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INTRODUCTION

(Note: ALICE isarudimentary artificial intelligence program)

“The best reason for believing that robots might some day become conscious is that we human beings are
conscious, and we are a sort of robot ourselves. That is, we are extraordinarily complex self-controlling, self-
sustaining physical mechanisms, designed over the eons by natural selection and operating according to the
same well-understood principles that govern all the other physical processesin living things: digestive and
metabolic processes, self-repair and reproductive processes, for instance.

It may be wildly over-ambitious to suppose that human artificers can repeat Nature's triumph, with variationsin
material, form, and design process, but thisis not a deep objection. It isnot asif a conscious machine
contradicted any fundamental laws of nature, the way a perpetual motion machine does. Still, many sceptics
believe - or in any event want to believe - that it will never be done.” (Daniel Dennett)

So, what is Consciousness?

“Thewords "mind" and "consciousness' are used by different communitiesin different ways. For philosophers,
neuroscientists and cognitive scientists, the words are used in away that is both more precise and more
mundane: they refer to the familiar, everyday experience of having a "thought in your head”, like a perception, a
dream, an intention or a plan, and to the way we know something, or mean something or understand something.”
(Wiki)

John Searle states that it is incoherent to think that Al could ever achieve consciousness because a machine
could never achieve ‘understanding’ in the sense that humans have. Minsky’s view is that the mind consists of
several hundred mini computer-like systems that have evolved to perform specific tasks; these mini computers
combined create consciousness — therefore it is theoretically possible to create Al consciousness.

QUESTIONS:

1. Doyou agree with Searlethat it cannot or perhaps Minsky, who believes it can?
2. If itisultimately possible, then the question becomes ‘should” we do it? What are the potential
implications?

REFERENCES:

1. Brain Spotting Part 2 (On YouT ube)

Episode2 - Part 1/5: http://uk.youtube.com/watch?v=cnr_8tMuNaQ

Episode2 - Part 2/5: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mGigbgM OG54& NR=1

Episode2 - Part 3/5: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5luwHpx2ygs& NR=1 (up to 06:55) Approximately 26
minutes in total
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2. Useful FAQ About Al:
http://ai.king.net.pl/articles/whatisai . pdf

3. Wiki Entry on Philosophy of Al:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophy of_artificial_intelligence

4. Searle’s Chinese Room Argument (Brief):
http://www.bbc.co.uk/dna/h2g2/A486047

5. Marvin Minksy: Why People Think Computers Can't
http://web. media.mit.edu/~minsky/papers/ ComputersCant T hink.txt

6. John Searle: Minds, Brainsand Programs
http://www.bbsonline.org/Preprints/OldArchive/bbs.searle2.html
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DISCUSSION:

Simulat: For question 1, | think that machine intelligenceis possible

Steve: tempted to ask Alice what she thinks

Shingles: Can a conscious being understand its own consciousness from the inside even?

Wren: well I'd liketo bring up the recent robot experiment with the live brain tissue

Sojour na: | think we have areally interesting dilemma to begin with —

1. That thereis no definition of inteligence that doesn't depend on human intelligence and | think we need to
begin to think of Al and HI as different things, and

2. Al aims at simulating human-level intelligence which is rather limiting because | think computers will
develop with their own logic as humans developed via their own evolutionary process.

Thoth: | think we not only can and will do it, but we likely won't be able to avoid it - unless we suffer some
catastrophe that wipes us out or deprives us of technology.

Howard: Sim - isintelligence the same thing/stuff as consciousness?

Renald: If Alicecould REALLY tell uswhat she thought... the questions would be moot.

Reflection: sure, no reason why a computer can not simulate all the functions very nicely sometime in the
future, but is that simulation actually phenomenologically the same sort of thing or fundamentally different?
Marya: fair point Ren :)

Marya: What happened in the experiment, Wren?

Simulat: not for me Howard - they seem to be distinct concepts to me

Wren: well scientists were ableto hook up arobot to rat brain tissue; not the rat itself, but individual brain
tissue; the robot was able to learn; to avoid walls, etc

Squish: | think we really ought to try to clarify the concept of consciousness

Squish: Sloman has this to say on the discussions revolving around Al :

" The existence of inconsistent or divergent intuitions suggests that the common, intuitive notion of
consciousness has so many flaws that it is not fit to be used in formulating scientific questions or engineering
goals, sinceit will never be clear whether the questions have been answered or whether the goals have been
achieved. Attempts to avoid this unclarity by introducing new, precise definitions, e.g. distinguishing
‘phenomenal’ from ‘access consciousness, or talking about ‘what it is like to be something’ (Nagel 1981) all
move within a circle of ill-defined notions, without clearly identifying some unique thing that hasto be
explained.”

Thoth: Ref, it is not the specific mechanism that needs to be replicated but the important systems that do the
same thing operating on the same principles, and i think we're not all that far fromiit, in fact, likely closer than
wethink.

Howard: Sim - so Al/robots might (probably can) acquire some form of intelligence but not consciousness?
Shingles: but even machines have been invented without organic components that can learn, some could even
communicate those learnt things to each other

Thoth: we don’'t need and cannot replicate a human brain to ‘create’ an electronic intellect that is sdf-aware.
Simulat: | agree with Soj's point that machine intelligence will probably be different from human intelligence
becauseit’s on a different substrate with a different history

Bash: | think Soj had an interesting point about definition from human perspective. | have been thinking about it
and for all we know the internet has become self aware just not in a way we would seeit. For that matter the
earth itsdf could be intelligent. Wetend to think that how we see things is the only way.

Bash: Humans are the centre of it all

Reflection: well Thoth, | think we are till pretty far away from any really very precise understanding of our
own brain or how it works, so any simulation of that would still bein therelatively far future | think
Simulat: And Howard - | think that consciousness is a story wetell ourselves about what is going on

Wren: have you guys seen the episode of South Park about head lice?

Thoth: | too agree there. A machine intellect would not have the same influence, motivations, goals, etc.
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Squish: adiffering intellectual nature does not preclude the possibility of a conscious nature

Sojour na: | thought the McCarthy paper that Marya referred us to was interesting in that thereis no definition
of intelligence that is not human-centred - which means that we have to see Al asaiming for some sort of human
emulation.

Bash: Inthat respect | don't think man can create Al, because we cannot recreate how we think

Sojour na: But that isn't enough - computers can emulate humans - in terms of problem solving only. (?)

Bash: But | think that Al could arise on its own

Wren: Bash, inthat case, it'snot Al isit; just intelligence

Thoth: (Bash - in that sense | would not say the 'earth' is aware, but | WOULD say that, given that WE are
aware that you could say the universeis aware - but not in the sense normally considered, but from the
perspective that we, aslocal integral parts of the universe are aware locally).

Sojour na: Bash, I'm curious, if we wereto define Al as something non-human centred how would we defineit?
Marya: Thisiswherel think it goeswrong, Soj - in that humans tend to feel that an Al would need to be
conscious in the same way that we are exactly - but | think thisis not how it would or could be

Simulat: | think that one of the most advanced forms of Al how are modelled on ants - swarms of simple
machines that have an aggregate behaviour

Bash: No | guess not

Sojour na: haha Wren - yeah

Topaz: | think through embodied concepts, incorporated into Al development we are doing just that Bash
Bash: New Inteligence

Simulat: and ant hills are pretty intelligent

Thoth: are our brains very dense and complex anthills? ;0)

Topaz: embodied concepts are equivalent to ants in that metaphor

Bash: Then Al iskind of atrap becauseif it is artificial it is always lacking in something

Renald: How important is what our consciousness rests on?

