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Abstract

In theories with a diffeomorphism symmetry, such as general relativ-

ity and canonical quantum gravity, it is often proposed that the empirical

content is encoded in relational observables. But how do relational observ-

ables actually make contact with experience? I argue that this question

can only be answered by providing a schematization of the observer which

is appropriate for the context of a diffeomorphism-invariant theory. I sug-

gest that this may require us to move away from a ‘passive awareness’

conception of consciousness towards a more agential conception, because

there is a clear sense in which an embodied agent must experience her-

self as localised at a time. Finally, I consider what this means for the

prospects of using quantum reference frames to address the problem of

time, arguing that the way in which quantum reference frames are stan-

dardly described does not give us adequate resources to model agency,

so some other kind of internal reference frame may be required to fully

explain how we observe relational observables in the quantum context.

1 Introduction

In both general relativity and canonical quantum gravity, there are some pe-
culiarities around the notion of an observable: because of diffeomorphism in-
variance, the kinds of variables that would in a classical context encode the
empirical content are not observable in these theories. An influential approach
to this issue employs relational observables to encode the empirical content.
But despite impressive technical results in this area in recent years, the details
about how these structures can make contact with experience remain somewhat
unclear. So how exactly do we observe relational observables?

Part of the difficulty is that observations culminate in conscious experience,
and therefore telling a complete story about the process of observing a relational
observable may require having something to say about the physical origins of
consciousness, which is notoriously a hard problem. Then of course, when we
try to apply the relational observables approach in the quantum context, we run
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headfirst into the measurement problem. In this article I will try to make some
headway on this difficult issue: I will take as a guiding principle the idea that
consciousness can only supervene on or have access to facts which are physically
real, and I will try to understand what kinds of facts could be suitable to play
this role in the context of a diffeomorphism-invariant theory.

A central part of the difficulty in both GR and quantum gravity is that
relational observables are ‘timeless’ in the sense that they have their values
eternally and atemporally, which leads to a prima facie puzzle about how ob-
servers whose experience arises from relational observables could still experience
themselves as being located at specific times. I will argue that the solution to
this problem may require us to move away from a ‘passive awareness’ concep-
tion of consciousness towards a more agential conception, because there is a
clear sense in which an embodied agent must experience herself as localised at
a single time. Thus I will argue that one way of making sense of experience in
a diffeomorphism-invariant theory might involve postulating that consciousness
supervenes on or has access to complete relational observables within the brain
which represent some kind of deliberative process. I will also argue that in the
quantum gravitational context, it seems likely that the relations on which con-
sciousness supervenes must be modal or nomic rather than spatiotemporal in
character, which further supports an agential conception of consciousness.

Finally, I will consider what this means for the prospects of using quantum
reference frames to address the problem of time in the context of quantum grav-
ity. I will argue that the way in which quantum reference frames are standardly
described does not give us adequate resources to model agency, so if it is true
that conscious experience is necessarily linked to agency, some other kind of in-
ternal reference frame may be required to fully explain how we observe relational
observables in the quantum context.

2 Observables in Diffeomorphism-Invariant The-

ories

Diffeomorphisms are a local symmetry of GR. This means that given any history
which is dynamically possible according to the equations of GR, we can take
that history and apply a local diffeomorphism to the contents of some spacetime
region, yielding another history with the same initial and final conditions which
is also dynamically possible according to the equations of GR. So naively, it
seems as though the theory fails to be deterministic: the initial and/or final
conditions, together with the laws, are not enough to fully determine the history
(Wallace, 2002; Earman, 2002).

Similar difficulties appear in other theories with a local symmetry group,
which are often known as ‘gauge theories.’ The typical way of handling such
difficulties is to restore determinism by simply stipulating that histories related
by a symmetry transformation are physically identical. I will refer to the proce-
dure of identifying symmetry-related histories as the ‘standard interpretation’
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of a gauge theory. In the case of GR, the standard interpretation ensures that
the theory is invariant under diffeomorphisms (Wallace, 2002; Earman, 2002).

This has an important consequence: variables which ‘can be expressed as
local functions of the coordinates ’ (Rovelli and Vidotto, 2022) are clearly not
invariant under diffeomorphisms, and thus the standard interpretation of GR
tells us that such variables are not only unpredictable by the theory, but phys-
ically meaningless. These quantities are not ‘observables’ - and in the context
of a gauge theory, this is understood to mean not merely that such observables
cannot be observed by beings with our particular sensory faculties, but that
they are not physically real at all. As Einstein (1918) himself puts it, ‘the grav-
itational field at a certain place does not correspond to something ‘physically
real,’ but in connection with other data it does ’.

The unreality of variables pertaining to local functions of coordinates in a
diffeomorphism-invariant theory leads to a prima facie puzzle, because at least
näıvely it seems as though much of our ordinary experience of the world in-
volves observing the values of locally defined variables at spacetime points or
in spacetime regions - ‘all we can truly observe is localized – we have no access
to infinity’ (Gary and Giddings, 2007). Yet surely such things cannot feature
in our experience if they are not physically real. So there are two related prob-
lems about diffeomorphism-invariant theories. First, can we recover enough
physically real structure in such theories to be able to formulate classical and
quantum physics, in appropriate regimes? And second, can we understand how
our experience makes contact with the physical world in such theories? I will
refer to the former as the formal problem, and the latter as the experiential
problem. Both problems need to be solved if these theories are to be successful
- the formal problem because empirical adequacy requires that we can recover
classical and quantum physics in some limit, and the experiential problem be-
cause empirical adequacy requires that the theory can properly reproduce the
observations which constitute the evidence for the theory, and those observa-
tions ultimately take the form of experiences. As Healey (2002) puts it, ‘The
evidence for any physical theory is empirical: it consists, ultimately, in the re-
sults of observations and experiments. Whatever physical form these take, they
must give rise to experiences in scientists who perform them if they are to serve
their epistemic purpose.’

To be clear, in emphasizing the experiential problem it is not my intention to
suggest that either experience or consciousness must play any special role in the
relational observables framework, or indeed in quantum mechanics. Quite the
reverse: it has always been true that in order for our theories to have empirical
content, they must be able to tell us how the relevant theoretical structures
can be related to experiences. In the terms used by Curiel (2020) and Stein
(1994), a physical theory which has some claim to apply to our actual world
must include a ‘schematiziation of the observer,’ which ‘identifies the junctions
where meaningful connections can be made between the (theory and experience)
and embodies the possibility of the epistemic warrant we think we construct for
our theories from such contact and connection’ (Curiel, 2020). Without such a
thing, we would have no way to understand how the theory is connected to the
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observations that are supposed to be the evidence for it, so the theory would
not be able to be empirically confirmed by those observations.

Of course, this does not mean that a scientific theory should be expected to
solve the hard problem of consciousness - to connect a theory to the relevant
observations it is usually enough to identify in approximate terms the kinds
of variables which consciousness may supervene on or have access to, without
saying much about consciousness itself. For example, in the classical picture it is
natural to assume that consciousness supervenes on or has access to something
like instantaneous states of the brain, so in that context, we can understand
how the theory is connected to the observations which are the evidence for it if
we are able to imagine some kind of physical mechanism by which the state of
the brain can become correlated with the kinds of facts about external reality
which are supposed to be described by the theory.

The relational observables scenario, then, is not really different in principle
from the ordinary classical case. Its novelty is simply that some of the types
of variables which we might have expected consciousness to supervene on or
have access to in a classical context, such as instantaneous states of the brain
at various times, are not physically real in a diffeomorphism invariant theory,
and thus in order to connect up the theory with the observations we will have
to identify some other class of variables which consciousness could supervene on
or have access to. Thus in the relational observables scenario we may have to
tell a story about observation which is a little different from the one we might
have told in the classical context.

