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Abstract: W e describe brie v the recent advances in understanding the distributed
nature of com putations in the (neural) network structure of the brain. W e discuss if
such arti cialnetworksw illbe able to perform m athem atics and naturalsciences. The
problem of consciousness in such m achines isaddressed. A ncient Indian ideas regarding
m Ind-body relations and J. C . Bose's experin ental observations regarding the highly
distrdouted com putations In the plant body is discussed.

I.M athem atics and logic:

W hat is the nature ofm athem atical truths? Ism athem atical know ledge true a priori?
Independent of experience and observation? D oes one have to verify m athem atical
truths in any @ atheam atical) laboratory? If not, what m akes i true?

Philbsohers and m athem aticians have thought about it for a long tine: s=e eg.,
W hitehead and Russell [1,2] for som e discussions on these thoughts by westem thinkers
(@ com parative study of eastem and Indian thoughts seem s to be m issing { at least
not known to this author). A Ithough several ideas had been developed over the ages,
W hitehead and Russell proposed very forcefully, follow ing H ibert (1862 —1943), the
Idea that m athem atical statem ents are true because of their internal consistency and
as they do not convey anything new ; they are In fact tautologies. M athem atics is jast
a condensed form of logic. M athem atical proof of a proposition is just an elaboration
ofthe proposition itself; nothing new is conveyed or introduced by m athem atical proof.
T hat iswhy, there isno need to have a laboratory checking the truth ofa m athem atical
statem ent. Two plus two is four because the conospt of (the st of) four contains the
concspt of (the sets of) two. That fiy m inus fiy m akes it zero need not be checked
by pushing all the fity odd audience out of this lecture hall! It is true jast lke the
truth of a statem ent \A bachelor does not have any w ife"; one need not check if each
Individual bachelor satis es i or not. To prove the truthfiulness of these statem ents,
one Just needs to ook at the m eaning of the words invohred!

Based on a kecture delivered at the A siatic Society, K okata, on M arch 15, 2002 (Conf.
M athem atics & A stronomy in A ncient India, A siatic Society, M arch 2002).
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If i is true that m atheam atics is just a condensed form of logic, it is certamnly
fom alizable. In that case, is the hum an brain unique or even necessary for doing and
developing m athem atics? O r, can a m achine do that? M ay not be today in a com plete
form , but in som e future day? M athem atics is certainly necessary; but are hum an
m ind or the m ind of a m atheam atician absolutely necessary? M ay be, we do not have
the m achine or the com puter yet to replace the m athem aticians; but In the future, can
we digpense w ith them ?

A though the debate still continues, it appears that a m a pr part of m athem atics
like arithm etic is already form alizable and indeed a com puter can do it and do it better.
Q uestion arises, what about analytical m athem atics and geom etry? Intuitionists like
K ronecker (1823-1891), P oincare (1854-1912),Borel (1871-1956),W eyl (1885-1955) and
others chie y argued against such fom alized view of m athem atics on the ground of
its nappropriateness In analysis and geom etry (see eg., R]). For exam ple, how does
such form alization work when a function or a num ber is expressed asan in nite series?
W hen allthe tem s In the serdes, w hich are part of the function or the num ber, can not
be enum erated, as in m any such series forwarded by Ram anuam (1887-1920)? Sim ilar
are the cases of geom etrical analysis. A celbrated dem onstration ofthe problem cam e
from G odel (1906 —1978). Seizing upon paradoxical situations like \T he statem ent T
am m aking now isuntrue", G odelwasable to show that ifa form alized m athem atics, as
proposed In P rincipia M athem atica is w ide enough, then (@) the system is necessarily
ncom plete In the sense that there exists a omula F of the system such that neither
F nor its negation is derivable, and (o) if the system is consistent, then no proof of
its consistency is possible which can be fom alized within i (£ R,3]). Later works
of people like Feigenbaum on the bifircation route to chaos n som e nonlinear m aps
and its universality class obtained using renom alization group technique (a physical
or Inductive principle, not a m athem aticalone), or like W itten on the string-dynam ical
description of elem entary particles indicated the existence and need of (com putational
or physical) lJaboratory ofm athem atics (cf. #]).

