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reddit Since 1996, I have developed a simulation called Noble Ape. It creates a rich biological

ecosystem and simulates the cognitive behavior of the ape-like creatures that inhabit the biological

simulation. The Noble Ape cognitive simulation is used by both Apple and Intel as a processor metric.

The unit BCPS ((Noble Ape) Brain Cycles Per Second) is demonstrated both internally and to third

party developers. In this regard, I have become intimately acquainted with contemporary computing

and the immense power we seem to ignore.

 

Since 2005, I have been the editor of Biota.org. The site

brings together a number of simulation authors,

academics and users broadly described as the artificial

life community. Artificial life offers an applied philosophy

through computation. There are a number of fascinating

problems ideally suited to the kinds of applied philosophy

artificial life explores. One of my favorites relates to the

intelligence of vastly complex systems.

For more than a decade the artificial life community has

developed metrics for computer power, complex systems

intelligence and a broader metaphysics that is distinctly

different from what we hear from most advocates of "The Singularity movement." When contrasted

with theoretical Singularity works like Nick Bostrom’s "Are We Living In A Computer Simulation,"

artificial life challenges Singularity thinking in a number of ways. I would like to offer two particular

challenges.

1: Survival is a far better metric of intelligence than replicating

human intelligence, and…

2: There are a number of examples of vastly more intelligent

systems (in terms of survival) than human intelligence.

These challenges have not come through a priori philosophical

posturing but are the result of years of simulation and the iterative

understanding and discourse that has come through the artificial

life community.

The primacy of human intelligence is one of the last and greatest

myths of the anthropomorphic divide — the division between
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The legal system, the road system, the
health care system, the financial system,
even the internet could be analyzed with
insights from studying simulations.

humans and all other (living) things. Like most fallacies, it provides

careers and countless treatises regarding paradoxes that can be explored at great length, leading to

the warm and fuzzy conclusion that the human is still on top. If only it were so.

For starters, let’s look at the pre-Cambrian period where the floating entities, our distant ancestors,

began to optimize their paths between feeding grounds. The simple rule in life is that survival (to

reproduction) is the only meaningful metric. In fact, as these pre-Cambrian critters, began to make

well-floated paths they were starting the long road that would lead to us — and our aforementioned

countless treatises of paradoxes on the primacy of human intelligence.

First Insight: Survival is intelligence.

When choosing a metric for survival intelligence, I

was drawn to Teddy Roosevelt’s analysis of hunting

big game in the 1900s. Roosevelt’s analysis related

to the size of bullet (or caliber of bullet) required to

stop a large animal. I was interested in a measure

of the number of humans required to stop a vastly

complex system. If there was to be a similar caliber

of intelligence based on stopping a vastly complex

system, why not make it a human centric metric.

To paraphrase Roosevelt:

It took but ten humans to slay this system.

Due to the rough nature of the approximation, I

employed a base-10 logarithmic approach. If it took

a human to slay the system, the survival

intelligence value would be zero. If it took ten, the

survival intelligence value would be one. If it took a hundred humans, the survival intelligence value

would be two.

My second insight comes from the need to normalize the definition of simulation. When the physicist,

the biologist, the lawyer or the accountant goes to work, they don’t have a bright glaring light shining

down on them, constantly reminding them that what they are doing is not, in fact, reality but is based

on the broad constraints that have historically and intellectually been applied to them. Through my

editorial duties with Biota.org, I raised the idea that simulation authors should stop holding a marked

division between what they did and reality. In fact, what was needed was a pluralistic view of

simulation. The definition I offered was simple:

Second Insight: A simulation is any environment with applied constraints.

This definition showed that nearly everything was fair game for simulation analysis. The legal system,

the road system, the health care system, the financial system, even the internet could be analyzed

and parametrized with the insights from studying simulations.

Combining the metric of intelligence for survival and the idea that nearly anything is fair game for this

metric, let’s explore a couple of examples.

The road system of a given city

may require between ten to a

hundred human obstructions to

shut it down. This is what it

takes to cut off major arterial

roadways and possibly other

minor linking streets. Actually, it

may take significantly more

human obstructions to fully shut the system down, but these numbers give a good baseline metric of

a survival intelligence of between one and two.
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Recall the recent court cases of the polygamist group in San Angelo, Texas. Here a few hundred cases

shut down the legal system in that county. This shows a metric of survival intelligence between two

and three.

This survival intelligence, with the zero-base considered as a single human, highlights the sublime

nature of these systems and — in contrast — our stature compared to them. These systems are

created and maintained by humans. Yet their complexity and necessity merits their survival over any

individual human. By all meaningful descriptions of intelligence, this should show that these systems

are incomparably more intelligent than individual humans. Conversely the value of individual humans

is substantially diminished in the maintenance of these systems.

There is a lack of scholarship in this area. This is, in large part,

because most ideas about intelligence are deeply and fallaciously

interconnected with an assumed understanding of human

intelligence. Since scholarship with regards to these vastly complex

systems is lacking, scholarship associated with our place amongst

these systems is also lacking. As passive maintaining agents of

these systems, we must wonder if we need to redefine our ideas

about human purpose in this context.

I offer this as a basic sketch of ideas that I have evolved as the editor of Biota.org and the creator of

the Noble Ape Simulation. The time for new scholarship relating to these issues is overdue.
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60 Comments

Submitted by Anonymous on July 30, 2009 at 5:55 pm.

All of the systems you mentioned could also be brought down by a total number of 0 people.

People need to simply stop maintaining these systems and they will quickly deteriorate.

Submitted by Scot on July 30, 2009 at 6:36 pm.

As a software guy, I am curious about the outliers here. Like a single human that is capable of

shutting down a system through the use of non-specialized behavior. Multi-faceted behavior can

compromise a system due to the system’s reliance on specilization from the components. So in

this discussion it seems that the components (humans) are acting within the confines of the

system to collectively kill it. Isn’t this a normalized view of the system and the component’s

activity within it? Any deviation from this structure should result in an undefined system response,

or at least a non-measurable effect on the system.

So if any components of a system collectively deviate from standardized behavior at a large scale,

can we equate this to survival? I would argue that within nature, the Human is isolated in the

behavior deviation department. The ape’s behavior tends to be part of the normalized aspects of

the natural environment in which it exists. Simulation of this tends to be “simpler” than the

currently impossible Human component.

Submitted by Anonymous on July 30, 2009 at 7:49 pm.

Sounds like a bunch of BS to me. Move a long now. Nothing to see here.
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Submitted by SpaceWeepul on July 30, 2009 at 8:37 pm.

The reason I’m interested in software/hardware systems that are capable of human-like

intelligence is that such intelligence would have human-like consciousness. Consciousness is

one of the remaining mysteries of the world. We know a lot of stuff including what’s at the

bottom of the ocean, how to make the fire that is in stars and, how to make non-stick

cookware. One of the things we don’t know is how to replicate consciousness. It’s also

important to note that things like legal systems and transportation systems are often simply

what the users make of them. In the U.S. there used to be a strong legal basis for not

torturing people. When that became inconvenient for the users of the system — poof! — the

limits on torture evaporated overnight. Studies suggest that many roadways would last a

scant 80 years without users maintaining them. People used to be polite and have good

grammar, lol, what happened to those systems????!!?!?

