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found. We show that ¢(x) may be found by considering the flow of Fisher information
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system. Such an observation is irreversible and, hence, incurs a general loss I — J of
the information. By requiring stability of the law ¢(z), as well, it is found to obey a
principle / — J = min . of “extreme physical information” (EPI). Information [/ is the same
functional of ¢(x) for any shift-invariant system, and .J is a functional defining a physical
source effect that must be known at least approximately. The minimum of EPI implies that
I ~ J or received information tends to well-approximate reality. Past applications of EPI to
predicting laws of statistical physics, chemistry, biology, economics and social organization

are briefly described.
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1. Background

1.1. How Fundamental Is Information?

It is often asserted that all physically-observable effects are expressions of information; or, more
precisely, all observed effects are defined by flows of information to the observer. We consider any such
effect that is also repeatable statistically, i.e., is consistent. Exactly how is the mathematical form of the
effect defined by its observation?

1.2. What about Least Action?

Of course, historically, estimating physical effects in particular has most often been by use of the
variational principle of “least action”. As found by H. von Helmholtz [1] and others, there are appropriate
action forms 7" — V' (kinetic minus potential energy) for all known fields of physics. The integrand of
T — V is called the Lagrange function for the problem. Equating variation of the Lagrangian to zero
produces the law. From this point of view, a Lagrangian principle of least action is behind all physics;
and consequently, it is the most basic physical effect of all.

However, there is a distinct limitation to its use. Least action requires quantities 7" and V' to be known
as energies or energy-dependent terms. Additionally, and unfortunately, not all natural effects can be
specified by their energy levels. Examples are the population dynamics of certain biological, social
and cosmological systems, including their laws of allometric growth, and many statistical aspects of
economics and social organization.

Aside from this practical issue, there is the basic issue of why, in the first place, physical laws
need arise only from energy-dependent terms. After all, science is fundamentally the quantification
of observed effects, whether of energy or not. Rather, learning through observation is the sine qua non
of estimating the distribution. Furthermore, even if energy is to be used, why a priori the specific form
T — V? Why not instead, e.g., a principle 7'+ V' = min. or even 7/V = min.? It seems that the
T — V form for “action” has no known prior physical significance other than being a device to derive
physical laws by “reverse engineering” them; thus the widely-known statement [2] “It usually happens
that the differential equations for a given phenomenon are worked out first, and only later is the Lagrange
function found, from which the differential equations can be obtained”.

True, the Planck constant i, with units of energy time or momentum position, is called the “action”,
but that does not provide the needed rationale for energy-dependent Lagrangians, and of the special
form 7T — V.

No less a scientist than Schrodinger, e.g., called it “incomprehensible” [3] why the principle
T — V = min. works to derive his wave equation.

1.3. Overall Aim

Consider the epistemological question: How much can be learned about a scientific phenomenon by
observing it one or, at most, a finite number of times? In particular, can it be so derived? Again, this is
without necessarily using knowledge of its energy aspects 1" or V' (note: however, in some applications
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the information / and J turn out to be proportional to 7" and V'). At this point, it is useful to briefly
summarize the derivation to follow. The main development follows this synopsis.

1.4. Synopsis of Derivation

The source effect is statistical, obeying an unknown probability law p(x) in fluctuations x, where
p = ¢*, q¢ = q(x), the system amplitude law. The aim is to estimate ¢(x). The law ¢(x) is assumed
to be statistically repeatable, differentiable and, for simplicity, shift invariant. We require that any such
law obeys stability to first-order perturbation of its solution ¢(z). The effect is observed in the ordinary
sense, i.e., macroscopically. Such an observation constitutes “coarse graining” (discussed in Section 2.5,
and in Section 3 at its beginning and end), whereby K-L (Kullback—Leibler) entropy is lost. Therefore,
since K-L entropy is proportional to Fisher I (see Section 2.4 below), this is lost, as well. Then, calling
the maximum possible value of the source effect J, the amount lost is [ — J = AI. The J value is
regarded as intrinsic to the source during its observation (e.g., in space, time, efc.) and, so, is called the
source information. The above relation I — J = A/[ holds for losses Al down to infinitesimal values,
where Al = dI. Then, the amount lost is / — J = dI. Then, any variation 6(/ — J) = d(dl) = 0.
This implies that I — J = extremum. Then, its solution ¢(x) obeys first-order stability, as previously
required. Finally, it is shown that, owing to the special forms obeyed by functionals / and .J, the solution
causes the extreme value of the loss I — J to be a minimum. The result is the EPI principle:

I —J = min (D)

We return to the general development.

