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Our conscious minds exist in the Universe, therefore they should be identified with physical states
that are subject to physical laws. In classical theories of mind, the mental states are identified with
brain states that satisfy the deterministic laws of classical mechanics. This approach, however, leads
to insurmountable paradoxes such as epiphenomenal minds and illusionary free will. Alternatively,
one may identify mental states with quantum states realized within the brain and try to resolve
the above paradoxes using the standard Hilbert space formalism of quantum mechanics. In this
essay, we first show that identification of mind states with quantum states within the brain is
biologically feasible, and then elaborating on the mathematical proofs of two quantum mechanical
no-go theorems, we explain why quantum theory might have profound implications for the scientific
understanding of one’s mental states, self identity, beliefs and free will.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In neuroscience it is assumed that consciousness is
a product of the brain whose function is governed by
Newtonian (classical) physical laws. In this viewpoint,
all brain processes that give rise to conscious experience
can be reduced to chains of causes and effects, which al-
though immensely complex operate as a clockwork mech-
anism [36]. In contrast, quantum mechanics tells us that
the fundamental constituents of matter obey probabilis-
tic laws, such that there is not a single predetermined
future outcome, but a multitude of potentialities, only
one of which is to be actualized [10, 31, 53]. The predic-
tions of quantum theory were experimentally proven to
be so accurate that at present there is a little doubt that
the nature is governed by quantum laws.

Because consciousness is an ambiguous term that may
refer to many different things, we introduce a formal def-
inition, which is more or less identical to the one given
by Thomas Nagel [44] and David Chalmers [16].

Definition 1. Consciousness is a collective term that
refers to the subjective character of our mental states,
our ability to experience or to feel. A conscious state is a
state of experience. The terms consciousness, mind and
experience will be used interchangeably hereafter.

There are several unresolved problems in the theory of
consciousness, which might benefit from quantum me-
chanical analysis. Here, we will formulate only those
problems that are relevant for our discussion and will
refer the reader elsewhere for a general introduction to
the theory of consciousness [22].

Problem 1. Because the material world in classical de-
terministic physical theories is causally closed, there is no
room for consciousness, or if consciousness is allowed it
can only be in the form of a causally ineffective epiphe-
nomenon. If the brain states produce conscious expe-
riences, then these experiences cannot possibly have an
effect upon brain dynamics, which is already fully de-
termined by the fundamental physical quantities of the

brain such as mass, charge, length and time [35, 52]. For
epiphenomenalists our subjective (intuitive) feeling that
our consciousness is causally effective is just an illusion
produced by the brain [60]. However, according to the
evolution theory something that is not causally effective
cannot lead to evolutionary advantage and cannot be se-
lected by natural selection [36, 37].

Problem 2. Because the future in classical deterministic
physical theories is predetermined, genuine free will and
moral responsibility are impossible. If there are no future
alternatives allowing for choices to be made, then we can-
not be responsible for our actions, no more than a falling
stone is morally responsible for breaking someone’s leg.
Subjectively (intuitively) it feels as if our consciousness
is able to make choices between alternative future possi-
bilities, but for classical determinists this is just another
illusion produced by the brain [9, 55, 56, 60].

Since the counterintuitive results from the classical ap-
proach to the theory of consciousness stem from the de-
terministic laws, any quantum theory of consciousness at-
tempting to resolve Problems (1) and (2) cannot be based
on interpretations of quantum mechanics that endorse a
form of conspiracy determinism (description of such con-
spiracy theories of quantum mechanics can be found in
[42]). The indeterminism provided by the standard ax-
ioms of quantum mechanics (including the Born rule)
motivates an increasing number of scientists to search
for a reinterpretation of quantum theory in which con-
sciousness is fundamentally connected with the process
of choice making or actualization of alternative future
possibilities [7, 26, 27, 47, 51, 61]. Noteworthy, the inde-
terminism is not the only important feature of quantum
mechanics, which makes it relevant to the study of bi-
ological systems and consciousness (cf. [2–6, 25, 28]).
There are several quantum mechanical no-go theorems
that may be important for neuroscience and philosophy
of mind provided that following weak proposition is true:

Proposition 1. The brain can sustain quantum coher-
ence for any (possibly short but physically feasible) period
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of time and the mind state produced by the brain depends
on or could be identified with the quantum state of the
brain for this short period of time.

