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1. Introduction

R oger P enrose has recently published an argum ent! that secks to establish that
m athem aticians, when they com e to know m athem atical truths, cannot in all
cases be relying sokely on processes that can be adequately sin ulated by ideal-
zed com puters. W ithin the fram ework of science this is a startling clain , for
contem porary m ainstream scienti c thought holds that m ental processing inso-—
far as i leads to overt behaviour is an aspect of physical processes happening
mahly In the brain, and that these processes are govemed by the m athem atical
law s of classical and quantum physics, and hence should be able to be sim ulated
to arbitrary accuracy, at least In principle, by com puters, provided no practical
lim itations whatsoever are in posed. Penrose’s argum ent seeks to refute this.
M oreover, the argum ent is clain ed to be close to rigorous. Thus it is clain ed,
In e ect, that aln ost rigorous argum entation is able to dem olish som e tenets
ofm ainstream scienti c thought, and to dem onstrate that fundam entally new

ideas are therefore required. T his conclusion, if valid, would be a breakthrough
ofm apr In portance in science.

2. Penrose’s A rgum ent

1. Let C4(), for g ranging over som e in nite set R4, be a listing of all
com putational processes that depend on one naturalnumber argum ent n. For
each pair (g;n) the com putational process C4 (n) either stops, or never stops.
Example. C; h) m ght be: Find the an allest Integer N 0 that isnot a sum
of n numbers each of which is a square of a natural number, 0;1;2;3; :::. For
n 4 no system atic search for N will ever stop, according to a theoram due to
Lagrange)

2. Proceed by reductio ad absurdum : A ssum e that if, for som e pair (@;n),
we can know that C4 () can never stop then we can know thisonly by m eans of
som e reasoning processes that, because it is the re ection ofan underlying brain
process, can be assum ed to be a com putational process that yilds an answer,
and thus stops (pecause it can be program m ed to stop when it yieldsan answer).
T hus the r=ductio ad absurdum assum ption is that if, for som e pair (@;n), we
can know that C4(n) can never stop then there must be som e com putational

process A (;n) such that:
A (yn) stops’ inplies T4 ) can never stop’.



3. IfA (g;n) is de ned for every pair (q;n) (see below) then A (h;n) isa
com putational process that depends on one argum ent, n. Then there must be
an index k such that:

A nh;n)=CyMn):

4. T herefore, according to the assum ption of lne 2,

Ty k) stops’ inplies Ty (k) can never stop’.

5. Therefore,

Cx k) can never stop.

6.But by line 3) Cy k) = A (k;k), and hence y line 5) A (k;k) can never
stop’.

7. Thus we have found out that Ty (k) can never stop’, yet the know ledge
that Ty (k) can never stop’ is not entailed by line 2.

8. W e conclude that the A (k;k) occurring In line 2 for the case (q;n) =
(k;k) isnot unique: theremust bean A! k;k) 6 A (k;k) whose stopping entails
that Ty (k) never stops’. Penrose speci esthat the stopping ofA (g;n) ism erely
a su cient condition forC (g;n) never to stop, not a necessary and su cient one.
Hence therem ight be ssveraldi erent processesA™ (k;k) any one ofwhich could
serve as the A k;k) In Iine 2.)

9. Ifthere were only a nite number of processes A™ (k;k) such that the
stopping of any one of them would allow us to know that Cy k) can never
stop then one could de ne the A (k;k) In line 2 to be the process that stops if
and only if any one of these A™ (k;k)’s stops. Then one would get the desired
contradiction: W e would know (oy line 5) that Ty (k) can never stop’, yet by
line 6) that the unique com putational process w hose stopping would (according
to line 2) allow s us to know this fact can never stop.

Penrose’ has argued that all of the A™ (g;n) whose stoppings can allow
us to know that C (@;n) can never stop, as speci ed in line 2, can indeed be
am algam ated into one singke A (Q;n). In this case, the assum ption In line 2
becomes: for any pair (;n), if \ T, @) can never stop’ is knowable" then
\A (@;n) stops", and, conversely, for any pair (p;n), if \A (;n) stops" then \
C (o;n) can never stop’ is knowabl" Thus we have the equivalence: for every
pair (;in),



\A (p;n) stops" 1 \ T (p;n) never stops’ is knowabk"

Since whatever is knowabl is (presum ably) true the argum ent can then
proceed as indicated above, w ith a contradiction appearing after Iine 6. H ow ever,
there is a question about lne 3, to which we now tum.

