reader, take the role of observer-as-subject and look
at F in Fig. 7E from your own 1PP. You can refer
to that experience as “I observe F”—here you are
describing yourself from a 1PP as a subject, as an
“I.” In contrast, if Wigner looks at you, while you
observe F , you can be referred to by Wigner as “he
observes F”—here you are being described from a
3PP as an “object,” as a “he.”

In analogy with this, we will use the word IW to
refer to observer-as-subject W or, more precisely, to
W ’s 1PP. However, to emphasize that an observer-
as-subject cannot directly, fully appear to himself
as an object of observation, we will cancel this ex-
pression, i.e., IW . This notation is inspired in Hei-
degger’s sous erasure. We can use the convention

that the black rectangle on which Fig. 7E is framed
refers to the observer-as-subject, i.e., ⋅

W
, and ne-

glect Mach’s self-portrait for simplicity. The letter
W at the bottom right of that rectangle makes ex-
plicit to which observer-as-subject we are referring
to—so, IW = ⋅

W
. Again, we should not fall into the

trap of thinking that the rectangle is the observer-
as-subject. Doing so would immediately turn the
observer-as-subject into an object of observation, and
we would fall back into the infinite regress of Figs. 7A-
D. In this respect, the symbol IW , or the rectangle
framing the figure, play a role analogous to that of
the number 0 in that it does not denote a thing but an
absence of thing (cf. Ref. [27] ch. 0). Finally, we will
use [[IW ]] to denote those physical processes that re-
main unobservable or implicit to observer-as-subject
IW .

An analogy with consciousness neuroscience would
help us be more precise. According to consciousness
neuroscience a person, say Wigner, can process in-
formation about an external system, S, either con-
sciously or unconsciously. In both cases Wigner has
information about S in the sense that S “can be in-
variantly recognized and influence motor, semantic,
and decision levels of processing” [28]. For this to be
possible, in both cases there must be physical cor-
relates that allows Wigner to identify the system S,
i.e., to discriminate S as different from any other sys-
tem S′ ≠ S—let us denote these physical correlates
as [[S]]. However, in the case of conscious process-
ing Wigner additionally notices the presence of S and
can reliably report its identity–in the case of uncon-
scious processing this does not happen. For this to
be possible, besides [[S]] there must be other physi-
cal correlates that allows Wigner to notice and report
the identity of S. These are the so-called neural cor-
relates of consciousness and are somewhat analogous
to [[IW ]] here.

Perhaps a better analogy is with Thompson’s
recent neurophenomenological perspective that, in-
stead of the conscious/unconscious taxonomy, pro-
poses to distinguish between experience-as-such—the
mere potential to experience something—and the
contents of experience [10]. Here IW might be taken
as the analogue of experience-as-such. Importantly,
for Thompson experience-as-such cannot become a
content of experience because it is the very precondi-
tion for experiencing any content at all. In a sense, it
is always in the background. This is somewhat analo-
gous to mirror’s property M4 and to the fundamental
unobservability of [[IW ]].

In analogy with this, we assume that the physical
correlates of an experience, {S} = [[S]] + [[IW ]] are
of two kinds, those that allows us to discriminate a
content of experience from any other content of expe-
rience, [[S]], and those who allows us to experience
any content at all, [[IW ]]. In our approach what
specifies the system S and the corresponding physi-
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cal correlates, [[S]], is the Hamiltonian function, H.
In contrast, [[IW ]], which is present in any conscious
experience, cannot be turned into an object of obser-
vation and so, as we will see, can be modeled implic-
itly as all-pervasive, irreducible fluctuations charac-
terized by the analogue of Planck’s constant. Again,
we do not want to jump ahead with assumptions and
neglect [[IW ]] a priori. Of course, we can neglect it
a posteriori if the analysis suggests so.

To summarize, when an observer-as-subject IW ob-
serves an observer-as-object F interact with an exper-
imental system S, the degrees of freedom associated
to F and S are in principle accessible to IW , but the
degrees of freedom associated to [[IW ]] are not. The
situation is somewhat analogous to that of a mass at-
tached to a mechanical spring which is immersed in
a gas. We can usually build an explicit mechanical
model of the mass attached to the spring because the
corresponding degrees of freedom are easily accessi-
ble. In this sense, the mass attached to the spring is
analogous to Scoup = F + S, which is directly accessi-
ble to an observer-as-subject. In contrast, the degrees
of freedom associated to the gas are usually hard to
access because there are too many molecules to track.
In this sense, the gas is analogous to [[IW ]], which
is also inaccessible to an observer-as-subject.

Physicists usually deal with this situation by mod-
eling the gas as a thermal bath whose exchanges of
energy with the mass and the spring are model sta-
tistically as random fluctuations, or noise, character-
ized by a temperature parameter. We could follow a
similar strategy and model [[IW ]] as a kind of ther-
mal bath whose exchanges of energy with F+S are
modeled statistically as random fluctuations, or noise,
characterized by a temperature-like parameter. This
suggests that the parameter Γ in Eq. (5) can be inter-
preted precisely as this temperature-like parameter
(see W in Fig. 7E; cf. Fig. 7F).

The analogy is even closer if instead of a mass-
spring system in a gas, we consider a Brownian par-
ticle immersed in a fluid. Here, again, we can build an
explicit mechanical model of the Brownian particle—
in this case, the model is simply that of a free particle
that would move with constant velocity, except for its
interactions with the fluid. In this sense, the Brown-
ian particle is analogous to F+S. The fluid, like the
gas, can be modeled as random fluctuations, or noise,
that change the velocity of the Brownian particle and
are characterized by a diffusion constant, D.

If the Brownian particle is at position x at a given
time step t, at the next time step, t+ε, it would be in

position x′ with probability PBrown = e(x′−x)/4Dε/Z,
where ε is the time step size and Z is the normal-
ization constant. Notice that PBrown have the exact
same mathematical form as Eq. (5) for the case of
a free particle—i.e., when V (x) = 0 in Eq. (1). The
role of D is played by Γ/2m, where m is the mass
of the free particle. The analogy can be taken fur-

ther if we notice that the diffusion coefficient can be
written as D = κ(T /η)/r, where r is the radius of the
Brownian particle, while T and η are the tempera-
ture and viscosity of the fluid—κ is a constant. So,
m is analogous to r in that they both characterize
the accessible degrees of freedom, and Γ is analogous
to T /η in that they both characterize the inaccessible
degrees of freedom.

There is an important difference, though, be-
tween the inaccessibility of the degrees of freedom
of observer-as-subject W , i.e., [[IW ]], and the inac-
cessibility of the fluid’s molecular degrees of freedom
in the case of a Brownian particle. Indeed, the latter
are inaccessible only in practice, i.e., we could access
them if we have powerful enough technologies. In
contrast, Wigner’s own degrees of freedom are always
inaccessible to him, i.e., they are fundamentally inac-
cessible to Wigner. Interestingly, this is in line with
the idea that the randomness associated to quantum
physics is irreducible, i.e., that it cannot be described
in terms of lower level mechanisms—like the atomic
collisions in the case of a Brownian particle.

Importantly, in spite of their irreducibility we can
still in principle infer the influence of the inaccessible
degrees of freedom on the accessible ones by mea-
suring the random fluctuation of the latter. This is
analogous to our ability to measure the temperature
characterizing the influence of a thermal bath on a
spring-mass system, or the diffusion coefficient char-
acterizing the influence of a fluid on a Brownian par-
ticle, by measuring the random fluctuations on the
spring, or on the Brownian particle.

Let us summarize this in the following observer’s
property:

O4. Observers-as-subjects can
be implicitly modeled as perva-
sive, irreducible fluctuations: The in-
principle accessible degrees of freedom as-
sociated to objects, including observers-
as-objects, can be modeled via explicit
dynamical models. In contrast, the in-
principle inaccessible degrees of freedom
associated to an observer-as-subject can
be modeled as a kind of thermal bath,
or fluid, that induces noise in any object
being observed by the observer-as-subject
Such pervasive, irreducible fluctuations
are characterized by the temperature- or
diffusion-like parameter Γ.

So, distinguishing between observer-as-object, F ,
and observer-as-subject, IW , allows us to stop the
infinite regress because we do not need to keep on
adding observers-as-objects ad infinitum. However,
this step requires us to assume that observers play
complementary roles as both subject and object. So,
our description is still incomplete because we are tak-
ing account of F as an object but not as a subject and
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FIG. 8: Reflexive coupling between observers: (A; top
half) Alice and Bob mutually experience each other,
while observing the same experimental system. In this
case, Alice and Bob play complementary roles as both
the objects being experienced by and the subjects who
experience each other (top figure). (B,C) The bottom
figures show the corresponding graphical models. Impor-
tantly, a change in perspective inverts the sense in which
the dynamics flow. Indeed, from Bob’s first-person per-
spective (1PP), the dynamics of Alice-as-object interact-
ing with the experimental system flow clockwise (B; bot-
tom left). In contrast, from Alice’s 1PP, the dynamics of
Bob-as-object interacting with the experimental system
flows counter-clockwise (C; bottom right). We refer to
this as an “apparent time reversal” (see observer’s prop-
erty O5 and mirror’s property M5)

of W as a subject but not as an object (see Fig. 7E).
We can take full account of these complementary roles
that observers play by implementing a reflexive cou-
pling where F and W mutually observe each other
interact with the same experimental system S (see
Fig. 8 where we use names Alice and Bob instead to
emphasize this more symmetric situation).

This is analogous to the situation of two mirrors
mutually reflecting both each other and a light bulb.
As described in M3, in this situation each mirror
also plays complementary roles as the object being
reflected by the other mirror and the object-reflecting
“subject” that reflects the other mirror. As described
in M5, if for one of the two mirrors engaged in a re-
flexive coupling the object reflected moves with (hor-
izontal) velocity v, for the other mirror it moves with
velocity −v. We have refer to this as an “apparent
time reversal.” In the reflexive coupling between two
observers there is also an “apparent time-reversal.”
Before discussing the implementation of the reflexive
coupling, let us discuss in more detail this “apparent

time reversal.”

2. Constraints for a reliable science

In Sec. II D 6 we argued that if the dynamics ex-
ternal to an embodied observer, Fabienne (F ), is
described by probability matrix P` and factors F`,
then the dynamics internal to Fabienne is described
by their transposed, i.e., PT` and FT` . This hap-
pens because there is an “apparent time reversal”
in that the external dynamics flows from x0 to xn,
while the internal dynamics flow from xn to x0 (see
Fig. 2C). This suggests that when we change from
an external or third-person perspective (3PP) into
an internal or first-person perspective (1PP) there is
an “apparent time reversal” manifested as a trans-
posed operation. Indeed, here we describe a similar
“apparent time reversal” that arises when Fabienne
and Wigner exchange perspectives, from observer-as-
object to observer-as-subject. In doing so, we also
point out how the reliability conditions R1-R3 in
Sec. I might be incorporated in our framework.

In our relational approach what we consider the ex-
perimental system external to Fabienne does not exist
in an absolute sense. Rather it is external to Fabi-
enne in the sense that it can be experienced by other
observer, Wigner (W ), different from Fabienne—i.e.,
W ≠ F . Figure 8B describes the situation we have
been considering till now, wherein Wigner and his
friend Fabienne play the role of subject and object,
respectively. From Wigner’s 1PP, factors F` and G`,
respectively, correspond to Wigner’s experience of
the experimental system, which we here denote as
[S]W , and Wigner’s experience of the physical cor-
relates of Fabienne’s experience of the experimental
system, which we denote as [[S]F ]W—let us denote
this situation as [S]W ∼ F` and [[S]F ]W ∼ G`; here
` = 0, . . . , n.

Figure 8C shows the complementary situation
wherein the roles of Wigner and his friend are
reversed—i.e., now Wigner is the object being ob-
served by Fabienne-as-subject. The reliability condi-
tion R1—standardization—requires that this situa-
tion be described in the same manner. That is, we
should use the same factors F` and G`. Now, from
Fabienne’s 1PP, factors F` and G`, respectively, cor-
respond to Fabienne’s experience of the experimental
system, [S]F , and Fabienne’s experience of the phys-
ical correlates of Wigner’s experience of the exper-
imental system, [[S]W ]F—in short, [S]F ∼ F` and
[[S]W ]F ∼ G`.