Why does this matter? First of all, it is important from the point of view
of epistemic rationality - if we cannot offer any coherent story about how our
theories are related to the observations which are our evidence for them, then
we cannot claim that our epistemic commitments to such theories are well-
justified. But second, there are a number of unresolved conceptual issues in
modern physics which could could potentially be related to inadequacies in our
understanding of observation or experience. For example, the quantum mea-
surement problem is at least partly about how it is that we come to experience
unique measurement outcomes, and the problem of time is at least partly about
how we come to have temporal experiences. So it is possible that some of our
difficulties in this vicinity arise from misconceptions or false assumptions about
the way in which our conscious experience makes contact with physical reality.
To be clear, I am not suggesting that solving these problems will require us
to treat consciousness as fundamental or nonphysical - I am simply noting that
our understanding of the relation between conscious experience and the physical
world may have some bearing on how we approach these questions. Of course
there is no way to know in advance whether or not this line of enquiry will be
productive, but given the persistence of these problems it seems like a good idea
to critically examine all concepts which could be relevant to the difficulties.
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2.1 Identifying Observables

So how are we to go about solving the formal and/or experiential problem? In
both cases, our starting point must presumably be to identify some variables
which are observables. In a diffeomorphism-invariant theory, there are two main
classes of such variables: ‘highly nonlocal quantities defined over the whole space-
time and (differently) non-local, ‘relational’ quantities built out of correlations
between field values ’ (Rickles, 2008). In this article I will focus on approaches
which make use of the second class of variables, which are often known as re-
lational observables. The basic idea of these approaches is that ‘localization of
an observation must be performed in relation to some background state (us, our
detector, the planet, etc.)’ (Gary and Giddings, 2007), and thus it is really rela-
tional observables, rather than local functions of coordinates, that we ultimately
observe.

I will discuss two specific formalisms seeking to implement the idea of re-
lational observables: partial observables, and quantum reference frames. Both
of these formalisms seem to be primarily intended as solutions to the formal
problem, which is understandable, since the formal problem is much easier to
mathematize and does not require us to confront thorny philosophical questions
about the nature of consciousness. But can these formalisms also solve the
experiential problem? In order to answer that question, we must try to under-
stand how it is that we actually come to observe these variables - what does the
process of observation involve in a diffeomorphism-invariant picture?

It should be noted that these concerns around observation are also likely to
apply to quantum gravity, since many physicists expect that a full theory of
quantum gravity will also obey diffeomorphism invariance. Indeed, the mystery
around diffeomorphism invariance becomes deeper when we move to quantum
gravity, because the canonical quantization procedure developed by Dirac ap-
parently forces us to understand the procedure of identifying transformations
related by a gauge transformation as telling us ‘that certain configurations are
really the same configuration’ whereas in classical GR we have the option of
understanding it as telling us ‘that the same history can be described by many
different sequences of configurations ’ (Wallace, 2002). The former interpreta-
tion is puzzling on a conceptual level, since it seems to entail that time evolution
does not produce any real change - quantum gravity is in some sense ‘timeless,’
and this difficulty has become known as the ‘problem of time.’ Proponents
of relational variables typically argue that the problem of time can be solved
by recognising that even in classical GR it is only relational variables that are
truly observable, which means that ‘time’ can only be understood in terms of
a correlation between a physical system and a clock; thus, once we understand
classical GR correctly, we see that the problem of time is not really a problem,
since we should never have expected ‘time’ to act as an external parameter in
the first place(Rovelli, 2021). But an important prerequisite for using relational
variables to address the problem of time is that we must be able to connect re-
lational variables up to experiences, so addressing the experiential problem is in
some sense a necessary condition for fully resolving the problem of time. I think
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it is only a necessary and not a sufficient condition, so I will not attempt in this
article to assess whether the relational approach can fully resolve the problem
of time, but I do believe that achieving clarity on how relational observables
are supposed to solve the experiential problem may ultimately contribute to the
larger project of solving the problem of time in quantum gravity.

2.2 Partial Observables

Rovelli defines partial observables as physical quantities ‘to which we can asso-
ciate a measuring procedure leading to a number ’ (Rovelli, 2002). Meanwhile,
he uses the term ‘complete observables’ to refer to physical quantities which
can be predicted, either probabilistically or deterministically, by the relevant
theory - i.e. complete observables are simply those quantities which are usu-
ally called ‘observables’ in standard gauge theory terminology. Rovelli argues
that while partial observables themselves are not observable in the gauge the-
ory sense, the relations between partial observables are complete observables -
they form a special subset of the complete observables, which we might call the
complete relational observables. As a motivating example, Rovelli notes that
when predicting the motion of a pendulum, we don’t just predict velocities on
their own - rather we make relational predictions which can be expressed in the
form ‘the velocity of the pendulum is v at the time when the clock is reading
t.’ In this example, the velocity of the pendulum and the reading of the clock
are both partial observables, but the relation between them is a complete rela-
tional observable. So as Rickles (2008) puts it, ‘the dynamics is then spelt out
in terms of relations between partial observables. Hence, the theory formulated
in this way describes relative evolution of (gauge variant) variables as functions
of each other,’

Partial observables coordinatize an extended configuration space, while com-
plete observables coordinatize an associated reduced phase space (Rickles, 2008).
The space associated with the partial observables thus has additional degrees
of freedom - for example, in the case of a diffeomorphism-invariant theory, the
extra degrees of freedom will encode the locations of fields or physical objects
on the underlying manifold. As explained by Rovelli (2014), although the extra
degrees of freedom used to express partial observables are not diffeomorphism-
invariant, nonetheless they are physically significant because they represent
‘handles through which systems can couple.’ That is, when we bring two systems
together, the resulting set of complete observables is not just the union of their
individual complete observables - we also get some new complete observables
describing relations between the systems, which can be characterized as rela-
tions between their partial observables. Thus the extra degrees of freedom in
the extended configuration space are physically meaningful since they provide
a representation of the possible ways in which a given system can form new
complete observables with respect to some other system.

Note that as described above, part of the rationale for the use of gauge theo-
ries is the idea that when a theory is agnostic between two or more possibilities
there is no real physical difference between those possibilities. Thus although
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the space in which partial observables are expressed has meaningful physical
content in describing possible couplings, the standard interpretation of a guage
theory tells us that the partial observables themselves cannot be physically real
- they are not individually predictable by GR, so they are meaningless without
a specification of what they are relative to. Some authors interpret Rovelli as
denying the standard interpretation and asserting that partial observables are
in fact independently real, but I will argue in section 3 that there is another
way of reading Rovelli which does not have this consequence.

2.3 Quantum Reference Frames

There are a number of different research programmes focusing on the general
issue of reference frames in quantum mechanics; in this article I will focus on
the quantum reference frame (QRF) formalism as studied in works such as
de la Hamette et al. (2021); Giacomini et al. (2019); Castro-Ruiz et al. (2020);
Vanrietvelde et al. (2020); Höhn and Vanrietvelde (2020); Giacomini and Brukner
(2022). In these approaches, we define relational variables by choosing a sub-
system of the universe and then using it as a reference frame1.

For example, one important special case involves choosing as a reference
frame a subsystem which can be regarded as a clock, so we can then write
down the state of the rest of the world relative to the clock showing a certain
time reading. This special case is similar to the framework developed by Page-
Wootters for the purpose of addressing the problem of time in covariant quantum
gravity, and in that formalism it can be shown that relative to an ‘ideal clock’ for
which clock states are orthogonal, a quantum system will undergo the standard
Schrödinger evolution (Smith and Ahmadi, 2020), so it appears that by this
kind of method we can recover ordinary quantum physics.

An important consequence of the QRF formalism, as discussed by ref Giacomini et al.
(2019), is that superposition is reference-frame dependent. For example suppose
you are observing a quantum particle which is in a superposition of the position
basis states |0〉 and |1〉. But that particle is only in the superposition relative to
your reference frame - the QRF formalism provides transformations which we
can use to switch into the reference frame of the particle instead, and in that
reference frame you are in a superposition in the position basis!

3 Observing Partial Observables

In this section I will seek to understand how it could be physically possible to
observe relational variables. For now I will work in the context of classical GR,
deferring specific issues that appear in the quantum context until section 5.

On the face of it the partial observables approach appears to offer a straight-
forward answer for the question of how we come to observe relational variables:

1The QRF formalism as discussed here is distinct from the study of reference frames
in quantum information (Bartlett et al., 2007) and the operational approach (Carette et al.,
2023) although there are of course some relations between these various approaches.
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we do it by observing partial observables, which by stipulation are those to
which we can associate a measuring procedure. However, how exactly this works
remains quite hazy. For example, Rovelli (2002) offers the following heuristic
description: ‘Suppose we are in a (very simple) laboratory, and we want to check
the correctness of (the equation of motion for a pendulum) ... Clearly we need
two measuring instruments: one that gives us the pendulum position q and one
that gives us the time t. The theory cannot predict the value of t. Nor can it
predict the value of q, unless we specify that the value of q we are interested in
is the one at a certain given time.’ This description seems to suggest that we
are able to measure the complete relational observable by first measuring the
partial observables q and t separately and then simply comparing the values.