2. An Information-Based Alternative

Is there, then, an alternative variational approach to least action that does have prior significance
and, in particular, does not necessarily require knowledge of energies? In fact, we find that generally
disregarding energy considerations and, instead, taking an epistemological viewpoint results in the
principle of extreme physical information (EPI).

It is shown below that any currently known physical system (or effect) has a well-defined value J
for its maximum Fisher [ value. The J value is regarded as intrinsic to the source and, so, is called
the source information. This is found to hold, e.g., for all shift-invariant phenomena that ultimately
have a physical basis. Principle (1) has been applied in [4-10] to derive wave equations of quantum
mechanics, basic thermodynamics and modern cell biology. Also derived have been the phenomena
of statistical physics and other sciences [6,11-19]. This includes the laws of cancer growth [6,13],
the near-ubiquitous occurrence of statistical power laws [19] in science, including the quarter-power
laws of biological and cosmological allometry [6,19], the de Broglie wave hypothesis (now, no longer
a mere hypothesis) [17], thermodynamics using Fisher information in place of entropy [6,7], the Euler
equation [14] of the chemical density functional and the laws of optimum economic investment [11] and
of population dynamics [6,8,18] of animate or inanimate systems.

These derivations are empirical evidence for the validity of EPI, but do not constitute its derivation.

Our aim here is to show how EPI naturally arises out of a quest for knowledge.
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2.1. Data Information of Fisher

The approach arises from classical information theory, invented largely by R.A. Fisher [20,21] circa
1920 (note: this is not C.E. Shannon’s information, devised for other purposes, in about 1945). Let a
be an unknown parameter of a shift-invariant system obeying consistent, i.e., repeatable, statistics. It is
desired to estimate a from its measurement y. Consider, e.g., any such physical system characterized
by a particle in motion whose Ehrenfest-mean position, or momentum, or energy, efc., a is unknown.
This is measured, as a value y = a + z, with x a fluctuation characteristic of the measured system.
For simplicity of analysis, the detector is assumed to be perfect, not contributing extra fluctuation to the

measurement. Then, fluctuations x describe the statistics of the system.

2.2. Shift Invariance, Use of Amplitudes q(x)

For simplicity, assume a single measurement y of parameter a in a shift-invariant system. Thus, the
likelihood law obeys py (y|a) = p(z), x = y — a, on random fluctuations x from parameter a. In general,
an estimate of a is formed as some chosen function of the datum y. A possible choice of the estimate is
y itself.

Let the law p(x) have an amplitude ¢ = /p,q = ¢(v). Amplitude function g(z) is any
statistically-repeatable law on fluctuations = from unknown parameter a. These fluctuations are assumed
to define the observed effect, i.e., its physics is defined by the fluctuations x from the ideal measurement
value y = a. This directly expresses the epistemological nature of the approach.

More generally, the system can be in some fixed complex amplitude state ¢)(x), usually denoted as
() in quantum mechanical problems, where n is an integer, its eigenstate. In the analysis, any value
of n may be present. However, the system is, for now, not assumed to have a quantum nature. Moreover,
the value of n is not central to the analysis, since the purpose of the measurement is to know a, not n.
Thus, for simplicity, n is suppressed, and v,,(x) is represented as a real function ¢, (z) = ¢(x).

2.3. Definition of the Information

The concept of the Fisher information about the parameter a contained in a single observation is
utilized, as below, to understand how accurately a can be known from that measurement. The information

is most conveniently represented in terms of amplitude function ¢(x), rather than p(z), as: [6,20-22]

I=4 / dz(dq/dx)*. )

This assumes shift invariance, as discussed at the outset of Section 1.4. Furthermore, the integration is
taken over the entire range of the random variable x. The Fisher I defines how well a can be known in
the rms sense (see Equation (16)). The rms error turns out to be minimal for a class of probability laws
p(z) (see just above and below Equation (16)).