The reliability condition R2—intersubjectivity—
requires that, at each time step, what Wigner-as-
subject considers as the experimental system, [S]W ∼
F`, which is external to his friend, be the same
as the experimental system that Wigner-as-object
observes via the corresponding physical correlates
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[[S]W ]F ∼ G`. Under an exchange of roles, the
initial factor F0(x1, x0), for instance, characteriz-
ing the experimental system observed by Wigner-as-
subject (see Fig. 8B), corresponds to the final factor
G0 ≡ F2n−1(x0, x2n−1) characterizing the experimen-
tal system observed by Wigner-as-object performing
the experiment (see Fig. 8C). However, the latter has
to be transposed because it corresponds to paths tra-
versed in the reversed direction. More generally, we
have

G` = F2n−`−1 = FT` ; (68)

which is the same Eq. (41). Here ` = 0, . . . , n. So,
here again the factors F` and G` are the same, ex-
cept for the fact that they correspond to paths tra-
versed in reverse directions. Reliability condition
R3—truthfulness—requires that if the internal and
external dynamics coincide, no observer reports to
the contrary.

Importantly, under a change in perspective there is
an “apparent time reversal” in that the processes re-
ferring to one and the same observer change direction.
For instance, when Wigner plays the role of subject,
the dynamics of the experimental system experienced
by him, [S]W ∼ F`, flows from x0 to xn. In contrast,
when Wigner plays the role of object, the physical
processes that refers to him are the physical corre-
lates of his experience, [[S]W ]F ∼ FT` , which flow in
the opposite direction. This “apparent time-reversal”
is characterized by the transposed operation. Let us
summarize this as follows:

O5. Observers’ reflexive cou-
pling involves an “apparent time-
reversal”: Consider two (sets of) of ob-
servers, say F and W , engaged in a re-
flexive coupling. That is, W and F mu-
tually observe each other being engaged
in an action-perception loop with an ex-
perimental system. Assume that W de-
scribes the loop associated to F in a
clockwise direction, via changes ∆P` =
ε[Js, P`]. Then F describes the loop asso-
ciated to W in a counter-clockwise direc-
tion, via the transposed changes ∆PT` =
−ε[Js, PT` ]. Alternatively, if ∆PF` =
ε[Js, PF` ] are the changes associated to
observer F , then ∆PW` = −ε[Js, PW` ] are
the changes associated to observer W .
The latter is a less restrictive assump-
tion since the former also requires that
PW` = (PF` )T . The latter assumption only
requires the change ε → −ε due to the in-
version of the temporal labels. Any one of
the these two assumptions will be enough
for our purposes.

3. Reflexive coupling and quantum dynamics with
stoquastic Hamiltonians

Here we finally describe the reflexive coupling be-
tween two observers, Alice = (IA,A) and Bob =
(IB ,B). These new names and new notation high-
light that from now on we consider the more sym-
metric situation wherein each observer plays the two
complementary roles as both subject and object.

Intuitively, in line with observer’s property O5,
the dynamics of Bob-as-object, as experienced by
Alice-as-subject, is the transpose of the dynamics of
Alice-as-object, as experienced by Bob-as-subject.
The reflexive coupling between Alice and Bob cou-
ples these two transposed dynamics via a swap op-
eration analogous to the one that connects Eqs. (48)
and (49), which are equivalent to von Neumann equa-
tion, into Eqs. (50) and (51), which are formally
analogous to the equations describing an embodied
observer and its transposed. In this way, the re-
flexive coupling leads to a dynamics formally anal-
ogous to real-time quantum dynamics. However, in
this section we are considering the case of symmet-
ric dynamical matrices—i.e., Ja = 0 so J = Js = JTs .
These correspond to so-called stoquastic Hamiltoni-
ans, H = −h̵Js—i.e., Hamiltonians with real, non-
positive off-diagonal entries, which can be naturally
interpreted in probabilistic terms. We discuss more
general Hamiltonians in Sec. III D below. We now
formalize these ideas.

Embodiment—observer’s property O1—entails
that an observer-as-object interacting with an ex-
perimental system is described by a real probability
matrix P` following a dynamics given by Eq. (40).
This equation is analogous to that of a single video-
feedback-system, Eq. (65), in that they both appear
to describe a system on their own, in an absolute,
non-relational way.

However, in our relational approach the dynam-
ical changes in one observer-as-object, say Alice-
as-object (or A), are relative to, or cognized by,
another observer-as-subject, say Bob-as-subject (or
IB). To make this explicit, in analogy with video-

systems, we will denote this as ∆ePA` ∣→
B
= ε[Js, PA` ]

(cf. Eq. (40)). Here the superindex “e” emphasizes
that these changes are external to Bob—i.e., these
are the changes of Alice-as-object described from a
3PP. Furthermore, the arrow → plays a role analo-
gous to the arrow in Eq. (61), i.e., it emphasizes that
this equation is one of a pair describing the reflexive
coupling between Alice and Bob. In particular, the
arrow → indicates the situation illustrated in Fig. 8B,
where the circular dynamics flows clockwise. A re-
versed arrow ← is analogous to the arrow in Eq. (62).
That is, it indicates that, like in the case of mirrors
(see property M5), there is an “apparent time rever-
sal” when Alice and Bob exchange perspectives (see
observer’s property O5)—in other words, it refers to
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the situation illustrated in Fig. 8C, where the dynam-
ics flows counter-clockwise instead.

Since Bob is also a physical system, there are phys-
ical changes internal to him that correlate with his ex-

perience of the changes of Alice-as-object, ∆ePA` ∣→
B

,
which are external to him. Such internal physical
changes should reflect the external ones. So, these
changes should also be described in terms of a real
probability matrix PB` that describes Bob’s state at
time step `. After experiencing these changes Bob’s
state changes to PB`+1 = PB` + ∆ePA` ∣

B
. Importantly,

like in the case of video-systems, the first term in
the right hand side of this equation is PB` , not PA` ,
because Bob remembers his own previous state not
Alice’s. In other words, before Bob experiences the

changes ∆ePA` ∣→
B

, he is in state PB` . Bob’s experi-
ence of the changes of Alice-as-object is supported

by physical correlates ∆iPB` = ∆ePA` ∣→
B

—here the su-
perindex “i” emphasizes that these changes are in-
ternal to Bob-as-subject. So, in analogy with mirror
property M1, we introduce the following observer’s
property:

O6. Embodied observers experi-
ence objects via physical changes—
internal and external: In between any
two time steps, ` and ` + 1, the change
in state of an observer-as-object, A, in-
teracting with an experimental system,
as experienced by an observer-as-subject,
IB , is given by

∆ePA` ∣→
B
= ε[Js, PA` ]. (69)

These changes, which are external to IB
(as emphasized by superindex “e”), in-
duce changes ∆iPB` , which are internal
to IB (as emphasized by superindex “i”)
and correlate with IB ’s experience of ob-
serving those external changes. That is
(cf. Eq. (55) and (66))

∆iPB` = ∆ePA` ∣→
B
, (70)

In other words, since observer Bob =
(B, IB) is itself a physical system there
are physical changes, ∆iPB` , implicit or
unobservable to Bob that allows him to
experience the observer-as-object A.

Equation (70) ignores the role of Alice-as-subject
as well as the role of Bob-as-object. We can take
account of Alice’s and Bob’s complementary roles
as both subject and object, without introducing any
new observers, by implementing a reflexive coupling
between them. In this way, Alice’s and Bob’s de-
scriptions are relative to each other, rather than to
an unacknowledged external observer. As discussed
in Sec. III C 1, introducing such an external observer

would require us to introduce yet another observer
that observes the former, which would result in an
infinite regress.

To implement the reflexive coupling, we have to
consider the case where Alice and Bob play the
complementary roles of the subject who observes and
the object being observed, respectively. In anal-
ogy with Eq. (70), this yields the equation ∆iPA` =
∆ePB` ∣←

A
. This equation is the analogue of Eq. (62)

for mirrors. Again, the reverse arrow← indicates that
there is an “apparent time reversal” (see observer’s
property O5 and Figs. 8C; cf. the analogous mir-
ror’s property M5). So, we introduce the following
observer’s property:

O7. Reflexivity: To describe the
world from within, without any reference
to external observers, two (sets of) ob-
servers must implement a reflexive cou-
pling where they mutually observe each
other. In analogy with Eqs. (61) and (62),
this is described by the pair of equations:

∆iPA` = ∆ePB` ∣←
A
, (71)

∆iPB` = ∆ePA` ∣→
B
. (72)

So, the reflexive coupling implements a swap oper-
ation analogous to the one that turned Eqs. (48) and
(49), which are equivalent to von Neumann equation,
into Eqs. (50) and (51), which are formally analogous
to the equations describing an embodied observer and
its transposed—again, in this section we are consid-
ering the case of symmetric dynamical matrices, i.e.,
Ja = 0 so J = Js = JTs .

We will now explore in what sense Eqs. (71)
and (72) are indeed formally analogous to von Neu-
mann equation. To begin, the right hand side of
Eq. (72), which is given by Eq. (69), describes a
situation analogous to that illustrated in Fig. 8B,
where Alice and Bob, respectively, play the role of
object (like F in Fig. 7E), and subject (like W in
Fig. 7E). With this convention, the right hand side of

Eq. (71), ∆PB` ∣←
A

, describes the complementary sit-
uation shown in Fig. 8C, where the roles of Alice
and Bob are reversed. According to observer’s prop-
erty O5, an exchange of roles entails an “apparent
time reversal”, which manifests in the change ε→ −ε.
That is,

∆ePB` ∣←
A
= −ε [Js, PB` ] . (73)

So, Eqs. (71) and (72) can be written as

PA`+1 = PA` − ε [Js, PB] , (74)

PB`+1 = PB` + ε [Js, PA` ] . (75)

If we can show that PA` = (PB` )T = P`, for all `,
then Eqs. (74) and (75) become ∆P` = −ε[Js, PT` ] and
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∆PT` = ε[Js, P`], respectively, which are equivalent to
Eqs. (48) and (49) (again, with Ja = 0), which are in
turn formally analogous to von Neumann equation,
Eq. (20). So, all that we need to show is that PA` =
(PB` )T , for all `.

We will start with the base case, i.e.,

PA0 = (PB0 )T . (76)

Indeed, according to Eqs. (42), the initial state of
the dynamics of an embodied scientist is given by
P0 = F̃nF̃Tn = PT0 , which is symmetric. Since factors
F` are the same for Alice and Bob (up to a transpose
operation), it seems natural to assume that they have
the same initial symmetric state PA0 = P0 = PT0 = PB0 ,
in which case they are trivially related by a trans-
pose operation. We summarize this in the following
observer’s property:

O8. The initial states of two reflex-
ively coupled observers is the same
and symmetric: This is given by P0 =
F̃nF̃

T
n = PT0 , which implies that the states

of the two observers, Alice and Bob,
are trivially related by a transposed op-
eration, i.e., PA0 = P0 = PT0 = PB0 —so,
Eq. (76) is naturally satisfied. We will dis-
cuss the case of more general initial states
in Sec. III E below.

We now show that with the base case expressed in
Eq. (76) we have that PA` = (PB` )T , for all `, and
so Eqs. (71) and (72) are formally analogous to von
Neumann equation, Eq. (20). We will show this by
induction, i.e., by showing that if PA` = (PB` )T at
time step ` then PA`+1 = (PB`+1)T at time step ` + 1.
We already have the base case for ` = 0, as expressed
in Eq. (76). So, let us assume that PA` = (PB` )T at a
generic time step `. Taking the transpose of Eq. (74)
yields (PA`+1)T = (PA` )T + [Js, (PB` )T ] since Js = JTs
is symmetric. This equation can be written as

(PA`+1)T = PB` + [Js, PA` ], (77)

since (PA` )T = PB` . Now, the right hand side of
Eq. (77) equals the right hand side of Eq. (74). There-
fore, the left hand sides of those same equations
should be equal, i.e., PB`+1 = (PA`+1)T . Thus, Eq. (74)
is the transposed of Eq. (75) as we wanted to show.