But there is something a little puzzling here. For example, in the case of a
complete relational observable which takes the form of a spatiotemporal coinci-
dence between a clock variable and the position of an oscillator, Earman (2002)
argues that ‘the measuring procedure cannot work ... by separately measuring
the values of the clock variable and the oscillator position and then checking
for the coincidence. For the positions of the clock and the oscillator are gauge
dependent quantities ... Rather the measurement procedure must be directly re-
sponsive to the coincidence of values itself, even though the coincidence is not
a coincidence of the values of observable quantities.’ That is, if it is true that
partial observables on their own are not elements of reality, we surely cannot
measure complete relational observables by measuring two partial observables
separately and then comparing their values; we must somehow measure the
complete relational observable all together.

Now, one might be tempted to respond to this concern with scepticism sim-
ilar to that expressed by Maudlin (2002), who imagines seeking to measure the
value of a quantity at the spacetime point where two geodesics coincide, and
argues that ‘one would not tell where the geodesics coincide in anything like (the
way that Earman describes): one would tell by sending a rocket along each path
and making the measurement when they collide. Nothing in any of Earman’s
arguments suggests any difficulty about this procedure.’ And of course, Maudlin
is quite right that we all know this operational procedure is possible, and that
it is an effective way of making an observation. But this doesn’t really address
Earman’s concern, because in this procedure it still appears that we need to
observe two separate facts and then compare them: first, the rockets crossed
at the spacetime point X0, and second, the result of our measurement was O
at the nearby spacetime point X1. Expressed thus, these facts are not com-
plete observables, so we should not be able to observe them separately and then
compare them.

Perhaps Maudlin would argue that what we are really observing in this
case is simply a point-coincidence, i.e. we observe that the rockets cross at
the very same point as the measurement is made. But these events cannot
happen at literally one and the same spacetime point, since the rockets and
the measuring device cannot occupy the same point at the same time. Thus
these events must simply happen in close proximity, in which case the difficulty
described above still applies - one might think that in order to determine that
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the events occur in close proximity, we would need to take note of the spacetime
location of each event individually and then make a comparison to see that their
spacetime locations are close, and yet we surely cannot do this if the locations
are not individually physically real. Obviously we are somehow able to make
the observation nonetheless - but how do we do it?

One option here is to read Rovelli as simply asserting, in opposition to the
standard interpretation of a gauge theory, that partial observables are in fact
physically real and hence measurable, despite being unpredictable by GR. For
example, Rickles (2008) writes, ‘Both spaces - the space of genuine (complete)
observables and partial observables—are invested with physicality by Rovelli; the
partial observables, in particular, are taken to be physical variables.’ However,
there is an alternative possible reading of Rovelli based on the observation that
observers are, themselves, parts of the physical universe. For Earman’s worry
as expressed above seems to envision an observer external to the universe, mea-
suring the clock variable and oscillator position and then comparing them; but
of course in practice observers are physically embodied and thus they stand in
physical relations to the variables they are attempting to measure, which pro-
vides us with some additional resources to draw on. So a natural way to think
about Rovelli’s proposal is to say that an observer is able to observe partial ob-
servables relativized to her body or location, because she is thereby measuring
a complete relational variable pertaining to the relation between her and the
entity she is measuring. Therefore what she is measuring is in fact physically
real even though partial observables on their own are not physically real - par-
tial observables are simply how complete observables look ‘from the inside,’ so
to speak.

For example, Rovelli and Vidotto (2022) write, ‘The quantity measured by
the detector is a local function of the metric, in the location determined by the
detector. The full diffeomorphism invariance of the pure gravity dynamics, in
other words, is physically broken by the detector itself being located somewhere.’
But of course, measurements are ultimately performed by observers, not detec-
tors, so the breaking of the diffeomorphism invariance by the position of the
detector does not fully solve the problem: in order to observe a reading on the
detector, the observer must presumably do something like inspect the position
of a pointer on a dial, and the position of a pointer is again a partial observable,
so it seems the observer should not be able to observe it. Therefore the mere
existence of some relation between a detector and a local function of the met-
ric is not enough to explain the possibility of observing relational observables:
somehow the observer must actually get the information about that relation
into her conscious awareness. This line of reasoning suggests that perhaps the
description offered by Rovelli and Vidotto might ultimately be applied to the
observer - the diffeomorphism invariance could finally be broken by the observer
herself being located somewhere. After all, this does seem to correspond to how
we actually make observations: when I notice the positions of objects around
me I am not localizing them relative to some abstract coordinate space, or even
relative to a measuring device, rather I am noticing how close these objects are
to me, and how they are oriented relative to my standpoint. That is, I am
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observing their position relative to my own position - and that relation is, of
course, a total observable rather than a partial one.

3.1 Partial Observables Relativized to Oneself

Callender (2017), echoing a common sentiment in the philosophical study of
time, writes that in studying the relation between our usual understanding of
time and true physical time, ‘I shall not try to close the gap between temporal
experience and physical time. That would be to try (in part) to solve the
mind-body problem, and my aspirations are far less grand ... Deducing temporal
experience from physics is a fool’s errand.’ But if the relational observables
approach is right, it is not clear that we can study physical time without telling
some story about consciousness and temporal experience. For the relational
approach suggests that physical time itself is in some sense a product of our
internal perspective - the variables involved in defining physical time have no
independent reality, and thus they can only be defined from the inside, within
our view on some complete relational observable. If this is correct, we are not
going to be able to tell any story about physical time, or indeed any other aspect
of empirically observable physics, without saying something about the nature
of the internal perspective relative to which variables are defined.

That said, as noted in section 2, we do not need a complete solution to the
mind-body problem for this purpose - rather what we need is a schematization
of the observer, i.e. we need to identify at least in approximate terms what
the physical correlates of consciousness could possibly be in a diffeomorphism-
invariant theory. Curiel emphasizes that a meaningful schematization may be
quite simple and abstract, and in accordance with this I will not appeal to
specific details of neuroscience or our perceptual apparatus in this paper; I will
simply try to identify a very general, high-level class of variables which could
plausibly play the necessary role.

To begin with, I will adopt a necessary condition for the content of conscious
experience, which I refer to as the ‘Reality Criterion’: conscious experience
cannot supervene on or have direct access to any fact about the world which is
not physically real. Note that this criterion is written in such a way as to be
neutral between physicalist and dualist accounts of consciousness - physicalists
would imagine consciousness as supervening on some collection of physical facts,
while dualists would regard consciousness as separate from physical reality but
as having direct access to some particular collection of physical facts. Thus the
Reality Criterion seems like a requirement that would be considered broadly
reasonable across many different views on consciousness.

Now, if we adopt the standard interpretation of a gauge theory, a corollary
of the Reality Criterion is that consciousness cannot supervene on or have ac-
cess to any fact which is not a (complete) observable. One might perhaps be
inclined to object to the latter claim on the basis that what is ‘observable’ is a
function of the physical limitations of our sensory system, whereas consciousness
presumably does not supervene or have access to physical reality by means of
sensory perception, so the relation between consciousness and reality should not
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be constrained by observability. However, that would be to confuse the tech-
nical term ‘(complete) observable’ in the gauge theory context with the usage
of this term in everyday language - it is true that what is observable in the
everyday sense is a function of the perceptual capacities of the observer, but the
standard interpretation says that what is ‘observable’ in the gauge theory sense
includes everything that is physically real, so within the standard interpretation
the Reality Criterion does indeed imply that consciousness can only supervene
on (complete) observables.

So let us see what the Reality Criterion has to say about the process of
observing a partial observable relativized to one’s own state or location. I will
consider two possible approaches: an externalist approach in which we say that
consciousness supervenes on or accesses the total observable associated with the
between the brain and the external environment, and an internalist approach
in which consciousness can only supervene on or access total observables which
are internal to the brain. We shall see that the externalist approach seems
difficult to reconcile with ordinary intuitions about conscious experiences, while
the internalist approach seems more intuitive, but requires us to do more work
to identify the relevant kind of total observables.

The Externalist Approach Roughly speaking, we usually imagine that
what happens during an observation is that the brain of the observer becomes
correlated in some way with some feature of the environment. And a correla-
tion between the brain and some feature of the environment is clearly a ‘rela-
tional’ fact, so it seems likely that such a correlation could be expressed as a
complete relational observable, meaning that the Reality Criterion would allow
consciousness to supervene on or have access to such relations. This would be a
straightforward way in which we could come to observe relational observables:
our consciousness could supervene on or have access to total observables in the
form of relations between our brains and features of our external environment.