IT. Inductive logic and pattern recognition:

A sdiscussed In the previous section, m athem atics is thought prim arily to be based on
deductive logic. P hysics or forthat m atter othernatural sciences are based on inductive
logic. Here, based on carefill cbservations and ‘inductions’ from there, one form ulates
the basic statem ents or truths. From such inductive truths, one then deduces the
soecial statem ents or truths approprate for speci ¢ situations in physical or natural
sciences. This deductive (logic) part in natural sciences is of course an Integral part
and naturally nvolves m athem atics. Unlke m ost of m athem atics (if not all) these



Inductive truths are obtained from the observations in various laboratories’. Looking
at the sun rising on the east every m oming, we com e to the inductive truth \The sun
rises In the east every m oming" . T his helpsus to predict aln ost certainly, that the sun
will com e up in the east tom orrow . But unlke the m atham atical or deductive truths,
this lnductive truth and its predictions are provisional; an cbservation next day m ight
force us to update, re ne or change the truth. Com pared to this, the prediction that
two stars and two others In sky iIn the night tom orrow w ill m ake four stars, is not
provisional and one need not have to check if i was valid yesterday!

T he search and application of these inductive logic are adm itedly the halln ark of
hum an brain; m ore speci cally of the brains of great scientists. Unlke m athem atics,
which is thought to be m ostly fom alizable and based on deductive logic, the natural
sciences are thought to be essentially based on Inductive logic or truth . Unlke them a—
pr part of m athem atics therefore, which can be perform ed by a m achine or com puter,
natural science is expected to be essentially developed by and dependent on the hum an
m Ind orbrain!

R ecently, the com puter scientists have developed algorithm s to search or recognise
pattems’ In seem Ingly unrelated situations or sequences. These m echanical processes
of pattem recognition are Indeed sim ilar in spirit to the search of nductive truths by
hum an m ind or brain! For exam pl, by recognising the Ybnom alities’ In the reqular
pattem ofblood ow through our veins, the physicians diagonose our ilhesses. Such
an expertise of a m edical doctor is of course m uch too rudin entary com pared to that
of natural scientist recognising, for exam ple, that the sam e pattem is nvolved in the
m otion of the planets around the sun and the applk f2alling on the ground from the
tree! Nevertheless, In the extended language of the com puter science, all these are
pattem recognition problm s; som e are much sin pler com pared to others. Basically,
the problam s of the m edical doctor and of Newton are the sam e; pattem recogni-
tion. Indeed, the above m entioned sinplk pattem recognition of blood ow pulses
can often be perform ed these days by Expert com puter algorithm s’ as well. Slightly
m ore com plicated recognition problem s like that ofelem entary m usical rhythm s and of
hand-w riting etc are now analyzable using com puters; ssveral algorithm s are already
developed to help solving such problem s. T he recently developed associative m em ory”’
algorithm sby Hop eld (in 1984; see the next section and ref. b)) and of Yeaming’ by
reorganising the connections through interactive m Inim ization of errors by the muli-
layer perceptrons, originally deviced by Rosenblatt (in 1962; see next section and ref.
b)) are indeed very encouraging. To som e natural scientists, these are clear indications
(inductive truth?) that all our deductive and inductive logics, and hence entire m athe-
m atics and the naturalsciences, can in principk be perform ed by m achines: com puters



orarti cialneuralnetworks. This isa very recent and highly exciting problem posed in
the literature of philosophy of science, often known asthe Strong A rti cial Intelligence
(A I)’ hypothesis; see eg., Crick [6] supporting the hypothesis and the excitem ent and
Penrose [B], Chalm ers [7] et al, contradicting parts of it (essentially arguing from the
G odel's theoram ). W e w ill continue w ith the discussion on this issue at the end of the
next section.