In order to justify this proposition, first we will note
that quantum physical calculations do not show that
quantum coherence cannot occur at all in the hot, noisy
and wet brain. Instead, the calculations show that the
life-time of quantum coherent states in the brain cannot
be on a millisecond timescale [43, 54, 58]. Thus we come
to a central question in neuroscience and theory of con-
sciousness, namely, is there any evidence that conscious
processes operate on a millisecond timescale? The cal-
culated decoherence time for quantum states within cy-
toskeletal proteins was estimated to be ≈ 0.1 picosecond
[58] and it was argued that quantum effects on a picosec-
ond timescale could have impact upon the brain function
[24, 27]. Therefore, if conscious processes in the brain
were not assumed to be on a millisecond timescale, but
on a picosecond timescale or faster, there would be no
physical objection to quantum effects being involved in
consciousness. In fact, classical neuroscience provides no
proof that our minds operate on a millisecond timescale,
it only establishes that our minds do not operate on a
timescale slower than that.

A major group of experimental tests trying to esti-
mate the duration of each conscious step are based on
measuring of reaction times [12–15]. While it is true
that reaction times are of the order of tens to hundreds
of milliseconds, such measurements provide only an up-
per bound on the duration of each conscious step. If
we can perform a cognitive task and react in millisecond
timescale, it would be incorrect to construct a theory in
which each conscious step lasts seconds or minutes. On
the other hand, such experiments cannot show that each
conscious step was not in fact much shorter, for exam-
ple picoseconds [24]. To further clarify why measuring of
reaction times provides only an upper bound for the du-
ration of conscious steps, let us consider the operation of
a personal computer. The personal computer has a hu-
man interface to get the input (keyboard and mouse) and
provide the output (monitor), and a processor equipped
with working memory, which is used to perform the com-
putational tasks. The devices that provide the human
interface operate at a millisecond timescale, for example
the image on the monitor usually is refreshed every 10
ms corresponding to a frequency of 100 Hz. However,
the processor could operate at a much faster timescale
of picoseconds, which for modern processors could corre-
spond to a frequency of 5 GHz. It is clear that measuring
the refresh rate of the monitor does not really say how
fast the processor of the computer is. Such measurement
can establish only an upper bound according to which the
processor could not operate at a timescale longer than 10
ms (or equivalently, at frequency lower than 100 Hz). Es-
sentially the same argument applies to physiological ex-
periments measuring reaction times of human volunteers.
While it is true that the brain cortex communicates at a
millisecond timescale with the sensory organs to obtain

information and with muscles to output information us-
ing electric impulses propagating along the nerve fibers
(axons), this does not imply that the conscious process-
ing and the duration of mental states within the brain
cortex occur also at a millisecond timescale. On the con-
trary, any attempt to construct a quantum mechanical
theory of brain function leads to the prediction that the
relevant dynamical timescale is not slower than picosec-
onds [24, 26, 27, 58].

Another group of experimental tests trying to esti-
mate the duration of each conscious step are based on
subjective reports of perceived temporal order of non-
simultaneous sensory inputs. The first such psychophys-
ical “investigation of the simplest mental processes” was
performed by Sigmund Exner [19–21], and further corrob-
orated by different research groups [34, 38, 49]. It was
found that the minimal time window between two dif-
ferent sensory inputs allowing for subjective assessment
of their non-simultaneity and temporal order is ≈ 30 ms
[34, 38, 49]. These data, together with clinical reports
of patients with time agnosia (who are conscious but do
not experience subjective passage or flow of time) con-
firm the possibility of having consecutive conscious steps,
which are nonetheless experienced as “simultaneous” [24].
Therefore, subjective reports on experienced passage of
time cannot be used to determine the duration of each
conscious step. The psychophysical tests, too, can estab-
lish only an upper bound on the duration of each con-
scious step, which cannot be longer than ≈ 30 ms.

Finally, there is a group of experimental tests such
as electroencephalography (EEG) or functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI) that can monitor changes in
brain activity in real time. Although it is possible to
monitor the brain activity with arbitrarily high tempo-
ral resolution, there is no whatsoever theoretical way to
determine from such data what is the duration of each
conscious step. Establishing certain correlations between
wakefulness and patterns of brain activity cannot pro-
vide even an upper bound for the duration of each con-
scious step. Functional observations are meaningful only
when combined with psychophysical tests, but the lat-
ter will just show that each conscious step is no longer
than ≈ 30 ms as discussed above. What is remarkable
is that those who believe that the mind is a product of
classical millisecond brain processes calculate quantum
mechanically brain decoherence timescale of the order of
picoseconds and from that conclude that quantum me-
chanics is irrelevant for mental processes and theory of
consciousness [40, 58]. But we have just shown that such
argument is fallacious. The reaction times, psychophysi-
cal tests or functional studies could provide at best only
an upper bound for the duration of each conscious step.
If one constructs a theory in which the conscious pro-
cesses are much faster than the reaction times measured
by physiological experiments, then the calculated brain
decoherence timescale of the order of picoseconds would
just confirm or corroborate the quantum mechanical the-
ory of mental states instead of disproving it [24].
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Having shown that the current status of the classi-
cal theory of mind operating at millisecond timescale
is nothing but a pure belief, we proceed with analysis
of two quantum mechanical no-go theorems that are lit-
tle known to neuroscientists and classical philosophers of
mind, and discuss the scope of their implications. The
subsequent exposition is organized as follows: in Section
II we explain why the wide-spread philosopher practice
to take as granted that one can read, copy, clone, mul-
tiply and/or erase safely information is fundamentally
flawed; then in Sections III and IV we provide the proofs
of two quantum mechanical no-go theorems and discuss
how they are interconnected; finally in Section V we ap-
ply those theorems to the mind-brain problem and obtain
novel insights into one’s self identity, beliefs and free will.