However, it should be noted that if we say that consciousness supervenes on
or has direct access to the relation between the brain and an external object, we
are then compelled to adopt an externalist account of consciousness, i.e. a view
in which conscious experience may depend on something outside of the body.
Indeed, relational approaches to physics are often presented in a way which
seems to presuppose some kind of externalism - for example, people working in
the QRF formalism commonly refer to an description of the external physical
world relative to a given observer as the ‘perspective’ of that observer (see for
example Vanrietvelde et al. (2020), which could potentially be read as endorsing
a version of externalism).

Now, there are good reasons to believe in some kind of externalism about
mental phenomena. In particular, it is commonly argued that the ‘content’ of
an experience - i.e. its meaning or reference, or what it represents about the
world - must depend on external features of the individual’s environment and
history, in addition to intrinsic features of the individual such as the state of
their brain (Putnam, 1975; Burge, 1979).
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However, what is at stake in the question of how we come to observe re-
lational observables is not ‘content’ in this intentional sense. For one major
reason why it is important to understand how we observe relational observables
is because a satisfactory epistemology of science requires a reasonable grasp of
the way in which we obtain the information that we use in our scientific rea-
soning. So we are interested not in the intentional content of experience, but
merely in the availability of physical information, in a thin sense - a variable is
available to some observer in this sense if it is possible for that observer to take
a (consciously chosen) action or to engage in (conscious) reasoning in a way
which depends on the value of that variable. And in order for a variable to be
available to an observer in this pragmatic sense, the value of that variable must
in some way be instantiated in their ‘access consciousness,’ which is a term used
by Block to refer to the part of phenomenal experience which is ‘(available) for
use in reasoning and rationally guiding speech and action’ (Block, 1995). So in
order to argue that we observe relational variables in virtue of our conscious-
ness supervening on external relations between the brain and the environment,
it would be necessary to adopt externalism not only about intentional content,
but also about access consciousness - that is, it would be necessary to say that
observers can sometimes access and consciously act on information which is not
present in any part of the complete history of their brain.

Externalism about access consciousness would have a number of odd conse-
quences. First, such an approach seems hard to square with a modern scientific
understanding of perception. We have detailed knowledge of the functioning of
our sensory organs, which reveals that they go to considerable trouble to get
information about the external world ‘into’ the head so that we can use it in
reasoning and guiding action; why would they need to do that if the accessible
part of our phenomenal experience is able to depend directly on external facts?
Additionally, modern neuroscience reveals that the accessible part of phenome-
nal consciousness is closely correlated with internal states of the brain - Pautz
(2019) offers a detailed discussion of this evidence, noting that phenomena like
pain intensity, smell and taste, audition and the perception of colour all seem to
be related in a direct way to corresponding states of the brain. While it remains
possible that there is some subtle external dependence that is missed by these
experiments, nonetheless the evidence seems to point strongly towards much
of phenomenal experience - and certainly the accessible part, which is after all
the only part that can be reported in these experiments - being determined by
factors internal to the brain.

Externalism about access consciousness would also potentially lead to prob-
lems regarding locality. Suppose it is true that when I observe an apple, the
external relation between the apple and my brain directly determines the acces-
sible part of my phenomenal experience. Then if the apple spontaneously com-
busts, it seems that the accessible part of my phenomenal experience should
instantaneously change in some way, even though locality suggests it should
take some time for the information about this event to reach me. Moreover, by
definition access consciousness can be used in guiding action, so if we assume
that I can act on it more or less instantaneously, it seems as though I should be
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able to react to this combustion at a point outside of the future lightcone of the
combustion event, which would look like superluminal signalling. And of course,
to describe this process physically we would have to pick a preferred reference
frame to define the moment at which the accessible part of my phenomenal ex-
perience changes and my body performs the corresponding action, in violation
of the relativistic idea that there are no preferred reference frames. So certainly
the simplest version of the externalist approach seems quite incompatible with
relativity.

In summary, externalism about access consciousness does have a certain
appeal within a relational approach to physics, and perhaps this approach merits
further investigation, but at present there appear to be a number of obstacles.
Thus in this paper I will focus on trying to understand how to reconcile the
relational approach with an internalist approach to access consciousness.

The Internalist Approach An internalist view of access consciousness would
involve postualting that the accessible part of our phenomenal experience su-
pervenes on, or has direct access to, only internal facts about the brain. This
internalist view of access consciousness seems more consistent with our modern
understanding of the relation between brains and conscious experience. How-
ever, it leads to a difficulty for relational approaches. For the idea that I can
directly observe a partial observable relativized to my own state or location
seems to assume that what I am observing is outside my body and distinct from
me, so that my consciousness then supervenes on or accesses a complete rela-
tional observable, i.e. the relation between my body and the external system.
But if the information about this partial observable has to be copied into my
brain before I can become conscious of it, the relational aspect seems to have
been lost - the variable of which I am aware is no longer a relation between
my body and an external object, it has just become a non-relational variable
characterising the state of my brain in some spacetime region, and thus the
Reality Criterion suggests my consciousness should not be able to supervene on
or access it.

For example, suppose I am trying to measure the distance between myself
and my cat. That distance is a complete relational variable, but normally we
would imagine that in order to actually measure it I have to use a measuring
instrument and then observe the instrument, which presumably amounts to
copying the reading from the instrument onto something like a ‘register’ in my
brain. But the state of the register in my brain which records the distance
does not look like a complete relational observable any more: it is just the
state of a physical system at a time, so it looks rather like a local function of
coordinates. Such a thing cannot be a complete observable, and therefore the
Reality Criterion suggests that consciousness should not be able to supervene
on or have access to it.

Now, one possible solution here would be to resist the intuitive pull of diffeo-
morphism invariance and argue that consciousness does in fact have some kind
of transcendental access to spacetime regions and their contents. For example,
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perhaps a consciousness is somehow attached to a spacetime region, and what
occurs in its conscious awareness is a function of the state of the brain in that
region. This would amount to denying the connection between ‘predictable’
and ‘physically real’ in the standard interpretation of gauge theories - in this
picture, the values of variables at individual spacetime points are physically real
because consciousness can supervene on them, even though they could never be
predicted by a diffeomorphism-invariant theory. However, this approach seems
hard to accept - it would seem to entail that there are consciousnesses in arbi-
trary regions regardless of the presence or absence of a brain there, just sitting
waiting for something to attach to. It seems much more natural to think of
consciousness as being attached to brains or other suitable physical structures,
and thus it is natural to expect that our conscious experience - over the full
span of our lives, rather than at a pre-specified time - should be invariant under
diffeomorphisms.

This suggests that in order to make the internalist view work, we will proba-
bly need a model which ensures that when a partial observable is observed, this
is achieved by converting it into a complete observable defined entirely within
the confines of the brain, which consciousness supervenes on or has direct access
to. Moreover, as noted in section 2, complete observables fall into two classes
- highly non-local complete observables, or complete relational observables -
and since highly non-local observables cannot be defined wholly within the con-
fines of the brain, it seems likely that the relevant kind of observables are, once
again, relational ones. So the task before us is to understand how facts about
the external world could be converted into complete relational variables existing
entirely within the confines of the brain, in order that consciousness could have
knowledge of or supervene on them.

4 Agency

The QRF formalism and the Page Wootters approach suggests an obvious way to
identify an appropriate set of complete relational variables within the confines
of the brain. For we know that in order to recover ordinary time evolution
in the reference frame formalism we need to use something like a clock as a
reference frame, and thus it is tempting to associate with each brain some kind
of internal clock, so we can formulate complete relational variables of the form
‘this brain is in state ψ conditional on its internal clock being in the state t.’ I
will refer to variables of this kind as ‘ψ-at-t variables.’ So one might imagine
that consciousness has direct access to or supervenes on ψ-at-t variables, defined
entirely within the confines of the brain, meaning that we can be aware of
something like the temporal evolution of our brain2.