ITI.N eural netw ork m odelling of the brain:

A though we di er from the anin als in aln ost allthe parts of our bodies, our essential
di erence is rightly denti ed in our respective brains. W e are known by our brains;

a m athem atician, a scientist or an artist di er essentially in their respective brains.
A Though even in the physiques ofm Ine and ofm athem aticians-scholars ke A ryabhatta
IT 0. 476 A D .) or Bhaskaracharyya IT (o. 1114 A D .) there m ust have been a ot of
di erences, the essential di erence, as we are all too aware, have been In our brains!

But what is the precise physical di erence between m y brain, and that of A ryabhatta

or for that m atter that ofa cow ? W e do not know yet about all the di erences, except
for their size and the structure.

W e know today, at least In principle, the structure and working m echanian s of
alm ost all the parts of ourbody, except for the brain, and have In fact developed som e
arti cial supplam ents for them . They are used when parts of our body fail to fiinction
nom ally. W e know that the outerretina part ofoureye is like a cam era, heart is ke a
pum p, etc and we can be provided w ith arti cial supports like spectaclkes, pacam akers,
etc to supplem ent their partial failures. In case of the brain, however, we are still
helpless, even if i failsm nin ally. O ur interest in the brain structure and function is
therefore not Just ofepistam ological, m athem atical, com putationalorphysical curiosity
or Interest, m edical support possiblity in future isofextram e Im portance and can hardly
be overem phasized.

D uring evolution, the anin albodies developed their brains to perform the prim ary
task of helping the body act according to the changes in the environm ent: to analyse
the signals received from the environm ent and to respond accordingly. A s the body
surface receives the extemal signals, each portion of it is m apped in the brain. In
fact, as the body surface grow s w ith the body volum e to the power 2/3, the brain
m ass varies w ith 2/3rd power of the anin al body m ass; bigger brain of the elephant
is required for the control of the bigger body. By infcting coloured stains inside a
dead brain, about hundred and fteen years badk, the spanish doctorRamon y Capl
(nobel prize n M edicine In 1906) showed that the brains are m ade up of m any tiny
cells, called since then neurons, which are connected to each other through synaptic



Junctions ssperated by sam jperm eablem em branes. W e now know aln ost certainly that
hum an brain contains about 10'? neurons and we are allbom w ith them ; A ryabhatta,
N ew ton, E instein, Tagore and m yself were allbom w ith m ore or less this num ber of
neuronal cells in the brain. This num ber does not di erm uch w ithin the species, but
di ers considerably from species to species; eg., the birds have about 10° neurons.
T he physical structure of a neuron is indicated in Fig. 1. Each neuron is an electrical
device capable, In principle, ofa very sin ple (electrical) operation. It collects electrical
pulses (of m illivolt order) from 10* to 10° other neurons connected to it through its
dendrites. T hese pulses, collected over a synaptic period ofa few m illissconds, are then
summ ed-up in the cell body. If the resultant sum exceeds a threshold voltage, a few
tens ofm illivolt order, the neuron resand am illivolt order electrical pulse propagates
(@t a speed of faw m eters per second) through the axon (cabl). Ik then passes over
to the other connected neurons through the respective synaptic jinctions. A s noted
by several neurophysiologists, lncluding Hebbs (in 1949), these synaptic connections
between the neurons develop w ith training and leaming. W e are not bom w ith allthese
electrical w irings (synaptic connections) am ong the com ponents (neurons), although
a signi cant fraction of them seem indeed to be detem ined by hereditary factors.
N eadlss to m ention here that according to this picture, I di er from A ryabhatta In
developing my Interneuronal connections; not In our brain size or neuron num ber.
T hese synaptic connectionsm ay be both excitory Where a positive pulse ow accross
it kesping is phase unchanged) and inhbiory @here a positive pulse passes over to
the connected neuron as negative pulse, with changed phase). In fact, such random
m illivot order 10* to 10° incom ing pulses add up to only about 10 2 or 10 ! volks in
the cell body of a single neuron. For all excitory or all inhibitory connections, this
sum In a single cellwould go to an extrem ely high value and cause the failure of the
cell. M ore in portantly, as we will see later, the absence of frustration’ (see eg., b))
In the cases of all excitory or all inhibitory connections would reduce enom ously the
brain m em ory capacity. Asmay be noted from Fig. 2, these synaptic connections
develop with approprate signals to the brain (received In appropriate tine), and it
takesm axinum tin e (@bout 26 to 30 years) forhum an. C om pared to this, the anin al
brain developm ent (developm ent of their interneuron connections) takes very little
tin e and In fact i ceases alm ost Inm ediately after their birth. Tt appears therefore
that I di er from great artists, scientists or m athem atians, m ostly in our respective
developm ents (of synaptic connections) after our births!