II. CLASSICAL INFORMATION VERSUS
QUANTUM INFORMATION

Current neuroscience is exclusively built upon the con-
cept of classical information, which can be read, copied,
multiplied, stored, processed with the use of irreversible
Boolean gates and/or erased. An example of classical in-
formation is the string of bits, 0’s and 1’s, that encode
a digital movie recorded onto DVD. One can watch the
DVD, copy the information from the DVD any number of
times, and even erase the DVD in order to re-write it with
new information. The classical bits of information or c-
bits, possess all of the above properties and intuitively
these properties seem to be essential for our understand-
ing of what information is.

Nevertheless, in quantum mechanics the individual
carriers of information do not share most of the prop-
erties possessed by c-bits. We will refer to the carriers of
quantum information as quantum bits, or simply q-bits.
One of the peculiar properties of the quantum informa-
tion contained in the quantum state (wavefunction) of
a q-bit is that in general it cannot be observed or read
(i.e. cannot be deduced from experimental data) as in the
case of the c-bits stored on DVD [1, 11]. If we have a
quantum version of DVD storing a string of q-bits, in
general we cannot copy the string of q-bits [17, 62], we
cannot process the stored quantum information using ir-
reversible Boolean gates [59], and we cannot erase the
quantum information (at best we can achieve swapping
that is moving the information around without deleting
it) [46]. Furthermore, the Bell and Kochen-Specker no-go
theorems [8, 41] do not allow for quantum mechanics to
be completed and/or explained with the use of classical
hidden variables that are local or non-contextual [32]. At
a first glance all this could be perplexing, however these
results are provable as mathematical theorems using the
standard Hilbert space formalism of quantum mechanics.
Here we will provide mathematical proofs only of the first
two no-go theorems.

III. QUANTUM STATES ARE NOT
OBSERVABLE

Theorem 1. Unambiguous determination of an un-
known individual quantum state (wavefunction) |ΨA〉 of
a q-bit A is impossible [11].

Proof. In order to determine the state of a quantum sys-
tem we could perform a measurement. Every measure-
ment can be represented by some observable (that is a
Hermitian operator) P̂ = P̂ † whose eigenvalues are ex-
hibited as the measurement outcomes. In order to be
able to decide from the outcomes whether or not the
system was in a given state |ΨA〉, there needs to be
at least one outcome which occurs with certainty if the
state was |ΨA〉, and which will certainly not occur if the
state was some state |ΦA〉 different from |ΨA〉. Since
the quantum mechanical probabilities are expectations
of some positive semidefinite operators P̂ representing
the event in question, it follows that 〈ΨA|P̂ |ΨA〉 = 1

and 〈ΦA|P̂ |ΦA〉 = 0. These equations are equivalent to
P̂ |ΨA〉 = |ΨA〉 and P̂ |ΦA〉 = 0. Therefore, 〈ΦA|ΨA〉 =

〈ΦA|P̂ |ΨA〉 = 〈ΨA|P̂ |ΦA〉∗ = 0 which is to say that |ΨA〉
and |ΦA〉 are mutually orthogonal. Because there is no
measurement of q-bit A that would allow one to distin-
guish unequivocally between any pair of non-orthogonal
states, it follows that unambiguous determination of an
individual quantum state |ΨA〉 of a q-bit A is impossi-
ble by only measuring the q-bit A. This weaker result
is sufficient for proving the subsequent Theorem 2. We
note that if there were a way to copy the original q-bit
A multiple times before we measure the q-bit A, then we
would have been able to measure these copies as well and
use the results to reconstruct the quantum state of the
original q-bit A. However, the impossibility to clone un-
known quantum states is established by Theorem 2 and
this concludes the proof of Theorem 1.