2.4. Local Nature, Relation to Kullback—Leibler Measure

This information measure (2) is called “local”, since it is sensitive to the fluctuations dg in

differentially-neighboring (distance dx) values of ¢(z). The sensitivity is particularly strong, since it
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goes as the square of the fluctuations. Hence, I has long been considered a “measure of roughness” of
the data [23]. It results as well that [ o< Hg(p(z)/p(x + dx)) [6,24], the latter the Kullback—Leibler
(K-L) cross entropy “distance” between p(x) and its differentially-displaced neighbor function p(x+dx).

Implicit to Equation (2) is that quantities a,z,y are scalar numbers. However, more generally,
they may be multidimensional. In such cases, the expression (2) for [ is easily generalized by the
usual replacements * —X, dr — dx in the integrand for a vector X = x1, ..., zy of data fluctuations.
Furthermore, the integrand (dgq/dx)? is replaced [6,12] by the sum > (Vg,)?, where V is the gradient
operator, for a system that can be in many different states n = 1,...,N. Finally, as defined in
Equation (12), in terms of complex amplitudes v,,, n = 1,..., N, the information becomes I =
4N [dxy, Vi - Vi, in problems where the x-space is continuous. As usual, * denotes the complex
conjugate. This is called the “Fisher channel capacity” [6], since it is an upper bound to the actual Fisher
information [6,12]. However, to keep the analysis simple, we first merely assume the one-dimensional
single-state case (2) of the information.

By K. Popper’s criterion of negation, any effect that is claimed to be physical (as opposed to, say,
metaphysical) must make predictions that can be falsified. To falsify the effect requires, at the very least,
its accurate observation in a well-defined state a. How large can information / be obtained by a single
observation or, more simply, how much can one know?

2.5. Plato’s Parable of the Cave

The ancient Greeks gave much thought to how much one can know. Plato’s parable of the cave
is meant to illustrate this. In Plato’s parable, people who have spent their entire lives chained inside
a cave are allowed to obtain information about events outside only by viewing the shadows they cast
on a wall of the cave. Of course, their view of reality outside is highly limited and imperfect, since,
for one thing, it consists of but two-dimensional projections of the three-dimensional objects outside.
Thus, when a group of people arrive outside, they are perceived inside as but two-dimensional shadows.
This perception is intrinsically imperfect. In modern terms, Plato’s conclusion is that the information /
acquired by the cave people inside is generally less than that, called level J, that would perfectly specify
the outside source. We will see in Section 3 that this is actually an example of the known phenomenon
of coarse graining. Plato had the right idea.

2.6. Generic Nature of 1

Assuming flat space, I has the same integral form (2) for all such observed effects. It is a generic
measure of the degree of randomness in data. Note from the form of (2) that the more rapidly ¢(z)
oscillates, the larger will be / and the more random will be the data it specifies. The generic nature of
I is further manifest in its property / = max. (by Equations (6) and (11) below), which holds for all
statistically-repeatable phenomena ¢(x).

What is not generic is the source information .J defining the particular system effect. In Plato’s parable
above, it has the role of defining the ideal level of information, e.g., the level required to fully specify the
“source people” outside the cave. Information .J of EPI is further taken up in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 below.
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Since the 1920s, the integral (2) for / has been mainly used to define how well the system parameter
a can be estimated (see below). This is mere use as a diagnostic. However, our ultimate aim is not to
merely estimate the parameter a, but, also, to estimate the system: i.e., the functional form of either
q(x) or p(z).

The integral [/ will likewise prove indispensable for this purpose. At this point, we emphasize that
the above integral form (2) for [ is, in particular, not generally dependent on prior knowledge of system
energy. Thus, neither will formation of the estimate of ¢(z) or p(z). This is in comparison with the like
use of the principle of least action, which always requires knowledge of system energies and, so, rules

out its use in scenarios where energy information is not present (as discussed later).

3. Observation Is a Generally Lossy Process

Central to our derivation of EPI is the following effect. Consider the measurement of a state parameter
a, say a particle mass. The “Platonic ideal” (illustrated by his parable above) is that, generally speaking,
perfection exists, but that man seldom observes it. In fact, according to modern measurement theory,
any macroscopic measurement of a parameter is intrinsically lossy, i.e., irreversible in nature. “This is
because it is impossible in principle that an observer inside the universe can reverse the universe. The
real universe as observed by objects inside is irreversible, and measurements are permanent records for
these observers.” [25]. In order to produce a definite reading of the state a of the system, the detector in
use interacts with the system. It is this very interaction, causing an irreversible exchange of information
and energy with those of the system, that gives rise to the output measurement. Its irreversible nature
amounts to a lossy, or “coarse-grained” [6,26—28], process. Assume such a measurement to be made of
a system with ideal Fisher information level J.