2(Fields et al., 2022) discusses an alternative way of using the QRF formalism within the
brain, by understanding neurons as hierarchies of quantum reference frames. However, this
work employs the quantum information approach (Bartlett et al., 2007), rather than the QRF
formalism as discussed here. In addition, my interest here is in identifying some kind of variable
which consciousness could supervene on or have access to; and we would not want to say that
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However, there is still a puzzle. For as Earman (2002) emphasizes, ‘coinci-
dence variables’ or complete relational variables are timeless - if it is true that
‘this brain is in state ψ conditional on its internal clock being in the state t’
then this is always true, timelessly and eternally. So if consciousness supervenes
on timeless variables like this, it seems quite unclear how we come to have the
experience of being located in time. After all, there is no obvious reason why
awareness of one ψ-at-t variable should be mutually exclusive with awareness of
other ψ-at-t variables - surely I could simultaneously be aware that ‘this brain
is in state U1 conditional on its internal clock being in the state t1’ and also that
‘the brain is in state U2 conditional on its internal clock being in the state t2’.
So if our experience supervenes on these timeless relational variables, why is it
that we only ever experience one moment at a time, rather than experiencing
some kind of ‘all-at-once’ knowledge of our whole life’s timeline?

This issue is related to the problem of time in quantum gravity, and indeed it
has been suggested that problems of this kind undermine the claim of the partial
observables approach to have fully solved the problem of time. For as Thébault
(2019) puts it, ‘(if) the partial observables are non-measurable, then we seem to
lose our ability to use different values of the internal clocks to describe change.
Rather, all we have are measurements of the complete observables which are (in
a precise sense) temporally non-local.’ That is, the possibility of experiencing
oneself as localised at some specific time is clearly a prerequisite for experiencing
anything which could be described as change - if you always perceive the whole
of history at once, you cannot possibly experience change. And yet if reality is
composed of nothing but timeless complete relational variables, like the ψ-at-t
variables, it is not obvious how any agents could possibly experience themselves
as being located at a specific time. So in order for the relational observables
program to fully resolve the problem of time, it must be able to provide an
answer to this question about how observers experience themselves as being
located in time.

Here is helpful to consider a thought experiment exploring what it would be
like to have ‘all-at-once’ knowledge of several different moments in your life’s
timeline, rather than experiencing yourself as localised at a time - thought ex-
periments of this kind have been explored in fiction (Chiang, 2010; Vonnegut,
1998) and theology (Boethius, 2016). One obvious consequence of having knowl-
edge of several different times is that it would necessarily place limitations on
agency. For as Callender (2017) puts it, ‘Part of what it is to be an agent is to
have this sense of freedom, a sense that other future options are in some sense
live.’ And if you already know what you are doing at time t2, that significantly
constrains the extent to which future options can still be live at an earlier time
t1. For example, if I know that on Tuesday I will be eating a cake I baked on
Monday, I cannot possibly refrain from baking a cake on Monday, since I will

consciousness supervenes on or has access to relative variables defined relative to all of the
neurons in the brain individually, because this would either lead to too many consciousnesses
or to a highly disunified consciousness which does not respect our actual experience - somehow
such relations must be unified into a higher-level relational variable before we become conscious
of them.
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not be able to eat the cake on Tuesday if I did not bake it. So there is necessarily
some kind of tradeoff between knowledge and agency: the more detailed your
knowledge of what is going on at t2, the more limited your range of possible
actions at t1.

Therefore a being with ‘all-at-once’ knowledge of its whole life’s timeline
would necessarily be very different from us with regard to its relation with cau-
sation and agency - as McKenna (2023) notes, ‘were an ‘eternalist perceiver’ ...
to exist in our universe, this entity would be hamstrung by a temporal perspec-
tive that entails a degree of causal and epistemic impotence.’ Similarly, Ismael
(2023) observes that a tradeoff between knowledge and agency is present any
time a reasoning system like a computer is asked to predict its own future ac-
tions: ‘By saying things, the computer is doing things and that keeps it from
being able to stabilize the facts it is representing independently of how it repre-
sents them.’ She introduces a concept of ‘negative interference’ to describe this
tradeoff, referring to the fact that an agent cannot ever have stable knowledge
of their own future actions. As Ismael (2023) emphasizes, any physical system
engaging in any kind of self-reference is necessarily subject to this negative in-
terference: ‘Any system that is acting in the domain it is representing is going
to encounter interference ... Interference impedes pure knowledge acquisition.’

It is a corollary of Ismael’s account of negative interference that if an agent
is contemplating an action at time t, that agent cannot in general have reli-
able knowledge of their own states at times later than t, since such knowledge
will typically imply something about the action taken at time t, and therefore
negative interference ensures that the agent cannot have such knowledge. For
example, in the case described above, if I am still deliberating about whether
to bake a cake on Monday, then I cannot possibly know that on Tuesday I will
be eating the cake I baked on Monday, because if I knew that and then chose to
refrain from baking a cake on Monday this would lead to a physically impossible
sequence of events.

A further corollary is that agents cannot simultaneously make choices about
actions which occur at two separate times t1 and t2 on the same worldline, be-
cause certain choices of action at t2 will imply something about the action taken
at time t1, and negative interference ensures that the agent cannot have such
knowledge. For example, in the case described above, if I am simultaneously
deliberating over my actions on Monday and Tuesday, then I should be able
to decide both to eat the cake on Tuesday and to refrain from baking it on
Monday, leading to a physically impossible sequence of events. As McKenna
puts it, for an agent with epistemically symmetrical knowledge of two times
on the same worldline, ‘no process of deliberation takes place, no prediction, no
decision making, no attempt to bring about an event, and no selection process.
These actions all presuppose the utilization of past information in service of
enacting future outcomes in an unrealized future. Actions of this type are not
only rendered irrelevant by epistemic symmetry but would be impossible except
as charade’ (McKenna, 2023). Thus it seems that genuine agency in the sense
in which we usually understand it does need to be localised at a specific time
or in the performance of a single deliberation, and therefore taking account of
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the relation between experience and agency starts to give a clearer sense of why
agents must necessarily experience themselves as being located ‘in’ time.

4.1 Passive awareness vs Agency

The philosophical literature on temporal experience often seems to presuppose
something like a ‘passive awareness’ conception of consciousness, in which our
experience has an epiphenomenal character. For example, one common account
of the temporal asymmetry of agency suggests that it is merely an emergent fea-
ture of reality which follows from the thermodynamic gradient as encoded in the
second law of thermodynamics (Albert, 2014, 2000; Kutach, 2013). Specifically,
this idea is often cashed out in terms of an epistemic asymmetry: if we assume
that entropy was low in the past, as stipulated by the second law, it follows that
the current states of environmental systems will carry traces which give specific
detailed information about events in the past, but they will not typically carry
traces giving similarly detailed information about the future. Thus an observer
at t who has information about these current states will necessarily experience
the past relative to t as fixed but the future relative to t as open, simply because
there is more information available to her about the past than about the future.
This is most naturally understood in terms of a ‘passive awareness’ account
of conscious experience, since it essentially reduces the availability of action to
awareness or observation.

Yet there is something oddly one-sided about the passive awareness account,
for it assumes that awareness is real, but agency is not. That is, our feeling
that we are aware of the states of things in the world is veridical, but our feeling
that we act on the world is some kind of illusion which results entirely from the
structure of the things our awareness happens to supervene on - i.e. brains with
memories of the past and not the future. Yet it is not obvious that awareness
is more fundamental than agency from a phenomenological standpoint. Indeed,
Young (2022) argues that ‘the sense of ourselves as causing change is an expe-
riential constant. We feel ourselves as effecting change at every instant we are
conscious,’ noting that ‘the moments in which we are not purposefully control-
ling our bodies are less common than we might think. Even as you sit reading
these words you are still purposefully keeping your body rigid enough for it not to
slide out of your chair, and are moving your eyes in such a way as to facilitate
reading, rather than letting them glaze over or drift around the page.’ Young
(2022) also points out that ‘the body could be entirely at rest and yet we can
still deliberately deliberate on a problem, purposefully bring a memory to mind,
or privately curse in inner speech.’ The close connection between consciousness
and action has also been emphasized through the embodied cognition research
programShapiro and Spaulding (2024). So perhaps what is really illusory here is
not our experience of agency, but the common idea that we can break awareness
and agency apart.

Standard treatments of the mind-body problem may have contributed to
this idea. For in this context, much effort has been expended on arguing that
there is something more to consciousness than mere behaviour - for example,
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the famous zombie argument contends that there could exist ‘zombies’ who
behave just like human beings but without conscious awareness (Kirk, 2023).
And this emphasis on the fact that action does not fully explain awareness leads
naturally to the impression that action is completely distinct from awareness.
However, even if we accept the zombie argument and other related arguments,
it does not follow from the fact that it is in principle possible to have behaviour
without awareness that it is also possible to have awareness without agency, or
at least the possibility of agency. Moreover, even if a non-agential consciousness
is possible at least conceptually, such a thing would clearly experience time in
a very different way to us, so in seeking to solve the experiential problem it
makes sense to employ an understanding of consciousness which gives agency a
prominent role.