Here, we would like to remark that Theorem 1 follows
from the standard Hilbert space formalism of quantum
mechanics in which the space of states of a quantum me-
chanical system forms a vector space instead of a set [57].
In the early days of quantum mechanics many of the im-
portant quantum mechanical results were considered to
be a consequence of the Heisenberg uncertainty principle,
which was understood as an empirical regularity (em-
ploying no or only a bare minimum of theoretical terms)
whose purpose was to build up a fully fleshed physical
theory explaining the empirical data [33]. At present we
already have constructed a powerful axiomatization of
quantum theory (see [48]), so we derive Heisenberg un-
certainty relations as theorems and no longer use them as
a starting point for derivation of other quantum mechan-
ical results. Indeed, manipulation of vectors in a Hilbert
space is much more easier compared to detailed analysis
of thought experiments in the fashion Heisenberg did (cf.
[33]).
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IV. QUANTUM NO-CLONING THEOREM

Theorem 2. An unknown quantum state |ΨA〉 of a q-bit
A cannot be cloned to another q-bit B [17, 62].

Proof. Suppose that we have a two-level q-bit A, whose
unknown quantum state |ΨA〉 we wish to copy. The state
can be generally written as

|ΨA〉 = α|0A〉+ β|1A〉 (IV.1)

where |0A〉 and |1A〉 are two orthogonal basis states in
two-dimensional Hilbert space H, and the complex coef-
ficients α and β are unknown. In order to make a copy,
we take a q-bit B with an identical Hilbert space and
initial state |eB〉, which must be independent of |ΨA〉
(of which we have no prior knowledge). The composite
system is then described by the tensor product

|ΨA〉 ⊗ |eB〉 (IV.2)

There are only two ways to manipulate the composite sys-
tem. One possibility is to perform an observation (mea-
surement of q-bit A), which forces the system into some
eigenstate of the observable and corrupts the informa-
tion contained in the q-bit A. This precludes achieving
a copy of q-bit A. A second alternative is to control the
Hamiltonian of the composite system, and thus the time
evolution operator Û , which is linear. For any fixed time
interval, Û would act as a copier provided that

Û |ΨA〉 ⊗ |eB〉 = |ΨA〉 ⊗ |ΨB〉 (IV.3)

for all Ψ. This must be true for the basis states as well,
so

Û |0A〉 ⊗ |eB〉 = |0A〉 ⊗ |0B〉 (IV.4)

Û |1A〉 ⊗ |eB〉 = |1A〉 ⊗ |1B〉 (IV.5)

Then eq.IV.1 and the linearity of Û imply

Û |ΨA〉 ⊗ |eB〉 = Û(α|0A〉+ β|1A〉)⊗ |eB〉
= αÛ |0A〉 ⊗ |eB〉+ βÛ |1A〉 ⊗ |eB〉
= α|0A〉 ⊗ |0B〉+ β|1A〉 ⊗ |1B〉 (IV.6)

This is generally not equal to |ΨA〉 ⊗ |ΨB〉, as may be
verified by plugging in α = β = 1√

2
. Indeed if one starts

with |ΨA〉 being a superposition of the basis states |0A〉
and |1A〉, the time evolution operator Û will create an
entangled state, so Û cannot act as a general copier. The
latter result is known as the no-cloning theorem.

The above argument illustrates something very inter-
esting, namely that if |ΨA〉 is not in one of the two basis

states for which our copying machine is originally de-
signed, the putative copy will be entangled with the origi-
nal q-bit. If we measure the original q-bit, we will corrupt
the entangled copy as well. In general, the copy that we
can achieve is a pseudo-copy, because it is entangled with
the original q-bit and will be corrupted when the original
q-bit is measured. For completeness we could add that
if |ΨA〉 were in one of the two basis states, the copy will
be a true copy, yet we will not know this. Since there is
an infinite number of possible basis states, the chance for
production a true copy is equal to the chance of guessing
correctly the unknown quantum state, which is one out
of infinite number of possible states. Or in other words,
there is an infinite number of copying machines that can
copy only a pair of basis states, and since originally the
quantum state is unknown to us, the chance to choose at
random the correct copying machine is zero.

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE MIND-BODY
PROBLEM

Physics is a scientific discipline supposed to study all
things that exist within the Universe. Because our minds
do exist in the Universe, they are physical by definition
and should be subject to physical laws. The important
question, however, is what kind of physical laws: classi-
cal or quantum? Every scientific theory addressing the
mind-body problem should have an entity referred to as
mind even though in mind-brain identity theories the
term brain is usually preferred for reasons that have to
do with conventions and/or personal taste, not logic (log-
ically if two terms are identical you can use them inter-
changeably). Furthermore, the mind in every scientific
theory should be subject to certain (classical or quantum)
physical laws. The third option, according to which the
mind is not subject to any physical laws, should be con-
sidered experimentally rejected since we cannot perform
miracles at will.

In a classical theory of mind (in which the mind is
governed by classical physical laws), one could in princi-
ple conceive thought experiments in which one is able to
observe and/or create perfect copies of one’s mind (and
brain). As a consequence one is able to prove various
paradoxical results such as (i) the observability of men-
tal states from third person perspective, (ii) the existence
of self-locating beliefs, (iii) the non-existence of self iden-
tity, and (iv) Frankfurt’s thesis that free will could exist
in cases where the subject could have not done otherwise.