Alternatively, we can obtain the same result if we
assume that an “apparent time reversal” manifests
as a transposed operation as discussed in observer’s
property O5. In this way, Eq. (73) can be replaced
with the equation

∆ePB` ∣←
A
= (∆ePA` ∣→

B
)
T
= −ε [Js, (PA` )T ] . (78)

It can be shown along the same lines that, under the
condition expressed in Eq. (76), Eqs. (78) and (72) are
also equivalent to von Neumann equation, Eq. (20).

So, this shows that the reflexive coupling between
two embodied observers can entail a dynamics for-
mally analogous to real-time quantum dynamics with
an initial state given by a density matrix that is real,
symmetric and has non-negative entries. We will dis-
cuss in Sec. III E below the situation of more general
density matrices.

However, there is a technical assumption in the
reflexive coupling that we now make more explicit.
Equations (74) and (75) build on Eq. (40), de-
scribing the dynamics of an observer-as-object from
the perspective of an observer-as-subject. However,
Eqs. (74) and (75) entail a dynamics which is differ-
ent, in general, to the dynamics entailed by Eq. (40).
So, at time step `, the probability matrix P` entailed
by Eqs. (74) and (75) can in principle be outside the
domain of the dynamics described by Eq. (40)—e.g.,
P` might have negative off-diagonal entries due to
the minus sign associated to the “apparent time re-
versal.”

So, we are implicitly assuming that Eq. (40) con-
nects the dynamics in between any two consecutive
time steps, even in such more general cases. That is,
we have to relax the constrain that the off-diagonal
elements have to be non-negative, while keeping the
constraint that the diagonal elements are probabili-
ties. This is somewhat analogous to one of the pos-
tulates Feynman used to derive his path-integral for-
mulation of quantum mechanics. That is, that in be-
tween two consecutive time steps all paths are char-
acterized by the corresponding classical action, even
though most of those paths may not be the ones that
a classical particle would follow. In our case, in be-
tween two consecutive time steps observers are char-
acterized by the dynamics that an observer-as-object
would follow, as described by another observer-as-
subject, even though this is not the actual dynam-
ics that observers follow after the reflexive coupling
is made. The fact that, after a reflexive coupling,
the diagonal of the probability matrices involved still
represent probabilistic information suggests that an
integrated approach that couples from the start both
embodiment and reflexivity may help better formal-
ize these ideas.

D. Quantum dynamics with more general
Hamiltonians

Our discussion up to now has been restricted to
symmetric dynamical matrices Js with non-negative
off-diagonal entries, which can be interpreted in prob-
abilistic terms via the corresponding factors F` = 1I +
εJs+O(ε2). So, we have only considered real Hamilto-
nians, Hs = −ΓJs, with non-positive off-diagonal en-
tries (see Eq. (45))—here Γ is the analogue of Planck
constant. Genuine quantum dynamics does not seem
to have this restriction, though, since general Hamil-
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tonians, H = Hs +Ha/i, can also have positive and
complex entries which, according to Eq. (45), can en-
tail asymmetric dynamical matrices with negative en-
tries, J = −Hs/Γ −Ha/Γ—here Hs and Ha are sym-
metric and anti-symmetric operators, respectively.

We now discuss how our approach can accommo-
date this more general situation. We do this from
two different perspectives. First, we discuss a couple
of examples to show that effective asymmetric dy-
namical matrices with off-diagonal negative entries
can arise from approximations of systems described
by symmetric dynamical matrices with non-negative
off-diagonal entries. Second, we motivate the intro-
duction of the last observer’s property which enables
us to extend our results to dynamical matrices with
a non-zero anti-symmetric part.

1. Effective non-stoquastic Hamiltonians as
approximations of stoquastic ones

To begin, consider the well-known case of a (two-
dimensional) two-level atom which arises after trun-
cating the full (infinite dimensional) model of an
atom interacting with a coherent radiation field [29]
(see Sec. 15.3 therein; see Appendix D herein). The
full model consists of an electron, described by the
momentum operator ih̵∇x, moving in a potential
V (x) produced by the nucleus—here x and ∇x are
the three-dimensional position vector and differential
operator, respectively. So, the free atom—without
the coherent radiation field—is characterized by the
Hamiltonian

H0 = −
h̵2

2m
∇2

x + V (x) =
∞

∑
n=0

En ∣n⟩⟨n∣ (79)

The expression after the first equality is the three-
dimensional version of Eq. (13). So, this example
can be handled completely with the tools we have
developed up to now. The coherent radiation field is
characterized by a time-dependent potential energy
U(x, t) = r ⋅D0 cos(ωt), considered as a perturbation
to H0—here D0 is a suitable constant vector and ω
is the frequency at which the coherent radiation field
oscillates. The perturbed model can still be handled
completely with the tools we have developed up to
now by simply replacing V (x) in Eq. (79) with V (x)+
U(x, t).

The expression after the second equality in Eq. (79)
is the expansion in the eigenbasis of H0. The two-
level atom is obtained by assuming that the coherent
radiation field is near resonance with two relevant en-
ergy levels—say, E0 and E1. Under this assumption
we can keep only two terms in the series after the
second equality in Eq. (79) and handle the coherent
radiation field as a perturbation. The two-level atom
so obtained is described by an effective Hamiltonian

Heff = E1I2 −CσZ +D cos(ωt)σX , (80)

where E, C, and D are suitable constants, and 1I2 =
∣0⟩⟨0∣+∣1⟩⟨1∣, σZ = ∣0⟩⟨0∣−∣1⟩⟨1∣ and σX = ∣0⟩⟨1∣+∣1⟩⟨0∣,
respectively, are the two-dimensional identity matrix,
the Pauli matrix in the Z direction, which is diago-
nal, and the Pauli matrix in the X direction, which
has zeros in the diagonal and ones in the off-diagonal.
The factor cos(ωt) multiplying σX can have positive
and negative values, depending on the value of t. So,
the effective Hamiltonian described in Eq. (80) can
have both negative and positive off-diagonal entries,
even though the original Hamiltonian H0 + U from
which it is derived only has negative off-diagonal en-
tries, given by the first term after the first equality in
Eq. (79).

Now consider the case of more general complex
Hamiltonians, H` = Hs,` + Ha,`/i, which are associ-
ated to asymmetric dynamical matrices J` = Js,`+Ja,`
(see Eq. (45)). There are also examples where these
kinds of Hamiltonians with complex entries can be
obtained as approximations to real Hamiltonians with
non-positive entries. For instance, Vinci and Lidar
discuss the case of superconducting flux qubits de-
scribed by a real Hamiltonian with non-positive off-
diagonal entries given by a kinetic term of the form
−(EC/2)∑j ∂2/∂φ2

j , where φj refer to the magnetic
fluxes trapped by the flux qubits, and EC represents
a charging energy [30] (see Eq. (1) therein). After
some approximations Vinci and Lidar obtain an effec-
tive Hamiltonian that has a purely imaginary term,
even though the original Hamiltonian is real and has
non-positive off-diagonal entries [30] (see Eq. (11)
therein).

This invites the question of whether general Hamil-
tonians can be obtained as approximations of real
Hamiltonians with non-positive entries, which can be
accommodated in our approach. Trying to answer
this question might help us better understand what is
fundamental in quantum theory and what is simply
approximation methods. Anyways, we now discuss
the final observer’s property, which will enable us to
obtain a class of Hamiltonians with complex entries.

2. Observers only experience relative changes

Now consider the case of a free particle given by
the real Hamiltonian in Eq. (13) with V = 0. This
yields the Schrödinger equation

ih̵
∂ψ

∂t
= − h̵

2

2m

∂2ψ

∂x2
, (81)

whose classical analogue is the diffusion equation with
zero drift, i.e., ∂p/∂x = D∂2p/∂x2. Equation (81)
acquires an imaginary part if we change to a reference
frame moving with velocity v [31] (see Eqs. (14)-(16)
therein)

ih̵
∂ψ

∂t
= − h̵

2

2m

∂2ψ

∂x2
+ ih̵v ∂ψ

∂x
. (82)
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This is because the time derivative accordingly
changes as ∂/∂t→ ∂/∂t+v∂/∂x, and the time deriva-
tive is multiplied by i. The classical analogue of this
is a diffusion equation with non-zero drift ∂p/∂x =
D∂2p/∂x2 − v∂p/∂x. Of course, the new term in
Eq. (82) can be canceled by introducing the rule that
the wave function also has to be multiplied by a suit-
able phase under a change of reference frame [31] (see
Eqs. (21) and (22) therein). However, refraining from
introducing this rule will help us illustrate the point
we want to make.

So, the new Hamiltonian in the moving refer-
ence frame is H` = Hs,` + Ha,`/i, with Hs,` =
−(h̵2/2m)∂2/∂x2 and Ha,` = h̵v∂/∂x, which accord-
ing to Eqs. (48) and (49) yields

∆P` − ε[Ja,`, P`] = −ε[Js,`, PT` ], (83)

∆PT` − ε[Ja,`, PT` ] = ε[Js,`, P`], (84)

where we have moved the term containing Ja,` to the
left hand side. Here Js,` = −Hs,`/h̵, Ja,` = −Ha,`/h̵,
and ρ` = (P` + PT` )/2 + (P` − PT` )/2i.

This situation is analogous to mirror’s property
M6 since the anti-symmetric term here arises from
a change of reference frame. The commutators in the

left-hand side of Eqs. (83) and (84) could be con-
sidered as removing the motion common to the two
observers in the reflexive coupling as well as to the
object being observed. In this sense they are anal-
ogous to the term vC∣W in Eqs. (63) and (64). We
can capture this intuition in the following observer’s
property (see mirror’s property M6):

O9. Observers involved in a reflex-
ive coupling can only experience rel-
ative changes: Two (sets of) observers
involved in a reflexive coupling cannot ob-
serve the part characterized by Ja,`, since
this only exists relative to an observer ex-
ternal to them. So, when performing the
reflexive coupling associated to a general
dynamical matrix J` = Js,` + Ja,`, we first
have to subtract the anti-symmetric part,
precisely as in Eqs. (83) and (84).

Observer’s property O9 leads to the analogue of
von Neumann equation with a class of non-stoquastic
Hamiltonians with complex entries. For instance,
consider the real Hamiltonian-like function

HEM(x,x′) = m
2

(x − x′

ε
)

2

+ V (x + x′

2
, t) + e

c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t) + e2

mc2
[A(x + x′

2
, t)]

2

. (85)

This leads to factors with an anti-symmetric compo-
nent due to the third term in the right hand side,
which is linear in x − x′. Dealing with this anti-
symmetric component according to observer’s prop-
erty O9 leads to the Schrödinger equation of a quan-
tum particle in an electromagentic field A, i.e.,

ih̵
∂ψ(x, t)

∂t
= − h̵2

2m
(∇− i e

h̵c
A)

2

ψ(x, t)

+ eV (x, t)ψ(x, t).
(86)

We show this in Appendix A.

E. Generic initial quantum states and
observables

Here we show how the previous results can be ex-
tended to more general initial density matrices and
observables. In our approach the initial density ma-
trix is given by ρ0 = P0 = F̃nF̃

T
n , which is real

and so symmetric. This is not necessarily a restric-
tion, though. More general “initial” quantum states

ρprep = Uprepρ0U
†
prep can be prepared after applying a

suitable quantum operation Uprep to ρ0. In principle,
we can write Uprep = Um⋯U0, for a suitable number of
time steps m, where each U` = 1I− iεH`/Γ is obtained
from a factor F` = 1I+ εJ` via H` = −Γ(Js,` +Ja,`/i)—
here ` = 0, . . . ,m.

Furthermore, we have mostly focused on one ob-
servable, i.e., position. However, according to Feyn-
mann “all measurements of quantum-mechanical sys-
tems could be made to reduce eventually to position
and time measurements (e.g., the position of the nee-
dle on a meter or the time of flight of a particle). Be-
cause of this possibility a theory formulated in terms
of position measurements is complete enough in prin-
ciple to describe all phenomena” [32] (p. 96).

