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Where should my reading start?

https://www.discovery.org/m/securepdfs/2023/09/MindingTheBrain_DI_FINAL_Ch24.pdf

https://www.discovery.org/m/securepdfs/2023/09/MindingTheBrain_DI_FINAL_Ch24.pdf
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The Search of P-Consciousness 
in a Quantum Computer

[I target this work’s striving to create 
consciousness in (quantum) computers, 
but Ben in his welcoming remarks just 
said that, in general,  AGI r&d should so 
strive — hence if I’m right there may 
be many miscreants at work :).]

 p-con∴
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Leave Enthymematic; Key Premise Is …

  Their r&d is unethical.∴



 Is consciousness relevant to 
intelligence?





 On High-  Robots …Λ



(Don’t blame us for The Knowability Paradox.  The true source 
only recently discovered in 2009:   Alonzo Church, Turing’s PhD 
advisor in the States, and the inventor of the lambda-calculus.)

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alonzo_Church
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lambda_calculus
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But since we’ just proved a theorem (there are 
no remaining suppositions), we can deduce that 
some proposition (let’s call it q*) is unknowable 
[because we add a box (this time to represent 
‘necessarily’)].
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Λ[K, 1] = 2

Λ[K, 2] = 1

Λ[K, 2] = 2 Since the above goal is in second-order modal logic.
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Descartes’s cogito ergo sum argument.

Analyze & formalize Descartes’s argument, as specimen of HLC-consciousness.

What did it take to achieve this formalization?

measure

That which it took is part of the very machinery of HLCC; 
and that machinery allows for the building of the CA axiom system.

⇤
“The right way to think about the general problems of metaphysics and 
epistemology is not to clear one’s mind of all knowledge and start with 
`Cogito ergo sum’ and build up from there.  Instead, we propose to use 
all of our knowledge to construct a computer program that knows.”  
— John McCarthy & Patrick Hayes



Cogito Ergo Sum

Sort system

Name

Real Fictional

All

Thing



I believe I don’t  really exist

De re existence is real existence

Cogito Ergo Sum



Instance of axiom schema

Cogito Ergo Sum

I believe that if I perceive an agent believe something then I believe that agent is real



Cogito Ergo Sum

1.7 seconds



Cogito Ergo Sum

absurd belief

1.7 seconds





Ulogiske agenter er 
ikke barre uintelligente 
— de er ikke bevisste.
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• Final Project Discussion …


