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Re. Humans 3.0: The Upgrading of the Species
Peter Nowak will speak on September 23, at 7/pm, in Sage 3303.
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The Balderdash that is Humans 3.0: The Upgrading of the Species

Selmer Bringsjord
Sept 25 2019, 12 noon
RPI: Sage 4101

(lunch provided)
Here's an accurate encapsulation, put declaratively, of the book (H3.0) in question:

As a matter of mathematics, religious belief will disappear. Work will be obsolete, but
economic well-being will be maximally high across Earth’'s human population; this will be
enabled by Al tolling for us. Science will explain everything, including discovering the
“patterns’ that are us. With these patterns in our hands, we will be able to repeatedly
“upload” to the physical substrate of our choosing, and thereby live forever. Then, by 2045,
The Singularity will occur, the moment in time when machine intelligence exceeds human
intellisence, and immediately thereafter explodes to higher and higher levels that infinitely
exceed our own (relatively speaking) rodent-level one. Conveniently, we will merge with the
machines so as to dodge being destroyed by them, and this “hybrid human-machine
intelligence” will busy itself with [yada yada yada].

Unfortunately for Nowak (2015), author of H3.0, there is a slight problem: viz, every single
claim here Is but balderdash, at best. In this talk, | patiently explain this diagnosis, one bound,
| know, to be emotionally disturbing to those who take such claptrap seriously.
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Selmer Bringsjord
Nov ['[ 2019, 7pm
RPI; Room: Sage 3303

public invited
Here's an accurate encapsulation, put declaratively, of the book (H3.0) in question:

As a matter of mathematics, religious belief will disappear. Work will be obsolete, but
economic well-being will be maximally high across Earth’'s human population; this will be
enabled by Al tolling for us. Science will explain everything, including discovering the
“patterns’ that are us. With these patterns in our hands, we will be able to repeatedly
“upload” to the physical substrate of our choosing, and thereby live forever. Then, by 2045,
The Singularrty will occur, the moment in time when machine intelligence exceeds human
intelligence, and iImmediately thereafter explodes to higher and higher levels that infinitely
exceed our own (relatively speaking) rodent-level one. Conveniently, we will merge with the
machines so as to dodge being destroyed by them, and this “hybrid human-machine
intelligence” will busy itself with [yada yada yada].

Unfortunately for Nowak (2015), author of H3.0, there is a slight problem: viz, every single
claim here Is but balderdash, at best. In this talk, | patiently explain this diagnosis, one bound,
| know, to be emotionally disturbing to those who take such claptrap seriously.
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Main Claim



Main Claim

R Humans, at least neurobiologically normal ones, are fundamen-
tally rational, where rationality is constituted by certain logico-
mathematically based reasoning and decision-making in response
to real-world stimuli, including stimuli given in the form of fo-
cused tests; but mere animals are not fundamentally rational,
since, contra Darwin,! their minds are provably, fundamentally,
qualitatively inferior to the human mind. As to whether comput-
ing machines/robots are fundamentally rational, the answer is
also “No.” For starters, if x can’t read, write, and create, x can’t
be (presently?) rational; neither computing machines/robots nor
non-human animals can read nor write nor create; ergo, they
aren’t fundamentally rational for this reason alone. But the
news for non-human animals and computing machines/robots
gets much worse, for they have not the slightest chance when
they are measured against H.
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Amtrak-to-Princeton J-L Problem

Suppose that the following two statements are true:

(1) Everyone likes anyone who likes someone.

(2) Abigail likes Bruno.

Does it follow deductively that everyone likes Bruno? Prove that your
answer is right!
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H Humans have the ability to gain knowledge by reasoning (e.g.,
deductively) quantificationally and recursively over abstract con-
cepts, including abstract concepts of a highly expressive, includ-

ing infinitary, nature, expressed in arbitrarily complex natural
and formal languages.
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http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/0952813X.2010.502314
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“The Rationality Quotient is a significant advance in the psychology
of rationality. It presents the best analysis of cognitive errors in the
scientific literature and makes a compelling case for measuring
rationality independently of intelligence.”

Daniel Kahneman, Princeton University; winner of the 2002 Nobel
Prize in Economics

THE
RATIONALITY QUOTIENT

TOWARD A TEST OF RATIONAL THINKING

Keith E. Stanovich
Richard F. West
and

Maggie E. Toplak
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"“The Problems that Generate the Rationality Debate are Too Fasy. Given What Our Economy Now Demands”



http://kryten.mm.rpi.edu/sb.yy.stanovich.pdf

Problem!
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http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/0952813X.2010.502314
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Today’s (statistical/
connectionist) machine-
learning systems are
fundamentally incapable
of providing the
argument/proof.

(X, ) ~ (a, argument / proof )

https://www.darpa.mil/program/explainable-artificial-intellisence
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Definition of Perfect Present Rationality

Let T be the relevant set of tests. Then: An agent a is perfectly presently rational
if and only if (i) a answers all questions on all ¢t € T', and (ii) provides a sound argument or
proof showing that each such answer is correct.



And Supporting Main Claim ...



And Supporting Main Claim ...

H Humans have the ability to gain knowledge by reasoning (e.g.,
deductively) quantificationally and recursively over abstract con-
cepts, including abstract concepts of a highly expressive, includ-

ing infinitary, nature, expressed in arbitrarily complex natural
and formal languages.
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Further Discussion?