This, by definition, causes the observed data to suffer a loss of K-L entropy and, hence, by the relation

I o< Hgy, previously found in Section 2.4, a random loss of Fisher information:

AI <0 3)
from its source value J. Thus, with generally:
I =J+Al, 4)
by Equation (3)
I<J &)

A macroscopic observation cannot give more information than pre-exists at the source.

The unknown amplitude ¢(x) and the measurement process are assumed to be statistically repeatable.
This implies that the given source information, value J is the upper bound to the acquired information
I that is acquired even in repeated measurements y of the system. In summary, the observed effect has

maximum information of value:
I max — J. (6)

(Note: If such repeatability does not hold, then there will be a different .J value at each observation

and, resultingly, a different EPI solution ¢(x). However, it will still be valid for that observation.)
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Given the loss (3) of information, the data can no longer perfectly define parameter a. Thus,
Inequality (5) proves, in effect, a modern version of Plato’s parable: the observers in the cave can only
see imperfect shadows of the true reality (here, a) outside.

Coarse graining also demarks the transition from a quantum to classical universe [29,30].
This corresponds to the transition from efficiency kK = 1 tox = % as discussed in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

3.1. Physics as Transition from Substance to Observation

In contrast with the intrinsic or source information .J, the observer collects a level of information /
about a in data collected from the system. He/she is at the receiving end of a basic flow of information:

J — I, or source — observation (7)

over a channel. As an example, such information flow occurs during its transfer (say, by photons in a
microscope) from a physical source (in the microscope slide) at information level J and in parameter
state a, to the observed level I in data space (on the observer’s retina). Information level .J is defined by
the physics of the specimen on the slide, e.g., an amoeba.

The “source”, with physical substance, defines the ideal (maximum, as shown in Equation (6))
possible level J of Fisher information /. This information is taken to perfectly define it. By contrast,
the observation is the generally imperfect (by Equation (5)) measurement of this physical substance.
The direction of the arrows in Equation (7) defines the direction of increasing time, indicating that the

physical source (existence or “being”) gives rise to (“becomes”) the observation, however imperfect.

3.2. Assumed Form for Information J

The flow (7) 1s of information from source effect to observer. By comparison, information .J is taken
to result from another flow, this one of some physical quantity internal to the source system (examples
in Section 3.3). This physical flow obeys a general form:

J = /dmj[q(x),s(m)]. )

Here, j is some continuous function of its arguments ¢(x), s(x). In particular, s(z) defines the physical
source flow, as exemplified above (in particular, not necessarily energy). Note also that ./ does not depend
explicitly on the gradient ¢/(x). Such explicit dependence is reserved for information 7, as defined in
the generic form (2). If J depended on ¢'(x), there would no longer be a definite distinction between

“source” and “observation” in the information flow Equation (7).

3.3. Examples of Source Information J

In providing a complete description of system state a, information .J is intrinsic to the source
system. Therefore, J must be expressible in terms of its defining physical properties. For example,
in describing: (1) quantum observation of the position of a particle [6,12], .J is proportional to the square
of the particle’s mass; (2) cell growth, J increases with reproductive fitness [6,8,18]; (3) the growth of

investment capital in econophysics, J increases as the expected value of the production function [11];
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(4) cancer growth, J increases with cancer mass [6,13]; (5) the growth of competing populations, J is
proportional to the mean-squared fitness over the populations [6,18]. Notice that in applications (2)—(5),
there is no explicit dependence on energy, kinetic or potential, or on their difference, the “action”.

However, although the functional .J always has the form Equation (8), there is presently no simple
rule for forming it in new scenarios. Thus, the particular functions s(z) and j(q, s) are not known a
priori. However, there is a systematic approach to finding the functionals. This is the Peirce approach
outlined in Section 5.2.