Indeed, this view aligns with our focus on mod-
eling how science is actually performed in practice
and how concepts are constructed out of this. For
instance, the concept of momentum p = −ih̵∂/∂x of
a particle is usually taken as existing in an abstract
space. However, to actually measure momentum in
practice we need to make the focus system interact
with another system that serves as a measuring de-
vice. The measuring device can be the position X of
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a probe particle that interacts with the focus system.
The concept of momentum can emerge out of the

description of what actually happens in practice while
measuring it. Indeed, let the initial state of the

probe be a Gaussian, ψdev(X) ∝ e−X
2
/4σ2

, centered
around zero, with 0 < σ ≪ 1 characterizing the ini-
tial uncertainty on the probe’s position. Since eikx

are eigenfunctions of the momentum operator, with
eigenvalues h̵k, it is convenient to write the initial
state of the system as ψsys(x) ∝ ∫ ckeikxdk, where
ck are suitable coefficients. After a suitable interac-
tion between the two particles, we can obtain the joint

state Ψ(x,X)∝ ∫ ckeikxe−(X−ah̵k)2
/4σ2

dx, where a is
a constant, and the corresponding joint probability
P(x,X) = ∣Ψ(x,X)∣2 [33] (ch. 7-9).

However, in practice we are not interested in ob-
serving x, but on inferring the momentum of the
system by observing only the probe. Marginalizing
x yields Pdev(X) ≈ ∫ ∣ck ∣2δ(X − ah̵k)dk for σ ≪ 1,
where δ is the Dirac delta function. Thus with prob-
ability ∝ ∣ck ∣2 the position of the probe, X = ah̵k, is
proportional to the momentum eigenstate h̵k. This is
the (projective) measurement postulate of quantum
theory.

IV. DISCUSSION

So, how can scientists escape the action-perception
loop and establish an observer-independent science?
Our results suggest that scientists appear to do this
by describing the world with the tools of quantum
theory. This gives the impression that scientists can
actually obtain an observer-independent description
of the world—a world that just happens to be quan-
tum for no reason. However, our results suggest that
there is indeed a reason for why scientists have to use
the tools of quantum theory: to effectively account
for the observer and the experimental context.

This aligns with growing evidence suggesting that
in quantum theory facts are relative [34]. Indeed,
our approach shares some elements with the main
interpretations of quantum theory that endorse rela-
tive facts [12, 22, 35–38]: Like QBism, our approach
explicitly acknowledges the role of scientists in sci-
ence [22, 35–37]. Like the (neo-)Copenhagen inter-
pretation of quantum theory [38], our approach ex-
plicitly acknowledges the experimental context. Like
RQM [12, 39], our approach acknowledges that the
relation “an observer observes a phenomenon” is it-
self relative to another observer.

However, there are important differences too. To
begin, QBism treats scientists as rather abstract
agents immersed in a publicly shared physical uni-
verse. The quantum formalism is seen as a norma-
tive criterion [22] (see Sec. 18 therein) setting “the
standard to which agents should strive to hold their

expectations”. Such agents are betting, implicitly or
explicitly, on their subsequent experiences, based on
earlier ones, and the quantum formalism is a tool to
help them place better bets [23] (p. 8). Rovelli re-
cently criticized QBism because it “sees the world
reflected in the observer,” instead of seeing the ob-
server as a part of the world [39] (p. 68-69). For
Rovelli, the crucial point that QBism disregards is
that the observer himself can be observed. Rovelli
is concerned that QBism “leaves behind naive mate-
rialism but ends up falling into an implicit form of
idealism” [39] (p. 69). However, unlike us, Rovelli
treats observers as generic quantum systems—that
is, as far as physics is concerned, for Rovelli there are
no relevant differences between an electron and an
observer.

Our approach suggests a middle way between
QBism and RQM since we treat observers as phys-
ical systems with a dynamical role to play, but not
as any kind of physical system. Instead of working
with an abstract notion of what physicists might as-
sume an observer is, however, our approach builds
on general insights gained by the area of science ded-
icated to investigate actual observers, i.e., cognitive
science. Moreover, we do not treat observers as quan-
tum systems, but as classical cognitive systems. Im-
portantly, non-trivial aspects of the quantum formal-
ism emerge out of two key concepts: embodiment
and reflexivity (see below). To clarify, observers can
be described by other observers as quantum systems
since they are physical systems too. However, our
approach suggests that this is due to the relational-
ism between classical observers and classical experi-
mental systems, which manifests as embodiment and
reflexivity.

Our results suggests that the kind of relational-
ism associated to quantum theory is the circular co-
dependence between perceiver and world, which, ac-
cording to Varela et al. [1] (p. 172), allows embodied
cognition to find a middle way between materialism
and idealism. Indeed, in this approach neither the
perceiver nor the world are primary, but they depend
on each other like “two sheaves of reeds propping each
other up.” More precisely, the kind of relationalism
associated to our approach entails a double circular-
ity, one associated to embodiment and another to re-
flexivity (see below)—a kind of “strange loop” [40].
In contrast, Rovelli conceives relationalism in terms
of a generic network of relations, not in terms of cir-
cularity.

Our results suggest that the core message of quan-
tum theory might be summarized in two core princi-
ples: (i) Observers are embodied; this is associated to
observer’s property O1. (ii) The world must be de-
scribed from within—that is, without any reference
to external observers; this is effectively associated to
observer’s properties O2-O9. Principles (i) and (ii)
entail embodiment and reflexivity, respectively. Here
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embodiment refers to the idea that when scientists in-
teract with an experimental system they are involved
in an instrumentally-mediated action-perception loop
(see Figs. 1B, 2A). Reflexivity refers to the idea that
for scientists to describe the world without any ref-
erence to external observers, two (sets of) observers
should mutually describe each other (see Fig. 8). Em-
bodiment and reflexivity are rather generic concepts,
and our model is rather minimal. So, our approach
should not be restricted to a specific kind of observer.

As we said, in line with RQM, we assume that
a scientist, say Fabienne, doing an experiment does
not exist in an absolute sense, but she is relative to
another external observer, say Wigner. In this case
Fabienne plays the role of an object being observed
by Wigner—this additional observer is typically ne-
glected in cognitive science. Now, to be consistent,
we should also take into account the observer that ob-
serves Wigner. Otherwise, Wigner would exist in an
absolute, non-relational way. So, who does observe
Wigner? If we added another observer, say Rovelli,
so that Wigner becomes an object of observation for
Rovelli, we would be headed into an infinite regress.
Indeed, we can now ask: who does observe Rovelli?
And so on.

We escaped this infinite regress in two steps. First,
we assumed that observers play two complementary
roles: as objects being observed by other observers
and as “subjects” that can observe other objects, in-
cluding other observers (see Fig. 7E). Here “subject”
is used in the strict technical sense of the opposite
of object, or not-an-object. For instance, in the ex-
ample above Fabienne plays the role of an object for
Wigner, but Wigner plays the role of a subject for
himself in the sense that Wigner cannot completely
become an object of observation for himself. This
is analogous to a mirror that cannot directly reflect
itself—though it can do so indirectly with the help
of another mirror. Acknowledging that Wigner can-
not become an object of observation for himself stops
the chain of infinite regress since we do not need to
keep on adding observers-as-objects ad infinitum. We
acknowledge that there is something that cannot be-
come an object of observation, a “subject.”

This may be a subtle point, so let us discuss it a bit
more. Please imagine, for instance, that you observe
a physical system S. Besides S, which is external
to you, there are physical processes inside you that
allow you to experience S, e.g., the neural correlates
associated to your experience of S—denoted here as
{S}. For S and {S} to be correlated, there has to be
a physical interaction between them. Such a physical
interaction may or may not be negligible; however, we
do not want to a priori neglect it, but to determine a
posteriori whether we can do so. While {S} is key in
allowing you to experience S, it is absent for you in
the sense that you cannot simultaneously and directly
experience both S and {S} as objects of observation.

If you simultaneously and directly observe both S and
{S} you are observing a different physical object, i.e.,
S+{S}, with associated physical correlates {S+{S}},
which you cannot directly observe at the same time
that you observe S +{S}. Again, this is the analogue
of a mirror that cannot directly reflect itself.

Now, when you play the role of a subject that ob-
serves a system S, you describe S from your own
first-person perspective (1PP)—you can refer to this
as “I observe S.” In contrast, when somebody else
observes you, while you observe S, you play the role
of an object, you are being described from a third-
person perspective (3PP)—the other observer can re-
fer to you as “he observes S.” In analogy with this, we
denoted an observer-as-subject, say Wigner, as IW .
Here the symbol IW refers to Wigner’s 1PP, while the
cancellation refers to its “absential nature” to use an
expression by Deacon [27] (ch. 0)—this cancellation
is inspired in Heidegger sous erasure. Here IW is sim-
ilar to the number zero in that it is a placeholder to
indicate the absence of something.

Due to this “absential nature” we cannot directly
access the degrees of freedom of the physical corre-
lates of IW . So, we model such physical correlates
indirectly in the same way that we model the inac-
cessible degrees of freedom of a thermal bath, i.e., as
fluctuations or noise characterized by a temperature-
or diffusion-like constant, Γ, which turned out to be
the analogue Planck’s constant, h̵. Such fluctuations
are all-pervasive and irreducible since IW is always
present whenever an object is being observed and can-
not be reduced to an object of observation like, e.g.,
the atoms of a thermal bath. These properties are
analogous to the properties of actual quantum fluc-
tuations, which are also all-pervasive and irreducible.
If it turns out that Γ = h̵, the bar in h̵ could remind
us of the “absential nature” of observers-as-subjects.

Here we built on an analogy with Thompson’s
neurophenomenological perspective [10] which distin-
guish between contents of experience and experience
as such—i.e., the mere capacity to experience any
content at all from a first-person perspective (1PP).
For Thompson, while contents of experience are ob-
jects of observation, experience as such cannot be-
come an object of observation because it is the very
precondition to experience any object at all—it is like
an eye that can see objects in the visual field, but
cannot see itself. In line with this, we distinguish
between the physical correlates [[S]], that allows a
subject, say Wigner, to discriminate between S and
any other system S′ ≠ S, and the physical correlates
associated to the mere capacity to experience any sys-
tem at all, which we refer to as [[IW ]] (see below).
So, here {S} = [[S]] + [[IW ]]. Clearly, [[S]] can be
inferred from S because they both refer to the same
object. In contrast [[IW ]] refers to the mere capacity
to experience from a 1PP, not to any specific system.
In line with Thompson, we assumed [[IW ]] to be fun-



30

damentally inaccessible to Wigner, and thus modeled
it as noise.

Anyways, coming back to our previous discussion
of Fabienne and Wigner, assuming that Wigner plays
the role of a subject and Fabienne that of an ob-
ject allows us to stop the infinite regress. However,
the description is still incomplete because we are ne-
glecting the role of Wigner as object and that of
Fabienne as subject. This brings us to the second
step to escape the infinite regress. We have to im-
plement a reflexive coupling between Fabienne and
Wigner where they play both roles as the subjects
that observe each other from a 1PP, and the objects
being observed by each other from a 3PP. So, while
embodiment implements a kind of circular relation-
alism between observers-as-object and experimental
system, reflexivity implements a kind of circular re-
lationalism between between subject and object, be-
tween the 1PP and the 3PP. We could summarize this
by saying that every experience has a physical corre-
late and that every physical phenomenon is an expe-
rience for someone—this does not imply that rocks
have experiences, but that rocks are rocks for some-
one who experience them as such. This is analogous
to what is sometimes referred to in the literature as
“subject-object non-duality” [10, 41]—i.e., the inter-
dependence between subject and object.

The prospects of a science that depends on the ob-
server may be seen as something negative. However,
we believe this possibility could also be seen in a
positive light. To begin, if taking explicit account
of the observer can entail the formalism of quan-
tum theory, as our results suggest, this means that
an observer-dependent science does not have to vio-
late current scientific knowledge. It would only vio-
late our assumption that we have the special status
of understanding the world from a disembodied per-
spective, independent of our capacity to experience
it, as if we were not part of the world. Indeed, we
might learn something useful by rigorously investi-
gating whether indeed we have this special status in
the same way that our understanding of the universe
advanced when we doubted our special status of be-
ing at the center of it.