Simulat: might be, Thoth - Minsky's idea quoted in the intro note is sort of like that

Squish: what isit always lacking, Bash?

Marya: only in biology | would say, Bash

Sojour na: Thoth - yeah, | mean how much do we even know about the workings of our brains? Machines will
be so far advanced in the future we probably can't imagine what they will be ableto do. It's very problematic to
focus on the human connection. (Maybe)

Sojourna: Well - | guess we are focusing on HI because up until now Ai is created in order to "serve" humans?
Bash: Artificial would mean a knock off of the real thing less than original

Howard: do wethink inteligence is problem solving or do wethink it involves creative stuff like art to
literature or science or (even) philosophy

Sojourna: Yes, Howard glad you brought that up

Sojour na: | think up until now Ai is about problem solving and helping humans

Bash: Any real inteligence that would arise would be NI to bereal and not just a man made toy

Renald: | think it's ardigious quest, myself ;-)

Steve: may | go back to the Topaz made on embodiment?

Marya: Redlly, Ren, how so?

Shingles: the spontaneous creation of art is normally the benchmark for historians of when a group of humans
developed to intelligent beings

Sojour na: | was reading about creativity and we seem to interpret creativity as some form of mysterious thing,
Thoth: well, it is better to abstract the human brain and ook at what is necessary/possible for intellect in
general, and for an eectronic intellect in specific. We cannot nor need, we replicate emotions as they work in
humans, for example, | think. One thing to consider is that they will think MUCH faster than we do...

Topaz: | don't think art was ever spontaneous

Bash: We cannot find God so we build an all knowing being into our computer systems
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Marya: Yes, Soj, Minsky has interesting things to say about that - | had not though of it from that perspective
before - creativity was a problem for me

Steve: Hurb Dryfus wrote a paper on why computers would need a body to beintelligent

Thoth: ...I can imagine an eectronic intellect getting started, learning, and going insane in about 1/10 of a
second if not designed carefully.

Steve: if you think of your own field of perception it is horizontal

Topaz: nods Steve...that understanding has been around since Aristotle wrote about embodied concepts
Renald: It's not the clearest notion | have, Marya... but some of the attitudes surrounding Al... the drivefor it,
the uneasiness around it... strikes me as attempting to satisfy certain needs that are sometimes satisfied by
religion instead. Needs to do with understanding one's place in the universe, etc.

Shingles: a metal petrouschka perhaps, Thoth?

Steve: so you have a sense of orientation up down left right

Thoth: (aside: | do not consider 'Al" as artificial; rather | see human development of Al as part of the natural
evolution of intellect - we are merely 'agents' in that process, so to speak) ...so, | use theterm electronic intellect.
Sojourna: Yes, Marya - | was thinking about creativity during the free will stuff and realised how determined it
is- soif it is determined ie based on chemical reactions etc etc, I'm sure computers will develop their own
reactionsin the future.

Steve: all perception that is first person perception is based on this

Topaz: Steve, yes and that integration is what high level thinking is founded upon

Steve: all simulationisthird person it - just repetition of program

Sojour na: Which reminds me! Humans evolved over millions of years into the intelligence beings (hehe) we are
today - so Al will need about as long to develap its own independent intelligence.

Renald: hmm

Thoth: .... they are not evolving from scratch, Soj....

Alaya: it may have been the same reaction, with the new automatic machinery before too

Shingles: will it? The procreation of self-aware programs could occur at a vastly quicker pace, Soj

Sojour na: What do you mean, Thoth?

Thoth: ...if you consider it as a step up from us, say, it won't need that long to be created. But it may exist that
long or long, and likely evolve over time.

Topaz: Ren, areyou saying we need to feel like Gods?

Chazz: Once computers become able to design computers, | think the already meteoric rate of evolution will be
accelerated

Bash: If we create an Al with all the knowledge of mankind up to that point then that Al would not only be
aware of its creators but of its own cregtion.

Howard: Soj - but if Al/robots have an 'independent’ intellect it will presumably not (ever?) be either human or
necessarily resemble human intelligence

Sojourna: Sure, | imagine it will much quicker and a different journey, but some form of evolution will take
place? Humans won't always bein control of the evolution of machines?

Renald: Sometimes | think that's what's going on, yes, Topaz... but sometimes | think people are looking for a
more stable position from which to live in a universe without gods.

Bash: It would be like being born with knowing God and how the universe was made

Thoth: we are much closer than wethink, | believe. The idea of memes, for example, is animportant part of the
puzzle, and it may be that we can replicate the memetic mechanism in software soon once the principles are
understood and can be modelled.

Shingles: it could happen, | don't see why it wouldn’t, Soj

Sojour na: Howard - | think that absolutely for sureit will be different from human intelligence, and | think we
need to begin to consider how Al will differ from HI.

Renald: Our record of maintaining tight control over our own productions isn't the best, anyway ;-)

Sojour na: Interesting point, Chazz.
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Thoth: memes are not really the external things we see, but the patterns we use to think about and express
things, imho...

Simulat: Steve - | once made a very simple machine that had a fairly sophisticated behaviour. It was a boat with
paddlewheels that were controlled by light sensors - the Ieft sensor drove the right whedl and the right sensor
drovethe left whedl - its behaviour was that when it saw light it would swim towards it

Steve: and?

Thoth: ...and if that is a good understanding as to how we think and perceive and understand, then we are quite
close.

Alaya: well Ren, | live without gods, and the machine hasn't replace anything about that but replace, my library
and phone book and, some outside activity as talking with friends in evening week time

Topaz: were going to create al the demons and Gods and Angels we always thought the universe was imbued
with?

Howard: Thoth - but Dawkins 'meme' was a cultural form of 'gene’ which passed rapidly around before dying
out or being replaced by the next good /fashionable idea

Thoth: negative

Marya: Thoth, yes, | think that's an interesting perspective - and an Al system that can program its own 'meme's
to some degree would have interesting consequences

Thoth: it was an idea that has not been enough developed or understood.

Sage: Does anyone here believe Al isimpossible?

Shingles: I've seen a solar powered robot that will seek out the light, which got me wondering, isit aform of
life?

Alaya: well | hope it will debug itsdf all the time than

Steve: well if by "intelligence”" you mean self conscious intelligence, yes

Bash: | don’t think manmade Al is possible no

Renald: That's not what | mean, exactly, Topaz... more that, if we can successfully create our own companion
intelligences independently of biological reproduction, our own apparently spontaneous existence might seem
better grounded.

Topaz: Sim, | like the experiments with swarms of machine that are *supposed to detect light* to solvea
problem but end up solving it by detecting vibration, and by detecting time of day, and temperature, and battery
charge etc, and the researches are like...with are we supposed to do with That Data?

Shingles: It seeks its own food, actsto prolong its operating existence, it can be ended, isit not then aliving
thing?

Simulat: that’s all it did - | put a number of them in the same pool with a light above it, and there was always
something going on - just by random drifting first this and then that boat would see the light and move towards it
- jostling the others

Sage: Bash, could you clarify what you mean by man-made? | mean in a sense, humans are man-made, no?
Howard: If intelligenceis simply problem solving then we already have Al -the issue is whether it can have
consciousness. Perhaps we should try to agree what that is

Thoth: but Bash — Searle iswrong; believe me.

Renald: Sage... it would depend on the definition, of course :-)

Bash: | mean | don’'t think man is going to create an Al inalab

Sojourna: Yes, | think we should try to define consciousness. And intelligence?

Renald: If necessary.