3. Indices and A rgum ents

Let us consider a set of processes S, (n), where g ranges over an in nite
set Rq. Ik is useful to m ake a distinction between an index, represented by a
subscript, and an argum ent, represented by a variable enclosed by parentheses.
T he dependence on an argum ent is supposed to be one n which some nitely-
stated rule covers the In nite set of values that the argum ent (for exam ple, the
natural number n) is allowed to take on, whereas the dependence on an index
is supposed to be one that is expressed by m eans of a caseby-case listing of the
In nite st of ndividual cases. In the fom er case, the various possble values
of the argum ent are elem ents of a coherent m athem atical structure (g., the
set of natural num bers), which m akes it possible for one niely-stated rule to
cover the In nite num ber of possible values of the argum ent. But In the latter
case the full dentity of the index is speci ed, say, by its shape: the symbol is
denti ed exclusively by an intrinsic identifying characteristic, not by m eans of
the logical connections of this sym bol to the other ones. T hus one could use *,
L2, [ ... orthese ntrinsically characterized symbols, lnstead 0£0, 1, 2, 3, ...,
to Indicate their Jack of Jogical relatedness to one another.

The processesC 4 (n) were introduced by Penrose by listingallofthedi erent
com putational processes C (n) that are functions of the single (haturalnum ber)

argum ent n:

This way of introducing the set of C4 () m ight suggest that g is an index, and
hence that, In my notation, it is properly written as a subscript, which is how
Penrose w rites it.

In this case, where the set of all possble C4 () is indexed by the set of
subscripts g, where q ranges over a set R4 of pure symbols, the set of processes
A (g;n) should be w ritten ratherasA, () : the set of symbols gwould bem erely



a set of indices, each of which has an identity, but no logical relationship (@part
from Yi erent from ’) to the others. Hence no rule apart from direct cassby-case
listing is possible for specifying the dependence on q.

If one were to adhere to this pont of view , that the symbols q are m erely
Indices, then Penrose’s argum ent would collapse. For, i would m ake no sense
to say that a pure symbol, say , is equal to som e naturalnumber n. If one
were, In spite of this logical point, sin ply to sst up a convention whereby the
pure sym bols w ere represented by naturalnum bers in som e haphazard way then
one could not expect to derive anything usefil. One could then, to be sure,
fom ally consider the set of processes A, ), as n runs over the st of natural
num bers. But this set could not coincide, for som e k, with the sst ofCy (n)’s,
for all n, because the dependence of A, (n) upon the subscript n is not of the
argum ent type, whereas for each value of g the dependence ofC4 () upon n is
of the argum ent type, by de nition. Thus a key step In Penrose’s argum ent,
nam ely line 3, would fail.

Penrose certainly recognized that he would not cbtain a valid argum ent
if the symbol g were an index-type of variabl: he soeci ed that g must be
regarded as an argum ent-type of variable, but did so w ithout ever w riting down
C (@n).OnceonewritesC (g;n) instead ofC4 (M) a question inm ediately arises:
How can one con mn that there is, In fact, a com putational process C (g;n)
that depends on two argum ents, and has the property that, as g runs over the
naturalnum bers, the processC (g;n) runs over the com plte set ofprocesses that
are functions of the other argum ent n? Speci cally, if the set of all com putable
processes ofone (naturalnumber) argum ent n isthe set ofC, (), w ith p running
over itsrange R, then how doesone construct a nitely described com putational
process C (g;n) that actson two (haturalnumber) argum ents g and n, such that
forevery p in R, there is a naturalnumber ¢, such that C (@,;n) = C,n).

Penrose’ answers this question satisfactorily. He considers a G odeltype of
construction whereby one in agines that there is som e rule w hereby the sequence
ofm athem atical sym bols that expresses the form of each com putational process
C, () is transcribbed into som e corresponding naturalnum ber @, in such a way
thatC, ) = C (@;n) oreach p in Ry.