A sm entioned already, neurons are electrical devices and can be in two functional
states: ring state (if the aggregate synaptic voltage in the cell exceeds the threshold)
or quiescent state (otherw ise). N europhysiologists M cCullogh and P itts (see eg., b))



therefore proposaed the idea of fiinctionalm odelling of a singk neuron by a two state
device lke an electrical valve or an electronic transistor. The consequent excitam ent
cam e from the realization that the present day com puter w orkstations already em ploy
about 10® transistors (com parable to the neuron number in a pegion’s head) and the
transistors, being electronic system s, work much faster (typicaltin e scale being 10 8
seoconds) whilke the ionic ow rate in theneuronsarem uch slower (w ith typicaltin e scale
ofthe order of 10 * to 10 3 seconds). O noe the Interneuronal connection architecture
in thebrain isunderstood, itsarti cial im plem entation on a silicon device m ay becom e
extrem ely powerfiil!

A s m entioned before, although we know now a little bit about the structure and
function of a single neuron, we are still In the dark about the growth of the neural
netw ork through the interneuron synaptic connections. W e do not know yet the precise
algorithm s followed during the leaming processes to develop these connections.

O ne can use a digitalorbinary representation ofany pattem using pixel decom posi-
tions. Each such pattem can then bem ade an attractor’ con guration of the netw ork
(of binary neurons) follow ng a network dynam ics. Starting from any bvorrupted’ or
distorted version of that pattem then the dynam ics of the network brings back the
Yeamed’ pattem as the dynam ics get attracted towards that. T he dynam ical m atrix
elam ents, representing the synaptic interaction between the neurons, depend on the
pattem the network intends to rem em ber or get attracted to. Two independent pat—
tems then dem and di erently for these m atrix elem ents. M em ory of a lJarge num ber
of such pattems then dem and con icting or frustrating requirem ents for the synaptic
connections or the m atrix elem ents. This is a generic feature for such networks. In
fact, this frustration leads to a m acroscopic num ber of Jocal attractors of the dynam ics
of the network, which helps Jarge m em ory size etc; w ithout frustration, the network
would have only two attractors (and hence two m em ory states). In the Hop eld m odel,
one de nes an energy function in the pattem con guration space such that the lkeamed
pattems correspond to local energy m inin a, whereas the cormupted or distorted pat-
tems corresoond to higher energies. Any dissipative energy m inin isation dynam ics
then brings the system to the localm inim a orm em ory state if the starting con gura—
tion was within its dom ain of attraction. In thism odel, the synaptic connections are
taken, ollow ng H ebbs, sym m etric and ism agniude given by the algebric sum of the
Interneoron interactions required for each of the pattem to be lamed orm em orised.
T he resultant interactions then becom e random not only in m agnitude but also in sign.
T his frustration leads to am aximum m am ory size of the network (capable of recalling
from distorted pattems) about 14% of the network size, given by the number of neu—
rons In the network. T he network gets confiised ifm ore pattems are put in i! In the



R osenblatt perceptron m odel, these dynam icalm atrix elem ents (synaptic connections)
evolve dynam ically by m inin isihg errors n predicting the Unseen’ part ofthe pattem.
A fter som e Initial supervision’, such netw orks perform various pattem recognition pbs
satisfactorily (see eg., B)).