Interestingly, the two quantum mechanical no-go the-
orems proved in Sections III and IV show that most of
the intuitive properties of classical information (the abil-
ity to be observed, copied or multiplied) do not hold for
quantum systems. For example, if we have a quantum
version of DVD with unknown file on it, in general we
will be able neither to copy the DVD, nor to read it
(even though imperfect copying or partial reading is pos-
sible). Thus in quantum theories of mind (in which the
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mind is governed by quantum physical laws), the quan-
tum mechanical no-go theorems forbid mind observations
or copies to be made and invalidate the proofs of the
above-mentioned paradoxical results. The latter conclu-
sion is our novel contribution to the main-body problem.

A. Privacy of mental states

A physical state is observable, if it can be deduced
from performed experimental measurements upon the
state. In classical physics all physical states are observ-
able in principle. In quantum physics, however, unknown
quantum states are unobservable and cannot be deduced
from experimental measurements as shown by Theorem
1. Most people intuitively feel that our mental states are
private and cannot be observed from third person per-
spective. Nevertheless, the successful application of func-
tional brain imaging techniques, such as positron emis-
sion tomography (PET) or functional magnetic resonance
imaging (fMRI), for studying cognitive processes in hu-
mans, provided certain researchers with optimism that
mental states could be observed from third person per-
spective [29, 30, 39]. Such optimism might be pseudo-
justified with the use of Karl Popper’s demarcation cri-
terion according to which scientific theories should be
experimentally testable [50]. If unobservable entities can-
not be directly deduced from experimental tests, then any
theory proposing entities unobservable from third person
perspective must be pseudoscience. However, such con-
clusion might be premature because one can similarly
apply the demarcation criterion to quantum mechanics
and argue that it is pseudoscience due to the fact that
it contains unobservable quantum wavefunctions. Since
quantum mechanics is the most successful physical the-
ory we currently have, it is more reasonable to conclude
that Karl Popper’s demarcation criterion has its limits
of application. In particular, neither quantum mechanics
nor the theories of mind appear to be within the domain
where the demarcation criterion should be applied. Fur-
thermore, there are good (intuitive) reasons to think that
a successful theory of mind will come out with essentially
unobservable mental states. If the proposal for mental
states being quantum coherent states in the brain turns
out to be true, then Theorems 1 and 2 automatically
ensure the privacy of mental states making them unob-
servable for external measuring devices (with the caveat
that what can be observed should be an eigenvalue of
some observable P̂ , hence providing only incomplete in-
formation about the quantum state).

B. Self-locating beliefs

In an interesting paper Elga proposed the existence
of self-locating beliefs, which might be used to create a
serious doubt in one’s mind whether he himself is the
original or he is just a duplicate of the original [18]. Let

us imagine the fictitious situation in which a malicious
creature called Dr. Evil is in orbit around Earth in its
spaceship, which is indestructible. After 24 hours Dr.
Evil will be able to destroy the Earth by bomb. Unfortu-
nately for him, just before doing so, he receives a letter
from Earth’s Philosophy Defense Force, which never lies.
In the letter is said that they have created 99 duplicates
of Dr. Evil, which have exactly the same experiences
as Dr. Evil himself and that for example at the very
same moment each duplicate is also reading the letter.
Moreover, if the duplicates do not surrender at once, the
Earth’s Philosophy Defense Force will torture the dupli-
cates. The question is: “how seriously should Dr. Evil
consider that he is a duplicate?”. Elga (2004) argues that
the answer is: “very seriously” and that Dr. Evil should
surrender. In this case the belief that there is a 99%
chance that he is a duplicate should be self-locating in
the real Dr. Evil too. If however the Dr. Evil’s mind is
a product of quantum coherent process in his brain, the
no-cloning theorem implies that the Earth’s Philosophy
Defense Force cannot create even a single duplicate of
Dr. Evil. Therefore the concept of self-locating belief is
bogus and Dr. Evil cannot be defeated.

