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“The present account of the false belief transition is incomplete in
important ways. After all, our agent had only to choose the best of
two known models. This begs an understanding of the dynamics of
rational revision near threshold and when the space of possible
models is far larger. Further, a single formal model ought ultimately
to be applicable to many false belief tasks, and to reasoning about
mental states more generally. Several components seem necessary
to extend a particular theory of mind into such a framework theory:
a richer representation for the propositional content and attitudes
in these tasks, extension of the implicit quantifier over trials to one
over situations and people, and a broader view of the probability
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Proof from VWWM3

Proposition: | have a white fez.

Proof. Remember as a first fact that we all know that at least
one of us has a white fez. When the first wise man says that he
doesn't know, | immediately know that either WM2 has a white
fez, or | do, or both of us does. | know this because if neither of
us has a whilte fez, WMI would have said immediately that in
light of our first fact, he has a white fez. My next piece of info
comes from what WM2 says; he says that he is also ignorant




Diagrammatic Version of Reasoning in WMP3

(pov of truly wise man; easy for rational humans)
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Diagrammatic Version of Reasoning in WMP3

(pov of truly wise man; easy for rational humans)

Whil: "Ldon’t khow whethet [ have

ave a white spot”
> >
_@@_ In both cases a white fez (= black dot)!
So:
:
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1 Introduction
Multi-agent modal logics are widely ussd in Computer Science and AL Multi- . " IiI| i .H_‘- A ”ﬁ] F -”I ||||'r_|r.rr41. A JI"|
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is therefore mpartant to have efficient means for performimg machine reascning QrF [e-1 - Il Ty 4 e A ”ﬁ] F '“'1} = Nl PJ 3. 4. Lemmma 2
‘m such logics. While the validity problem for most propasitional modal logices i= = pEnog = e T = ' r s - o
of intractable thearetical complexity!, ssveral approaches have been investigated rECir) r'FCF) = KalP) i1 4 fig A Hat b oK a(P)=--0 4, Lemma 3
m recent years that have resulted ir ems that appear to work well in prac- A Ha A ”q] - —|—|f|:| G. 1. =-F
tioe, These approaches include tah based provers, T-hased algorithms, I - n
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tomated ther - - - !':--.l\' - —_— !.ﬁ'| 0
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“hes (such as that of MEPASS) have the advantage

at the above preaf = not entirely low-level becanse most steps combine
! For instance, the validity problam for multi-agent propesitional epistemic logic is T illﬁ"l'("ll(‘:' |'|||l:' EIF:IF:I“('?H ione in t ||l:" mierest l..lr |.:I|'("'|'i|:|'.

Ading a common knowledge oparator makes the problem

Fig. 2. Inference rulas for the apistamic oparators, a T. Consider any agent o and propositions P03, Define By ond Ha
emma &, let By = Pv ), and et 5, CLR) for i 1,2,3. Then
Sa} B OV,

of kveraging the tremendons implementation progress that has oceurred over

T-eompleta [21].

i= " P Intnitively, this is a judgment stating that P follows from 7 We will
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“Life and Death” Wise Man Test (3)




“Life and Death” Wise Man Test (3)







Floridi’'s Continuum (augmented), and Claims

Fa|§e Wise Man | Deafening [ Torture [ Ultimate i ”’“".y
Belief Test (n) Test Boots Test Sifter dalsc sl
Task o Task
Cutting-Ed
e e es es o) o) o) ?

Al




Floridi’'s Continuum (augmented), and Claims

Fa|§e Wise Man | Deafening | Torture | Ultimate 1 ”’“".y
Belief Test: () Tost Boots Test TR False Belief
Task es es oots Tes ifte Task
Cutting-Ed e
Al e es es o o 4

Al




Floridi’s “Ultimate (s- and p-
consciousness) Sifter”
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Wise man A </_




“Have you been struck dumb!?
As always: Prove it!”

Wise man A



“Have you been struck dumb?”

Heaven knows!




Two possibilities:

Subsequent silence: failure/death.




Wise man A </_




“Had | taken the dumbing tablet | would not have
been able to report orally my state of ignorance
about my dumb/non-dumb state, but | have been,
and | know that | have been, as | have heard myself
speaking and saw the guard reacting to my speaking,
but this (my oral report) is possible only if | did not
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Contrarian view on animal minds in Nat. Geo.:

http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2008/03/animal-minds/virginia-morell-text



http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2008/03/animal-minds/virginia-morell-text

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

Contrarian view on animal minds in Nat. Geo.:

http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2008/03/animal-minds/virginia-morell-text



http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2008/03/animal-minds/virginia-morell-text



http://kryten.mm.rpi.edu/SBringsjord_etal_self-con_robots_kg4_0601151615NY.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MceJYhVD_xY
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Infinitary False Belief Task

http://kryten.mm. rpi.edu/PRES/COGSCI2019/infinitaryfalsebeliefprezCogSci2019. key
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apparently we can build Als that pass any short test.
That’s why Blade Runner (& Ex Machina?) is our future.
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Refutation of: Cognitive Attack K

If humans are as described in this thesis, then they FALSE
can solve the forthcoming cognitive problems.

If humans are as described in R, then humans
can, given sufficient training, etc., eventually
solve the cognitive problems in question.

But humans can’t solve the problems in question. FALSE

Some humans can'’t, at present, solve the problems in
question — & as it turns out,Als can do surprisingly
well, at least until we get to the infinite case.

Therefore:
Sorry Selmer & company, your thesis ‘R is false.