Furthermore, the prospects of an observer-
dependent science suggest a potential relationship be-
tween quantum physics and the areas of science that
rigorously investigate observers, such as cognitive sci-
ence and neurophenomenology. In particular, if the
quantum formalism—the foundation on which the
skyscraper of science stands—already integrates sub-
ject and object, the 1PP and the 3PP, the question of
how subjective experience “emerges” out of physics
might become more tractable. What would emerge
is not experience as such but increasingly complex
contents of experience. This would parallel the emer-
gence of increasingly complex physical phenomena
from the “basic constituents of matter.” Importantly,

this also suggests new kinds of experiments, where the
objective and subjective aspects of the observer can
be part of the experimental setup. For instance, rig-
orous mind training techniques may allow scientists
to directly experience, from a 1PP, the relational na-
ture of the world. There have been reports about this
even before the advent of science as we know it. We
will discuss this and other potential links between our
work and the philosophy of mind elsewhere.

Data availability: Data sharing not applicable to
this article as no datasets were generated or analysed
during the current study.
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Appendix A: Particle in an electromagnetic field
via real non-negative kernels

Here we discuss the case of a quantum particle in
a classical electromagnetic field, which is associated
to a complex (and so non-stoquastic) Hamiltonian
operator. We show that this can also be written in
terms of non-negative real kernels. This adds further
evidence that the non-negativity of the factors in our
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approach does not necessarily restrict it to stoquastic
Hamiltonians.

The Schrödinger equation of a particle of charge e
interacting with an electromagnetic field can be writ-
ten as

ih̵
∂ψ(x, t)

∂t
= − h̵2

2m
(∇− i e

h̵c
A)

2

ψ(x, t)

+ eV (x, t)ψ(x, t),
(A1)

where x denotes the position vector in three dimen-
sional space, while V and A denote the scalar and
vector fields respectively. Notice that the Hamilto-
nian associated to Eq. (A1) now contains an imagi-
nary part given by the terms linear in A arising from
the expansion of (∇− ieA/h̵c)2ψ(x, t).

We will show in a series of three theorems and a
corollary that Eq. (A1) can be written as a pair of
equations analogous to Eqs. (48) and (49) in the main
text with a non-negative real kernel. As we discussed
in the main text, these pair of equations are equiva-
lent to von Neumann equation.

In the first theorem and corollary, we show that
Eq. (A1) and the corresponding von Neumann equa-
tion can be written in terms of convolutions with a
complex-valued kernel C ∝ e−εH̃EM /h̵, where H̃EM is
a complex-valued Hamiltonian-like function. After-
wards, in the second theorem, we show that C can
be replaced by a real-valued kernel W ∝ e−εQEM /h̵

in the limit when ε → 0. However, QEM depends
on h̵, unlike the Hamiltonian-like function in Eq. (1)
in the main text, which is independent of h̵. In the
last theorem we show that in the limit ε → 0 it is
possible to replace W by another real-valued kernel
K ∝ e−εHEM /h̵, where HEM is independent of h̵. In
this way we show that the von Neumann equation
associated to Eq. (A1) can be written as a pair of
real-valued matrix equations, like Eqs. (48) and (49)
in the main text, in terms of K, which is real-valued

and non-negative.
We begin by showing that Eq. (A1) can be writ-

ten in terms of a convolution with a complex-valued
kernel in the following

Theorem 1. The Schrödinger equation for a charged
particle in an electromagnetic field, Eq. (A1), is
equivalent to

ε
∂ψ

∂t
= i[C ∗ ψ − ψ], (A2)

in the limit ε→ 0. Here

[C ∗ ψ](x) = ∫ C(x − x′)ψ(x′)d3x (A3)

denotes the convolution between the wave function ψ
and the kernel

C(x,x′) = 1

ZEM
exp [− ε

h̵
H̃EM(x,x′)], (A4)

where

H̃EM(x,x′) =m
2

(x − x′

ε
)

2

+ V (x + x′

2
, t)

− ie
c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t) ,

(A5)

and ZEM = (2πh̵ε/m)3/2 is a normalization constant.

Proof. We have to show that Eq. (A2) is equivalent
to Eq. (A1) in the limit ε → 0. To do so, notice that
the Gaussian factor in the complex kernel C defined
in Eq. (A4) associated to the kinetic term in Eq. (A5)
has a variance proportional to ε, which allows us to
expand the other factors in the integral in Eq. (A3)
around x up to second order in ∣x−x′∣ or to first order
in ε, since ε → 0. More precisely, by introducing the
variable u = x − x′, so (x + x′)/2 = x − u/2 as well as
x′ = x − u, we can write

[C ∗ ψ](x, t) = ⟨f(x,u, t) [ψ(x, t) − u ⋅ ∇ψ(x, t) + 1

2
u ⋅Hψ(x, t) ⋅ u]⟩

u
+O(ε2), (A6)

where

⟨⋯⟩u = 1

∣ZEM ∣ ∫ exp(−mu2

2h̵ε
)(⋯), (A7)

denotes the Gaussian average associated to the ki-

netic term in Eq. (A5), Hψ stands for the Hessian or
matrix of second derivatives of ψ. Furthermore, the
function
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f(x,u, t) = exp [− ε
h̵
V (x − u/2, t) + i εe

h̵c

u

ε
⋅A (x − u/2, t)]

= 1 − ε

h̵
V (x, t) + i e

h̵c
u ⋅A(x, t) − i e

2h̵c
u ⋅ ∇A(x, t) ⋅ u − 1

2
[ e
h̵c

u ⋅A(x, t)]
2

+O(ε2, ε∣u∣, ∣u∣3),
(A8)

gathers all the interaction terms in C, i.e., those con-
taining V and A, but not the kinetic term. The ex-
pansion in the right hand side of Eq. (A8) contains
only those terms that give contribution up to first or-
der in ε in the convolution C ∗ψ, since the remaining
terms vanish in the limit ε→ 0.

Taking into account that the first two moments of
u are

⟨uj⟩u = 0, (A9)

⟨ujuk⟩u = δjkh̵ε/m, (A10)

where ⟨⋯⟩u refers to the average taken with the Gaus-
sian exp(−mu2/2h̵ε)/ZEM (see Eq. (A7)), and that
terms containing ε∣u∣ and ∣u∣3 or higher can be ne-
glected, the Gaussian average in Eq. (A6) yields

[C ∗ ψ](x, t) = (1 − ε

h̵
V )ψ + h̵ε

2m
∇2ψ − i eε

mc
A ⋅ ∇ψ − i eε

2mc
∇ ⋅Aψ − e2ε

2h̵mc2
A2ψ (A11)

Furthermore, taking into account that

(∇− i e
h̵c

A)
2

ψ =∇2ψ − ( e
h̵c

)
2

A2ψ−

i
e

h̵c
[2A ⋅ ∇ψ + (∇ ⋅A)ψ] ,

(A12)

we can replace the last four terms in the right hand

side of Eq. (A11) by (h̵ε/2m) (∇− i e
h̵c

A)2
ψ. So,

Eq. (A11) becomes

[C ∗ ψ](x, t) = ψ(x, t) + ε

h̵
[ h̵

2

2m
(∇− i e

h̵c
A)

2

ψ(x, t) − V (x, t)ψ(x, t)] +O(ε2). (A13)

Finally, introducing Eq. (A13) into Eq. (A2), mul-
tiplying by ih̵/ε, and taking the limit ε → 0 yields
Eq. (A1) as we wanted to prove.

We now use this result to prove that the von Neu-
mann equation of a charged particle in an electromag-
netic field can be written in the usual way, replacing
the Hamiltonian operator by the complex-valued ker-
nel above. We do this in the following

Corollary 1. The von Neumann equation of a charged
particle in an electromagnetic field can be written as

∂ρ

∂t
= i
ε
(C ∗ ρ − ρ ∗ C) ≡ i

ε
[C, ρ], (A14)

where C is given in Eq. (A4).

Proof. For simplicity, we show this corollary for a
pure density matrix ρ(x,x′, t) = ψ(x, t)ψ∗(x′, t). The
extension to more general density matrices is straight-
forward. Taking the time derivative of this density
matrix yields

∂ρ(x,x′, t)
∂t

= ∂ψ(x, t)
∂t

ψ∗(x′, t) + ψ(x, t)∂ψ
∗(x′, t)
∂t

;

(A15)
now, replacing the time derivatives of the wave func-
tion ψ and its conjugate ψ∗ in Eq. (A15), respectively,
by the right hand side of Eq. (A2) and its conjugate
we obtain

∂ρ

∂t
= i
ε
(C ∗ ρ − ρ) − i

ε
(C ∗ ρ − ρ) . (A16)

Clearly, the terms ρ in the right hand side cancel out,
which yields Eq. (A14) as we wanted to prove.
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We now show that the von Neumann equation
above can be written as a pair of real matrix equa-
tions like Eqs. (48) and (49) in the main text. We do
this in the following

Theorem 2. Equation (A14), which is equivalent to
the von Neumann equation for a charged particle in
an electromagnetic field, is equivalent to the following
pair of real equations (cf. Eqs. (48) and (49) in the
main text):

∂P

∂t
= −1

ε
[Ws, P

T ] + 1

ε
[Wa, P ], (A17)

∂PT

∂t
= 1

ε
[Ws, P ] + 1

ε
[Wa, P

T ], (A18)

where

Ws(x,x′) = 1

2
[W(x,x′) +W(x′,x)] , (A19)

Wa(x,x′) = 1

2
[W(x,x′) −W(x′,x)] , (A20)

are the symmetric and antisymmetric parts of a real
kernel

W(x,x′) = 1

ZEM
exp [− ε

h̵
QEM(x,x′)]. (A21)

Here

QEM(x,x′) =m(x − x′)2

2ε2
+ V (x + x′

2
, t)

+ e
c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t)

+ ε

h̵
[e
c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t)]

2

.

(A22)

Proof. Equation (A14) has the same form of von Neu-
mann equation in the main text (see Eq. (20)). Fur-
thermore, by separating its real and imaginary parts,
the kernel C defined in Eq. (A4) can be written as

C = W̃s + W̃a/i, where

W̃s(x,x′) = 1

ZEM
e−εH

0
(x,x′)/h̵ cos(z), (A23)

W̃a(x,x′) = − 1

ZEM
e−εH

0
(x,x′)/h̵ sin(z). (A24)

Here

H0(x,x′) = m
2

(x − x′)2

ε2
+ V (x + x′

2
, t) (A25)

and

z = ε

h̵

e

c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t) . (A26)

The expressions W̃s and W̃a defined in Eqs. (A23)
and (A24) are clearly symmetric and antisymmet-
ric, respectively, under an exchange of x and x′ since

cos(−z) = cos z and sin(−z) = − sin z, where z is given

by Eq. (A26). So, W̃s and W̃a can be considered the
symmetric and antisymmetric parts of a kernel

W̃(x,x′) = W̃s + W̃a

= 1
ZEM

e−εH
0
(x,x′)/h̵[cos z − sin z],

(A27)

Due to the very sharp Gaussian factor (since ε→ 0),
we can expand the sine and cosine functions up to
second order in their argument since the rest gives
contributions of order higher than ε. Now, up to sec-
ond order we have

cos z − sin z = exp(−z − z2) +O(z3)

= 1 − z − z
2

2
+O(z3),

(A28)

So, we can safely replace cos z − sin z by exp(−z − z2)
in Eq. (A27). That is, we can replace W̃ by the kernel

W(x,x′) = 1
ZEM

e−εH
0
(x,x′)/h̵−z−z2

. (A29)

Replacing z in this equation by the right hand side
of Eq. (A26) we obtain Eq. (A21) as we wanted to
prove.