C. Self identity

In classical neuroscience the idea that the personal
identity including one’s own mind, self, and free will is
entirely contained in the molecular and biological struc-
ture of the brain (c-bits) implies that a duplicate iden-
tity could be created that is identical in every way ex-
cept physical location. Thus the neural net organization,
neurons, synapses, molecules would be identical and in
identical physical relationship to the others in the du-
plicate, and every neuron and synapse would be in an
identical state of depolarization at the instant of dupli-
cation. This creates well known problem with the no-
tion of one’s self identity as it leads to paradoxical exis-
tence of one mind in two different places. Moreover the
whole construction of the duplicate is conceived by some
philosophers as an argument against the existence of the
self or at least that preservation of one’s important psy-
chological features does not suffice for self identity [45].
Though none of the proposed classical solutions to the
outlined paradox is satisfying, if mind states are quan-
tum states of the brain, then one can use Theorem 2 to
argue against the possibility for duplication of the self. In
contrast with classical theories where one can in principle
duplicate complex systems such as the brain, in quantum
theory such duplication is impossible and the duplication
elsewhere in space would be as likely as the miracle of
spontaneous creation of one’s brain. Thus, quantum the-
ory provides a better physical formalism for the existence
of the self compared to the classical Newtonian theory.
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D. Compatibilism and free will

Compatibilism is a philosophical position according to
which free will is possible even if the physical world is
governed by deterministic laws and one does not have the
option to choose among multiple future possibilities. Al-
though it looks impossible to explain how one can have
free will without given the option to choose among at
least two future possibilities, an argument proposed by
Frankfurt [23] was widely celebrated as providing such
explanation. Frankfurt’s argument attempts to establish
that one might act on one’s own will despite of the fact
that one could have not done otherwise [23]. For the con-
struction of the argument Frankfurt supposes that (1) an
external agent could observe (deduce from experimental
measurements performed with an advanced device) your
mental states and monitor your future decisions and (2)
could use an advanced device in order to rearrange the
firing of your neurons in such a way that you will do
a certain action A only in case you have not chosen to
do A. From the given premises it is easy to see that
if you have chosen to do A you have done it on your
own will, despite of the fact you could not have done
otherwise. Although Frankfurt’s argument seems to es-
tablish the credibility of compatibilism in the framework
of classical theory of mind, it is completely demolished
if the mind states happen to be quantum states of the
brain. As a consequence of Theorem 1, it follows that
if one’s mental states are quantum states then no exter-
nal agent would be capable to observe or monitor the
mental (quantum) state of a quantum coherent system,
because any measurement itself will alter the state of the
observed quantum system. Indeed, it is impossible for a
classical philosopher to defend any form of compatibilism
without utilizing some of the main operations that could
be performed upon classical information such as observ-
ing or copying of c-bits. Furthermore, within the light of
the discussed quantum mechanical no-go theorems, it be-
comes transparent that Frankfurt’s argument is a logical
fallacy based on the assumption that “mental states are
c-bits with free will” with subsequent derivation of the

intended conclusions about one’s mental states and free
will from the postulated c-bit properties. Without the
implicit c-bit assumption it becomes impossible to con-
struct a thought experiment in which a subject has no
choice to do otherwise, yet exerts his free will. It seems
that Frankfurt makes the error because it is inconceiv-
able for him that there could be any form of information
that is different from a c-bit. Thus, quantum mechan-
ics not only provides alternative future possibilities that
could be actualized, but also guarantees the existence of
free choices by forbidding external monitoring of one’s
mental states.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

It has been argued that quantum coherence in the
brain might be too short and therefore irrelevant for the
mind-brain problem [58] or that quantum mechanics has
nothing to contribute to the mind-brain problem [63].
The authors of the latter work [63] have expressed the
“hope that the rejection of the role of consciousness in
quantum mechanics will also lead us to re-evaluate the
proposals that quantum mechanics is vital for explaining
the consciousness. Having these two deep mysteries dis-
entangled one from the other might be an important step
forward towards understanding each of them.” In this
work we have shown that such skepticism is premature
because if mental states are even short-lived quantum
brain states then quantum mechanical no-go theorems
apply and provide novel insights for the understanding
of one’s mental states, self identity, beliefs and free will.
In particular, if the mental states are quantum states of
the brain they cannot be observed (deduced from exper-
imental measurements) by an external observer and the
privacy of our mental life is guaranteed by quantum me-
chanical laws. Furthermore, the concept of self-identity is
not subject to classical paradoxes resulting from putative
duplications of the self. In addition, the quantum no-go
theorems invalidate Frankfurt’s celebrated argument for
compatibilism and restore the credibility of our intuition
that we could not have exerted our free will if there were
no alternative options to choose from.