3.4. Need for Stability

Laws of nature ¢(z) should tend to be invariant, e.g., not varying from place to place in the universe.
On this basis, the estimate of ¢(z) should obey zero variation in some function F of the two information
characteristics /,.J of the channel (7) J — [. That is, g(x) should obey a variational principle
O0F(I,J) = 0. What function F(I,.J) should have this invariance? Equation (4) holds down to
infinitesimal values, where Al = dI. Then, (4) becomes of the form [ — J = dI. Then, the variation
(I —J) = d(dI) = 0. This is of the required variational form 6F(/,J) = 0 with F(I,J) =1 — J.
Thus, it is the simple loss of information that should be stable.

However, an extremum can be a maximum, minimum or point of inflection. Which one is found next.

4. Derivation of EPI

We are now in a position to derive the EPI principle I — J = min. We had from the preceding:
5(1—J) = 0. )

This serves to stabilize the information loss / — J and, hence, the EPI solution ¢(z) per se. It also
implies a constrained extremum problem [ — J = extremum. Here, the constraint is the knowledge that
the source information obeys Equation (8). Denote the integrand of [ — J as the Lagrangian £. Then,
by Equations (2) and (8),

L=4q"(2) - jlg(x), s(x)). (10)
(Note that the usual Lagrange multiplier A is absorbed into 7, so that the usual second requirement
OL/ON = 0 of the constrained Lagrange approach is not enforced.) In particular, the extremum in
principle I — J = extremum must be shown to obey form (1), i.e., be a minimum. The nature of the
extremum is determined by the use of Legendre’s condition, as follows.

Legendre’s condition states that the extremum is a minimum if 92£ yaelid 2 > 0 (or a maximum if < 0).
Notice that only the first right-hand term in Equation (10) depends on ¢’. Then, directly, differentiating
it twice gives 9°£/9q* = +8 > 0. Therefore, the extremum is a minimum, giving the EPI principle
I —J =min.

Furthermore, by Equation (5), it must be that / = xJ with 0 < k < 1. Therefore, in summary,
I —J=min., where ] = kJ, 0 <k < 1. (11)

This two-faceted principle is called that of extreme physical information or EPI (as in “EPI
stemology”’) QED.
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4.1. Efficiency Constant k

Coefficient k = I /J measures the efficiency of the information transfer to the observer about system
parameter a. That the transfer generally loses information agrees with Plato’s thesis. This loss simply
followed, in Equations (3)—(5), from the irreversible nature of making a measurement. However, that
the loss is a minimum is a surprisingly optimistic result. As we saw, this followed because of the
fundamentally different structure of data information functional / from source functional J.

Of course, for the purposes of gaining knowledge, it would be best if the received information obeyed
I = J,ie., k= 1. This obeys the equality sign in condition (5), and represents the highest allowed value
for 1. As shown below, this holds when observing quantum systems. Furthermore, value x = 1/2 occurs
when observing classical systems. These are shown next.

We first specialize to the case of a one-dimensional quantum system. As discussed at the beginning
of Section 2.4, it generalizes for an N-state, complex system ¢,,, n = 1,..., N/2 to:

N/2

I= 4NZ/dm|d¢n/dx|2 (12)
n=1

and is called the “Fisher channel capacity”. The real and imaginary parts of each complex amplitude
() are formed out of successive real amplitudes go,,_1, g2, by the rule ¥ o q1 + iqa, o X g3 + iq,
etc. Specifically,

V(@) = N"Y2(qop_1 + iqan),i = V—1,n=1,...,N/2. (13)

Using Definition (13) in Equation (12) gives:

N
I= 4Z/dx(dqn/dx)2. (14)
n=1

This is an obvious generalization of Definition (2), which assumed only the N = 1 state to be
present. Here, the NV information contributions (dg,, /dx)? are independent and, hence, add by the rules

of elementary probability theory.
4.1.1. Why Quantum Cases Have k = 1

Either Form (12) or (14) is a sum of squares defining a so-called L, length. In quantum phenomena,
the transition J — [ in (7) is via a unitary transformation (in particular, the Fourier one) [6,12]
from momentum-energy space to position-time space X = (x,y, z, ct) space. A unitary transformation
preserves an Lo length, here information J. Hence, the transformation (7) J — I of information obeys
I = J, or k = 1. Furthermore, here, the quantity j = j[¢)(x), s(x)] defining ideal information J via
Equation (8) obeys j = 4N (mc/h)?, where m is the particle mass, N is the rank (e.g., N = 4 for a
nonrelativistic case) of its wave functions ¢,,,n = 1, ..., N/2 and c and £ are the usual physical constants.
Then, by E = mc?, quantum information / = J oc E?, the square of the energy. This indicates a new
physical property for energy £ in the relativistic quantum scenario: both the source and data levels of
Fisher information exist interchangeably with the squared quantum energy; or “knowledge” and energy

are interchangeable, analogous with the familiar relation between matter and energy in relativity.
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4.1.2. Why Classical Cases Have x = 1/2

We found in the preceding that / = J in the general quantum scenario. Equation (14) shows that N
terms ¢,, contribute to the value of .