However, the function QEM defined in Eq. (A22)
is not a standard Hamiltonian-like function. Indeed,
the last term in the right hand side of Eq. (A22) is
proportional to 1/h̵. However, it is possible to replace
QEM by a proper Hamiltonian-like function that does
not depend on h̵ according to the following

Theorem 3. In the limit ε → 0, the kernel W defined
in Eq. (A21) can be replaced by the kernel

K(x,x′) = 1

ZEM
exp [− ε

h̵
HEM(x,x′)] (A30)

where the Hamiltonian-like function (with no tilde)
is given by

HEM(x,x′) = m
2

(x − x′

ε
)

2

+ V (x + x′

2
, t)

+ e
c
(x − x′

ε
) ⋅A(x + x′

2
, t)

+ e2

mc2
[A(x + x′

2
, t)]

2

(A31)

Proof. The only difference between QEM andHEM is
the last terms in the right hand side of Eqs. (A22) and
(A31), respectively. So, it is convenient to single out
these terms in the convolutionsW ∗ψ and K∗ψ. Let
us start with the convolutionW∗ψ. Using Eqs. (A21)
and (A22) we can write

[W ∗ ψ](x) = ⟨g(x,u)e−z
2

⟩
u

(A32)
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where we have introduced the change of variables
u = x − x′, so that (x + x′)/2 = x − u/2. Here z is
given in Eq. (A26) and ⟨⋯⟩u denotes the Gaussian
average associated to the kinetic term in Eq. (A22)
(see Eq. (A7)). Furthermore,

g(x,u) = e−εV (x−u/2)/h̵+eu⋅A(x−u/2,t)/ch̵ψ(x − u),
(A33)

denotes the remaining terms in the convolutionW∗ψ.

We can expand e−z
2 = 1−z2+O(z4) in Eq. (A32) up to

first order in z2 since terms O(z4) give contributions
of O(ε2). So,

[W∗ψ](x) = ⟨g(x,u)⟩u−g(x,x) ⟨z
2⟩

u
+O(ε2) (A34)

where

⟨z2⟩
u
= ( e

h̵c
)

2

⟨[u ⋅A(x − u

2
, t)]

2

⟩
u

= ( e
h̵c

)
2

⟨u2⟩
u
⋅ [A (x, t)]2 +O(ε2)

= ε

h̵

e2

mc2
[A(x, t)]2 +O(ε2).

(A35)

Furthermore, we have done A(x − u/2, t) = A(x, t) +
O(∣u∣) in Eq. (A35) and g(x,u) = g(x,x)+O(∣u∣, ε) in
Eq. (A34), respectively, because A(x, t) and g(x,x)
are the only terms that contribute to first order in ε
since ⟨u2⟩

u
is already O(ε) (see Eqs. (A9) and (A10))

Now, proceeding similarly with the convolution K∗
ψ we have

[K ∗ ψ](x) = ⟨g(x,u)e−y⟩u (A36)

where g(x,u) is defined in Eq. (A33) and

y = εe2

h̵mc2
[A (x − u/2, t)]2 . (A37)

Notice that y is already of first order in ε. So, we
can neglect the dependency of A on u and do the
expansion

e−y = 1 − εe2

h̵mc2
[A (x, t)]2 +O(ε2, ε∣u∣), (A38)

where we have introduced the explicit value of y in
the right hand side, which is given in Eq. (A37). So,

[K∗ψ](x) = ⟨g(x,u)⟩u−g(x,x)
εe2

mc2h̵
[A (x, t)]2+O(ε2)

(A39)
Finally, introducing Eq. (A35) into Eq. (A34) and
comparing to Eq. (A39) we can see that K ∗ψ =W ∗
ψ +O(ε2), that is K ∗ψ =W ∗ψ in the limit ε→ 0 as
we wanted to prove.

Appendix B: Modeling scientists doing
experiments

Here we discuss two well-known modeling frame-
works in cognitive science, i.e., active inference (Ap-
pendix B 1) and enactive cognition (Appendix B 2),
that are relevant for our purpose. However, we take a
more relational approach than traditionally done in
these two modeling frameworks. Indeed, somewhat
analogous to the relational interpretation of quantum
mechanics (RQM) [12] (see Appendix ??), the mod-
eling of a scientist doing an experiment is done from
the perspective of another scientist.

1. Active inference: world as a generative
process, scientists as generative models

Here we briefly discuss some aspects of active in-
ference in the framework of a scientist carrying out
an experiment. Although we present some technical
details for the reader that may not be familiar with it,
our main purpose is to highlight the main underlying
concepts. In active inference the external world—
an experimental system in this case—is considered
as a generative process, while the organism—here a
scientist—perceiving, interacting with, and learning
about such an external world is considered as (or to
have) a generative model (see Fig. 9; cf. Fig. 2 in
Ref. [42] and Figs. 1 and 2 in Ref. [15]). We dis-
cuss these in the next subsections, closely following
Ref. [15].

a. Experimental systems as generative processes

Following active inference, the scientist’s (con-
trolled) environment, i.e. the experimental system,
is considered hidden to her; she can only indirectly
access it by the data it generates in her sensorium
via her observations. In Fig. 9A we represent the en-
vironment by a Bayesian network enclosed within a
solid rounded rectangle, which depends on the actions
of the organism (external arrow pointing towards the
solid rounded rectangle; cf. Fig. 2 in Ref. [42]; see
Sec. 2.1 in Ref. [15]). Accordingly, the state of the
environment at time step ` is described by hidden
variables s′` (top dark magenta circles) which can gen-
erate an observation x` (center blue and red circles)
with a probability Ω`(x`∣s′`) (blue arrows pointing
downwards).

The environment dynamics is specified by the tran-
sition probability Θ`(s′`+1∣s′`, a`) that the environ-
ment is in state s′`+1 at time step ` + 1, given that
at the previous time step its state was s′` and the
scientist performed action a`, e.g., by moving some
knobs. The dynamical dependency between hidden
variables is represented in Fig. 9A by the top horizon-
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FIG. 9: Active inference: (A) Graphical model characterizing active inference (cf. Figs. 1 and 2 in Ref. [42] as well as
Figs. 2 and 3 in Ref. [15]). The upper graphical model enclosed within a solid line is the generative process associated
to the external system. The only accessible information about this generative process is the data it generates on the
observer’s sensors. The lower graphical model enclosed within a dashed line is the generative model the observer has
about the external world. (B) When the scientist performs the required actions to consistently transform the variable
position xprep into the same initial position x0, she effectively removes all causal dependencies before the start of the
experiment at time step ` = 0. This could be interpreted as a form of causal intervention on the system. We denote
this here as do[x = x0].

tal dark magenta arrows. The dependency of these
dynamics on the scientist’s actions is represented by
the black arrow external to the solid rounded rect-
angle and pointing towards it. This is to emphasize
that the scientist can select a whole sequence of ac-
tions according to a behavioral policy [15, 42], π, as
discussed in the next subsection.

To keep the discussion at the minimal level of com-
plexity required to illustrate the relevant concepts for
our purpose, we focus here only on three time steps,
` = −1,0,1 (see Fig. 9A). However, each transition
from a time step ` to the next `+1 can be partitioned
into as many time steps as desired [15].

b. Scientists as generative models

Following active inference, the scientist is consid-
ered to be, or to have physically encoded in her neu-
ral system and perhaps body, a generative model
of her (controlled) environment, i.e. of the experi-
mental system. This generative model is represented

in Fig. 9A by a Bayesian network within a dashed
rounded rectangle, which mirrors the Bayesian net-
work representing the environment. The generative
model is defined as a joint probability distribution
over observations x` (middle blue and red circles), in-
ternal “copies” s` of the environment’s hidden states
s′` (bottom green circles), which are encoded in the
scientist’s neural system or body, and behavioral poli-
cies π (black node external to the solid rounded
square). The latter could be specified, for instance,
by a sequence of control states u` (see Sec. 2.2 in
Ref. [15]), i.e. π = (u−1, u0, u1), which denote a sub-
jective abstraction of an action, such as a neuronal
command to execute a specific action in the envi-
ronment [15]. In Ref. [15] a one-to-one mapping is
assumed between a selected control state u` and ex-
ecuted action a` in each time step `.

The generative model is represented in Fig. 9A by a
Bayesian network within a dashed rounded rectangle,
which mirrors the Bayesian network representing the
environment. It can be written as [15] (see Eq. (2.4)
therein)

Pgen(x, s, π) = ppol(π)p−1(s−1)
1

∏
`=0

Pobs
` (x`∣s`)Pdyn

` (s`∣s`−1, π), (B1)

where x = (x−1, x0, x1) and s = (s−1, s0, s1). Here
Pdyn (bottom horizontal green arrows in Fig. 9A)

specifies the scientist’s model of the environment’s
hidden dynamics, which can be affected by the ac-
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tions the scientist performs according to the behav-
ioral policy π. Furthermore, Pobs

` (bottom purple ar-
rows pointing upwards in Fig. 9A) specifies the model
of how hidden states of the environment generate ob-
servations. Finally, p−1 and ppol are priors over the
initial state of the environment and the policy, re-
spectively.

Now, when carrying out an experiment a scientist
first prepares the state of the experimental system at
the start of the experiment, i.e., at time step ` = 0.
Say the experimental system is a particle in a piece-
wise linear potential (see Fig. 2A in the main text).
This could be done, for instance, by performing a
measurement at a previous time step, ` = −1, say of
the position of the particle x−1 = xprep as displayed in
a reading device—this would correspond to the first
time step in Fig. 9A. Afterwards, the scientist can
act on the system to consistently obtain a desired
observation, x0 = x∗0, at time step ` = 0 when the
experiment starts.

For instance, the scientist can generate some com-
mands that would lunch a mechanism that moves the
particle an amount x∗0 − xprep in such a way that
the scientist consistently observes a given position,
x0 = x∗0, as displayed on a reading device, modulo ex-
perimental error. Different observations xprep at time
step ` = −1 would lead to different actions. The aim
of those actions is precisely that an observation at
time step ` = 0 always yields the same result, x0 = x∗0.
Since the observation at time step ` = 0 yields consis-
tently the same result, this effectively removes the dy-
namical dependencies before this time step, when the
experiment starts. This amounts at a form of causal
intervention. We denote this here as do[x0 = x∗0].

2. Enactivism: dynamical coupling between
scientist and world

Active inference, as briefly described above, still
has a representationalist flavour in that the task of
the scientist is to learn a model, i.e. a representation,
as accurate as possible of the environment’s dynam-
ics, including how her own actions affect it. The envi-
ronment, which is described by the fixed probability
distributions Θ` and Ω` in Sec. B 1 a, is considered
as something externally given. This is reflected in
that the topology of the Bayesian network represent-
ing the scientist mirrors the topology of the Bayesian
network representing the environment. In particular,
the internal and external dynamics (horizontal arrows
in Fig. 9) flow in the same direction.

In contrast, the enactive approach [1, 3, 44] puts a
stronger emphasis on the dynamical coupling between
scientist and environment [3, 43]. The focus is often
on the particular sensor and motor systems of an in-
dividual like, e.g., a human or a robot. However, sci-
entists manage to transcend their own sensorimotor

limitations with the aid of technological devices that
therefore enable them to couple to the world in “more
fundamental” ways. For instance, the kind of manip-
ulations and observations associated to light-matter
interaction experiments are enabled by, e.g., lasers
and electron microscopes. These kinds of couplings
between scientists and world are hardly possible with-
out such technologies. Such technologies are created
by scientists themselves in their quest for lawful reg-
ularities. In this quest scientists have to learn how
to build suitable experimental devices, how to sta-
bilize the experimental system and achieve repeata-
bility, how to obtain a decent measurement precision,
etc. In general, how to achieve reliability—conditions
R1-R3 in Sec. I in the main text. Our work is fo-
cused only on the post-learning stage, so it does not
depend on a specific theory of learning.

From an enactive perspective, we could consider
both the scientist and the environment as physi-
cal systems involved in a circular interaction possi-
bly enabled by technological devices (see Fig. 10; cf.
Fig. 3.5 in Ref. [3]). However, to the best of our
knowledge, the mathematical formalization of enac-
tivism is not as well developed as that of active infer-
ence. Indeed, we are aware of only a couple of rather
recent works [3, 43] that attempt to do that. Here we
briefly discuss some of the main concepts underlying
enactivism, closely following [3] (see Ch. 3 therein;
see also Ref. [43]).