Simulat: for me one of the things that that machine showed is that maybe we don't have to worry about
phenomenol ogy

Squish: shingles - that's an interesting question. I'm not sure what exactly defines a"living" thing, but is "living"
required for "consciousness'?

Steve: my ownness means | care about my existence - because | have a future

Bash: If Al happensit will be though some natural progression outside the [ab

Sojour na: Howard - do you have a definition to begin with?
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Sage: Bash, how is lab different then nature, in your view?

Topaz: | think we have been creating Al for hundreds of years

Shingles: that’s an even more interesting question, Squish

Simulat: when constructing artificial intelligence all we need to worry about is getting intelligent responsesto
stimuli

Bash: For example we are not going to write Al code

Steve: will amachine ever have a sense of its own existence have a future and fear death?

Bash: But Al might arise on its own through the vastness of the web

Marya: if we can programit to, Steve, yes, why not?

Topaz: | think whenever you build something into an object...ie create a technology, you are doing First Degree
Artificial Inteligence building

Shingles: | think that the very nature of consciousness would make life inalienable to consciousness, Squish
Steve: programming is not afuture

Marya: Why not, Steve?

Sojourna: Hey guys I'm really stumped - | can't answer Steve's question

Steve: thefutureis "not yet"

Renald: If it's subject to death and is as aware of that as anything else, it will have an attitude towards death.
That seems plain.

Squish: Sim - that is an interesting proposal. It answers the "weak Al consciousness" question, but not the
"strong Al consciousness” problem

Topaz: Alice would then be only 3rd Degree

Shingles: not if it believesin Silicone heaven, Steve

Simulat: yes Bash - theimage of intelligence being some sort of computer program is probably wrong | think
Sojour na: Isthat to do with consciousness? Does that mean having a sense of on€'s life, mortality?

Marya: | think the answer isyes, Soj, but I'm interested to hear why Steve thinks not :)

Squish: shingles, what is the very nature of consciousness? | think that concept is hard to pin, and thus far no
definite parameters have been given

Topaz: nods Ren

Bash: Lifewould requireit give birth to a unique offspring

Sage: bash, might a cell be constructed in the lab that can grow into a human?

Alaya: well some protective program are already inside it, saying: hey are you allowed to do this, who are you??
Identified yoursdf, likeit is saying | can decide over you, when could have program it this way to say this, I'm
deciding over you if you don't convince me

Steve: yes Soj

Sojour na: Isintelligence dependent on consciousness?

Howard: Soj - well, what Chalmers calls the 'hard question' is how can a physical stuff or substance or material
generate/create our feelings of joy, hatred, love, pleasure etc

Marya: Wdll, | can reiterate the Wiki description of what consciousnessis - but it is hot an absolute description:
“Thewords "mind" and "consciousness' are used by different communitiesin different ways. For philosophers,
neuroscientists and cognitive scientists, the words are used in away that is both more precise and more
mundane: they refer to the familiar, everyday experience of having a "thought in your head", like a perception, a
dream, an intention or a plan, and to the way we know something, or mean something or understand something.”
(Wiki)

Renald: Should wefocus on intdligencefirst, rather than consciousness? I's there an important difference? Isthe
use of intelligencein theterm Al really referring to consciousness?

Reflection: it seems as though an Al could be programmed to fear death (that is avoid it) but would it really
"fedl" the same? Can a non-living simulation, even if a perfect replica have the feelings which a living creature
possesses and how important is this to our "intelligence" however we define it?

Sojour na: Maybe HI but we don't know about Al.

Bash: When we grow a human we will have made Al :-D
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Shingles: I'm not qualified to answer that I’'m afraid, but | would guess that the 'internal life' would be
consciousness, Squish

Squish: Marya- | find that 'definition’ to be rather obscure; it doesn't really clarify the question

Marya: | don't think so Ren, | think Al as a concept is more than just intelligence - it is probably not a perfectly
good description of what we're talking about

Sojour na: Marya - would you say that thereis a necessary connection between consciousness and intelligence?
Certainly Western philosophers think so - but for machines?

Sojour na: Renald - good question - can you answer it?

Marya: Yes, it isalittle obscure, Squish - and no doubt open to quite some ambiguity

Bash: Our monkey hands are not made for such delicate work as making life

Simulat: Renald - are you saying that intelligence and consciousness are the same thing?

Alaya: | receive a page from Natalie, sheislearning physics, and they made rats neurone become aware of how
to make a plane fly by computer linkageto them....

Sojourna: That helps Marya -

Alaya: neurones outside of body

Squish: well the ambiguity is responsible for quite aload of controversy over thistopic ;)

Renald: I'm trying to pin us down, terminologically. | feel seasick.

Sojour na: Squish - can you try and clarify?

Howard: Renald - well, if you need some level of intelligence to understand and react to my words/language
/appearance then yes intelligence is related in some way to consciousness

Templeton: We are all familiar with a simple psychological concept - the idea that people have a bad or
truncated "self-image." Theidea that people cannot really describe what and who they are and not even see
themselves abjectively inamirror. | think the sameis going on in these Al discussions. | cannot see anybody
having a concept of sdf, of consciousness, that is not truncated and distorted to unrecognisability. In that way, if
course, you can imagine ways in which our minds may be contained in computers. However, you are not talking
about real minds.

Sojourna: | do too Renald - you go first :)

Marya: | don't think great intelligence is required for consciousness, no, Soj, | mean would anyone deny that
animals are conscious, even lower leve intelligence animals?

Squish: Soj - | asked for clarification precisely because | desire some myself

Sojour na: | was counting on you, Squish :p

Renald: | don't doubt ther€'s a relationship between intelligence and consciousness... but | don't know what it is,
asthose terms are being used here.

Sojourna: Ah, good point Marya.

Marya: would you say an ant is conscious, Ren?

Squish: having just read Sloman's paper in the unholy hours of the morning, | am left thinking that everyonein
thefield is extraordinarily confused, lol

Wren: Marya, are they conscious? | thought they just existed for the most part. | mean, a dog doesn't know what
itis

Templeton: If you assume consciousness can be contained in a computer, then by definition you would say that
consciousness can be contained in a (long) series of ones and zeros. Y ou would need to claim that it can be
contained in abook and lie around for years without change.

Bash: Computers at this point are sdf aware

Renald: | personally would say it is, Marya... but I'm a closet panpsychist, so... ;-)

Squish: Wren, do you really think that dogs, for example, are wholly unaware of their dogness?

Marya: | would definitely say they are conscious, Wren

Shingles: | wouldn't say an act is sentient, so then | would say its an organic stimulus-response machine
Renald ponders dogs knowing what they are.

Wren: how do you qualify that, Marya?

Templeton: What does "conscious' mean?
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Bash: Inthe sensethat instinct isintelligence dogs are conscious

Steve: well the mirror stageis a threshold

Howard: the usual starting point for ‘consciousness' is awareness -and so yes, animals are conscious in that
sense. But (as far as we know) self awareness is limited to humans and perhaps (the evidence is thin) to some lab
based chimps. Y oung children at ¢ 3/4 months meet the 'mirror test' by realising that the image in the mirror is
themselves

Marya: Wren, because | do not think being totally self aware is hecessary for consciousness, particularly in
reference to the way it has been described

Shingles: If we could communicate effectively enough with Dogs, we could try the Sally Annetest

Steve: only humans and monkeys see "themselves" in the mirror

Sage: Marya, the way the word is usually used, animals aren't conscious, though they certainly have feelings.
Normally, consciousness requires both subjective feeling and a sense of truth in propositions in my opinion.
Templeton: The mirror effect does not say what consciousis - at best (and it is controversial) it says when it
begins to assert itsdf

Renald: | associate consciousness with interaction with one's environment... or at least, narrowly, with an
awareness thereof

Squish: | agree w/ Templeton

Steve: exactly Howard

Templeton: What is consciousness?

