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ABSTRACT: In the last century we never used expressions in our everyday jargon like ‘thinking machines’, 

‘intelligent entities’, ‘conscious machines’, ‘machine responsibility’. The use of these expressions in the 21st 

century has been as new as it has been imprecise. The question that arises in this regard is: what is the reference 

adopted by computer scientists to attribute to machines faculties that have always been attributed exclusively to 

humans? The research program in this article proposes a reflection on the adoption of human adjectives for 

machinic reality, bringing in counterpoints from philosophical analysis in this regard. The proposed starting point 

is a dialogical imbrication between epistemology and ethics to discuss the unnecessary and dangerous analogies 

established between humans and machines, from the perspective of the philosophy of technology. This is an 

important issue to bring up for debate about the so-called ‘technological age’, in the context of social science 

reflections on the challenges of our century.  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
The prodigious evolution that our civilization has undergone - already known as the "Civilization of Technique‘’ 

- imposes on the Human Sciences reflections on topics that have never been considered, either in the sciences or 

in the field of technology, because they have never been put in the terms in which they are announced today.   

In this first quarter of the century a new symbology comes to inhabit the imaginary of our civilization: we are 

talking about autonomous entities, independent artificial entities, conjecturing about the responsibilities that 

might fall on such entities. Artificial Intelligence, an area of Cognitive Computing, has come to occupy special 

prominence in these discussions. The expression ‘intelligence’ here refers to machinic performance, not to what 

we conceive of as the rational capacity of humans. Roughly speaking, it's a machine simulation of the constitutive 

elements of human cognition.   

This achievement ends up triggering a hypothesis, which had already been considered by Turing and continues to 

cause a stir: can machines think? More: this is associated with the expectation that machines with high cognitive 

performance will be able to autonomize themselves independently of what we call intentionality, an exclusive 

characteristic of humans. In this article we propose a reflection on the concept of consciousness in 

technological jargon and in philosophical jargon, criticizing it from the perspective of the Philosophy of 

Technology, as well as the indiscriminate use of human qualifiers in machines, unnecessary use of this 

for media purposes.  
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II.  PHENOMENAL CONSCIOUSNESS AND FUNCTIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS 
I am introducing this article with a provocation from Blay Whitby, considered one of the current references in 

Philosophy of Technology, with extensive experience in computing and robotics, professor at the University of 

Sussex, traditionally one of the most fruitful centers of research in technology in the world. Whitby writes when 

introducing the theme of artificial consciousness: "Some years ago, my duties at a British university included 

turning off the computers in the AI lab. There was one machine that, whenever I went to do so, would scream, 

'No! Don't turn me off, I have become conscious'-I never had a moment's hesitation to turn that machine off, 

certain that what I was hearing was a consequence of student humor and not progress in AI". [1]   

This passage reveals much about the whole futurological zeal to assert an artificial consciousness, which finds 

increasing echoes in the media, and Whitby himself is a researcher quite concerned with presenting consistent 

data in Ethics applied to technology.  

The conjectures about the possibility of acquisition of conscious knowledge by a machine in Artificial Intelligence 

start from a distinction that impoverishes the entire theoretical path of the philosophy of Western consciousness: 

AI scientists distinguish phenomenal consciousness from functional consciousness. The latter is the consciousness 

referred to intelligent machines; the former, with its intrinsic characteristics, is human consciousness, capable of 

the experience called qualia2 [2].   

In fact, the reference to a "functional consciousness" starts from the assumption that it is an entity destined to 

exercise functions, to execute tasks, not being what we of philosophy understand by consciousness in any sense, 

be it intellectual, psychic or moral, since we are self-referential beings in a thinking unit that knows itself by 

thinking (I think, in Kant), which has nothing to do with functionality, a characteristic attributed, in the Western 

philosophical tradition, to objects, not subjects.  

On the other hand, the fragility of the philosophical approach to the subject of the consciousness is pointed out by 

the sciences of the brain (empirical sciences that submits phenomena to verification) argument that it is an 

undemonstrable phenomenon, which has always been referred to a hidden space of mystery. This is a typical 

philosophical analysis: it always tries to link highly complex phenomena to transcendence, as a constitutive 

attribute of human existence, when there is no satisfactory scientific support to explain such phenomena.   

Not without purpose, this is the title that John Searle gave to one of his main works: The Mystery of 

Consciousness. In fact, as Whitby provokes, human beings seem to have a predilection for mystery and tend "to 

like a little mystery in their stories about the world and particularly like a little mystery in the way they make their 

dearest decisions and come up with their best ideas" [3]  

Against this status of mysterious data are the researchers of Cognitive Computing, but contrary to what we might 

expect, the "such mystery" is not being unveiled, but rather, disregarded. Certainly, when "artificial consciousness" 

is mentioned, it is not intended to present an artificially simulated hypothesis of the functioning of human 

consciousness3 [4] to reveal its intricacies, and therefore, its mysteries.   