For instance, the (controlled) environment or ex-
perimental system could be described by state vari-
ables s′, e.g., the position of a particle in a piece-wise
linear potential (see Fig. 2A in the main text). Simi-
larly, we could use variables a to represent actions the
scientist perform on the experimental system, e.g. by
moving her hand to turn a knob that puts the particle
in a desired position—these kinds of actions could be
considered effectively as state preparations or causal
interventions. The dynamics of the environment can
then be described by [3]

ds′

dt
= E(s′, a), (B2)

where the function E captures the dependency of the
environment’s current state on its previous state and
the scientist’s previous actions.

The scientist’s sensor activity, here denoted by
variables o, is influenced by the environment via her
observations that stimulate her sensorium. Further-
more, in Refs. [3, 43] the scientist is assumed to have
an internal neural dynamics, here described by vari-
able sN , which modulates the sensors activity. The
scientist’s sensors’ dynamics can then be described by

do

dt
= O(s′, sN), (B3)

where the function O captures the dependency of the
scientist’s sensor dynamics on the state of both the
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FIG. 10: Enactivist framework: (A) Dependency graph of the enactive cognitive model described by Eqs. (B2)-(B6),
as presented in Ref. [3] (see Ch. 3 and Fig. 3.5 therein; see also Ref. [43]). Nodes represent variables. An arrow
indicates that the variable it points to depends on the variable in its tail—in particular, circular arrows indicate
recurrent dependencies. This dependency graph represents a circular interaction: scientist’s actions, a, influence the
environment’s state, s′; environment’s states influence the scientist’s sensor activity, o, via observations; sensor activity
influences neural activity, sN ; neural activity influences motor activity, sM , i.e. outflowing movement-producing signals;
finally, motor activity influences scientist’s actions, which closes the interaction loop. Although, internal neural activity
and environment’s states can influence back, respectively, sensor activity and scientist’s actions—e.g. by changing
body configuration—the global dynamics is clockwise. (B) Simplified dependency graph that only shows the circular
dependency between environment’s states, s′, and scientist’s internal states, s = (sM , sN). An action can prepare a
desired state of the experimental system, e.g., a hand movement to turn a knob that places a particle in a desired
location—in this sense it may be considered as a form of causal intervention. An observation can be mediated via a
reading device, e.g. to determine the final position of the particle (see Fig. 2A in the main text).

environment and the scientist’s internal neural dy-
namics.

The dynamics of neural activity is assumed to de-
pend on sensor activity and on the neural activity
itself, i.e.

dsN
dt

= N (s, sN), (B4)

where the function N captures such dependencies.
Additionally, the scientist’s outflowing movement-
producing signals, or motor activity, denoted here by
sM , is assumed to be influenced by the neural activ-
ity, sN , i.e.

dsM
dt

=M(sN), (B5)

where the function M captures such an influence.
Finally, the interaction loop is closed by assuming

the scientist’s actions, which can be implemented via
body configurations, depend on the current actions
she performs, on her internal motor activity, and on
the state of the environment. So, the scientist’s ac-
tions dynamics can be described as

da

dt
= A(a, sM , s′), (B6)

where the function A captures such dependencies.

Appendix C: Markov processes and
imaginary-time quantum dynamics

Here we first discuss the principle of maximum dy-
namical entropy, or principle of maximum caliber.
This is a general variational principle, similar to the
free energy principle, from which a variety of models
at, near, and far from equilibrium can be derived [16].
We have used this principle in the main text to derive
the form of the stationary distribution over the dy-
namical trajectories characterizing a scientist inter-
acting with an experimental system. We here focus
on chains for simplicity.

Afterwards, we show that the belief propagation
(BP) algorithm, which is exact on chains, can be writ-
ten in a way formally analogous to imaginary-time or
Euclidean quantum dynamics [18]. More precisely,
BP messages play the role of imaginary-time wave
functions and the continuous-time limit of the BP it-
eration corresponds to the imaginary-time version of
Schrödinger equation. However, in this case the BP
messages on the leaves of the chain, which initiate the
BP iteration, can always be chosen constant.

We then discuss the case of cycles which is more in-
teresting. Indeed, the BP algorithm is not guaranteed
to be exact anymore [19]. However, we can choose ini-
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tial and final conditions for the probability marginals
to effectively turn the cycle into a chain. This yield
the formal analogue of the general imaginary-time
quantum dynamics considered in Ref. [18].

1. Principle of maximum caliber and factor
graphs

The principle of maximum entropy [45] to derive
some common equilibrium probability distributions
in statistical physics can be extended to the so-
called principle of maximum caliber to deal with non-
equilibrium distributions on trajectories [16]. In par-
ticular Markov chains and Markov processes can be
derived from the principle of maximum caliber (see
e.g. Sec. IX B in Ref. [16]). We introduce this princi-
ple here with an example relevant for our discussion.

Consider a probability distribution Pch(x1, . . . , xn)
on (discretized) paths (x1, . . . , xn), where x` refers to
the position at time t = `ε. Here we will consider the
case of an open chain. Assume that we only have
information about the average energy on the (dis-
cretized) paths given by

Hav[Pch] = ⟨ 1

T

n−1

∑
`=0

H`(x`+1, x`)ε⟩
Pch

, (C1)

where T = nε is the total time duration of the path,
and H` is the “energy” or Hamiltonian-like function
at time step `. Here

⟨f⟩P = ∫ P(x0, . . . , xn)f(x0, . . . , xn)
n−1

∏
`=0

dx`, (C2)

denotes the average value of a generic function f of
a path, with respect to a generic path probability
distribution P. For convenience, here we are using
integrals instead of sums, as in the main text. How-
ever, our analysis is valid for discrete variables too by
changing these integrals by sums, ∫ → ∑.

The principle of maximum caliber tells us that
among all possible probability distributions we should
choose the one that both maximizes the entropy

S[Pch] = − ⟨lnPch(x0, . . . , xn)⟩Pch
, (C3)

and is consistent with the information we have, i.e.
Hav[Pch] = Eav, where Eav is the fixed value of
the average energy. Introducing a Lagrange mul-
tiplier λ to enforce the constraint on the average
energy, the constrained maximization of S[Pch] be-
comes equivalent to the maximization of the La-
grangian S[Pch] − λHav[Pch]. The solution to this
problem is the distribution

Pch(x0, . . . , xn) =
1

Z exp [− λ
T

n−1

∑
`=0

H`(x`+1, x`)ε] ,

(C4)
where Z is the normalization factor.

Notice that Pch in Eq. (C4) can be written as a
product of factors

Pch(x0, . . . , xn) =
1

Z

n−1

∏
`=0

F`(x`+1, x`). (C5)

Without loss of generality, we can choose the factors
as

F`(x`+1, x`) =
1

∣A∣ exp [− λ
T
H`(x`+1, x`)ε] , (C6)

with ∣A∣ =
√

2πTε/mλ, so Z = Z/∣A∣n in Eq. (C5).

2. Quantum-like formulation of stochastic
processes via the cavity method

a. Cavity messages as imaginary-time wave functions

Here we show how the belief propagation algorithm
obtained via the cavity method [20] (ch. 14) can
be formally written in terms of the imaginary-time
Schrödinger equation and its conjugate. First, notice
that by marginalizing the probability distribution de-
fined in Eq. (C5) over all variables except x` and x`+1

we obtain

P`(x`+1, x`) = 1

Z
F`(x`+1, x`)Z→`(x`)Z`+1←(x`+1), (C7)

p`(x`) = ∑
x`+1

P`(x`+1, x`) =
1

Z
Z→`(x`)Z`←(x`), (C8)

where the partial partition functions Z→`(x`) and
Z`←(x`) of the original factor graph are given by the

partition functions of the modified factor graphs that
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FIG. 11: Cavity method. (A) Factor graph with the topology of a chain (see Eq. (C5)). (B) Graphical expression
for the pairwise marginal P`(x`+1, x`) (see Eq. (C7)); the partial partition functions Z→`(x`) (blue; see Eq. (C9))
and Z`+1←(x`+1) (red; see Eq. (C10)) correspond to the sum over all variables on the cavity graphs inside the dashed
rectangles, except for x` and x`+1 which are clamped to be able to recover the whole graphical model by multiplying
for F`(x`+1, x`). (C) The partial partition function Z→`+1(x`+1) (red) can be recursively computed by multiplying the
partial function Z→`(x`) and the factor F`(x`+1, x`) and tracing over x` (see Eq. (C11)). This is the content of the
belief propagation algorithm [20] specified by Eqs. (C11) and (C12).

contain all factors F`′ to the left (i.e. `′ < `) and to
the right (i.e. `′ ≥ `) of variable x`, respectively; i.e.
(see Fig. 11A,B; cf. Eq. (14.2) in Ref. [20]).

Z→`(x`) = ∫
`−1

∏
`′=0

F`′(x`′+1, x`′)dx`′ , (C9)

Z`←(x`) = ∫
n−1

∏
`′=`

F`′(x`′+1, x`′)dx`′+1. (C10)

Z→`(x`) and Z`←(x`) can be interpreted as informa-
tion that arrives to variable ` from the left and from
the right side of the graph, respectively.

By separating factor F`−1 and F` in Eqs. (C9) and
(C10), respectively, we can write these equations in
a recursive way as (see Fig. 11C; cf. Eq. (14.5) in
Ref. [20])

Z→`(x`) = ∫ F`−1(x`, x`−1)Z→`−1(x`−1)dx`−1,(C11)

Z`←(x`) = ∫ Z`+1←(x`+1)F`(x`+1, x`)dx`+1.(C12)

These recursive equations are usually referred to as
the belief propagation algorithm. Since the partial
partition functions are typically exponentially large,
Eqs. (C11) and (C12) are commonly written in terms
of normalized cavity messages ν→`(x) = Z→`(x)/Z→`
and ν`←(x) = Z`←(x)/Z`←, where Z→` and Z`← are
the corresponding normalization constants. This
choice of normalization has at least two advantages:
(i) it allows us to interpret the messages as proba-
bility distributions and (ii) it keeps the information
traveling from left to right separated from the infor-
mation traveling from right to left.

We will now show that a different choice of normal-
ization, i.e.

µ→`(x) =
Z→`(x)√

Z
, µ`←(x) =

Z`←(x)√
Z

, (C13)

which violates the features (i) and (ii) mentioned
above, allows us to connect the BP equations, i.e.

Eqs. (C11) and (C12), with those of Euclidean quan-
tum mechanics. Indeed, let us write

µ→`(x)µ`←(x) = p`(x), (C14)

µ→`(x)
µ`←(x)

= e2φ`(x), (C15)

where Eq. (C14) comes from Eq. (C8) and Eq. (C15)
is a definition of the “effective field” or “phase”
φ`. Equations (C14) and (C15) imply that we can
parametrize the cavity messages in terms of p` and
φ` as

µ→`(x) =
√
p`(x)eφ`(x), (C16)

µ`←(x) =
√
p`(x)e−φ`(x), (C17)

which are the analogue of a “wave function” in imag-
inary time.

b. Belief propagation as imaginary-time quantum
dynamics

In terms of the messages µ→` and µ`← in Eq. (C13),
the belief propagation equations (C11) and (C12) be-
come

µ→`(x) = ∫ F`−1(x,x′)µ→`−1(x′)dx′, (C18)

µ`←(x) = ∫ µ`+1←(x′)F`(x′, x)dx′, (C19)

where we have done x` = x, x`−1 = x′ in Eq. (C18),
and x`+1 = x′ in Eq. (C19). This contrasts with the
standard formulation in terms of the ν-messages de-
scribed after Eq. (C12), where the messages must be
renormalized at each iteration of the belief propaga-
tion equations (cf. Eq. (14.2) in Ref. [20]). Such iter-
ative renormalization is avoided here because the nor-
malization constant

√
Z is the same for all quantum-

like cavity messages. Equations (C18) and (C19) are
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formally analogous to Eq. (2.16) in Ref. [21] and its
adjoint, respectively, which describe imaginary-time
quantum dynamics.