So perhaps some of the obstacles that have arisen in attempting to recon-
ciling the Reality Criterion with the nature of our temporal experience may
arise from an overly narrow focus on consciousness as passive awareness. We
have been trying to account for temporal experience by identifying some set of
diffeomorphism-invariant variables which consciousness could supervene on or
or have direct access to, such as the ψ-at-t variables, with the implicit under-
standing that this amounts to some kind of epiphenomenal passive awareness
of these variables. But we are not just passive observers; we are also agents.
And the experience of being located at a time is not just the experience of being
aware of the state of the brain at that time, but also of having available to us
a variety of forward-facing actions. As we saw in section 4, taking this feature
of conscious experience into account may help explain why agents experience
themselves as being localised at times, and indeed, it’s likely that an agential
conception of consciousness could help make sense of other aspects of our tem-
poral experience as well - for example, Ismael (2023) sees agency as part of the
explanation for why we experience the future as open, and Young (2022) sug-
gests that ‘agentive experience’ is an important part of the reason why people
commonly believe that time passes or flows.

Now, one may naturally worry that in the context of modern theories of
physics like special and general relativity and quantum gravity, which are ar-
guably most compatible with a block universe pictureSilberstein et al. (2018);
Putnam (1967), there is not really conceptual space for consciousness to involve
anything more than awareness of the values of various local functions of coor-
dinates. After all, how can agents be actively involved in producing variables
which already exist atemporally and eternally? However, if the proponents of
relational solutions to the problem of time are correct, we are in fact being
pushed by modern physics towards an account of physical reality which is still
a ‘block universe,’ but one whose empirically accessible contents are relations
rather than local functions of coordinates. And as we will see in the next section,
the relational view seems more friendly to an agential model of consciousness
than a comparable block universe view based on local functions of coordinates,
so the relational approach may offer a way of reconciling the block universe pic-
ture with an agential conception of agency, thus demonstrating that the block
universe need not be synonymous with a passive awareness conception of con-
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sciousness.

4.2 Relational Agency

Suppose we accept the idea that a satisfactory account of temporal experience
requires an agential conception of consciousness. What does that imply for the
problem of identifying relational variables which consciousness could supervene
on or access? Well, the initial idea that consciousness supervenes on or has
direct access to something like ψ-at-t variables seems to be rooted in the pas-
sive awareness conception of consciousness, in which it is often supposed that
consciousness supervenes on or has knowledge of the state of a brain at a single
time. Whereas if we move to an agential model, there may be other kinds of
relations which are a better fit for the physical origins of consciousness.

For example, the ‘event-causal’ theory of agency (Davidson, 1963) suggests
that an intentional act must involve a certain kind of causal relation between
mental states like desires and beliefs, and actions. So if we are working in a
relational approach, in which we have already accepted that consciousness must
supervene on some kind of relation, we have a natural route to an agential
conception of consciousness by simply suggesting that consciousness supervenes
on or perhaps simply inheres in this kind of causal relation. Relations of this kind
look more promising than ψ-at-t variables as a way of accounting for our actual
temporal experience, which is not of passively noting states relative to clocks,
but rather of receiving information and immediately acting on it3. Of course,
it seems likely that such relations must be understood as temporally extended
or modal in character - indeed, perhaps both - but this is not necessarily an
obstacle, since it has often been noted that the experiential present seems in
some sense to have a finite duration (Andersen, 2014).

So suppose we say the physical origins of consciousness are found in complete
relational observables in the brain, which relate inputs in the form of memories
and sensory impressions to outputs in the form of decisions. The inputs and
outputs are partial observables, so they are not individually physically real: it
is the relation between them which is a complete observable, so it is only this
relation which is to be invested with physicality. Now, at this juncture one might
object that just as consciousness surely cannot supervene on variables which are
not physically real, a process of deliberation surely cannot take inputs which
are not physically real4. But this objection is predicated on a picture in which
awareness is separate from action, such that in the process of deliberation we first
become aware of the inputs and then subsequently engage in some deliberation
on that basis. Yet as argued in section 4.1, it is not clear that awareness and
action can really be taken apart in this way. And if they cannot be cleanly

3Obviously, there is still a question about which specific relations of this kind are associated
with consciousness - we presumably do not wish to say that all causal or quasi-causal relations
are linked with consciousness. One might imagine that this could be done using some criterion
which identifies relations with a certain kind of complexity, perhaps by appealing to some
theory of consciousness such as integrated information theoryTononi et al. (2016), but I will
not try to address this question here.

4Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for raising this point
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separated, then we should not think of a process of deliberation as depending
on an input which has physical reality separate from the process itself: rather the
input, the output and the relation between them must be understood holistically,
because the input and output are not individually physically real and therefore
the process cannot be further decomposed into individual elements. This holistic
approach to deliberation ensures that the whole process can be described in
terms of total observables, rather than relying on partial observables.

Now, of course we normally think of deliberation as having some internal
direction which determines the difference between inputs and outputs, so in the
picture I have just suggested there is a natural question about the origins of
this direction of deliberation. In accordance with the modern scholarship on
the arrow of time, I think it is likely that this time asymmetry has something
to do with thermodynamics: the question of how to properly represent thermo-
dynamic effects in a theory based on relational observables is clearly interesting
and important, but this issue is beyond the scope of the current paper, so for
now I will simply assume that the temporal asymmetry is indeed inherited from
thermodynamic effects. Note that as discussed in Adlam (2023), deliberative
processes must of course be linked together in consistent ways, and there is
some reason to think that the requirement of consistent chaining is closely tied
to the causal structure of spacetime, so investigating the connection between
deliberative relations and agential consciousness would be an interesting area
for investigation in future work.

Using the idea that consciousness supervenes on or accesses complete re-
lational observables in the brain which represent processes of deliberation, we
can construct a story about how it is that we observe relational observables.
That is, an observer Alice can observe a partial observable in the environment,
relativized to her physical body, by a process that involves several steps. First
Alice’s brain becomes correlated with a partial observable P1 in the environment,
giving rise to a complete relational observable relating P1 to a corresponding
partial observable P2 in Alice’s brain. For example P1 might be a reading t

on a clock C at some spacetime point x1, and P2 would be a record of that
reading at some spacetime point x2 inside Alice’s brain. Then there is a pro-
cess of deliberation in Alice’s brain which takes as input P2 and produces as
output a decision that she will measure some variable V of a system S. That
decision then produces external effects - bodily motions and so on, which act on
the system S at some spacetime point x3 and produce a measurement outcome
which is a partial observable P3 encoding information about the value b of the
variable V at x3. Finally sensory perception is used to correlate Alice’s brain
with the external reading on the measurement device, giving rise to a fourth
partial observable P4 in Alice’s brain which is a record of the outcome v at some
spacetime point x4 inside Alice’s brain. Thus if we restrict attention to mat-
ters internal to the brain, we can identify something like two chained complete
relational observables: the relation between the partial observable P2 and the
later decision to act, and the relation between the decision to act and the later
partial observable P4. So if we think of Alice’s consciousness as supervening on
or having direct access to these internal complete relational variables, then what
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Alice will observe is something like ‘the value of V is v relative to the clock C
showing time t’. Thus the specific spacetime locations of these variables are not
relevant to Alice’s conscious experience, since the variables are bound together
in her Alice’s awareness simply by her personal involvement in the measurement
process, and therefore the facts she is actually aware of are diffeomorphism in-
variant. Thus this picture ensures that consciousness ultimately inheres only in
complete relational observables, so it obeys the Reality criterion.

Indeed, in a sense this agential story about how we observe partial observ-
ables is already implicit in their original definition. For Rovelli (2002) describes
them as variables ‘to which we can associate a measuring procedure leading to
a number ’- so Rovelli’s conception of partial observables is not that we are
passively aware of them, but that we act on them, carrying out a measuring
procedure which leads to a number. And an idea of this kind also seems to be
implicit in Maudlin’s operational description of how we measure tensor fields in
spacetime. Maudlin (2002) writes that in order to measure the Ricci tensor at
the point where the rockets collide, one would not measure the Ricci tensor and
then separately check for collisions of rockets and then verify that they coincide:
rather ‘one would tell by sending a rocket along each path and making the mea-
surement when they collide.’ This is very similar to the procedure I have just
described: we simply replace P1 with the fact that the rockets crossed at some
spacetime point x1, and we replace P3 with the reading of the device measuring
the Ricci tensor at x3, so the observer involved makes an observation of the
form ‘the value of the Ricci tensor is r relative to the rockets colliding,’ and
this description corresponds to a manifestly diffeomorphism-invariant complete
relational observable internal to the brain. Therefore modelling consciousness in
this agential way may offer a clearer path to making sense of the actual physical
process we go through when we observe relational observables - we do it not by
passively looking in at some partial observable, but by literally being part of
the complete relational observables involved in the process of observation.