[1] Alter O, Yamamoto Y (2001) Quantum Measurement of
a Single System, Wiley, New York

[2] Baianu IC (1971) Organismic supercategories and qual-
itative dynamics of systems. Bulletin of Mathematical
Biophysics 33(3):339–354

[3] Baianu IC (2006) Robert Rosen’s work and complex sys-
tems biology. Axiomathes 16(1):25–34

[4] Baianu IC (2007) Categorical ontology of levels and
emergent complexity: an introduction. Axiomathes
17(3):209–222

[5] Baianu IC, Brown R, Glazebrook JF (2007) Categorical
ontology of complex spacetime structures: the emergence
of life and human consciousness. Axiomathes 17(3):223–
352

[6] Baianu IC, Glazebrook JF, Brown R (2011) Quantum
symmetries, operator algebra and quantum groupoid rep-
resentations: paracrystalline systems, topological order,
supersymmetry and global symmetry breaking. Interna-
tional Journal of Research and Reviews in Applied Sci-
ences 9(2):163–206

[7] Beck F, Eccles JC (1992) Quantum aspects of brain ac-
tivity and the role of consciousness. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the USA 89(23):11357–
11361

[8] Bell JS (1966) On the problem of hidden variables
in quantum mechanics. Reviews of Modern Physics
38(3):447–452



7

[9] Bode S, He AH, Soon CS, Trampel R, Turner R,
Haynes J-D (2011) Tracking the unconscious generation
of free decisions using ultra-high field fMRI. PLoS One
6(6):e21612

[10] Born M (1926) Zur Quantenmechanik der Stoßvorgänge.
Zeitschrift für Physik 37(12):863–867

[11] Busch P (1997) Is the quantum state (an) observable? In:
Potentiality, Entanglement and Passion-at-a-Distance:
Quantum Mechanical Studies for Abner Shimony, Vol-
ume Two, R. S. Cohen, M. Horne and J. Stachel (eds.),
Dordrecht, Kluwer, pp 61–70

[12] Cattell JM (1886a) The time taken up by cerebral oper-
ations. Parts I-II. Mind 11:220–242

[13] Cattell JM (1886b) The time taken up by cerebral oper-
ations. Part III. Mind 11:377–392

[14] Cattell JM (1887) The time taken up by cerebral opera-
tions. Part IV. Mind 11:524–538

[15] Cattell JM (1890) Mental tests and measurements. Mind
15:373–381

[16] Chalmers DJ (1995) Facing up to the problem of con-
sciousness. Journal of Consciousness Studies 2(3):200–
219

[17] Dieks D (1982) Communication by EPR devices. Physics
Letters A 92:271–272

[18] Elga A (2004) Defeating Dr. Evil with self-locating belief.
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 69:383–396

[19] Exner S (1873) Experimentelle Untersuchung der ein-
fachsten psychischen Processe. I. Die persönliche Gle-
ichung. Pflügers Archiv European Journal of Physiology
7(1):601–660

[20] Exner S (1874) Experimentelle Untersuchung der ein-
fachsten psychischen Processe. II. Ueber Reflexzeit und
Rückenmarksleitung. Pflügers Archiv European Journal
of Physiology 8(1):526–537

[21] Exner S (1875) Experimentelle Untersuchung der ein-
fachsten psychischen Processe. III. Der persönlichen Gle-
ichung zweiter Theil. Pflügers Archiv European Journal
of Physiology 11(1):403–432

[22] Feser E (2007) Philosophy of Mind: A Beginner’s Guide.
Oneworld, Oxford

[23] Frankfurt H (1969) Alternate possibilities and moral re-
sponsibility. Journal of Philosophy 66(23):829–839

[24] Georgiev DD (2004) Consciousness operates beyond the
timescale for discerning time intervals: implications for
Q-mind theories and analysis of quantum decoherence in
brain. Neuroquantology 2(2):122–145

[25] Georgiev DD (2011) A linkage of mind and brain:
Sir John Eccles and modern dualistic interactionism.
Biomedical Reviews 22:81–84

[26] Georgiev DD, Glazebrook JF (2006) Dissipationless
waves for information transfer in neurobiology - some im-
plications. Informatica (Slovenia) 30(2):221–232

[27] Georgiev DD, Glazebrook JF (2007) Subneuronal pro-
cessing of information by solitary waves and stochastic
processes. In: Nano and Molecular Electronics Hand-
book, S. E. Lyshevski (ed.), CRC Press, pp 17-1–17-41

[28] Georgiev DD, Glazebrook JF (2012) Quasiparticle tun-
neling in neurotransmitter release. In: Handbook of
Nanoscience, Engineering, and Technology, Third Edi-
tion, Goddard III WA, Brenner D, Lyshevski SE, Iafrate
GJ (editors), CRC Press, pp 983–1016

[29] Hassabis D, Chu C, Rees G, Weiskopf N, Molyneux PD,
Maguire EA (2009) Decoding neuronal ensembles in the
human hippocampus. Current Biology 19:546–554

[30] Haynes JD, Sakai K, Rees G, Gilbert S, Frith C, Passing-
ham RE (2007) Reading hidden intentions in the human
brain. Current Biology 17:323–328

[31] Heisenberg W (1925) Über quantentheoretische Umdeu-
tung kinematischer und mechanischer Beziehungen.
Zeitschrift für Physik 33(1):879–893