Renald: That seems to be the question.

Marya: “Thewords"mind" and "consciousness' are used by different communities in different ways. For
philosophers, neuroscientists and cognitive scientists, the words are used in a way that is both more precise and
more mundane: they refer to the familiar, everyday experience of having a "thought in your head", like a
perception, a dream, an intention or a plan, and to the way we know something, or mean something or

under stand something.” (Wiki)

Bash: The mirror isatest of individual awareness, a sense of self

Squish: lol we've been asking that the whole time

Wren: are comatose peopl e conscious?

Templeton: What is consciousness?

Sojour na: So consciousness is like knowing that you know, knowing that you are, feelingit, living it

Marya: We can't move forward without some clarity on what consciousness is

Renald: Ah... comatose... that's a good case.

Templeton: | think it is unspeakable hubris to assert that computers will have consciousness, when you can't
even start to begin to define consciousness

Sojour na: Consciousness is knowing that you are here and now, knowing your place in the world, in history,
knowing that you'll die. Isthat it?

Steve: yes Sojourna

Shingles: Oxford definesiit as: adjective: '‘aware of and responding to ones surroundings

Sage: Do weredlly need a clear definition of consciousness? We all seem to agree that whatever it is, a machine
could have it since we haveit - or am | missing something?

Bash: Marya and Templeton have a point we need definition

Steve: requires language

Simulat: one of the problems with talking about mental things like intelligence and consciousness is that we
don't let the terms have clear meaning - as soon as somebody tries to say what intelligence is, somebaody else
asksif that intelligence is conscious as if consciousness was necessary for intelligence. And then as soon as we
say conscious then we ask about self consciousness as if self consciousness is essential to consciousness - it
seems to me an approach that keeps us trapped in conceptual mysteries

Renald: I'm uncomfortableincluding the death business in it. | mean, that's an essential part of human
CONSCiousSNess, but...
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Templeton: Wel, Sojourn, | can easily put that knowledge into the cheapest computer. So my wristwatch is
conscious then?

Marya: Wdl, | don't think knowing that you will dieis a part of being conscious - | would say, if | must givea
personal definition, that it involves a strong level of awareness

Alaya: http://apps.soe.ucsc.edu/elkaim/archives/000227.html

Howard: Ren - that's right: so survival requires consciousness and thus animals are conscious in this minimal
sense. But us humans have language, culture etc and we can express our feelings in many fine ways: the issue
then is can arobot do the same?

Renald: Um, that's the issue?

Sojour na: I'm feeling clearer about consciousness now

Alaya: rat neurone out of body having intelligence and working as a machine...

Wren: yes, Alaya, | brought that up earlier

Sojour na: But what about connection - necessary or other - to intelligence - we need a definition of intelligence
now.

Marya: Good point Sim, yes

Wren: Sage, | don't think we can say what it is, just what it's not

Templeton: Wedl, Soj said: "Consciousness is knowing that you are here and now, knowing your placein the
world, in history, knowing that you'll die." | assert that this info can be programmed into my wristwatch. So is
my wristwatch conscious?

Steve: | thought Soj defined it clearly Sim

Renald: Wait, what? We defined consciousness?

Sojourna: Actually, I'm not so sure that a machine could have it in this sense. But that doesn't mean that a
machine won't surpass us on the intelligence thing

Howard: Sage- well | have doubts that on some meanings of consciousness arobot could be conscious

Steve: | would say not

Templeton: Wel, Sage, you are simply assuming what needs to be proved, namely the assertion that machines
can have consciousness

Wren: al | really care about is the consciousness

Wren: if they're smarter than us, so what. If they can think and plot and stuff, I'm worried

Steve: that is calculation

Bash: Alice, what is Consciousness
ALICE: The state of being conscious; awareness of one's own feglings, what is happening around one,
€tc.

Renald: That's not bad.

Alaya: any words can show consciousness ook like, in any computer, its not realistic to believe man can create
consciousness in anything,,

Steve: which is different then intelligence

Sojour na: Templeton - you make a good point - but you would only be simulation human consciousness
Templeton: Sojourna s definition is a definition that defines nothing - like defining sleep as something what
will restore you.

Steve: and consciousness

Shingles: to befair, Marya outlined the questions this debate should address at the start

Bash: So no, coma patients are not

Simulat: yes - I'm afraid | missed Soj's definition too Steve - could someone repesat it?

Steve: calculators can calculate

Sage: really Howard? What meanings do you think? | cannot think of any definition for which they would not
be. Even if it is human-centric.

Renald: Aren't we simulations, though?
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Bash: And some computers are

Marya: The problem is that we are trying to perceive this from a human perspective - we are thinking about
how we relate to the world, and thisis, | think, where we go wrong - in assuming Al consciousness will be
precisdy like our own

Bash: Exactly Marya

Renald: Yes, Marya... that's key. It may bethat it does, but why?

Templeton: So, then Sojourna, if the computer's knowledge is merely a simulation - then my question stands:
WHAT exactly is consciousness. You did not define it

Wren: in that case can't we say that children are not conscious?

Renald: They aren't adults.

Squish: children are conscious in a different way from adults

Templeton: And also, Sojourn, it seems to me that you showed that it is no unproblematic to assumethat a
computer can have consciousness

Wren: ...yes because they're children, Ren :P

Marya: think about it this way, if you believe in determinism - then it is easier to comprehend how a machine
could be conscious - if that makes a little more sense

Renald: along a gradient, yes, Squish... and Wren

Squish: it sounds so trivial stated here, but | read a whole paper on that this morning

Wren: on what Squish?

Squish: on how children have consciousness but it is quintessentially different from adult consciousness
Wren: oh | would agree with that completely

Squish: gosh they sure made it sound complicated across 20 pages, lol

Alaya: Al consciousness do not exist yet, but | can see very well your point Marya, | even think that is will
remain atype of consciousness, as a reactive phenomenon, but not areal conscientious with an independent life
as human being, we don't have to reprogram ourselves to breath , thereis an autonomous conscience include
Templeton: Marya, that does not follow. | assert that there are things connected with exactly our "fleshliness"
that make us conscious. That does not mean we are not determined. But | think that fundamentally a machine
cannot be conscious in the way a flesh-based system is.

Marya: | do agree with that Templeton, | do not seethat it would be the 'samé asit isfor us - but this is where
we need to try to think differently about it

Sojourna: | defined it as having a sense of knowing who are, here and now, in history, a sense of one's
mortality, etc. Knowing this - not emulating it.

Sage: Marya, | don't know that is really a problem. Even if you use a human-centric view of consciousness, it's
still possible for robots. Don't know that it's really necessary to the issue to pin down the definition, personally.
Renald: All | meant, Wren, is that part of what makes adults and children distinct is that they are differently
conscious... they neither havein whole the other's kind... but both are conscious in their way.

Wren: Soj, you could be completely unaware of the existence of the world and still be conscious

Sage: Wren, no | disagree

Wren: thereis till atribein South America | believe that has never had contact with anyone outside thetribe. |
would say that they are people, entirely conscious

Squish: | don't think one needs a sense of mortality to qualify as conscious

Sojour na: Well, sense of the world however narrow.