We note, first of all, that the weak use of the word conscience, in this techno context, does not intend to go deeper 

into the traditional discussions of Ethics since Socrates about the ontology of the human conscience, which starts 

from the distinction between the species sapiens and all the other terrestrial species, since sapiens is the only living 

being endowed with conscience - even though there are animal practices of construction by instinct that resemble 

conscious practices. In view of this, Henri Bergson poses the question:  

[...] does an unintelligent animal also possess tools or machines? Yes, certainly, but 

https://brc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=pt-BR&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%2Fpersonal%2Fmbrochado_ufmg_br%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F3cd922f739cc4b989f21281e6f3ec173&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&wdodb=1&hid=B956D8A1-F04E-A000-79C1-BFB22DDB6DF2.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=pt-BR&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&usid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7b%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7d&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=BrowserReload&afdflight=81&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#sdfootnote2sym
https://brc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=pt-BR&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%2Fpersonal%2Fmbrochado_ufmg_br%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F3cd922f739cc4b989f21281e6f3ec173&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&wdodb=1&hid=B956D8A1-F04E-A000-79C1-BFB22DDB6DF2.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=pt-BR&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&usid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7b%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7d&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=BrowserReload&afdflight=81&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#sdfootnote3sym


International Journal of Arts and Social Science                                           www.ijassjournal.com 
ISSN: 2581-7922,    

Volume 9 Issue 4, April 2026 

 

Mariah Brochado Page 112 
 

here the instrument forms a part of the body that uses it; and, corresponding to this 

instrument, there is an instinct that knows how to use it. True, it cannot be maintained 

that all instincts consist in a natural ability to use an inborn mechanism. Instinct is 

therefore necessarily specialized, being nothing but the utilization of a specific 

instrument for a specific object. The instrument constructed intelligently, on the 

contrary, is an imperfect instrument. It costs an effort. It is generally troublesome to 

handle. But, as it is made of unorganized matter, it can take any form whatsoever, 

serve any purpose, free the living being form every new difficulty that arises and 

bestow on it an unlimited number of powers. Whilst it is inferior to the natural 

instrument for the satisfaction of immediate wants, its advantage over the greater, the 

less urgent the need. Above all, it reacts on the nature of the being that constructs it. 

for incalling on him to exercise a new function, it confers to him a richer organization, 

being an artificial organ by wich the natural organism is extended. [5]   

It seems that the most respected computer scientists are aware of this petitio principii on the definition of human 

faculties and their extension to machines, and even denounce the media exploitation of the theme, influenced by 

the very need for projection of AI researchers, eager for publicity, who use megalomaniac tricks to raise huge 

amounts of money for their endeavors and the millionaire sale of their products. Boden brings the example of a 

prototype that "'fooled' psychiatrists into thinking they were reading interviews with paranoiacs - because they 

naturally assumed they were dealing with human patients" [6]. There are countless examples of "imitation games" 

using sophisticated computer systems.   

III.  UNNECESSARYY ANALOGIES: WORDS STABILISED IN PHILOSOPHIE ARE USED 

INDISCRIMINATELY 

First of all ,we need to understand what these researchers in the field of AI intend when they use the word 

intelligence: it does not mean, in the usage of the field, exclusively human faculty, but information processing, as 

seen. When it is said that a machine learns, obviously the word learning cannot be taken as a free activity of 

humans. For the rest, whenever words like intelligence, learning, consciousness, neural evolution or similar are 

used metaphorically, we need to delimit in what sense the terms are being employed.   

Technosciences currently use these words by analogy with schemes that already work to describe human behavior 

by the Human Sciences. And these sciencies derive this behavior from a structure understood as human nature, a 

philosophical category that survives time, from the Greeks to contemporary philosophy, as an unfathomable 

instance that transcends the biological structure of the animal man.  

But the attempts to adapt these words by technology aim to adapt certain concepts of traditional philosophy may 

seek, from an empiricist reading, to extend phenomena attributable exclusively to human experience to 

hyperpowered anthropomorphized machines for the purpose of interpreting extremely ingenious and useful 

technological constructs. Assuming that humans are not defined by their utility, but by their intrinsic and 

untouchable dignity (Kant's second formulation of the categorical imperative), any analogy that is drawn between 

human experience and copies of human ways of being in the world in machine format is yet another technical 

sophistication that we need to understand.   

We must try to understand what this new way of influencing human life may bring in the long run as a differentiator 

in the "shape" of human nature. After all, this way of understanding humanity has remained impervious to the 

changes in pre-industrial and post-industrial societies and technical revolutions have not significantly touched 

philosophers' conviction about our essence. Will the machine evolution of this century promote radical changes 
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in the cognitive and behavioral structures of humans? This is the central question facing the philosophy of 

technology today, and this question is essentially ethical, not epistemological [7].   