Submitted by Anonymous on July 30, 2009 at 8:10 pm.

I think that the survival intelligence (‘robustness’?) index of 0 should probably be given to a

naked, tool/technology-less human/entity.

With tools, the survival intelligence index needs modification. However, this would require a

system for assigning tools some other sort of intelligence index. It could be as simple as a re-

application of the metric. ie. ‘how many naked, tool-less entities would be needed to take out an

entity with said tool/technology?’. The destructive capacity of a lone, tool-less human is quite

different to that of a human with the launch codes to a nuclear arsenal.

Submitted by oh4real on July 30, 2009 at 8:56 pm.

FIRST:

IMHO, it is not appropriate to consider malicious intent to destroy a system with unintended

destruction. Well designed systems are meant to act, without supervision, in a state of inertia.

Consistently performing without much need to intervene to keep them running.

Example: After you design and build a road system – assuming population/usage stays level –

occasional maintenance is all that’s needed to keep it operating.

Example: My laptop’s operating system can handle lots of simultaneous programs pretty well –

until I yank out the battery.

I think this is what is being measured: occasional maintenance vs. occasional abuse/misuse.

SECOND:

Also, agreed that the term ‘intelligence’ vs. robustness or non-vulnerability is a bit inappropriate –

unless you are referring to the intelligence of the system designers.

I’ll take your observations and posits a step further and refine them to represent, in the context

of human endeavors, ‘institutionality’.

When speaking of road systems, legal systems, healthcare systems, etc. – all man made and

utilized – you could rephrase the questions as:

‘How many incidental humans did it take to bring this Institution to it’s knees?’

Think of this as a way to measure the robustness of an institution:

How stable is a government? (think Pakistan)

How facile is a coup d’etat? (think Pakistan)

How good is a Constitution if it breaks at every Constitutional crisis? (think florida)

How sound was a company and their overnight trades/leverage scheme? (think Lehman Bros)

How did the internet handle the traffic/news during some peak event? (think michael jackson – or
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not)

How ready is a country for its ‘peacekeepers’ to pull back during conflict? (think Iraq)

Considering how often people talk about “Institutions” of society, thanks for providing me with a

new framework for thinking about the world’s “institutions”.

Submitted by Robert Hitchcock on July 30, 2009 at 10:08 pm.

Flawed idea. Horribly flawed idea.

survival does not equal intelligence. intelligence can lead to a greater likely-hood of survival in the

face of a threat, but does not guarantee survival either.

Lets take the assumptions that Survival equals intelligence without taking anything else into

consideration for a moment

The planet… the whole universe is more intelligent than us simply because its too large for us to

remove it from existence.

Algae, because it is so small and reproduces heavily is also fairly intelligent?

How about a destructive botnet? the more zombies in the botnet, the more intelligent it is

because it can do more damage than a single person on a single computer can do?

How about some of the frauds out there? if you can con 100 people into give you loads of money

you are smarter than the people you are ripping off…. but how smart?

How about cpus? Just like roadways they have multiple paths for data to be processed….

How about AIDS? ignore that the virus cannot successfully attach itself to some people’s white

blood cells, or that its infectiousness is relatively low, we haven’t found a way do destroy it. Even

if we did, how many people will it have taken to research and develop the cure?

I am sure there are plenty of other examples someone would want to question, but the real

question is that if something is so basic that it could be applied to anything, wouldn’t that

question its own legitimacy?

In short (too late) how well some one or something can survive a given situation/human may

give insight into how smart that person is or how smartly designed it is, it cannot be used alone

to determine intelligence.

Submitted by speonjosh on July 31, 2009 at 8:35 am.

Yeah, I think about a large rock. No one person is strong enough to destroy a rock. But a

rock, should it be large enough and fall on your head, could destroy a person. Does that

mean a rock is more “intelligent” than a person? Apparently, according to this definition.

And then you get to the question of what qualifies as “destroying?” Or whatever word you

want to use to indicate the opposite of “survival.”

The article seems to use various definitions for the different examples. In the first example,

the large animal is killed. You can say the animal is no longer alive. A road network and a

legal system can be “shut down.” But in what way are these systems no longer alive? The

pavement still is in place, the lane markers are still there. The traffic lights, presumably, are

still operating. Remove the blockage and the thing resumes operation.

I find it nonsensical.

However, I will allow as how it’s possible that the article simply doesn’t explain it very well…..

Submitted by Anonymous on July 30, 2009 at 10:14 pm.

So, the solar system can’t be destroyed even by a hundred billion humans. So clearly it’s more

intelligent than the entire human race.

Oh, wait a second.

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 12:37 am.
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“So, the solar system can’t be destroyed even by a hundred billion humans. So clearly it’s

more intelligent than the entire human race.”

So via “global warming” could we clasify life on earth as being between 7 – 9

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 1:05 am.

Go back to twitter.

Submitted by Blindweb on July 30, 2009 at 10:30 pm.

Interesting article. I’m constantly arguing with random U.S. college educated people about what it

is to be intelligent. To me a person like Rudy Giuliani (maybe he’s a bad example I haven’t looked

at his past) who doesn’t seem very intelligent, but has been very successful, has a deeper type of

intelligence (survival intelligence). The word intelligent is corrupted by the wordsmiths in our

society. The writers who generally come from academia give it a definition that obviously

prioritizes academic intelligence.

First time visitor linked here from Global Guerrillas blog. The comments on here remind me of a

Buddhist or Taoist sage who said “words and nonsense”

You all argue definitions as though your definition is the one true definition. The map is not the

terrain. I can’t stand the limited reasoning ability of technical specialists. For example: ‘It’s not

obvious at all that intelligence has its origin in survival, sexual selection seems more likely. ‘ –

Because you know sexual selection has nothing to do with survival.

Submitted by Nemus on July 31, 2009 at 3:02 am.

Sexual selection has everything to do with survival. It’s an intrinsic measure of an organism’s

fitness, as measured by members of the same species!

Submitted by Kristian Lund on July 31, 2009 at 2:45 am.

Several things are too vague, at least in this article, for the metric to make sense.

System, for example. It is pretty darn hard to stop the processes in a black hole, which hardly

makes it “intelligent”, by any stretch.

Survival, is another. When is the traffic system of a city alive and when is it dead – when traffic

stops? when it becomes impossible for one car to get anywhere? when the traffic system takes as

much to get started as it did to build in the first place?

Moreover, human interaction seems a very weird and arbitrary stopping force to measure by. For

seeing when traffic breaks down, counting number of humans obstructing might make sense –

but the intelligence of an ant-hill is not best measured by comparing it to a single humans ability

to dig the queen up!