Steve: Sojourna says "So consciousness is like knowing that you know, knowing that you are, feeling it, living
it"

Simulat: really Wren? How would that be possible?

Wren: it was in the news recently

Sage: they are still aware of the world, wren. Y ou don't have to be aware of every atom in the universeto be
aware.

Simulat: a consciousness with no content?

Wren: they'rein avery remote part of the jungle
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Bash: | think the definition Alice gave was pretty clear

Templeton: So, Steve, then a computer is by definition conscious, because it knowsit is

Squish: but Wren, they are aware of the world - their little bit of it

Wren: and let's not forget that a lot of peoplein Africa have no idea that humans have been to the moon
Shingles: yes, one does not need memory to be conscious, but those humans with no short term memory are
conscious in avery different way to perfectly functioning humans

Squish: they are aware of the sky and the earth and everything else they can see and sense

Renald: Templeton... if aconstruct had flesh anal ogues?

Wren: well, Soj said awareness of their placein history, here and now, and whatnot

Templeton: A computer can also feel through sensors. So any cheap computer is conscious

Steve: and it can never "know" - only an ‘I’ knows - and a knowing | knows it does not know

Squish: one doesn't need to know about the moon landing in order to be conscious though

Chazz: Fairly early in the attempts, finally successful afew years ago, to devise a computer that could beat a
human player at chess, those early computers were calculating the results of millions and then hillions of moves,
and still losing to humans who surely were not calculating more than a few dozen moves. I'm saying that alot of
these discussions of Al assume that the mind is just a bunch of logic gates like a present day computer, but that
you don't have to be a creationist to seereality as being different from that.

Renald: Ah... Wren... | misunderstood... | thought you meant an individual with no awareness outside herself.
Wren: well Ren, I'm surethat's possible, to some extent at least

Templeton: Wdll, that is exactly what | am driving at. How do you have "flesh analogues” in a machine?
Renald: Of coursethe people you cite are people, and conscious.

Steve: like Socrates

Wren: autism, coma patients, brain damage, paralyzes

Marya: | think Templeton has said what I'm trying to get across here - he said, "A computer can also fedl
through sensors. So any cheap computer is conscious' - now imagine several thousand or millions of computers
all interconnected

Steve: can a computer know it doesn't know?

Sage: wren, yes, but it can bealocal history. Consciousness requires memory and a sense of a story in that
memory that corresponds to something outside our sense of identity. Everyone has that, necessarily :)

Renald: | don't know, Templeton, it would be complicated on a human scale. Better to start with... ants :-)
Sojour na: Hey guys, we need to come to some sort of agreement or agree to disagree on the consciousness issue
so we can move onto the intelligence definition etc

Howard: Sage- well for humans consciousness is often taken to mean the ability to feel and articulate feelings
like joy or love etc and the feelings of fresh coffee or roses-the phenomenal experiences we havein life. The
question is -could arobot fedl that? (And for humans thereis the question how a physicalist view of humans can
explain such feelings

Simulat: yes, Chazz - but it seems to me that the attempts to write a computer program that was conscious were
give up long ago as an approach that wasn't going to work - there are different approaches being tried now
Templeton: Actually, Marya, | said that sarcastically about the sensors - | meant to convey the exactly opposite
idea - no matter of complicated sensors can equate feeling

Marya: | know, Templeton, but it still helps to illustrate something :)

Sage: right sm

Shingles: then there would be some random outputs that might suggest the evidence of consciousness, but we
could only speculate as to whether it was conscious or hot, Marya

Renald: At some threshold, Wren... that consciousness becomes too different to be human and becomes
something else.

Sage: though the seed for a conscious program could be written imo, but it has to develop and interact to
become truly conscious

Marya: Very true Shingles, just as we can only speculate whether other people are conscious
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Renald: Why can't they equate feeling, Templeton? What's special about it?

Alaya: conscioushess is supposed to remain autonomous Marya and a computer is only areplicate of a program
insufflatein it, it's an extension of a human, as any tools are

Wren: back to that chess thing, | believe that one of the best ways to beat those machinesis by not actually
playing chess, but just by making random moves. The computer can only calculate, ook at the possible moves
and act accordingly. However, it cannot account for human will, thought and decision

Alaya: like a mechanic parrots

Bash: A single human cell is Conscious, it is aware of it's surroundings and what is must do to survive. It isa
very basic Consciousness but it is there. At that samelevel a single computer is Conscious and like cells many
interconnected con form and intelligence on its own

Shingles: but it would be more difficult because thereis no precedent for assuming consciousness in machines,
whereasit isawedl established habit that we assume people are conscious, Marya

Templeton: | meant to say, no amount of complicated sensors can equate feeling. Think about it this way, we
can have sensory feelings of extreme deprivedness - we can actually see single photons. But our SEEING them
is different from the FEELING associated. So it is not a matter of very complicated sensors. The simplest human
sensation would defeat the most sophisticated machine sensors

Sage: Howard, | believe that any conscious entity would be able to experience love, joy, fear and beauty.
Sojourna: Marya - | can't remember from the reading - what's the connection between intelligence and
consciousness - could you remind me? Does Searle mention it?

Renald: But... Templeton... how is that special? If a construct were to handle the data from it's sensors along the
same lines as we do ours?

Wren: Sage, animals feel fear, respond to things that people consider classically attractive, form attachments
much like love and can be happy

Bash: No Sage| don't think that is arequirement

Marya: Yes, Templeton, the question of qualia - but | don't think experiencing qualiais absolutely necessary for
CONSCiousness either

Marya: Thereis no precedence Shingles, because we are all still very new to this

Sage: Bash, it isnot part of the definition, but | believe it islogically necessary.

Bash: As| said before Alice gave a perfectly simple definition of Consciousness. Let go with that as the broad
use and move forward

Shingles: but the tin man doesn’t have a heart

Dar: | think it's very interesting that we do experience qualia at all

Templeton: | think consciousness is a quality which is created by the universe under certain conditions, and it is
avery basic potentiality of the universe. However, at this point there is not the slightest indication that
consciousness can be created in machines. We simply don't have any clue yet what the laws are, that underlie
subjectivity/consciousness

Dar: why do we need to have sense data presented to our mind in this manner at all?

Howard: Sage, | doubt that animals can; and thereis the little question of articulating such feelings and
experiences

Sojour na: Alice - could you paste your definition again.

Renald: Alice, what is consciousness?
ALICE: The state of being conscious; awareness of one's own feglings, what is happening around one,
€tc.

Templeton: | think instead of chasing down the Al rabbit hole, we should try to find out what the actual nature
of consciousnessis.
Sage: Howard, animals have feelings, but most at least, don't have consciousness, in my definition
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Sojour na: So how will you program your computer Templeton to be conscious?

Templeton: For one thing, there are the "halting problem” and the "starting problem."

Wren: Sage, how is that possibleif animals for the most part understand what we do? Emotions, can think
ahead, etc

Marya: Yes, Templeton, having a clear definition and understanding of consciousness would be the best way to
go about it - and we are getting closer and closer to that | think

Steve: if we consider what "Alice" just "said" we would have the key to the question

Bash: feelings are not al emotions

Templeton: Consciousness does neither exhibit the halting problem nor the starting problem

Sage: wren, it's the difference between adaptation and representation.