Next, inverting Equation (13) gives, respectively odd and even indexed ¢, in terms of corresponding
v, values, as:

Gon—1 = VN mod[th,(x)] cos ¢, (), and gon, = VN mod[i),, ()] sin @y, (z). (15)

The ¢, (x) are phase functions. We now evaluate Equation (15) as the classical limit is taken. In
this limit, the eigenfunctions v, (x) are so crowded together, that each phase function ¢, (z) = 0
continuously over all x. Then, each sin ¢,(z) = 0. Then, by Equation (15), every even component
qon(z) = 0.

How do these special values effect the sum (14) for /? By the preceding, none of its even-indexed
amplitudes ¢, contribute to that sum. Only their odd-indexed mates g2, 1 do. Then, of the total N
possible contributions to the sum (14) for 7, only N /2 contribute. This has a useful consequence.

Then, in particular, [ must also lack N/2 terms in the sum (14) defining its maximum value .J. Then,
with [ = kJ, efficiency constant k = 1/2.

In fact, by direct applications [6] of EPI, this is found to exactly hold for systems obeying either
classical mechanics or classical electromagnetics.

5. Discussion

5.1. In What Sense Is “Everything” Information?

We return to the issue raised at the outset of the paper, that everything we see is effectively
information. This paper describes the extent to which Fisher information fills this role. Principle (11)
establishes that all demonstrably known physical effects arise out of classical observation, i.e., a
transition (7) of information-based substance, or ideal being, into becoming information-based data. This
is a model for quantifying the role of observation, i.e., epistemology. Observations serve to transform
one form of information (of physical form J) into another (Fisher form I). The observed universe runs
on the transformation.

In particular, the EPI principle (11) defines a practical variational approach to finding ¢(x), the natural
law governing the data. The minimum is found by use of the Euler—Lagrange solution [6] to the problem.

Note that EPI actually consists of two conditions (11). The second, I = k., has no counterpart
in the familiar least action approach (which is mathematically analogous to the first condition (11)).
Actually, the two conditions (11) give practical advantage over least action in cases k < 1 (these are
important, since, as mentioned, cases k = 1/2 define all classical physics [6]). There, it allows unknown
law ¢(x) to be found as the simultaneous solution [6,13] to the two conditions (11). This describes the
scenario of deductive knowledge briefly described in Section 5.2 below.

In comparison with deriving classical physics, in deriving quantum wave equations [6,12] the EPI
solution obeys x = 1, or perfect transfer of information from source to observer (as mentioned, this

ignores possible noise fluctuation from the detector, assumed perfect). This assumes unitary evolution of
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the system; such evolution allows the source information to be detected without degradation. This also
defines a scenario of abductive knowledge described in Section 5.2 below.

A second benefit of the EPI answer is to provide an optimum estimate of the unknown state
parameter a. The logic here is that the parameter a will be best estimated if, first of all, the system
q(z) “behind it” is best known, as well. Nature evidently allows realization of these benefits: the EPI
principle works [4,6,11-19]; and the best estimate (in the sense of absolute minimum mean-square error)
of a is often achievable [5,6,12,22]. This is for systems p(x) that are called “efficient”, e.g., those in the
exponential family. How good is the best estimate of a?

An answer is provided by the Cramer—Rao inequality [5,6,22]: The mean-square error e in

determining parameter a from the datum y obeys:
e >1/1. (16)

This assumes unbiased estimation, analogous to an unbiased experiment (generally finite error in each
individual estimate, but an average error of zero over an infinity of them). The equality in Equation (16)
holds for an efficient system (defined above). However, since J is generally finite, even in the ideal
scenario / = J of no information loss I is finite. Then, by the (now) equality (16), there is still finite
error e in the estimate. The efficient estimate is not perfect. The Platonic ideal holds here on the level
of information, i.e., I = J, but not for the estimate of the parameter. However, even so, by (11), since
k = 1, information [ is maximized, so that by (16) the best (smallest possible) error e is minimized.
Thus, reality cannot be perfectly known, but it can be known with minimal error.