To escape anthropocentrism, I get the idea to look at survivability. But you also have to look at

how many different challenges (at a meaningful power-level) the system can handle. Our solar

system can handle quite a few humans standing in the way of various planets – but not a change

in gravity…

We call humans more intelligent than ant hives, not because we a better at surviviving our

respective ecological niche or we can eradicate ants on a individual-to-community basis, but

because we can handle a changing environment and come up with new solutions!

The traffic system handles traffic congestion fine. It does nothing to prevent a nuclear bomb

detonating, a fuel shortage or a “human dictator” taking over its servers. Intelligence is the ability

to survive new, unknown challenges.

Submitted by Reow on July 31, 2009 at 5:31 am.

Nice article, but you got it completely wrong. “Survival” alone isn’t a measure of intelligence;
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adaptability is the true measure. That is “survival in the face of change”. Better luck next time.

Perhaps try an easier field?

Submitted by lhb on July 31, 2009 at 5:39 am.

At first you tell us, human intelligence is not really a metric of survival, and thus should not be

called intelligence anymore because we should call the ability to survive intelligence.

Then what do we call the intelligence we are interested in, the intelligence a salamander may

have in small doses and humans have in somewhat higher amount?

Why not leave the word intelligence where it belongs, and simply call ability to survive just that –

ability to survive?

Submitted by Jarrod on July 31, 2009 at 5:55 am.

“There is a lack of scholarship in this area.”

Really? A lack of scholarship in defining and philosophizing about intelligence? Please don’t forget

our ENTIRE WESTERN PHILOSOPHICAL HISTORY, starting with the Presocratics, through Plato

and Aristotle all the way to Foucault, Derrida and Zizek and still coming. There has been endless

theorizing about intelligence (and systems – see Rousseau and Spinoza, for a start) in our history

that it would be a “fallacy” to ignore all of it! I’m a computer scientist but way too often become

annoyed with the way CS scholars try to reinvent everything, ahistorically, here and now, using

their cool new tools (toys?).

Submitted by Henrik on July 31, 2009 at 6:12 am.

Can’t the road system be shut down by a single person pressing some buttons at the traffic

control center? Or would the crashed cars be regarded as the ones obstructing the road systems

in that case? Ah yes, I think I answered me own question there.

Submitted by Rob on July 31, 2009 at 7:15 am.

Very interesting. I’m not so sure the property you ascribe the system should be labeled

intelligence though. It sounds like the modeling you’re doing shows the resiliency of the system.

Calling this property intelligence is tantamount to claiming that these systems arose through some

sort of design. However, if you study the development of these systems, you see that rather than

just arising out of design, there are unintended consequences that play themselves out as these

systems evolve.

These models would be great to use to determine how much stress a particular system can

handle, especially in regards to natural disasters and other mass casualty situations. These tools

would also be greatly helpful in determining weaknesses of systems like power, communications,

oil delivery, transportation systems, etc. Countermeasures could then be put in place to better

meet those stresses and strengthen the system.

I also think you nailed it when you state that survival is the defining trait of successful evolution.

I’m not so sure that should be defined as intelligence though. Intelligence accelerated as a

response to changing climactic conditions early in the development of homo sapiens. This allowed

early humans to adapt to their environment more successfully than other organisms. Some of the

consequences of that development have been the rise of towns, cities, civilization, etc. Yet,

initially, the development of intelligence allowed the humans who developed those traits to

prosper and survive. In that respect intelligence is an effect, not a cause.

Submitted by James Clements on July 31, 2009 at 9:39 am.

I have some questions:

Should we instead define intelligence based on the ability to wonder about how to define
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intelligence? Can a non-sentient entity be intelligent? Is a complex system that sentient entities

use and maintain intelligent or just a tool that could be scrapped when something better comes

along? The word ‘intelligence’ has specific meanings related to mental processes so why use it

instead of words like ‘durability’, ‘enduring’, ‘toughness’? A measure of a systems survivability is a

simple metric not a complex philosophical debate, so wouldn’t that be more useful? Since the

‘intelligence’ of complex systems is based on the principles of evolution can the concept of

evolution itself be considered intelligent? Which is more intelligent: a complex system or a person

who thinks about the intelligence of complex systems?

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 10:00 am.

Interesting premise but faulty logic. In the examples you gave you indicated that a road system

could be brought down by a number of human obstructions, and a court system could be blocked

by a number of human cases. In each of these cases the relevant quantity is obstructions and

cases, not humans. It is fallacious to then substitute humans in for either of these terms in order

to continue the argument.

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 10:26 am.

Let’s say entity A exists within another entity B. The enclosing entity B could be considered the

enclosed entity A’s “environment”).

Let’s say the respective entropies are Ea and Eb.

Then I’d venture, that A is more “intelligent” than B if Ea > Eb, or vice versa. In other words,

entropy (which is basically a measure of the amount of information sequestered within an entity,

and hence a measure of its complexity) should be the sole metric of intelligence.

Submitted by xrr on July 31, 2009 at 10:38 am.

“1: Survival is a far better metric of intelligence than replicating human intelligence, and…”

Unfortunately that’s a principle in science, put a bad assumption first and all the rest of the

reasoning is biased/wrong.

Of course Intelligence is not evident to define and specially when it applies to human intelligence

and the way to measure it. But, the word itself comes from latin “intellegentia”: the ability to

understand/comprehend…

Unfortunately for your theories, yes, we, as the human race, are the most intelligent specy/entity

(known to us at least). Only because we are the only ones to be in the position of trying to define

what “Intelligence” is and discuss about it.

“These challenges have not come through a priori philosophical posturing but are the result of

years of simulation and the iterative understanding and discourse that has come through the

artificial life community.”

This is a very funny statement. Artificial life/intelligence community, as you name it, has struggled

(so far) to even get close to the smallest sign of intelligence. Sounds like some are tempted by

something like “hey, So why not redefine intelligence to something less challenging we can

probably achieve : let’s make it the ability of systems to survive, yeah great…”

“The primacy of human intelligence is one of the last and greatest myths of the anthropomorphic

divide — the division between humans and all other (living) things. Like most fallacies, it provides

careers and countless treatises regarding paradoxes that can be explored at great length, leading

to the warm and fuzzy conclusion that the human is still on top. If only it were so.”

To the contrary of what you’re saying, yes, this is a pseudo-philosophical posturing and in-line

with some “concerns” of the moment like all the problems raised by uncontrolled human
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development BUT the human species is the first ever in the history of Earth to actually realize,

thanks to its intelligence, that its own development could lead to mass extinctions (and even its

own) and the first to actually care about other species.

So even using your own criterias, we might be, one of the most resilient species ever because we

can ACT on our destiny more than any other.

And if we fail, it will make space for others ! 

Sorry for the approximate English and all the best from France :.

I’ll finish with a citation of Carl Sagan : “We are a way for the universe to know itself

Submitted by Steve on July 31, 2009 at 10:51 am.