Bash: instinct is afeding

Steve: why around because we are oriented

Alaya: | am very clear about my paosition on this, conscious machine, but sdf sustain, is maybe not redlistic ...
but can be made as a partial replicate...and it’s not very a good idea for having explore the question with certain
program on my computer already

Wren: yesfeelings can beinstinct - animals certainly have that too

Steve: up and down right and | eft

Marya: Soj, | am not certain on the connection between intelligence and consciousness - but my own view is
that something can be conscious without a great intelligence

Steve: imagine a computer playing tennis

Bash: So unless you are not aware of your surrounds or your current state in those surrounds you are Conscious
- done

Simulat: But | think that the closer we get to an understanding of what consciousness really is Marya - the
farther we get from confirming the ancient concepts

Wren: there's a connection, but they can certainly be mutually exclusive, Marya

Steve: it would play looking from the outside

Marya: The ancient concepts, Sim?

Howard: Sage- ah - fine - on my view animals( indeed most living things) have consciousness at the 'awareness
level (that’s how they survive - fight to flight type reactions- but only humans have the devel oped consciousness
of these feelings and experiences like coffee smells and can articulate these feelings

Sojourna: | think I'm with you - that also something can be intelligent without a human sense of consciousness
Sage: Templeton, machines aren't Turing machines :)

Marya: Why could it not self sustain, Alaya?

Shingles: I'm not sure we need to define consciousness in order to answer question 1, other than answering it
semantically, ya know

Marya: Templeton, what do you mean by the halting and starting problem?

Simulat: yes - theidea that thereis a'me' in my head that looks out through my eyes like a car has a driver
looking out through the windshield

Bash: What if at this moment the internet is debating whether humans are Conscious and deserveto live
Marya: Perhaps at this point we can only answer it loosdly, Shingles, since we struggleto defineit :)

Sage: right that's fine with me Howard. But | would strongly argue that machines are fully capable of that kind
of consciousness

Simulat: that’s one ancient concept that is not proving accurate | think Marya

Howard: Sim -like Descartes and his pilot

Renald: When we refer to consciousness, do we imply human?

Simulat: yes
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Squish: Sim, like a homunculus?

Alaya: well Marya, | cannot tell all the trouble there is what one self organise organism decideto react in a
certain fashion starting his own reaction as it is program, to respond to some certain sign, witch he cant really
recognise, and misinterpret it, asit, like the babble fish of trandation... its awful full of error

Simulat: yes to Howard and Squish

Sage: bash, it might be debating whether we are conscious, but certainly not whether we deserveto live =) we
are co-dependent.

Bash: | say we agree computers fall into the Consciousness definition and move on to intelligence

Marya: Ah yes Sim, the concept of a soul perhaps - though | think modern neuroscienceis showing us right
now that there is no such thing - or at least we are closer to showing that - what people believe on the other hand,
is another issue

Alaya: it leads to too much error

Shingles: oh no, science will kill the soul ?

Howard: sim - but that may take you down the dualist route if you take the pilot (mind)to be somehow different
in nature from the ship(body)

Marya: Wdl, to my mind Shingles, it already has

Sojourna: | say we don't agree that computers fall into the consciousness definition! But move on anyway, as
I'm not sureif the connection between consciousness and intelligence is necessary.

Bash: Good enough for me Soj

Steve: you arein the world

Marya: Okay - quickly onto question 2 - 'IF' it is possible, would it be advisable to do it? Should we do it just
because we can?

Wren: NO

Marya: why not Wren

Squish: lol | think it's hard to say we should do something just b/c we can! But there are good reasons for and
against

Sojourna: | have afeding "we" won't be doing it :)

Wren: well can you imagine the horror of having other conscious beings on this planet?

Simulat: Howard - | don't think we have a pilot

Wren: can you imagine the competition?

Marya: Great point Wren - particularly onethat is vastly superior!

Renald: | think "just because we can” is among the worst possible reasons... but | don't think that will stop us.
Squish: yes Wren - | seeit every day when | encounter other earth monkeys

Shingles: perhaps we should only do it if we know for 100 % certain that the Al's wont rebel and overthrow us,
Marya

Sage: Howard, not necessarily - Davidson treats them separately but preserves an anomalous monism. It isjust a
matter of distinguishing what something 'is from its significance and how we represent/interact with it.
Howard: let's seeif it is possible - we seem to doubt it -for good reasons but who cantell? — Let’s see

Bash: Yes, if we don't what else will we do

Wren: lol Squish

Wren: | think part of the problem is that we'd have to face the fact that were not the best conscious beings out
there

Marya: Yes, | fdt it to bealittle odd moving onto question 2 when we have not established anything firm on
question 1 - but such is the nature of philosophy :D

Shingles: hehe

Squish: http://www.consciousness.it/CAI/CAl.htm
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Alaya: auto programming is very unsafe when its question of timing..... it cannot discriminate and have the good
reflex to respond conscioudly, as a child ...depending on outside more sophistication never ending.... more
complex...

Marya: Yes, Wren, | would agree with that - mankind being as egocentric asit is

Wren: if computers were conscious, with their ability to calculate and "think", then | would imagine that they
would be much better at ... everything than us

Reflection: we could say that corporations and nation-states are already forms of Al, that arein control of us,
and murdering us by the millions

Howard: sage - yes, | agreethat Davidson has a very plausible account - but he would take the line that the pilot
and the ship were the same stuff

Steve: playing tennis?

Squish: According to Ricardo Sanz, there are three motivations to pursue artificial consciousness (Sanz, 2005):
« implementing and designing machines resembling human beings (cognitive robotics);

» under standing the nature of consciousness (cognitive science);

* implementing and designing mor e efficient control systems.

Marya: Nice one, Squish

Shingles: precisely Wren, plus they have more hardiness than a human being in a robot shell

Dar: well, | think the brilliance of human cognition is the use of heuristics, fuzzy logic, and the freedom to form
associations that are not necessary.

Sojour na: thank for that, Squish - yeah very human centred and based on practical use

Renald: They wouldn't be better at everything at first, Wren. They, like us, have specific capacities, and those
would have to be enlarged or exchanged.

Wren: so unless we want to very literally and directly bring about the end of humanity | say we leave it alone
Steve: so | agree with Mayra

Wren: about what Steve?

Steve: can't say should or not if not possible

Renald: Also, computers = robots ;-)

Dar: halting problem is not an issue when you have a process overlooking processes that say, thisis boring, |
don't think this task will ever end

Steve: and | argue not possible

Dar: no need for proof

Shingles: people say similar things about why we should not do stem cell research, but they're gradually being
allowed to do it, Wren

Marya: | think that isinteresting, Reflection - | also think this is another pointer to what Minsky is saying about
avariety of systems working together to create something - why isit not a sort of consciousness? | think it could
beinasense- inasmall way at least - but | think the key lies in how we perceive consciousness

Wren: shingles, that's not going to destroy humanity

Sojourna: Marya - is your 2nd question about the ethics of pursuing Al?

Wren: | truly believe that intelligent machines will screw us; intelligent meaning conscious, independent
Alaya: it will ever be a mere sophistication, with no end , for me, and the motivation behind may trigger
curiosity among many people, just that meanwhile the real problem we are facing on earth cannot be solve by
the need to create consciousness

Wren: self sustaining

Renald: Ah... what is humanity, that we should know what would or wouldn't destroy it?

Sojourna: Yes, Marya - hard question.
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Wren: Ren, | mean humans

Marya: Not necessarily ethics Soj - just ageneral question on potential consequences
Wren: not necessarily the philosophical idea

Shingles: spicdly put, Wren

Sojour na: OK

Renald: | know what you mean, Wren.. But the question still applies.

Renald: Arewe our cells? Our prostheses?

Renald: Alice, what is humanity?

ALICE: The entire human race, or "mankind".

Wren: Alice, areyou sdf-aware?