[32] Held C (2012) The Kochen-Specker Theorem. In: Stan-
ford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Zalta EN, Nodelman U,
Allen C (editors), Stanford, California, Stanford Univer-
sity, Stanford

[33] Hilgevoord J, Uffink J (2012) The Uncertainty Princi-
ple. In: Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Zalta EN,
Nodelman U, Allen C (editors), Stanford, California,
Stanford University, Stanford

[34] Hirsh IJ, Sherrick Jr CE (1961) Perceived order in differ-
ent sense modalities. Journal of Experimental Psychology
62(5):423–432

[35] Huxley TH (1874) On the hypothesis that animals are au-
tomata, and its history. The Fortnightly Review 16:555–
580

[36] James W (1879) Are we automata? Mind 4(13):1–22
[37] James W (1890) The principles of psychology. Holt, New

York
[38] Kanabus M, Szelag E, Rojek E, Pöppel E (2002) Tempo-

ral order judgement for auditory and visual stimuli. Acta
Neurobiologiae Experimentalis 62(4):263–270

[39] Kay KN, Naselaris T, Prenger RJ, Gallant JL (2008)
Identifying natural images from human brain activity.
Nature 452:352–355

[40] Koch C, Hepp K (2006) Quantum mechanics in the brain.
Nature 440:611–612

[41] Kochen SB, Specker EP (1967) The problem of hidden
variables in quantum mechanics. Journal of Mathematics
and Mechanics 17(1):59–87

[42] Lewis PJ (2006) Conspiracy theories of quantum mechan-
ics. The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science
57(2):359–381

[43] McCrone J (2003) Quantummind. The Lancet Neurology
2:450

[44] Nagel T (1974) What is it like to be a bat? The Philo-
sophical Review 83(4):435–450

[45] Olson ET (2012) Personal Identity. In: Stanford Ency-
clopedia of Philosophy, Zalta EN, Nodelman U, Allen C
(editors), Stanford, California, Stanford University, Stan-
ford

[46] Pati AK, Braunstein SL (2000) Impossibility of deleting
an unknown quantum state. Nature 404:164–165

[47] Penrose R (1989) The Emperor’s New Mind: Concern-
ing Computers, Minds and The Laws of Physics. Oxford
University Press, Oxford

[48] Pitowsky I (2005) Quantum mechanics as a theory
of probability. In: Festschrift for Jeffrey Bub, De-
mopoulos W, Pitowsky I (editors), Kluwer, Dordrecht,
arXiv:quant-ph/0510095

[49] Pöppel E (1997) A hierarchical model of temporal per-
ception. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 1(2):56–61

[50] Popper KR (2002). The Logic of Scientific Discovery,
Routledge, London

[51] Popper KR, Eccles JC (1984) The Self and Its Brain: An
Argument for Interactionism. Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London

[52] Robinson W (2012) Epiphenomenalism. In: Stanford En-
cyclopedia of Philosophy, Zalta EN, Nodelman U, Allen
C (editors), Stanford, California, Stanford University,

http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0510095


8

Stanford
[53] Schrödinger E (1926) An undulatory theory of the

mechanics of atoms and molecules. Physical Review
28(6):1049–1070

[54] Seife C (2000) Cold numbers unmake the QuantumMind.
Science 287(5454):791

[55] Smith K (2011) Taking aim at free will. Nature
477(7362):23–25

[56] Soon CS, Brass M, Heinze H-J, Haynes J-D (2008) Un-
conscious determinants of free decisions in the human
brain. Nature Neuroscience 11(5):543–545

[57] Susskind L (2012) The Theoretical Minimum:
Quantum Mechanics. Stanford Continuing Studies,
YouTube:PL701CD168D02FF56F

[58] Tegmark M (2000) Importance of quantum decoherence
in brain processes. Physical Review E 61(4):4194–4206

[59] Vedral V, Plenio MB (1998) Basics of quantum compu-
tation. Progress in Quantum Electronics 22:1–39

[60] Wegner DM (2002) The Illusion of Conscious Will. The
MIT Press, Cambridge

[61] Wigner E (1961) Remarks on the mind-body problem. In:
The Scientist Speculates, I. J. Good (ed.), Heinemann,
London, pp 284–302

[62] Wootters WK, Zurek WH (1982) A single quantum can-
not be cloned. Nature 299:802–803

[63] Yu S, Nikolić D (2011) Quantum mechanics needs no
consciousness. Annalen der Physik 523(11):931–938

http://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL701CD168D02FF56F

	QUANTUM NO-GO THEOREMS AND CONSCIOUSNESS
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Classical information versus quantum information
	Quantum states are not observable
	Quantum no-cloning theorem
	Implications for the mind-body problem
	Privacy of mental states
	Self-locating beliefs
	Self identity
	Compatibilism and free will

	Concluding remarks
	References