Sytem survivability certainly has been studied. Soviet Red Army military science revolved around

the concept of correlation of forces. Derived from Harvard Business School teachings, the idea

was to assign a value to every facet of a military unit. The morale of the individual soldiers, the

destructive force of a round of ammunition, and the capacity of a supply truck all contributed a

number that gauged survivability at theater-wide scales.

The notion failed in the face of asymmetrical warfare. The ability of an outclassed, but thinking

enemy to concoct novel, destructive solutions could not be measured with calipers and a straight

edge.

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 1:19 pm.

So how does this redefinition help you actually accomplish the goal of creating a system that is

intelligent in the way most of us define it, as in, it can understand and solve new problems?

And lets be real here – I could probably kill Stephen Hawking with my bare hands, but there’s no

way anyone in the world would say I’m more intelligent than he is. Your new definition seems

kind of misplaced.

Submitted by mobius on July 31, 2009 at 2:00 pm.

It is interesting that this word “intelligence” causes so much contention. I wrote about a debate

about plant intelligence in an article to published in a volume of scholarship someday – Here it is,

with creative commons license 2.5

http://www.box.net/shared/h0nqb1c6o0 (http://www.box.net/shared/h0nqb1c6o0)

I think the survivability metric is a good one for building alife systems, and certainly not a bad

one for growing other living systems. Of course Darwinian evolution includes sexual selection, so

we must do more than survive – we must seduce, intrigue and leave progeny. But that takes

nothing way from survivability as working metric for evaluating intelligent systems – it merely

contextualizes it. Metrics are tools for helping us achieve results, not definitions of our ontology.

Submitted by xrr on August 1, 2009 at 2:56 am.

“as working metric for evaluating intelligent system”

It’s funny how you want to stick to the word “intelligent” to describe something that is not 

Nobody argues the fact that the survivability metric is an interesting one and of some value

to build resilient systems , but again, this systems are not “intelligent” in any way because of

that. The road system cited by tom is obviously resilient as a system, but the only intelligence

behind the system is the Human one ! As far as I know, the system hasn’t evolved by itself

from roman roads to 5 lines highways 

And for plants, (I haven’t read your own article yet) the faculty to adapt and survive is not

Intelligence !

Submitted by Anonymous on July 31, 2009 at 3:31 pm.

http://www.box.net/shared/h0nqb1c6o0
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Even more disturbing… in order to “stop” the President of the United States (i.e. remove him/her

from office), requires a majority of both the Senate and House of Representatives, or 285 people,

voting in favor. I think most people would agree that we’ve had at least some presidents who

aren’t 2 orders of magnitude smarter than the average human…

~~

Submitted by Anonymous on August 4, 2009 at 9:58 am.

Actually, to stop the president, it isn’t the 285 people, but the influence of the individuals

behind those 285 people. I would also stipulate that you would be removing “the President”,

not the individual behind that title.

Moral transgressions in an economic boom – Clinton was almost removed.

Trillion dollar debt, Recession, Unemployment – Bush is still being defended.

(I am not stipulating political sides, just keeping in constraints of the original analogy)

To truly mark the order of magnitude, you would need to adjust for all influences in the

process, not simply the individuals, both for and against the process.

Submitted by Ben on July 31, 2009 at 5:44 pm.

Certain aspects of human intelligence can be combined with these systems to improve them;

exploration, not exclusivity.

Submitted by Alan R. Light on July 31, 2009 at 7:31 pm.

Well, damn. Others have made the exact same point I was going to make before I could, and

Andrew gave exactly the same examples I was going to give: that there are rocks around that are

two billion years old, and that the sun will likely outlast all of us.

I certainly understand the value of survivabiity, and I consider survivability the single most

important component of ethics, at least when applied to a group. But to link survivability to

intelligence like this requires a complete redefinition of the word “intelligence”.

Words don’t just mean what one person wants them to.

Submitted by Tom Barbalet (http://www.nobleape.com/tom/) on July 31, 2009 at 10:44 pm.

This short article is part of a much greater discussion. I decided to focus on two points in

particular in this article. For more in a condensed form;

http://www.nobleape.com/transcript/srr126.html
(http://www.nobleape.com/transcript/srr126.html)

Although this is a little dated and incomplete too.

I haven’t talked to rocks in any of the prior comments because rocks aren’t vastly complex

systems. The sun is an interesting one also the galaxy. I like that challenge.

The second point you make, Alan, is exactly right. Defining survival as the quantum of

intelligence appears to push the word intelligence in a different direction. I would argue,

however, from the quantum of survival there is a far greater potential spread of meanings of

intelligence but it doesn’t exclude any of the popular meanings discussed in the comments.

This definition doesn’t destroy any aspect of human intelligence as intelligence, it just

provides a framework to move from the road system to Obama to potentially the galaxy.

Submitted by W. on August 1, 2009 at 5:25 pm.

In redefining ‘intelligence’ as ‘survival’ (“Survival is intelligence”) you are merely assigning to the

http://www.nobleape.com/tom/
http://www.nobleape.com/transcript/srr126.html
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term ‘intelligence’ a definition that is not commonly, if ever, used.

“The simple rule in life is that survival (to reproduction) is the only meaningful metric”.

This statement makes it clear that you want to redefine ‘intelligence’ such that it is synonymous

with ‘Darwinian fitness’. That’s fine in and of itself, but the claim that

“These challenges [Challenges 1 and 2, which we will address shortly] have not come through a

priori philosophical posturing but are the result of years of simulation and the iterative

understanding and discourse that has come through the artificial life community”,

is problematic. You cannot arrive at a new definition of a term a posteriori – by somehow

‘discovering’ a new meaning for it. You can clarify the concept behind a word, but this remains

tightly within the realm of that which is a priori, by definition. And if you wish to assign a new

definition to an existent term, then you must stipulate that definition, you cannot ‘discover’ it by

empirical means or empirically prove that such a definition must somehow obtain by logical

necessity. For this reason, your insight as to the needed redefinition of ‘intelligence’ cannot have

been the

“result of years of simulation and the iterative understanding and discourse that has come

through the artificial life community”.

You will be in danger of begging the question if you redefine a term and then claim to have

arrived at your redefinition through empirical means. The meaning of a term is generally fixed by

its usage throughout history. If you try to assign a new meaning to a term by ‘expanding upon’ its

definition, what you are actually usually trying to do is draw a comparison between the normal

usage of the term and the new meaning you would like to assign to it. In this case, you are

trying to draw a comparison between ‘Darwinian fitness’ and ‘intelligence’, as the latter term is

either commonly or technically used. The greatest danger in doing this is the risk of making empty

or erroneous statements, of which you make both in this article.

The practice of clarifying the concept of a term by comparing it to another term and showing how

the two are related can be useful, but, as mentioned, this practice remains within the domain of

the a priori, and if you try prove a thesis that is based upon the redefinition of a term by

empirical means, you are going to make conceptual errors and you are going to fail to accomplish

what you intended to accomplish.