Let it be granted, therefore, that C4 () can, in my notation, be replaced



by C (@;n). Then the com putability assum ption (that must be shown to lad to
a contradiction) asserts that for every pair (@;n) such that \ € (g;n) can never
stop’ is knowable" there is a com putational process A 4, that stops and is such
that:

\ Ay stops” nplies T (g;n) can never stop’ ".

T his condition is the (reductio ad absurdum ) assertion that the only way that
one can know that € (g;n) can never stop’ isby m eans ofa m ental process that

can be represented by a com putational process' .

To com pkte the proof described in section 2 one must show that set of
processes A o, can be represented In the form A (g;n); ie., that the dependence
of Agn on the two indices g and n can be represented by an argum ent-type
of dependence, not merely by an index-type dependence. An index-type of
dependence is all that one is allowed to assum e, ab initio, w ithout begging the
question.

A proofthat thisA 4, hasthe form A (gyn) would allow one to justify line 3
ofthe proof. H owever, the assum ption that thereexistsa xed niely stated ruke
that m aps the argum ents (g;n) that identify any brocess C (g;n) that can be
know n never to stop’ " onto \the process A by m eans of which it can be proved
that C (@;n) never stops" is a farm ore m Ind-boggling idea than the resul that
is to be derived from this assum ption. If i were true, it would m ean that the
search for solutions of the various diverse and di cult individual problem s in
num ber theory could in principle be avoided: there would exist a xed nitely—
stated ruke that m aps the num bers that identify the problem to be solved (if it
can be solved) onto the very argum ent by m eans of which it can be solved. The
existence of such a general xed nitely-stated rule for solving allofthe soluable
procblem s In num ber theory goes far beyond what can reasonably be expected.

W hat this m eans is that the assum ption that Ay, can be written in the
form A (@;n) (ie. that the dependence of the process A, on the variables g
and n that dentify C (;n) isa xed niely-stated rulk) begs the question: it
m ust be proved, not assum ed.

4. G odelization

One m ight try to deal wih this problem by exploiting the desp resuls
cbtained by K .G odef . Tn this connection it should be noted that the assum ption



In line 2 goes far beyond what was proved (in this connection) by G odel, who
clhin ed (In tem s of the com puter form ulation used by Penrose) m erely that

the sst K ofn such that \ brocessC (n;n) never stops’ is provable"
is characterized by the statem ent

\C k;n) stops",
where k is som e wellde ned num ber that is explicitly constructable w ithin that
form aliam .

T his diagonalized version of the assum ption in line 2 is all that is really
needed for the proof. So there is the possibility that a 11l G odeltype argum ent
m ight provide what is needed to com plete the proof. But then G odel’s argum ent
pertaining to w hat is provabk on the basis of certain m athem atical rules known
to m athem aticiansm ust be carried over to what is knowabk to hum an beings by
virtue of hypothesized m echanical rules of brain process. These Jatter rules act
at the atom ic level, and they can never be known to hum an beings in the sam e
way that m athem atical rules are known to m athem aticians: what is knowabl
to hum an beings rests on the coherency of what they are aware of, not on their

understanding of their own brain processess.

W hat Penrose is trying to refute is the hypothesis that what is knowable
to a hum an being is detem ined m echanically, in tem s of brain activities that
are govemed by m echanical rules. Since what we can know is presum eably a
m ere surface activity of a far m ore extensive brain activiy, it beocom es in por-
tant to distinguish what we know , or can know , from them ore extensive activity
upon which it rests. W ithin the com puter fram ework that Penrose is using, a
oconceivable m odel of the m ind/brain could be this: the brain activiy is repre-
sented by a m echanical/com puter activity that stops from tin e to tin e, and the
output represents the conscious thought. This output is then fed back into the
com puter as the next nput. The m achine is designed to produce outputs at a
fairly reqularpace, and to tem inate any procedure that does not give an output
reasonably quickly: brains must get answers out expeditiously if the organisn
is to survive.