Finally, the EPI approach naturally provides the so-called “quantum potential” used by Madelung,
and later D. Bohm, to derive the Schrodinger wave equation. This is discussed in depth in [31].

5.2. Forming Functional J: Three Stages of Prior Knowledge

In real applications of EPI, its outputs ¢(z) or v, (x) are correct to varying degrees. Where does error
creep in? Functional [ is always of the form (2) or (12), depending on dimensionality, so this is not a
source of error. By comparison, in any new problem, the challenge is in forming the source information
functional J. This is a form of prior knowledge of the unknown effect. The accuracy of the EPI prediction
q(z) or 1, (x) depends directly on the accuracy of this prior knowledge. Degrees of accuracy called,
in descending order, abductive, deductive and inductive, were defined by the philosopher-statistician
C.S. Peirce [32].

For example, if the system obeys unitarity (Section 5.1) efficiency x = 1, no information is lost, and
the outputs, the equations of quantum mechanics, are 100% correct. This form of prior knowledge is
called “abductive”.

“Deductive” knowledge of J occurs when the prior knowledge is of a simple invariance, such as an
equation of continuity of flow [6]. This gives an EPI output that is accurate over only a limited range of
parameters, such as in the nonrelativistic limit.

Finally, “inductive” knowledge gives outputs that follow from constraining extremization of I,
such that the outputs ¢(z) merely obey known empirical averages, such as first and second moments.
See [33,34] for details. Here, functional .J expresses the averages as ordinary Lagrange constraints.

This gives an EPI output that is merely constrained to be smooth (i.e., “unbiased” statistically).
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An alternative approach with strong promise of finding useful functionals J falls under the rubric
of machine learning [35-37]. There is a large literature on this overall approach. Its general aim is to
construct algorithms that can learn from massive amounts of data to the extent that reliably predictive
models, say functionals F), G, can be formed. In analogy with our problem (11), these can be combined
in the specific combination /' — G = minimum. Functionals F, G would be established by processing
all of the data. If F' turns out to be proportional to /, then GG can be identified as proportional to .J.
Thus, the EPI approach might eventually find its strongest application in this role, which accomplishes a
strong decrease in the need for the analytic modeling of massive amounts of data.

In summary, EPI does not depend on knowledge of system energy for its use. Hence, it applies
to a much wider scope of phenomena than does least action. These include economic, biological and
social phenomena whose energy effects are either unknown or inapplicable. The need for such a more
widely-applicable approach has long been sought [38—42]. In this respect, the approach has a shared goal
with that of machine learning, and we expect this to ultimately allow source functional .J to be found by
the use of massive amounts of data.

6. Conclusions

Why does observation tend to agree with reality? We show that the macroscopic observation of
any well-defined, unknown statistical effect displays maximum Fisher information about the effect. Of
course, as a limitation, because the observation is irreversible, the acquired level / of information cannot
exceed the level J of the source effect. Nevertheless the loss is minimal, / — J = man. Thus, the
“physical” as versus “observed” aspects of any macroscopically observed reality tend to agree. This is
comforting, but far from a trivial result: it states that although man cannot observe reality perfectly, he
can in fact observe it with minimal error. This has allowed man to increasingly understand his universe.
This is especially apt for quantum effects, whose observation incurs no information loss, i.e., I — J = 0.
By comparison, when observing classical effects such as mechanics or electromagnetism, where phase
information is lacking, half the initial level J of information is missing from the acquired information I,
that is, the acquired information obeys I = (1/2).J.

The second noteworthy aspect of the principle / —.J = man. arises from the fact that / and .J are often
both known functionals of the probability amplitudes governing the observed effect. Then the principle
becomes a variational problem which may be solved, via a straightforward Euler-Lagrange equation, for
the probability amplitudes. In this way the wave equations of quantum mechanics, electromagnetism,
and many other effects of physics, chemistry, biology, economics and social organization have been
derived. Among new notable results are the law of growth of in situ cancer growth, and derivation of
what has heretofore been considered the de Broglie wave hypothesis: the wave nature of matter. As we

see, this ultimately follows mainly from the irreversible nature of observation.
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