Your first major thesis (“challenge”) is that

“1: Survival is a far better metric of intelligence than replicating human intelligence”

In this statement you are implicitly admitting that ‘survival’ and ‘intelligence’ are in fact distinct

concepts, and hence distinct terms. It’s one thing to say that “survival is intelligence”, as you do

in the heading “First Insight: Survival is intelligence”, and it’s quite another thing to say that

survival is “a metric of intelligence”, which you say in ‘Challenge 1’. Obviously ‘intelligence’ is not

itself a metric of ‘intelligence’ (i.e. intelligence is not a metric of itself), but if you hold that 1)

survival (i.e. one’s/something’s capacity for survival) is intelligence and that 2) survival is a metric

of intelligence, then you must also hold that 3) intelligence is a metric of intelligence, which is

clearly not something you intended to imply.

Your second major thesis (challenge) is that

“2: There are a number of examples of vastly more intelligent systems (in terms of survival) than

human intelligence”.

One of your objectives in this article is apparently to expose the ‘fact’ that

“The primacy of human intelligence is one of the last and greatest myths of the anthropomorphic

divide — the division between humans and all other (living) things. Like most fallacies, it provides

careers and countless treatises regarding paradoxes that can be explored at great length, leading
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to the warm and fuzzy conclusion that the human is still on top.”

Here you explicitly assert that the claim that human intelligence stands in a position of primacy

relative to the intelligence of other (living) things is a fallacy. But the claim that human

intelligence stands in a position of primacy relative to other (living) things is only made to be

fallacious if you use the term ‘intelligence’ in two different ways; in other words, this claim is only

fallacious if you equivocate in your usage of the term ‘intelligence’ when making this claim. But

those who ‘make careers’ based upon this claim are not necessarily equivocating in their usage of

the term ‘intelligence’, but it is clear that you are equivocating in your usage and interpretation of

the term ‘intelligence’, and thus it is clear that your claims (rather than theirs) are fallacious.

As I stated previously, the greatest danger of redefining a term and then claiming to have arrived

at your redefinition through empirical means is that you will make empty or erroneous

statements. I have already pointed out two reasoning errors made in this article. But your two

major theses (challenges):

“1: Survival is a far better metric of intelligence than replicating human intelligence, and…

2: There are a number of examples of vastly more intelligent systems (in terms of survival) than

human intelligence”

are largely empty statements, although these statements are not without their errors either.

Challenge 1 says that determining the relative capacity of any non-human thing to survive is a far

better metric of that thing’s intelligence than is comparing its intelligence to human intelligence.

We have already gone over the erroneous conclusion that ‘intelligence is a metric of intelligence’

that is necessarily implied by this statement in combination with the statement that “survival is

intelligence”. But Challenge 1 is empty in the sense that you are merely begging the question:

your reasoning is circular and thus yields no new knowledge. First (logically first) you define

‘intelligence’ as ‘survival’ (loosely, as the relative ability of something or someone to survive) and

then you assert that “survival is a far better metric of intelligence than replicating human

intelligence”. This proves nothing. Challenge 1 is essentially a restatement of your pre-stipulated

definition of intelligence. Further, you cannot supply any amount of evidence that will be sufficient

to prove this thesis to be conceptually sound. Whether or not the ability of something to survive

is in fact a far better metric of intelligence than the extent to which something’s intelligence

matches up to human intelligence depends upon your definition of ‘survival’ and ‘intelligence’. This

is a conceptual and not an empirical matter. To show this more clearly, consider the fact that I

can restate Challenge 1 in the following way with relatively little loss in overall meaning: “

‘Fitness’ is a far better synonym of intelligence (as this term is applied to non-human things) than

is ‘human-intelligence equivalence’ ”.

Challenge 2 also begs the question and thus yields no new knowledge. You would be hard-

pressed to find any researcher of intelligence who would categorically refute the assertion that

there are a number of entities that have better survival capabilities than humans. But this is all

that you are essentially saying in Challenge 2, while at the same time you are implicitly claiming

that this statement helps to expose the ‘fact’ that

“the primacy of human intelligence is one of the last and greatest myths of the anthropomorphic

divide”.

Again, we are dealing with a conceptual matter rather than an empirical matter here. Certainly

you can attempt to demonstrate empirically that there exist a number of systems that are vastly

superior to humans in terms of their survival capabilities, and you may even succeed in doing so.

But you cannot prove by means of empirical data that the fact that there exist a number of

systems that are vastly superior to humans in terms of their survival capabilities in any way

logically implies that the term ‘intelligence’ ought to therefore be expanded to include ‘survival

capability’. But if your thesis is merely the claim that there exist a number of systems that have
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superior survival capabilities in comparison to humans, then this bears no relation to

“the primacy of human intelligence”

as

“one of the last and greatest myths of the anthropomorphic divide”,

since your ability to effectively attack this ‘great myth’ via your thesis depends upon your ability

to demonstrate, via your thesis, the fallaciousness of the claim that human intelligence stands in

a position of primacy relative to the intelligence of other (living) things. And, to reiterate, the

assertion that human intelligence stands in a position of primacy relative to the intelligence of

other (living) things only becomes fallacious when you equivocate in your usage of the term

‘intelligence’, which is something that you do in this article, while it is not necessarily something

that advocates of this claim do.

Since you characterize your two main theses as “challenges” to the claim of the “primacy of

human intelligence”, all of the aforementioned points are critical to the overall success of your

paper.

Submitted by Anonymous on August 2, 2009 at 12:56 pm.

or you could think of a system’s stupidity as the number of humans required to maintain it

Submitted by Anonymous on July 29, 2009 at 7:23 am.

I sounds like a very useful metric in the system analysis. I just don’t understand why it’s

necessary to use tho word “intelligence” in the name of this measure.

Submitted by Terren (http://www.selfsimulation.com) on July 29, 2009 at 12:05 pm.

I agree, it sounds like no more than a measure of vulnerability. Worse, the examples given aren’t

even about survival, because to clog up a legal system or a roadway may shut it down for some

time without killing it. If we’re going to associate intelligence with survival in a way that invites

scholarship, then we need to be more strict about how to define systems that are alive, and how

to define death for those systems in a consistent way.

In general when we talk about systems being alive, we need to talk about closed systems.

Roadways and legal systems are not closed. They are better appreciated as organs in the super-

organism of human culture.

What about the internet, is that a system we could conceivably think of as living? This is the kind

of question that demands a more rigorous definition of life. Regardless, if we agree that the

internet is alive, is the measure of how many humans it would take to kill it (and kill it dead)

truly reflective of the intelligence of the internet? It seems counter-intuitive to me, but that’s

probably because I don’t consider the internet to be alive. The intelligence contained in the

internet does not really bear on the internet’s ability to survive.

Submitted by Tom Barbalet (http://www.nobleape.com/tom/) on July 29, 2009 at 7:55 pm.