C ritican s: A sm entioned In the previous section, although there have been ntreguing
developm ents and consequent excitem ents regarding the possbility of arti cial intel
ligence and m ind, as good as those of the hum an, severe criticam s of such Strong A I
hypothesis have been forwarded by several scientists. T he Strong A I states (cf. C rick
[6]) that a \Com puter w ill not only have m ental states as its em ergent property, the
In plem ented program w illby itself constitute them Ind" . Penrose [B] argues that such
a m achine can not have consciousness (cf. em peror’'s new cloth) which in his view is
com plicated by quantum m echanical entanglem ents. Chaln ers [/] argues that even if
such a m achine perfom s all these (com putations and pattem recognitions), it can not
be elfoonscious’. The argum ent is that a com puter program isde ned purely syntac—
tically, and that the syntax itself is not enough to guarantee the presence ofm ind. M y
stom ach pain ismy personal feeling and ITam conscious of that, w hik the physiological
disorder and neurological processes follow ing that are cb gctive facts for a physician
dentifying the cause ofm y pain; they are not dentical. Searle B]developed a thinese
room ' argum ent to refute the Strong A I hypothesis. The argum ent runs as follow s:
Even if T do not understand chinese, I can behave lke a chines by follow ng a sst of
preassigned (say translated) rules or program s. W ithin these set of rules (program ) I
w ill appear to behave as understanding it; although I do not! Thus (a) program s are
entirely syntactical, (o) m indshave sam antics and (c) syntax isnot the sam e as, norby
itself su cient, for sam antics. T his three step chinese room argum ent therefore proves
\P rogram s are not m inds" (cf. B]).

IV . Indian Concept ofm ind & B ose’s nervousm echanism ofplants:

In Upanishad (1500 B LC.-1000 B C.), the m nd was argued to be com posed of the
heart and the brain. In fact, in P rasna, one gets even a description of the physiological
structure of the m ind P]. From the heart, 101 hadi or Yham ani’ gets out, each of
which apparently branches out n 100 thinner and tinier branches, and so on. It says,
in total about 72000 hadi or Yham ani’ are soread all throughout our body and the
brain. P roper function ofourbrain dependson allofthen P]. This 3000 year old crude
and speculative m odel m ight be com pared w ith our present (established) know ledge
of about 10'? neurons in the hum an brain! Upanishad then argues that the extemal
ob Fcts or processes then nduce, through the senses and conveyed through the hadi’s,



M anas’ (or sensedata) which In tum induces Buddhi (pecom es unm anifest) giving
rise to Purusa-Atman’ (self or ego) which nally melts down to CThita’ (conscious—
ness). T hese ideas about the consciousness of ourm ind were Jater evolved in B hagavad
Gia (300B.C . and in particular n Buddhism (73 B.C.-200B.C.) [L0].

The idea or the philbsophical doctrine that the m ind is not essentially con ned
only to a am all part part of the body (for exam ple the brain), and that it disperses
all over the body seem ed to be a dom inating one in ancient Indian thoughts. In fact,
even the treatm ent and control of the m ental processes, as advocated and prescribed
In Susrut G00B.C ) and in Yoga and Tantraloka (cf. [L0]), Involved som e thoughtfiil
and thorough exercise of the various parts of our body! It is lndeed unfortunate that
scholastic follow ~ups, scienti ¢ nvestigations follow Ing these ideas and their re nem ents
are nonexistant or insigni cant. Even docum ents and books on these developm ents are
scarce (cf. B, 10]).