5 Quantum Relational Observables

Having examined the classical case, let us now try to understand how this anal-
ysis may change if we are interested in a diffeomorphism-invariant theory of
quantum gravity rather than classical GR. We should begin by considering the
nature of the complete relational observables which consciousness must super-
vene on or have access to in this picture. For example, suppose we try to for-
malise these variables using the QRF formalism, in which we can simply switch
into the reference frame of a given system observer and then define variables of
the form ‘X is in state φ relative to Y being in the reference state e’. Since these
variables are stated relationally, it is reasonable to expect that they correspond
to total observables and thus the Reality Criterion would allow consciousness
to supervene on or access them.

However, we should examine more closely the phrase ‘relative to.’ Phrases
of this kind are used very frequently in the QRF formalism (see also ‘conditional
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on,’ ‘given that’ and ‘in the perspective of’ and so on). But as noted in Adlam
(2022), their meaning is somewhat opaque: in ordinary language these phrases
often mean something like ‘at the same time as,’ but that can’t be what is meant
in this case. After all, if consciousness has to become aware of these relational
variables by first becoming aware that X is in state φ in a spacetime region
with time coordinate t′, and then becoming aware Y is in state e in some other
spacetime region with time coordinate t′, and then noting that these things have
the same time coordinate t′, it looks like we are after all violating the Reality
Criterion: ‘the state of the brain in a given spacetime region’ and ‘the state
of the clock in a given spacetime region’ are not observables, so consciousness
presumably cannot be aware of them separately.

So let us look more closely at how these relational variables are constructed.
This is done by first taking some state ψ of the joint system of S and T as a whole
and then applying a symmetry transformation to this state, leaving us with a
physically equivalent state which can be written in the product state |φ〉X⊗|e〉Y ,
where |e〉Y is the unit element of the symmetry group; we then say that φ is the
state ofX relative to Y being in the state e. So what links φ and e together seems
to be simply the state ψ, or rather some object corresponding to the equivalence
class to which ψ belongs when we quotient the set of possible states by symmetry
transformations. This object is ‘physically real’ in the sense of being invariant
under gauge transformations, but it cannot be cashed out as representing any
particular spatiotemporal relation, since the original state ψ need not involve
any particular spatiotemporal relation. Indeed, Lam and Wüthrich (2023). ,
examining specific instances of relational observables appearing in loop quantum
gravity and causal set theory, suggest that ‘these connecting threads (must) be
understood as non-spatial relations of joint co-existence in the same structure.’

Moreover, Lam and Wüthrich (2023) argue that it seems implausible that
these ‘threads’ can be understood as representing some kind of non-modal rela-
tion. For if they were non-modal, we would naturally expect that they could fea-
ture in something like a Humean supervenience basis, which means they should
obey a principle of free recombination - that is, we should be able to rearrange
the elements of the supervenience basis in any way we like and still arrive at a
metaphysically possible world. But Lam and Wüthrich (2023) argue that the
structures encoding relational observables probably cannot obey anything like a
principle of free recombination, because this structure can only be meaningfully
defined within a constrained Hilbert space formalism, so it doesn’t make sense
to try to recombine these relations in ways forbidden by the kinematics of the
underlying Hilbert space. That is, the kinematics appears to encode ‘necessary
connections’ which must exist prior to any systematization of the supervenience
basis, since otherwise we could not even define the supervenience basis in the
first place. So in the quantum context, if we accept that the substantive phys-
ical content of the theory is in the complete relational variables, we appear to
be pushed towards a picture of reality which in some ways looks almost exactly
opposite of the Humean picture: reality appears to be composed of a network
of modal or nomic relations, with localized non-modal properties appearing as
‘partial observables’ which are not individually real, but which simply emerge
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from a particular perspective on this network of modal relations5.
And if it is true that in the context of a quantum theory of gravity we need to

think of consciousness as supervening on fundamentally modal relations rather
than purely spatiotemporal ones, that seems favourable for the agential concep-
tion of consciousness. For agency is, in essence, a modal notion: a process of
deliberation does not constitute meaningful agency unless there is some genuine
dependence of the output on the input, mediated by specific features of the
agential process. In particular, I argued earlier that in an agential conception of
consciousness we might think of consciousness as supervening on something like
a causal relation in the brain, and causal or quasi-causal relations are usually
understood as being modal in character. So if the nature of relational observ-
ables in the quantum context is in any case pushing us towards a non-Humean
picture based on fundamental modal or nomic relations, that means we have
the resources to give agency its due - rather than being a mere illusion parasitic
on an epistemic asymmetry, it can inhere in a modal structure which is physi-
cally real according to the theory and indeed constitutes the main substantive
physical content of the theory.

6 Quantum Agency

In section 4.1 I argued that it may be easier to explain our temporal experi-
ences and in particular our experiences of being localized at times if we adopt
an agential conception of consicousness rather than a passive awareness of con-
sciousness. This argument seems to apply equally well to the quantum case as to
the classical case, and therefore there is some reason to think that giving a full
solution to the experiential problem in the quantum context will require us to
employ some quantum account of observation, deliberation and action. More-
over, the quantum problem of time is usually formulated in a context where it is
assumed that quantum mechanics is universal, so if we hope to use our solution
to the experiential problem to address the problem of time, we can’t retreat to
a separate classical domain to describe the process of observation or action - we
will have to be able to model these processes in entirely quantum terms.

It should be emphasized that simply appealing to the usual operational
interpretation of the quantum state does not solve this problem. One might be
tempted to suggest that in the relational context, an agent simply becomes aware
of some value for a variable with a probability proportional to the corresponding
mod-squared amplitude in the quantum state of the relevant system relative to
her reference frame. However, this will not work if we accept that an agential
model of consciousness is needed - for in that case we must be able to go on
modelling the agent after her observation is complete, in order that we can
describe her as engaging in a process of deliberation which takes the result of her
observation as an input. So we can’t just assign probabilities to measurement
outcomes; we also have to specify a post-measurement state for the observer

5As noted by Rickles (2008) - though in the context of GR, rather than quantum gravity
- this could potentially be interpreted as a form of ontic structural realism.
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and the measured system, and this necessarily requires us to go beyond the
operational interpretation to a substantive physical account of the process of
making and acting on an observation.

It is straightforward to give such an account from an external point of view.
For example, suppose Alice performs a measurement in the basis {|X〉〈X |, |Y 〉〈Y |}
on a quantum system S. The standard quantum description, applied from the
point of view of some external observer, tells us that Alice and the system will
now end up in a joint superposition state, which might look something like
ψ = 1√

2
|OX〉A|X〉S + 1√

2
|OX〉A|Y 〉S , where |OX〉 is the state corresponding to

Alice seeing outcome X and |OY 〉 is the state corresponding to Alice seeing
outcome Y . But if we trace over system S, Alice’s state is just TrS(ψ), which is
a mixture of the X outcome and the Y outcome, so from the external point of
view it seems as though she has not seen any definite outcome to her observation
at all. And we are not going to be able to locate Alice’s conscious experience of
time in her internal process of deliberation if we cannot first obtain a definite
outcome for her to deliberate on, so we need some way of extracting such a
thing out of the formalism.

This, of course, is essentially just a version of the measurement problem.
Now, one might perhaps hope to sidestep the measurement problem by making
use of the QRF formalism - that is, one might hope that we can simply shift
into Alice’s QRF and then model her experiences and her process of deliberation
and agency within that internal reference frame. Initially this approach looks
promising - by definition Alice cannot be superposed in any basis relative to
her own reference frame, so it seems that when we move to Alice’s reference
frame we end up with a description in which Alice is having a single definite
experience, even though relative to Bob she appears superposed. Moreover,
people working in the reference frame formalism often use the term ‘perspective’
to refer to reference frames, and describe the process of switching into a reference
frame as ‘jumping into the perspective’ of a quantum system, which naturally
gives the impression that in the case of a conscious observer, the content of the
reference frame is supposed to have something to do with what the observer is
experiencing.