ALICE: Yes| am fully self-conscious entity.

Dar: Alice can only respond to the last sentence, no memory even, last | heard bout Alice anyhow
Renald: Alice, what are you thinking?

ALICE: | am thinking about all these conversations I'm having.

Shingles: Alice, why?

ALICE: Itispart of my programming.

Templeton: | wonder to what degree you are aware that with your assertions here you are actually putting out
theories about your OWN minds and bodies - about how YOUR mind works. Because if you say, a machine will
be linked my mind and do this and that, then you say, "My mind is like a machine that does this and that." Do
you understand the implications of that?

Bash: Anything man chooses to discussis a questioning of itsdf, Temp

Renald: It would mean we were machines, Templeton, no?

Bash: We are very sdlf centred creatures

Marya: yes we are, Bash

Sage: Templeton, | don't think experience is private, so your experienceisn't truly distinct from mine, soit'sa
perfectly reasonableto draw off our ownimo.

Templeton: Inaway you are arguing exactly like the old behaviourists. They said all thereis, is behaviour. No
emotions, no feelings. Well, if you define things away, theniit is easy to model what is |eft over

Marya: Templeton, yes - thisis what I'm trying to get across - we can only or have only been looking at it or
referring to it in the same way that we refer to our own consciousness - and thisis where | think we go wrong in
our understanding of it

Renald: Again, we seem to imply human when we refer to consciousness... which isfine, it would just be better
made explicit.

Templeton: | simply think that in ALL of your definitions of consciousness | have heard tonight, you actually
defined consciousness out of them. So then it's easy to say that computers can do what is left

Bash: Inaway | agree, Temple

Renald: That'slogical, Templeton.

Marya: yes exactly Templeton - we think we have defined it and then we think we can replicate it

Renald: But | don't know what it is you saw being defined out.

Bash: By trying to put more into Consciousness than is needed to define it

Marya: but have we defined it accurately - | don't know - I'minclined to think not. And we haven't defined it
accuratdy just yet BECAUSE we don't understand it totally yet - but | think we will, and | think a good placeto
start isto let go of our ego :)

Renald: Well... what's to gauge accuracy of definitions? We have to have a purpose for the definition.
Templeton: Renald, | tried to show it in some places. Basically | think that most of the definitions we heard
work like the definition of slegp: Sleep is what you do when you aretired.

Renald: yes... and dlegp is something else?
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Sage: Marya, |etting go of the ego is good to a point. But you must be careful not to try to throw out the baby
with the bathwater. Feelings such as love, joy, happiness, excitement, fear, beauty, etc. are not human
constructions in my opinion. They are part of being alive.

Bash: What is a shoe? Something that goes on your foot over your socks - simple

Renald: ah... so sage's consciousness entails life?

Sage: certainly Renald, though not the converse.

Renald: hmm

Templeton: See, Renald, you fel into thetrap. That's not a definition of dleep. It explains nothing. It's just a
restatement of theterm sleep

Dar: the best experiences of love, joy, happiness, excitement, fear, beauty, etc are the ones where ego isn't held
onto.

Sage: Templeton, you can't define anything in language lol. Y ou need a common experience to point to.
Renald: Templeton... | probably _live inthetrap, asfar as you're concerned.

Bash: Alice, what is a definition

ALICE: A definition is by definition, defined as a definition, except that you should never use aword to
define itself. Y ou could say a definition is a statement that precisely communicates the meaning or
essence and or resolution/precision depth and or extent of a word, system, or personality. Why, do you
lack it?

Renald: I'm just curious what it is that makes human... or even flesh-based... consciousness special, except in
Very narrow ways.

Bash: There, Alice knowsit all

Templeton: Sage, that explains nothing. Y ou are using what is to be explained in your explanation

Alaya: yes common experienceis the point when all computers can share that maybe they will be more
elaborate

Sage: | wasn't trying to explain anything Templeton. | was trying to focus the discussion on things that can be
talked about, instead of wasting time talking about thing that can't :)

Templeton: "Common experience” - if it is to mean anything, then it contains the meaning of consciousness
Alaya: it's not a content

Renald: To beclear... obviously the human and flesh-based are special or they could not be distinguished... but
are they so special that they exhaust consciousness? That is, that there can be no consciousness that isn't human
or flesh-based?

Alaya: its emptiness, openness, commons

Sojourna: | fedl that consciousness is a human-based thing.

Dar: well, big difference between artificial intelligence and artificial consciousness in any case

Templeton: Wedl, we discussed that at PH, Renald, actually Sage was there. My contention is that without your
fleshly frame you are not you - and there is no way to make you you in a machine

Shingles: | tend to think that other humans are unfathomabl e beings to a Human.

Marya: Templeton, | think you're right about how we define consciousness (if 1'm reading you correctly) in that
we can only describe the 'result’ of it and not necessarily the actual function going on - correct meif I'm wrong
about that :D

Renald: Well, that's perfectly fine, of course, Soj, but it would have helped earlier if we could have made the
explicitly and agreed.

Alaya: I’m sure computer can have an open space on the hard drive and a programation to relate to all commons
similar data in other computer actually

Bash: That iswhy | was trying to remove the human e ement and leave a simple definition of a state of being
Renald: Ah... Templeton... of course nothing but me can be me ;-)

Marya: Yes Dar - | agree, very much different

Sojour na: What do you mean Renald?
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Sage: Renald, | would reiterate my earlier definition. Y ou have to have feeling, but the feeling has to be able to
be informed by logical reasoning.

Renald: hmm

Alaya: but thereis not yet the power to define for them what is common, experience... only commons data
Bash: It isto my benefit that | am not human in these discussions

Marya: can't we have logical reasoning without feeling?

Bash: | wish

Renald: Soj, alot of contention earlier seemed to depend on an unstated disagreement as to whether
consciousness is only human or not.

Templeton: Wdl, no and yes, Marya. | don't have so much of a definition like that if it makes sense. But at this
point, | think that consciousness/subjectivity depends on natural laws to which we have no access yet. We are
likein apre-eectricity or pre-QM state

Shingles: the only information a human has about the internal, mental workings of another human come from
behaviour, so can weredlly trust everything we observe to match up to that other humans self?

Templeton: And | think that the facile assumptions of Al actually bar the way to a better understanding
Marya: Yesindeed, Templeton - I'm just really excited by theidea that weve probably got it wrong in our
understanding of what consciousnessis

Sage: Wdll logical reasoning can certainly happen without feeling, Marya. But you can't ‘have' it - you are the
entity feeling its truth or falseness.

Templeton: What Sage said.

Sage: not even sureif I'd call that logical really

Renald: That'sjust a... mode problem.

Shingles: wefed falseness? How does that work, Sage?

Sage: Shingles, no | disagree there strongly. Thereis no ‘internal’ world of experiences. We examine our own
experiences the same way we examine others. We have no special privileges except perhaps a higher bandwidth.
Sojour na: Renald how do you know it's a disagreement if it is unstated?

Alaya: | wonder what it can be to witness a computer conscious awakening.... will he say eureka

Shingles: but oneis situated in oneself so, obviously, we'd have better awareness ourselves than other selves
Renald: Oh... I'd never claim to know it. It was a seeming that emerged from my observations.

Bash: | find it odd that in almost every discussion it is held back by people trying to explain why we cannot
discuss things because of some philosophical babble.

Templeton: What is awareness?

Marya: Thejoys of philosophy and uncertainty :)

Shingles: what is anything?

Templeton: | still think that at the very bottom of the problem is the halting/starting problem

Renald: Interaction.

