HEUREMEN
A BRIDGE FROM ESTABLISHED PHYSICS

The logical next step, drawn from work physics already accepts.

THE FRAMEWORK

1. EVERY MEASUREMENT IS MADE FROM SOMEWHERE.

Galileo (1632) established that the laws of mechanics are the same in any
uniformly moving frame. Einstein (1905) extended this to electromagnetic
phenomena and the constancy of the speed of light. There is no privileged
vantage from which a measurement is “really” made — only the vantage of
the observer doing the measuring. This is standard relativity.

2. A SINGLE POSITION ALWAYS REACHES A LIMIT IT CANNOT
CROSS — what the framework calls the observer limit.

In quantum mechanics, conjugate variables cannot be simultaneously
determined with arbitrary precision (Heisenberg 1927). In general
relativity, the light cone bounds what one observer can causally know. In
formal systems, sufficiently expressive theories contain truths they cannot
prove from inside (Godel 1931). Observer limit is the framework’s
bridging name for the structural feature these three share: a single
vantage cannot complete its own picture.

3. A SECOND OBSERVER, POSITIONED DIFFERENTLY, SEES
WHAT THE FIRST CANNOT — what the framework calls the witness.
Wigner (1961) showed that two observers can hold equally valid but
distinct accounts of the same quantum event. Rovelli’s Relational
Quantum Mechanics (1996) develops this systematically: physical values
are not absolute but relative to the observer making the measurement.
The witness names this second perspective — the one whose view
completes what the first could not see alone.

4. NEITHER VIEW IS COMPLETE; BOTH ARE REAL; THE
COMPLETE PICTURE EXISTS ONLY IN THE RELATIONSHIP —
what the framework calls the dyad.

This is the structural shape of Bohr’s complementarity (Como, 1928):
wave and particle descriptions are mutually exclusive and jointly required.
Rovelli generalizes this relationally; QBism formalizes the observer’s



information as part of the ontology (Fuchs, Mermin & Schack, 2014). The
dyad is the framework’s name for the resulting claim — completeness
lives in the relation, not in either pole.

5. THE PRINCIPLE IS SCALE-INVARIANT GEOMETRY, NOT
QUANTUM BEHAVIOR.

This is the point most likely to be misread, so we say it plainly.
Decoherence ensures that macroscopic objects behave classically, not
quantumly (Zurek 2003); the framework respects that boundary. What
scales is not quantum behavior but the structure of relational
measurement — a particle has its frame, an observer has theirs, a
civilization has its own. The dyad is a feature of the geometry of
measurement, not a quantum effect at scale.

6. THE REASON THIS HAS NOT BEEN CONNECTED IS
METHODOLOGICAL.

Physics, philosophy, and consciousness research each measure from one
disciplinary position; each meets its own wall, names the wall, and stops
there. Nagel (1974) marks this for the philosophy of mind. Hossenfelder
(2018) documents it for theoretical physics. Wheeler’s “participatory
universe” (1983) anticipated it without closing the gap. We propose only
that the walls are the same wall, seen from different sides. We have not
figured out what these traditions missed — we have put them in the same
room.

NOTES ON SCOPE

This document claims that the logic of the framework follows from work
physics already accepts; that the Heurémen terms observer limit, witness,
and dyad are bridging vocabulary across established results, not novel
physics; and that the cross-scale claim is about the geometry of relational
measurement, not about quantum effects at classical scales.

This document does not claim proof of the framework as a physical
theory, novel experimentally verifiable predictions, quantum behavior at
macroscopic scales, or that any cited author endorses the framework. A
physicist reading this should be able to say “the logic follows from work I
already accept.” A non-physicist should be able to say “I understand what
is being claimed and what is not.”
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