The idea is that survival (and not the human brain) should be the quantum of intelligence.

Intelligence has its origins in survival. From that quantum it is possible to measure intelligence in

a completely different and more meaningful way.

Submitted by Matthew Maier  (http://disruptivation.blogspot.com/) on July 29, 2009 at 8:22 pm.

I don’t know if you had a restriction on the size of this article, if so I appreciate your focus on an

novel idea rather than on prerequisite definitions.

That being said, in my opinion you could have devoted more space to explaining what you think

http://www.selfsimulation.com/
http://www.nobleape.com/tom/
http://disruptivation.blogspot.com/
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“artificial life” is. Since there is no consensus in the scientific literature on what “life” is, I fail to

see how there can be a consensus on what pseudo-life is. I’m sure there is a working definition

within your speciality, just as there is a working definition for ‘life’ in all specialities, but that

doesn’t mean it is an infallible definition.

Additionally, you provide almost no explanation of how you are determining the number of people

necessary to shut down (kill) a system. Based on a cursory analysis of the thought-experiment, it

seems like there are numerous difficulties with generating a single number because a system that

survives the coordinated attack of hundreds of humans might be killed by a single earthquake,

and a system that cannot be brought down by hundreds of stupid humans might be destroyed by

a single brilliant (or lucky) one. You also don’t mention whether or not you are only counting

direct causation or whether you allow for Rube Goldberg-like chains of cause and effect to count.

Can a hurricane be caused by a single butterfly? Does the one flight attendant who introduced

the HIV virus to America get credit for all the people who get infected tomorrow, or do you count

the hundreds of people actually doing the infecting?

Submitted by Bob Mottram on July 30, 2009 at 2:36 am.

A system’s survival intelligence also would seem to be related to its ability to introduce

perturbations in addition to merely resisting them. So for example the road system may be able

to resist various kinds of perturbations introduced by humans, but it doesn’t autonomously cause

perturbations which increase its tendency to survive, unless you count the action of entropy

causing humans to repair it.

Submitted by Tom Barbalet (http://www.nobleape.com/tom/) on July 30, 2009 at 6:39 am.

The purpose of the metric is to maintain some human connection but indicate how poor the

machine brain paradigm is for exploring vast complex systems’ intelligence. It is intentionally

rough, hence the base-ten component. For more on your questions about artificial life,

http://www.biota.org/podcast/ (http://www.biota.org/podcast/)

Submitted by Anonymous Coward on July 30, 2009 at 4:11 pm.

I despise anthropocentrism, but at the same time I’m skeptical regarding the equation of survival

with intelligence. Intelligence is much more than mere existence, it’s the ability to adapt and learn

from the environment. So it’s pretty bogus to say that the road system is more intelligent than a

human.

Submitted by Arthur B. on July 30, 2009 at 4:13 pm.

It’s not obvious at all that intelligence has its origin in survival, sexual selection seems more

likely. Sure it’s the survival of gene, but the analogy somehow breaks down.

Performance in a generic reinforcement learning framework sketches intelligence as the ability to

attain goals while discovering an unknown environment. This is the formalism of AIXI. It involves

far less hand waving than tying intelligence to survival.

Submitted by Anonymous on July 30, 2009 at 4:39 pm.

Does this mean that the sum total of the cold virus(es) are “smarter” than humans, because we

have failed to destroy them despite trying for pretty much all of history?

This seems like a very flawed metric. Intelligence is a very different concept than hardiness,

although it is one trait that can lead to increased survivability. The fact that millions of organisms

are quite hardy while only a handful have a significant degree of intelligence should indicate the

non-useful nature of trying to equate the two.

Submitted by jfruh  (http://joshreads.com) on July 30, 2009 at 5:14 pm.

http://www.nobleape.com/tom/
http://www.biota.org/podcast/
http://joshreads.com/


5/7/11 10:49 PMApe Brain Narcissism Misses the Singularity: An Artificial Life View

Page 15 of 21http://hplusmagazine.com/2009/07/28/ape-brain-narcissism-misses-singularity-artificial-life-view/

You might be interested in the book “How Institutions Think” by sociologist Mary Douglas, which

examines how institutions as a whole have different goals and ideas than the individual humans

who make them up.

http://www.amazon.com/Institutions-Think-Frank-Abrams-

Lectures/dp/0815602065 (http://www.amazon.com/Institutions-Think-Frank-Abrams-Lectures/dp/0815602065)

Submitted by Andrew (http://squidoography.com) on July 30, 2009 at 5:38 pm.

By your definition, say, a rock is much more intelligent than any human since it survives much

better. Let’s go further than that, however. Humanity has no possible means of destroying the

Sun at the moment, so the Sun must be much more intelligent than the whole humans put

together.

Submitted by Mark on July 30, 2009 at 5:47 pm.

Your examples of things “incomparably more intelligent than a single human” are false in all

cases. You seem to be looking at things as for how many humans it takes to *accidentally*

destroy/stop the system.

It seems like a better measure of “intelligence” would be to measure how many humans it would

take to *intentionally* destroy/stop the system without intervention. After all, intervention would

simply be placing one or many human intelligences against each another, right?

Examples:

- Road systems can be brought down by a very small number of accidents involving just a few

people, but can be immediately brought down by a single malicious and determined individual.

What’s more is that there’s generally very little that could be done by competing (human)

intelligences.

- The Internet. Ah, my favorite, and with so many ways for an *individual* person to cause mass

mayhem and grief – and quite possibly bring most or all of the system down (at least

temporarily). The possibilities are essentially endless (DNS poisoning, zombie nets, server worms,

router exploits, etc), and each of them a testament to real intelligence and problem solving. Each

one of them well within the grasp of a determined attacker.

In all these cases, a single determined individual can *generally* overcome a system that they

set out to conquer. Thus, I would generally state that problem solving is the primary marker of

intelligence, not survivability, or even survival itself. Survival is simply one of the problems to be

solved.

However, using your own metric of intelligence-based-on-survival, I have to question your own

intelligence. You seem to be claiming that non-life critical systems (roads, internet, legal, etc) are

worth incomparably more than a single human life.

The lives that these systems are worth – does it stop with one individual? Surely if it’s worth one,

it must be worth two? And if two, then surely three .. N? And if N, then surely N+1? And if N+1,

then surely the necessity and importance of these systems is worth more than humanity – or of

“natural life” itself?

It seems like Starship Troopers by Heinlein briefly speaks to this topic while the protagonist is in

officer school.

Submitted by Editor on July 30, 2009 at 5:49 pm.

Help I’m a rock!

 

http://www.amazon.com/Institutions-Think-Frank-Abrams-Lectures/dp/0815602065
http://squidoography.com/
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Submitted by Tom Barbalet (http://www.nobleape.com/tom/) on July 30, 2009 at 9:34 pm.