For concreteness let us consider the energy function

H`(x,x′) =
m

2
(x − x

′

ε
)

2

+ V (x). (C20)

Due to the Gaussian term in the corresponding fac-
tors F` in Eq. (C6), the integrals in Eqs. (C18) and
(C19) can be approximated to first order in ε. In-

deed, since ε→ 0, the real Gaussian factor associated
to the quadratic term in Eq. (C20) is exponentially

small except in the region where ∣x − x′∣ = O(
√
h̵ε/m).

This allow us to estimate the integral to first order in
ε by expanding the µ terms in Eqs. (C18) and (C19)
around x up to second order in x − x′. Consistent
with this approximation to first order in ε, we can
also do exp [−V (x)ε/h̵] = 1 − V (x)ε/h̵ +O(ε2) in fac-
tors F`. In this way we get the equations

µ→`(x) = µ`−1(x) −
λε

T
V`(x)µ→`(x) +

Tε

2mλ

∂2µ→`(x)
∂x2

+O(ε2), (C21)

µ`←(x) = µ`+1←(x) −
λε

T
V`(x)µ`←(x) +

Tε

2mλ

∂2µ`←(x)
∂x2

+O(ε2). (C22)

Now, to get the continuous-time limit, let
µ→(x, `ε) = µ→`(x) and µ←(x, `ε) = µ`←(x), and ex-
pand µ→(x, t − ε) = µ→(x, t) − εµ̇→(x, t) as well as

µ←(x, t + ε) = µ← + εµ̇←(x, t), where t = `ε and the dot
operator stands for time derivative. So, taking ε → 0
we obtain

−T
λ

∂µ→(x, t)
∂t

= − T 2

2mλ2

∂2µ→(x, t)
∂x2

+ V (x, t)µ→(x, t), (C23)

T

λ

∂µ←(x, t)
∂t

= − T 2

2mλ2

∂2µ←(x, t)
∂x2

+ V (x, t)µ←(x, t), (C24)

which yields precisely the imaginary-time
Schrödinger equation and its adjoint, with Γ = T /λ
playing the role of Planck constant h̵. Indeed,
Eqs. (C23) and (C24) are formally analogous to Eqs.
(2.1) and (2.17) in Ref. [18]; the analogous of θ and
θ∗ therein are here µ← and µ→, respectively (but see
Appendix C 3).

3. Euclidean quantum mechanics: From linear
chains to cycles

Although Eqs. (C23) and (C24) look like
imaginary-time quantum dynamics, things are not
so interesting for chains. Indeed, the messages µ→0

and µn←, which correspond to the leaves of the chain
and serve as the initial conditions for Eqs. (C18) and
(C19), can always be chosen constant. The reason
is that there are no factors before F0 nor after Fn
The reason. In contrast, imaginary-time quantum
dynamics involve more interesting initial and final
conditions. Indeed, besides Eqs. (C23) and (C24),

the imaginary-time quantum dynamics described in
Ref. [18] is characterized by general initial and final
conditions (see Eq. (2.14) therein).

We now show that, even though the BP algorithm
is not exact on cycles [19], the dynamics can still
be naturally formulated in terms of imaginary-time
quantum dynamics. Assume that we know the initial
and final single-variable marginals, p0 and pn. Con-
ditioning on the initial and final variables turns the
cycle into two chains (see Fig. 3 B): an “external”
chain going from time step 0 to time step n (pur-
ple) and an “internal” chain going from time step n
to time step k = 2n (green). So, BP can become
exact again on each chain, as long as the messages
are consistent with the initial and final conditions.
We will see that if the “external” dynamics are given
by the probability matrix P ext

0 then the “internal”
dynamics are given by the transposed matrix, i.e.,

P int
` = [P ext

` ]T . For generic initial and final condi-

tions, we have that P ext
0 and P ext

n are not necessarily
symmetric and can be given by “pure states”, yet still
satisfy an imaginary-time quantum dynamics. So,
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the results presented in the main text can in princi-
ple be extended to general probability matrices.

Indeed, we can formulate the dynamics on the “ex-
ternal” chain in terms of messages µ→` and µ`← satis-
fying Eqs. (C18) and (C19) as well as the initial and
final conditions (cf. Eq. (2.14) in Ref. [18])

p0(x) = µ→0(x)µ0←(x)

= µ→0(x)∫ µn←(x′)F̃0(x′, x)dx′, (C25)

pn(x) = µ→n(x)µn←(x)

= [∫ F̃0(x,x′)µ→0(x′)dx′]µn←(x),(C26)

where F̃0 = Fn−1⋯F0. In the continuous-time limit,
this yields the formal analogue of the imaginary-time
quantum dynamics presented in Ref. [18].

We can also formulate the dynamics of the “inter-
nal” chain, which goes from time step n to time step
k = 2n, in an analogous way. It is convenient to use
k − `, with ` = 0, . . . , n − 1, as time step index. The
dynamics of the messages ν→k−` and νk−`← for the
“internal” chain satisfy

ν→k−`(x) = ∫ Fk−`−1(x,x′)ν→k−`−1(x′)dx′,(C27)

νk−`←(x) = ∫ νk−`+1←(x′)Fk−`(x′, x)dx′, (C28)

which are analogous to Eqs. (C19) and (C18). Fur-
thermore, the ν-messages must satisfy the boundary
conditions

pn(x) = ν→n(x)νn←(x)

= ν→n(x)∫ νk←(x′)F̃n(x′, x)dx′, (C29)

pk(x) = ν→k(x)νk←(x)

= [∫ F̃n(x,x′)ν→n(x′)dx′]νk←(x),(C30)

which are analogous to Eqs. (C25) and (C26). Here

F̃n = Fk−1⋯Fn and pk = p0 as they refer to the same
variable, x0.

Now, taking into account that Fk−`−1 = FT` (see
Eqs. (41) and (68) in the main text), Eqs. (C27) and
(C28) become

ν→k−`(x) = ∫ FT` (x,x′)ν→k−`−1(x′)dx′, (C31)

= ∫ ν→k−`−1(x′)F`(x′, x)dx′

νk−`←(x) = ∫ νk−`+1←(x′)FT`−1(x′, x)dx′,(C32)

= ∫ F`−1(x,x′)νk−`+1←(x′)dx′.

Equations (C31) and (C32) are equivalent to
Eqs. (C19) and (C18), respectively. We can see this
by doing (notice that arrows point in opposite direc-
tions)

ν→k−` = µ`←, (C33)

νk−`← = µ→`. (C34)

So, every solution to the “external” chain
dynamics—characterized by a probability ma-
trix P ext

` (x,x′) = µ→`(x)µ`←(x′)—yields, through
Eqs. (C33) and (C34), a solution to the “internal”
chain dynamics—characterized by a probability ma-
trix P int

k−`(x,x′) = ν→k−`(x)νk−`←(x′) = P ext
` (x′, x).

Using matrix notation, P int
k`

= [P ext
` ]T is given by

the transpose of P ext
` . In particular, P int

k = [P ext
0 ]T

and P int
n = [P ext

n ]T . So, both solutions satisfy the
corresponding boundary conditions since p0(x) =
P ext

0 (x,x) = P int
k (x,x) and pn(x) = P ext

n (x,x) =
P int
n (x,x).
There are proofs of existence and uniqueness of the

positive solutions of Eqs. (C18) and (C19) with the
boundary conditions in Eqs. (C25) and (C26), for p0

and pn without zeros, with various degrees of gener-
ality (see, e.g., Refs. [18, 21] and references therein).
Clearly, the same applies to Eqs (C27) and (C28) with
the boundary conditions in Eqs. (C29) and (C30). In
particular, they hold for the Hamiltonian in Eq. (13)
in the main text.

Appendix D: Hamiltonians with positive
off-diagonal entries

Here we discuss the example of an infinite-
dimensional quantum system described by factors
with non-negative entries which, after truncation to
its first two energy levels, turns into an effective sys-
tem described by factors with negative off-diagonal
entries. The latter is known as a two-level atom
interacting with a coherent radiation field [29] (see
Sec. 15.3 therein).

Indeed, consider the Hamiltonian of an atom mod-
eled as an electron, described by the momentum oper-
ator ih̵∇x, moving in a potential field V (x) produced
by the nucleus,

H0 = −
h̵2

2m
∇2

x + V (x) =
∞

∑
n=0

En ∣n⟩ ⟨n∣ . (D1)

In the second equality we have expanded the Hamil-
tonian in terms of its eigenvalues En and its eigen-
vectors ∣n⟩, where n is an integer, n ≥ 0.

Now consider a perturbation

U(x, t) = ex ⋅E(t) = ex ⋅E0 cos(ωt), (D2)

so the perturbed Hamiltonian becomes H =H0 +U .
Notice that the full Hamiltonian operator, H, can be
derived via a path integral with Lagrangian

L = m
2

ẋ2 − V (x) −U(x, t). (D3)

We can also derive H via a real non-negative factors
or kernels (cf. Eq. (5))

Kε(x′,x) = e−εH(x′,x)/h̵ ≥ 0, (D4)
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where

H(x′,x) = m
2

(x′ − x

ε
)

2

+ V ( ∣x′ + x∣
2

) +U(t). (D5)

We will now see that, after a standard truncation
of the full Hamiltonian H = H0 + U (see Eqs. (D1)
and (D2)) into an effective two-level system, we lose
the equivalence with the positive kernel given by
Eqs. (D4) and (D5). Indeed, in the derivation of the
Hamiltonian of a two-level atom it is usually assumed
that the perturbation defined in Eq. (D2) is near res-
onance with two relevant energy levels of the Hamil-
tonian H0, say E0 and E1, i.e. ∣ω − ω0∣ ⋘ ω0, where
h̵ω0 = E1 −E0. In this case, it is usually assumed that
only the dynamics of these two energy levels matter.
So, we can write

H =E0 ∣0⟩ ⟨0∣ +E1 ∣1⟩ ⟨1∣ +U01 (∣0⟩ ⟨1∣ + ∣1⟩ ⟨0∣)
+HR,

(D6)

where the first three terms in the right hand side of
Eq. (D6) correspond to the transitions taking place
within the subspace spanned by {∣0⟩ , ∣1⟩}, and

HR =
∞

∑
n=2

En ∣n⟩ ⟨n∣

+
∞

∑
m=0

∞

∑
n>m,n≠0,1

(Umn ∣m⟩ ⟨n∣ +Unm ∣n⟩ ⟨m∣) ,

(D7)

collects all the remaining transitions. Here we have
written

Umn = U∗
nm = ⟨m∣U(t) ∣n⟩ , (D8)

for m,n integers, m,n ≥ 0. For the sake of illus-
tration, we are restricting here to the case where

U01 = U∗
01 can be chosen to be real and U00 = U11 =

0 [29] (see Sec. 15.3 therein); this explains the form
of Eq. (D6).

At this point it is argued that we can neglect HR
since the system is near resonance. This yields the
effective two-level Hamiltonian

Heff = E1I(01) − h̵ω0

2
σ
(01)
Z +D cos(ωt)σ01

X , (D9)

where E = (E0 +E1)/2, D = ⟨0∣ r ⋅E0 ∣1⟩, and

1I(01) = ∣0⟩ ⟨0∣ + ∣1⟩ ⟨1∣ , (D10)

σ
(01)
X = ∣0⟩ ⟨1∣ + ∣1⟩ ⟨0∣ , (D11)

σ
(01)
Z = ∣0⟩ ⟨0∣ − ∣1⟩ ⟨1∣ . (D12)

If we now try to write this as a real factor

Feff = 1I + εJeff , (D13)

with Jeff = −Heff/h̵, we end up with off-diagonal neg-
ative entries due to the factor cos(ωt) accompanying
σX in Eq. (D9). So, the full Hamiltonian H =H0 +U
in Eq. (D6) can be represented in terms of the real
positive kernel given by Eqs. (D4) and (D5), but the
truncated effective Hamiltonian Heff in Eq. (D9) can-
not. What happened? The full factor F = 1I−εH/h̵ as-
sociated to kernel Kε (see Eqs. (D4) and (D6)), which
has only non-negative entries, can be written as

F =R + Feff . (D14)

So, even though the effective factor Feff in Eq. (D13)
can have negative off-diagonal entries, those would
be “corrected” by the “reference” term R = −εHR/h̵
yielding only positive quantities with a clear proba-
bilistic interpretation.
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