In applying a G odelHtype argum ent to thism ind/brain system the analog
ofthem atham aticalrules In G odel'swork would be the rules that govem the ac—
tivity ofthebrain. T he conclusion ofthe G odeltype argum ent (transcribed Into



the com puter language) would be that there m ust be an allowed brain process
P that can never stop in spite of the fact that no system operating according
to the rules by which the brain operates could ever reach the conclusion that P

can never stop.

So the problm is: How can we reach this conclusion ifno system operating
according to the rules that govem the actions of ourbrains could ever reach this
oconclusion?

A though the hypothesized m echanical rules that govern brain action use
som e elem ents of sin ple arithm etic, there isno need forthem to use any process
that depends upon the use of the concepts \foralln", or \there existsnon", or
any other notion in which is inbedded the notion of in niy. The simple step—
by-step approxin ate integration ofthe discretized form sofdi erential equations
of classical and quantum physics does not encounter any need to answer in nite
num bers of questions: the questions it encounters are of the nite kind, such as
\what is1+ 1 ?" In fact, every num ber that occurs in the constructive process of
solving these niedi erence equations isa nite number, and these num bers,
since they represent values that can occur in living brains, are restricted to
certain nite dom ains. However, this does not mean that the nite output
statem ents of these brains cannot Include the nite strings of symbols that are
used by m athem aticians to express propositions of num ber theory that refer to
In nite sets.

W hat happens to G odel's proof if one replaces the m athem atical rules that
are used in his argum ent by a strictly nitistic arithm etic that contains no
universal quanti ers such as \foralln ...", and that restricts all num bers to
pre-speci ed nite sets. The answer isthat the proofdoesnot get o the ground,
for it rests heavily on the concept of \for alln" and an unbounded dom ain for
the natural num bers. Consequently, the assertion that there exists a k such
that:

\C k;k) stops" 1 \ ¥ (k;k) can never stop’ is knowablk"
cannot be proved w ithin the nitistic type ofm odel of them ind/brain described
above. So this attem pt to supply them issing relation Ay, = A (g;n) fails.

The nietype computer B that sin ulates the m echanical activity of the
hum an brain (and whose outputs at stopping points represent hum an thoughts)



can be inbedded In a com puter C whose rules of operation Inclided in plem en—
tation ofthe concept \ oralln", and to which the G odel/Turing argum ent can
be applied. Then a (superhum an) m ind M that could com prehend both the
rules of operation of C and also the logic of the G odel/Turing proofwould be
able to com pute a value k such that the follow Ing proposition Py is true:

\C (k;k) stops" 1 \ ¥ (k;k) can never stop’ is knowable: "
where knowabk: m eans knowablk by virtue of the outputs of C . Them ind M
that know s that Py is true can know also that \X is knowablk. " entails that
\X istrue", and can therefore conclude that \C (k;k) can never stop". ThusM
can know m ore than what isknowable: . This is the analog of G odel’s theorem ,
and is not a contradiction. O n the other hand, the hum an m athem atician can
know only the output of B. He will be ablk to reason, on the basis of what
the hypothetical M is ablk to know, that there exists som e k (unknowable to
hum an beings) such that \C (k;k) can never stop". However, i has not been
proved that the only way that he could know this isby virtue of the stopping of
C (k;k). The stopping ofC (k;k) m ay be the unique process In C whose stopping
gives the strong resul that \ ‘C (k;k) can never stop’ is knowable: ", for the
particular value of k that is speci ed by the G odel/Turing argum ent. But no
proofiso ered that there can be no process in B whose stopping could establish
the far weaker conclusion that \there exists a k such that Py istrue", which isall
that is known to the hum an m athem atician. Tndeed, the hum an m athem atician
reasons on the basis of the general assum ptions and properties known to him,
and these do not include any know ledge of the details of the construction of
C . He obtains from his reasonings conclusions that do not refer to the speci ¢
details of the construction of C, and that are therefore far weaker than the
strong conclusion available to M . Penrose does not show that there could be
no process n B whose stopping would yield this far weaker conclusion. In the
absence of such a dem onstration no contradiction is established, and hence the
reductio ad absurdum argum ent fails to go through.
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