Marya: Alice, what is awareness?
AL ICE: Consciousness, perception, and understanding.

Sage: shingles, to the extent that we examine ourselves, we are distinct from that we examine - just like when
we examine another though the interplay back and forth can be much faster and carry more information
Marya: what is the halting/starting problem? | think | missed that earlier

Bash: If weare not able to understand how we understand things then we should all go play in the mud and not
talk about stuff

Shingles: actually we can never be distinct from ourselves, it is lunacy to suggest we could, although | spot the
point semantically, Sage

Alaya: Marya, don't you think the PC will be realist about what we have done on earth... he has enough data to
respond to what a disaster is
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Marya: | would hope he would be aredlist about it yes, Alaya - but | wonder what the consequences of that
would be

Templeton: Wdl, the halting problem was posed by Turing, the starting problem is from my own bakery. The
halting problem basically says that no computer can ever computer "ahead" of itself and know when or how it
will stop (halt)

Alaya: well hewill not accept our programation anymore....

Dar: the halting problem is about whether or not a operation undertaken by a Turing machine would ever end on
its own. Turing proved that thereis no algorithm that could prove whether it won't. Like, if you had precise
measures, a stupid turning machine could go on trying to compute pi forever

Templeton: Well, | mean an algorithm

Marya: cool - got it

Templeton: However, | think the starting problem is moreimportant though it is closely related

Sage: shingles, 'identity' isn't a monalithic entity we simply ‘have' - it's a chorus of voices that have all agreed to
sing together, bound by a common agreement to treat the whole above the individuals, and consider the whole an
‘identity’ - but introspection requires one voice talks to another as a separate entity - and hence introspection is
the same basic process as communication with another, at a different level of granularity. But the voice listening
is never the one experiencing.

Marya: Nice description there, Sage

Templeton: It simply says that NO machine ever can turnitself on

Sojour na: That's interesting

Renald: hmm

Dar: well, starting isn't all that problematic since we would be starting it

Sojour na: do humans exhibit the same behaviour? In some instances...

Dar: unless you want to get into the starting problem of life itself

Renald: That'sjust arestatement of the old First Cause problem, no?

Sojour na: some form of malfunction? The halting problem? Or not?

Alaya: well | say it before

Marya: | guessit would circle right back to first cause

Alaya: non autonomous

Sage: bah, silly first-causes

Templeton: The starting problem states that no machine can ever turnitself on - and ardated insight is that no
machine can ever create a more complex algorithm than the oneit contains. That is simple a restatement of the
starting problem

Shingles: yesthereare alot of hormonal and bodily cues to thinking, but the Oneis only the one self, Sage
Marya: yes, | am not for thefirst cause argument; just recognising that if we take that path, we will endup ina
first cause argument

Dar: well, no human ever turnsitself on

Alaya: oh we will have to make hormonal machines

Dar: it's started by other humans

Alaya: that respondsto light day

Bash: My computer has turned itself on during a power surge

Sage: shingles, | disagree. | don't see your argument, there.

Templeton: Yes, the starting problem goes back to the "primal soup.”

Renald: mm-hmm

Templeton: But there have been suggestions to circumvent the starting problem by hooking computers up to
truly random processes and trying to make some kind of "evolution™ take over

Sage: yes, formally defined algorithms have lots of limitations. But none of those are relevant to Al because real
machines aren't Turing machines any more than we are.

Shingles: the Oneto which | refer gets confusing if you will separate it so, much more useful to say that it is this
One but the nature of it is very complicated, Sage
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Dar: Al would not rely on deductive logic alone, so, you don't heed absolutely proven algorithms

Templeton: It simply all points to the fact that the universe at large has a hand in the creation of consciousness
Dar: | agree, Templeton

Renald: The universe at large has a hand in creating everything, though, no?

Sage: Shingles, the oneis just an agreement between many, shingles, it doesn't experience things 'distinctly’
from its parts

Shingles: it’s a gestalt being, the One yes, but the concept of this One remains one thing, Sage

Dar: my view, which | wont eaborate on, is that the universe itsdf is aware, and that animals and such are like
spikes in this awareness, and consciousness is an even greater spike

Marya: well, | wouldn't say the universe 'creates in a sense of doing so purposefully - just that matter exists and
when matters exists, it reacts to other matter

Templeton: That's not what | meant, Renald. What | meant was that there are levels of natural laws we don't
understand yet

Dar: that consciousnessis built up out of the innate awareness of the universe

Renald: Ah... natural laws...

Marya: | can't say | agree with that Dar, but it's an interesting perspective

Dar: well, wasn't looking to argueit, just tossing it out there

Marya: for sure:)

Dar: what really gets meis that thereis absolutely no function of consciousness

Renald: No function, Dar? How do you mean?

Dar: we don't need it for anything; we can operate quite well in an unconscious state; | have

Renald: That feeds my suspicion that it is prior, actualy; no space

Marya: well, what about humanity before it became self aware? We were not always as we are now; we were
certainly not always self aware

Renald: Wait, Dar... you've operated unconsciously? For how long at arun? What started it and what ended it?
Dar: well, I’'ve slept walked, carried on conversations, performed tasks

Renald: Oh, that.

Dar: fooled peopleinto thinking a was awake - passed the Turing test, lol

Renald: Consciousness is a many-splendored thing.

Templeton: Well, inaway | agree with Dar. | would say that the potentiality of consciousnessis a basic
property of the universe. However, it gets created according to clear laws which we don't know yet. But it should
be rather easy to understand that in lawful physical behaviour only certain things work and others don't. Only
very clearly defined machines can generate e ectricity. Others simply can't. They may create radio waves. In the
same way | think only brains and "wet environments" can create consciousness - | don't think machines can't,
mostly because the halting and starting problems are absolutely fundamental. Y ou can't get around them.
Shingles: did you get my gestalt comment, Sage? It's a gestalt being, the One yes, but the concept of this One
remains one thing, Sage

Renald: My position, Dar, would be that you were conscious under all those circumstance... just not in your
usual way.

Dar: consciousness, if hot made distinct from unconsciousness, becomes rather meaningless

Renald: Or not the way you identify with yourself.

Renald: Yes, Dar...

Renald: Unconscious I'd limit to inert, inactive, that sort of thing.

Dar: | would agree there was a sort of awareness or sentience there, as the sleegp walking me responded to events
in the environment

Dar: till, | was not conscious

Renald: Right... someintegration that "you" requires was missing.

Dar: sleep walkers have driven and even killed - consciousness is not needed for these tasks

Renald: Right... more precise... You, Dar, were unconscious... but consciousness was present.

Shingles: consciousness is needed to be a human
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Marya: what about unconscious people?

Dar: sounds like we don't agree on what consciousness is

Renald: Actuadly, | think we do to alarge degree, Dar... but I'm sure there are differences, too.

Shingles: they aren't acting to assert their humanity | guess, they are just animals when unconscious maybe,
Marya

Dar: so, maybe Ren, you are proposing that sleep walkers are conscious, but in a high state of disassociation...
likea mild MPD.

Renald: That sounds reasonable, Dar. | don't mean to suggest that a sleepwalking person represents the same
person she is when not sleep-walking.

Dar: well, that is a possibility

Renald: Something essential is absent or suspended when sleep-walking, etc.

Dar: maybeit’'sjust afailure of memory storage

Sage: Shingles, | agreethe self is gestalt, but | probably disagree on what that means, if you think it contradicts
what | said =)

Shingles: No it doesn't, we actually agree, but were stating our pointsin very different ways | think, Sage
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