Tt is particularly heartening to Yiscover’ In this context, the experim ental work
of Jagadish Bose in the last century on the nervous m echanism of plants [11]. It is
well known, plants do not have brains, and hence do not have any neuronal cells or
their network lke us. Yet, the plants do Indeed perform oom putations for adjusting
and responding to the changing environm ents. P lants do these calculations slow Iy, but
surely. In agine the resoonse, say w ithin a week, ofa plant In a suddenly darkened area
w ith sunlight com ing only from an angle, or take the case of a creeper plant clin bing
up a window grill or a pillar w ith its tentacles or branches! Im agine the am ount of
com putations involred In ‘recognising’ the structure ofthe neighbouring posts orgrilkes,
In ‘nding’ theirm nInum cross-sections and in holding them by grow ing around the
necks of the neighbouring structures. D o they also have personal feelings? A re they
self-oconscious? W e do not know .

T hrough his pioneering experim ents, J. C . Bose [L1] showed about hundred years
ago that the plant cells are excitable and can tranan it m illivol order electrical signals
at about 1040 m illin eter per second speed. Through these electrical signals, these
cells comm unicate in coordinating their responses to the environm ent (see Fig. 3).
T his analysis and Yrecognition’ of the changes In the extemal environm ent is therefore
perform ed by the plants, according to Bose, through its extended (nervous) cellular
netw ork allacross its trunks, branches and leaves. ftm ay bem entioned that thispartial
electrical signalling between the plant cells, ke those In the neurons of the anin als,
is now a fairly established fact; although, for a long period after Bose's pioneering
work, the plant physiologists did not acospt it and considered the inter-cell signalling
to be purely chem ical di usion In origin (see eg., Shephard [11]). This observation
of extended com putation or processing of the environm ental signals all over the living



body of the plant or the anin al is In fact very mudch in confom iy with the ancient
Indian idea ofm ind-body relationship. A gain, not m uch developm ent has taken place
In this direction.

C oncluding rem arks:

P resent analysis of the brain structure and of the neural com putation process indicates
how a collective com puting property (like consciousness) m ight em erge out ofa netw ork
of (about 10%?) neurons or transistors. Unlke the present day com puters, our brain
calculates in a distrbuted way. It em ploys parallel processing lnvolving alm ost all the
neurons In the brain for each com puting operation. The cbservation by Bose [L1] on
the plant nervous system suggests that com putations can be m uch m ore distributed
than we can think today. P lants do not have any brain and yet they com pute using
their cells all over the plant body. Can individual brains interact? E lectrical contacts
or Interactions are not possble, but perhaps socially? W orld population today is about
10%°, and every one of us has got a brain to perform sin ple tasks. Is it possble that
collective com putational capacity ofm any such brains m ight give rise to higher order
com uptational abilities and the (social) consciousness we are so fam iliarw ith? Isolated
person like R obinson C rusoe’sbrain m ay not generate it. But an nteractively evolring
society perhaps develops it necessarily? Partial or indi erent participation m ay then
Jead to di erent perceptions, Value judgem ents’ and ethics. Com pared to the nnate
history ofthe universe, hum an histroy therefore becom es accessible to value judgem ents
and oconscious evaluation (cf. [12]). Such a possblity seem s to be pretty close to the
deas oated by the m a pr Indian schools of thought, starting from Upanishad. Ifthis
is true, m achines can also have such consciousness; only perhaps collectively !
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F igure captions:
Fig. 1. Scheam atic structure of a neuron.

Fig. 2. D evelopm ent of interneuron synaptic connections In the hum an visual cortex
after the birth: (from left to right) newbom, three m onth old and two year old Infant
From T.H.Bullbdk, R.Orkand and A . G rnnel, Introduction to Nervous System s,
Freem an, San Francisco (1977)1.

Fig. 3. Electrical pulsations in D ean odium , m easured by inserting the probe slow Iy
Ol mm pertum) within the tissues [from Boss [11]].
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