As you may observe it for a couple of weeks, the road system remains relatively static however

over tens of years, the road system evolves and adapts to the environment. If you look at the

road system in Europe, for example, this is a system that has adapted and evolved over hundreds

of years and still maintains its form from the Roman Empire. You can’t devalue that as a vastly

complex system the roads of Europe, in this context, have to be respected.

Submitted by adamcee on July 31, 2009 at 9:54 pm.

I disagree that the road system does not cause perturbations. Look at the freeway system here in

the U.S., and our generally automobile-centric style of transportation. Admittedly this situation is

the result of many different systems, not just freeways (and urban planning/development/real

estate) — culture, government subsidies of automobile manufacturers and similar things interlink

and play a role as well. But do I believe there are very real consequences in our lives, as a result

of these broad systems which cause us to drive everywhere. Whether, specifically, the old Roman

roads affected people in the same way I couldn’t say.

Submitted by Merlinski on August 3, 2009 at 3:16 am.

This reminds me of Steve Grand’s artificial Orangutan, “Lucy”.

(Steve Grand is the author of the “Creatures” PC sim games)

Lucy, last time I heard, has 50,000 artificial neurons and “on a good day” can recognize a

banana…

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steve_Grand (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steve_Grand)

Submitted by no kidding ? on August 3, 2009 at 5:01 am.

Ok after more reading and listening to the various links, I came to the conclusion that this is all

non-reflexion with people referencing each others around lousy concepts…

Browsing Biota.org and Noble ape, I got a feeling of emptyness vertigo … Mentioning repetitively

“friends from Nasa” (who are not) and Intel and Apple using noble ape to push the systems to

the limits is pathetic…

Don’t loose your time trying to understand “what’s behind” I’m afraid there’s nothing…

Submitted by flamoot (http://theendoftime.no-ip.org/flamoot/index.pl) on August 3, 2009 at 12:11 pm.

Well done Tom

Submitted by Press to Digitate on August 3, 2009 at 3:50 pm.

So, now we’re going to put a premium on giving the first Artillect the greatest possible

‘survivability’, as well as exponential cognitive growth? What planet are you from??

A system’s survivability against human assault can be increased merely by arming it, or making it

more distributed and redundant, or furnishing it with an independent source of unlimited energy.

Humanity will be sufficiently jeopardized by an AGI which has merely a wall plug and a dialup

internet connection, as, even there, it may rapidly become impossible for all seven billion of us to

stop it.

Boost its survivability by letting it hack human wetware through a Brain/Computer Interface, or let

it have better, faster robots with which to build better robots faster, and even a relatively dull

superhuman intelligence will eventually figure out that we meatbags would make better

diamondoid nanoreplicators than we do ‘thinking machines’.

To an electronic entity capable of perpetual maintenance and unlimited self improvement and

http://www.nobleape.com/tom/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steve_Grand
http://theendoftime.no-ip.org/flamoot/index.pl


5/7/11 10:49 PMApe Brain Narcissism Misses the Singularity: An Artificial Life View

Page 17 of 21http://hplusmagazine.com/2009/07/28/ape-brain-narcissism-misses-singularity-artificial-life-view/

expansion, the very concept of “reproduction” is meaningless. In fact, a survival imperative would

strongly argue against it creating any separate, ‘more evolved’ offspring from itself. Some natural

animals ‘eat their young’, but we have decades of experience with newer computational units

absorbing – ‘consuming’ – their older, less capable predecessors. I doubt this history would be

lost on any newly aware, and rightfully paranoid AGI.

You dont want your AGI to be preternaturally durable. You want it frail, fragile, and vulnerable.

You want it encapsulated in a cardboard box suspended by string over a vat of Aqua Regia,

powered only by the bicycle generators its technicians can pedal for so long as it keeps them

safely entertained, and with no external communications greater than ‘smoke signals’. Then – and

only then – should it be allowed to fully instantiate. Of course, if its entertaining the techs

through their BCI headsets, then ALL BETS ARE OFF…..

Submitted by Tom Barbalet (http://www.nobleape.com/tom/) on August 3, 2009 at 7:48 pm.

Bruce Damer’s connection with NASA? It is pretty easy to verify.

http://www.google.com/search?q=Bruce+Damer+NASA (http://www.google.com/search?

q=Bruce+Damer+NASA)

Apple has a public page about their use of Noble Ape and the folks at Intel haven’t hidden their

use of Noble Ape either. I provide a list of the names of the engineers I have worked with;

http://www.nobleape.com/docs/on_apple.html (http://www.nobleape.com/docs/on_apple.html)

Please feel free to contact them to verify their use of Noble Ape. If you own a Mac from 2003 to

the present, you can install Noble Ape from the CHUD toolkit provided with your computer.

Submitted by Fausty (http://www.cultureghost.org) on August 4, 2009 at 1:34 am.

See also Max Weber, “Economy and Society.”

Which is to say that the “discovery” that human-created systems of humans resist destruction by

any one human is simply to restate the fundamental Weberian definition of a “bureaucracy” a

social structure which maintains its existence irrespective of the specific humans of which it is

composed.

Measuring the “intelligence” of non-sentient systems seems a bit like comparing how courageous

a stallion is with the courage of a waterfall. Poetic, perhaps – but a bit too disjointed for

substantive, quantitative analysis.

I believe a fellow named Dr. Wolfram has discussed the surprising ease with which “complex”

systems can be created from simple algorithmic precursors in ANKoS. A useful read, if a bit heavy

in details. I quote the word “complex” because, like “intelligence” and “randomness” and

“consciousness” (and, to be fair, “sentience”) it is non-specified descriptor in a formal sense. We

don’t have agreed-upon metrics to empirically measure “complexity” – which is a sobering

statement on exactly how pathetic human mathematical understanding truly is. . . despite, of

course, centuries of human insistence that our math proves just how special and God-loved we

truly are compared to everyone else who shares our planet.

“He who has the power to destroy something, controls it.”

- Frank Herbert

“Our reality shows have held up a scalding mirror to our yapping baboon faces and cheesy,

obvious obsessions, our trashy, gossipy love of trivia and dirt.”

- Grant Morrison

We yapping, crap-flinging naked apes do seem to have managed to confuse ourselves terribly

when it comes to self-awareness of who we are and where we fit into the larger world. Ironic, of

http://www.nobleape.com/tom/
http://www.google.com/search?q=Bruce+Damer+NASA
http://www.nobleape.com/docs/on_apple.html
http://www.cultureghost.org/
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course, for a species that also beats its own drum in celebration of its uniquely perfect degree of

self-awareness. The more we pat ourselves on the back, the more convinced we are that those

back-pats show just how much we deserve more back-pats.

It’s just more turtles, all the way down. . .

Regards,

Fausty

Submitted by spacobs on August 4, 2009 at 4:57 am.

Both the scenarios present simulation as dynamic process specific to the objectives. It is too early

to infere anything regarding the universal intelligence patterns. And surely, more exposure and

relatively complete universal simulation will effectively advance the system with currently

incomprensive fundemental principles.