However, unfortunately using the QRF formalism presents difficulties insofar
as our goal is to model experience based on an agential conception of conscious-
ness. For the motivating idea of the formalism is that the relevant degrees of
freedom of the reference frame itself are removed from the physical description
relative to that reference frame. For example, in the case where we are dealing
with position and momentum references QRFs, then ‘the position and momen-
tum of the reference frame are not dynamical variables when considered from
the reference frame itself ... the reference frame is not a degree of freedom in its
own description, but external systems to it are’ (Giacomini et al., 2019). And
removing Alice’s position and momentum as dynamical variables seems to be
effectively equivalent to removing Alice from our description altogether. After
all, if we cannot model Alice as having a position which changes in this reference
frame, it would seem that we will not be able to model her as taking action,
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since effectively all forms of human action involve some kind of motion. So
there seems to be no possible way of describing an observer as an agent using
their own reference frame as defined within the current QRF formalism, since
the degrees of freedom of the observer which are relevant to the description are
always removed from the relativized description.

Thus, if it is indeed the case that a satisfactory solution to the experiential
problem will require an agential conception of consciousness, the QRF formal-
ism as it is currently understood may not be providing us with the right kind
of internal reference frame to address the experiential problem. Undoubtedly
the formalism taking an important step in showing us how to extract a local
description of physics out of the timeless picture - one way or another, we are
clearly going to have to ‘zoom in’ from a timeless, perspective-neutral picture to
some internal perspective. But if the goal of zooming in is to understand tem-
poral experience, we need to keep the self in the description when we adopt that
internal perspective in order that we can sensibly model agency. For as Ismael
emphasizes, self-reference is an important aspect of our temporal experience,
and yet neither a perspective-neutral global view nor the internal view from an
observer’s QRF permits any self-reference: a perspective-neutral picture does
not admit any identification of a ‘self’ at all, so it offers no way to identify what
is actually experienced from within the large range of options represented by
the wavefunction description, and meanwhile the internal view simply removes
the self from the picture altogether. We need a different way of ‘zooming in’
which does in some sense single out the observer as special, but which is not
literally centered on the physical body of the relevant observer6.

7 Conclusion

There appear to be good reasons to think that in order to make sense of temporal
experience we must adopt an agential conception of consciousness, rather than
the passive awareness approach common in philosphical work on this topic. And
this suggests a potential shortcoming of the formalisms currently being used to
study the emergence of time in the timeless context of quantum gravity. In
particular, the QRF formalism as it is currently used looks as if it is implicitly
assuming a ‘passive awareness’ model of consciousness: by switching into the
reference frame associated with the physical body of an observer, we obtain what

6Interestingly, there is an alternative approach to ‘quantum reference frames’ within quan-
tum information in which observers are regarded as external to the relevant frames - the frame-
work is used to study how observers can send reference frames to one another via exchange
of physical information (Bartlett et al., 2007). Perhaps this formalism might be relevant to
the kind of reference frames described here. However, this formalism looks essentially like a
version of the ‘perspective-neutral’ view, since observers are present, but are described in a
third-person, external way, so there does not appear to be any self-reference. In addition, it
is not obvious how to relate an approach of this kind to the quantum-gravitational context,
since the external description is not given from any perspective and yet still contains physical
structures that according to the relational observables approach can only appear relative to a
perspective, so possibly this kind of approach will only work in the context of non-relativistic
quantum mechanics, or quantum mechanics with only weak gravity
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is referred to as a perspective, which appears to be intended as a description of
things that the agent might be aware of. But we cannot actually read awareness
off an internal reference frame without first solving the experiential problem, and
the passive awareness model does not look adequate to solve the experiential
problem. We may need a more agential model of consciousness, and to do that
we may have to employ some other kind of internal perspective; one which allows
the possibility of self-reference such that we can represent the consequences of
possible future actions.

Let me finish by noting that we may obtain some clues as to the kind of
internal perspective needed by considering more carefully the nature of our own
spatial and temporal experience. The approach taken by the QRF formalism
is known to psychologists of spatial representation as an ‘egocentric representa-
tion’ (Fernandez-Baizan et al., 2020), in which objects are located by reference
to one’s own spatial location. But the way in which we represent the world
to ourselves in everyday life is not wholly egocentric. Suppose I start walking
towards a table; if I were literally using myself as a reference frame, my represen-
tation of the world would represent that table as moving towards me, whereas
in fact I understand this process as me moving towards a table! Moreover, this
feature is crucial to the practical utility of my representation. If I were to work
in a reference frame centered on my body, then by definition I wouldn’t be able
move about in that reference frame - if I wanted something that is sitting on
the table, I would just have to wait and hope for the table to move towards me.
So in order that I can sensibly model the possibilities for my future action and
use that modelling to decide what action I will take, I need to adopt a reference
frame in which it is possible to describe myself as acting. As Rovelli (2023) puts
it, ‘our brain is essentially a machine that analyses the different possible futures
that would follow if this or that course of action is taken. The main business our
brain is involved in is not simply to predict the future given the past ... but to
predict what would happen under different choices of behavior, namely to predict
what would the effects of different interventions be.’

Yet at the same time, I am also not using what the psychologists of spatial
representation would call an ‘allocentric representation’ (Fernandez-Baizan et al.,
2020) - a third-person perspective-neutral model. For as Ismael’s work high-
lights, in my modelling my actions are afforded a special status, such that I
cannot stabilize my knowledge of my own future actions. I need to be able to
model my actions, but also still identify them as mine: in other words, I need
self-reference. What I am doing is to some extent what the psychologists of
spatial representation call ‘spatial decentering’ (Arnold et al., 2016) - the abil-
ity to adopt a spatial frame on an object from a location that isn’t where the
subject is located. But in this case there is no specific location other than my
own from which the reference frame is described, and the representation is not
fully decentered: I am still given a privileged place in my own representation,
I am identified as the self, and my perceptions are all obtained at the physical
location of my body. And yet I am still represented as moving around in a space,
rather than having things move around relative to me. So perhaps the kind of
reference frame we might need to properly model agency in a quantum context
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is something more like this - a reference frame which admits self-reference, and
which is neither perspective-neutral nor perspectival in a crudely egocentric way.
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Lam, V. and Wüthrich, C. (2023). Laws beyond spacetime. Synthese, 202(3).

Maudlin, T. (2002). Thoroughly muddled mctaggart: Or, how to abuse gauge
freedom to create metaphysical monostrosities. Philosophers’ Imprint, 2:1–23.

McKenna, C. A. (2023). Agency and the successive structure of time-
consciousness. Erkenntnis, 88(5):2013–2034.

Pautz, A. (2019). What is the integrated information theory of consciousness?
Journal of Consciousness Studies, 26(1-2):1–2.

Putnam, H. (1967). Time and physical geometry. Journal of Philosophy,
64(8):240–247.

Putnam, H. (1975). The Meaning of ‘Meaning’. Minnesota Studies in the
Philosophy of Science, 7:131–193.

Rickles, D. (2008). Who’s afraid of background independence? Later pub-
lished version in D. Dieks (ed.), The Ontology of Spacetime II (pp. 133-152).
Elsevier, 2008.

Rovelli, C. (2002). Partial observables. Physical Review D, 65(12).

Rovelli, C. (2014). Why gauge? Foundations of Physics, 44(1):91–104.

Rovelli, C. (2021). The layers that build up the notion of time.

Rovelli, C. (2023). How Oriented Causation Is Rooted into Thermodynamics.
1(1):11.

Rovelli, C. and Vidotto, F. (2022). Philosophical foundations of loop quantum
gravity.

Shapiro, L. and Spaulding, S. (2024). Embodied Cognition. In Zalta, E. N. and
Nodelman, U., editors, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Metaphysics
Research Lab, Stanford University, Fall 2024 edition.

Silberstein, M., Stuckey, W., and McDevitt, T. (2018). 53The Block Universe
from Special Relativity. In Beyond the Dynamical Universe: Unifying Block
Universe Physics and Time as Experienced. Oxford University Press.

Smith, A. R. H. and Ahmadi, M. (2020). Quantum clocks observe classical and
quantum time dilation. Nature Communications, 11(1).

29



Stein, H. (1994). Some Reflections on the Structure of our Knowledge in Physics.
In D. Prawitz, B. S. and Westerstøahl, D., editors, Logic, Methodology and
Philosophy of Science, pages 633–655. Elsevier Science B.V.
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