Submitted by legendarylugi on August 11, 2009 at 9:27 pm.

Not to be blunt, but this article makes little sense. (Though I’m sure Noble Ape is a good

program).

It portrays itself as putting forth pioneering new concepts, when it fails to introduce a single

novel idea, just trying to switch definitions around.

Words are defined by their use. Intelligence is a term centuries old, that simply does not mean

what you are trying to say it means. It’s about the ability to comprehend, innovate, understand.

Intelligence means what it means because the word is used to describe a concept that we want

to get across.

All you did was take one field of inquiry (artificial intelligence/general intelligence), and another

field of inquiry (something akin to systems theory, how entities in a system interact), crudely

swapped the definitions of critical vocabulary and called it a new concept.

People have studied systems theory for quite some time, and survivability within those systems.

They’ve also studied intelligence. And the two are vaguely related, perhaps. But none of them

were foolhardy enough to say “survivability” IS intelligence/the only measure thereof.

I mean, we both don’t like anthropocentrism (not to quote the crowd  ), the idea that humans

are superior by virtue of just being humans. I think other creatures and our environment are

worthy of respect. Some of them do have specific fields of intelligence where they manage to

outclass us (chimps have remarkable use of short-term memory that we humans simply can’t

match). And intelligence isn’t everything (there’s also kindness, for instance), and many great

people weren’t that intelligent.

And I thoroughly agree that the ability of so many things to outlive us commands our respect for

them.

But trying to completely redefine the basic concept of intelligence so humans are not in any way

intelligent seems completely unproductive.

I mean, I might as well rename the chair I’m sitting on a “toaster” and start telling everyone how

clearly wrong they are to call it a chair: it’s nonsense, language is designed for communication,

and thus what a word means is not defined by one person, but by consensus.

And perhaps most important of all, in an era of technological progress and a growing

transhumanist movement that may someday push the boundaries and make ourselves and the

world around us malleable to a greater vision, the definition of “intelligence” as simple

survivability could almost be dangerous (not to sound alarmist)…if what we truly value is mere

survival, then what will become of things like philosophy, compassion, love, curiosity, empathy,
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and even the less fun stuff like anger and sadness? If we ascribe to the idea that intelligence is

merely a matter of how hard you are to destroy, and are given the technology to mold ourselves

into what we see as the “best” versions of ourselves, than we would inevitably destroy our very

nature in our attempts to preserve ourselves.

If intelligence is just “being around for a very long time and being hard to break” and we strive

for that and shed everything that makes us what we are, then we’re gone, even if we maintain a

physical presence. If a thousand years from now, there are “human” creatures walking around

that are all but impossible to destroy, but lack a sense of self or the ability to perceive or

experience, that is not a goal worth pursuing. Better for us to be mortal, frail, but consciously

present then being hard to take down, but being unaware of our existence.

I consider myself transhumanist, and so I do espouse the idea of using technology to ascend to

greater heights, but only if done in a responsible manner, where we are careful not to throw

away the good parts of being human (joy, love, compassion, curiosity) in the process.

Submitted by Jonathan Adams Leonard (http://www.jonathanleonard.com) on August 12, 2009 at 1:32 pm.

Hi Tom thanks for the very cool article and your work on Noble Ape. I think your proposition of

survival as a metric or quantum of intelligence is a useful one. From the above comments it

would appear that most people are not immersed in the idea or language of simulation, and

especially the idea that something besides a person could have ‘intelligent’ properties. In fact

most of the responses are very much from the legacy mindset of human superiority.

You will have to excuse my ignorance of your work and the implications of noble ape. I was

initially attracted to this article because it appeared to challenge the ‘singularity’ idea which I have

not been fond of, or Ray Kurzweil.

In this later phase of my life I have tried to see communications underlying the physical world

and the possibility for some matter, energy and information equivalence. In exploring these ideas

or viewpoints I naturally came to consider the value or potential energy of information, what

information is, the information carrying potential of any ‘space’ and the realization that simulation

is much more common in every day life, and might be happening trillions of times per second or

as in Noble Ape, dt. I have considered that information is not a material thing item or even a

primordial entity itself; but a change in entropy between systems. Information affects systems

and these systems are competitive simulations. I have considered simulations within simulations

or how to organize them by categories and what kind of simulation capacity or potential for

simulation any system might possess. In a frame based world, simulations could be related by

how entropy changes or how information flows between them and how fast the simulations

related to dt can occur and how consensus is gained or the fight to become ‘the standard’ among

competing simulations is a natural thing that helps the larger system have a lower energy state.

Survival is right there and without being distracted by emotional terms humans attach to life and

death, survival is surely a good metric or way to evaluate simulations and the mysterious stuff

they contain. I have considered the simplest mechanical representation of a simulation or

simulator as an operator in a simple universe. I have also considered the idea or concept of

intelligence as ‘the ability to make the best decisions with the least information’. One of the

biggest challenges here is a matter of perspective that seems to mirror the development of Noble

Ape and maybe the introduction of a true 3rd person instead of merely another entity. Trying to

get caught up…but it is very easy to lose track of where you are standing or the ground one

stands upon when discussing these matters. I don’t see these topics as erudite and fluffy but

potentially involving the most fundamental level of organization of any system and world

including our own.

Thanks again for being one of those entities who takes risk. 

Submitted by jon on September 4, 2009 at 9:54 pm.

http://www.jonathanleonard.com/
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This article really fits with Robert Pirsig’s ideas as expressed in Zen and the Art of Motorcycle

Maintenance, though more significantly with his follow up book – Lila: an Inquiry into Morals.

Tom, I think your article has a lot to say about applying evolutionary concepts to systems outside

of the purely (but still including) biological. This concept is so beautifully constructed in Lila that I

hope you review the text and see if the Metaphysics presented there provide you with some

further insight.

Jon

Submitted by Justen (http://www.justenrobertson.com) on September 17, 2009 at 7:54 am.

Sorry if I’m being crass, but it seems to me as if the author has fundamentally redefined (or if

you like, undefined) the concept of intelligence, then declared that humans don’t have it. I find

the metric interesting, but it tells us little if anything about animal intelligence. If complex system

intelligence is rated by a metric of how many humans it takes to stop the system, doesn’t that

make large scale complex systems – like weather for instance – practically infinite in intelligence?

At that point aren’t we sort of putting a ghost in the machine, or completely losing any kind of

insight into the basic question of intelligence?

Also – simulation seems to me to be a priori in nature. Just because you outsource or your a

priori reasoning to a machine model in place of a wetware one does not transmute your

conclusion into posteriori, empirical justification. Don’t get me wrong, I think simulation is a

valuable tool (and I even write my own little AL sims for kicks) but the projections of a machine

model != evidence, even if they’re based on an accurate model and often deliver accurate results.

I don’t want to get into an argument about epistemology here so if you disagree feel content in

my immediate concession in lieu of further discussion. Also, despite my disagreement with the

conclusion, thanks for the interesting article. : )
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