In the context of this article, it is important to discuss the notion of intentionality as a reference that gives unity to 

the "I think" of the epistemic agent and the moral agent (the unity in the notion of person), an interface that does 

not exist in machine intelligence. This will be the object of investigation of the recently emerged Computational 

Ethics and Roboethics, attempts to transpose traditional ethical systems (especially the eudaimonistic ethics - of 

virtues) to the field of Cognitive Computing. This is a difficult composition within the Philosophy of Technology, 

since it requires relating approaches with different and even excluding parti pris, since Cognitive Computing is 

already born from a psychological reading of human intelligence (and consciousness), while traditional rationalist 

philosophy assumes an intellectual-moral instance of the human being irreducible to psychological states (who 

will say to causal brain functions) [8].  

This impasse generated between traditional philosophy and philosophy of mind reveals, once again, the difficult 

assimilation of the program of a philosophy of technology by the rationalist-based philosophy, since the latter 

does not retreat to seek in the plane of scientific understanding the brain functions in order to legitimize its 

theoretical status. On the contrary, the movement is in another direction: that of ascending to the plane of reason 

(inflection) in the form of practical reason, directing the discussion to the field of Ethics.  

As we have seen, the computational cognitive theory of Artificial Intelligence employs the word consciousness in 

two basic senses: phenomenal consciousness, studied by philosophy and the human sciences, and functional 

consciousness, an expression adopted in the field to refer to computational models considered "machine 

consciousness" (CM) or, still, to comprehensive analyses of computational systems, independently of addressing 

specific models, as they explain, without doing any specific functional modeling; that is to say: it is a 

comprehensive use of the word consciousness to refer to machine-installable computational processes. [9]  

By addressing machine consciousness in these terms, computer theorists have in view the discussion about the 

possibility of developing a general artificial intelligence (GIA) that could be considered truly intelligent to the 

extent that it exhibits characteristics equivalent to human consciousness, such as the abilities to concentrate, to 

pay attention, to be aware of different things at different times.  

Here the word consciousness indicates only that a machine (virtual or embodied) could have a constitutive self-

referential refinement of distinguishing and choosing performances diverse in quantity and complexity; that is: 

"being aware" is not knowing that it knows; it is knowing how to do, knowing how to function in various ways, 

without immediate interventions in its programming. From here comes the idea of deep learning. This is where 

Robotics plays the most important role in machine simulation. It is here that artificial intelligence programs can 

present themselves as similar to humans by embodying the human shape: humanoid robots.   

Today there are discussions about the epistemological autonomy of Robotics: some consider it a subfield of AI; 

and some already consider it an autonomous science. In any case, it is a technology that aims to design perceptual 

and motor tasks in order to produce physical and animated behavior. While AI programs generally deal with 

cognition and operate in computer-simulated worlds, robotics programs aim to physically place their commands 

in a machine that interacts with the real world, acting on it with perception. This involves complex engineering of 

sensors (perceptual interface between robots and the environment) and effectors (legs, wheels, joints, etc.) to act 

physically. [10]  

According to Boden: "a human-level system would also be capable of deliberation and self-reflection. It could 

generate creative ideas and even evaluate them deliberately. Without these capabilities, it would not be able to 



International Journal of Arts and Social Science                                           www.ijassjournal.com 
ISSN: 2581-7922,    

Volume 9 Issue 4, April 2026 

 

Mariah Brochado Page 114 
 

generate seemingly intelligent performance" [11].   

Since dealing with AI is to deal with appearance, imitation, machine simulation that reproduces human faculties 

and characteristics, the attempt to copy human consciousness is nothing new. It happens that this imitation is not 

a superficial one, as is that of doing math and cross-referencing data; it should be an imitation that convinces 

humans that they are dealing with an entity that acts on its own, that deliberates on whether or not to perform a 

task, that opposes a programming for which it was predestined.   

For the advocates of artificial consciousness, this kind of machine performance is a matter of time, because, just 

as the natural algorithms that make up the human brain have been "trained" by nature for thousands of years, it 

will be possible to train thousands of artificial algorithms that allow machines, armed with trillions of data, to 

behave in the manner of human freedom, which is always the exercise of choices among data arranged in neurons 

(brain algorithms). If the machine obtains, therefore, an extraordinary amount of information, it will be able to 

exercise control over it, choosing among the most sophisticated combinations and decisions, as occurs with the 

human brain machine. It is a question of time, because, as cybernetics has surmised, the control of information is 

a universal datum that can be replicated in machine organisms.  

Boden refers to an apparent intelligence. This is a much-debated question among computer scientists and goes 

back to the famous Turing Test, which is actually a test to measure how much imitation of human intelligence a 

computer program achieves in order to fool a human being. In fact, Turing never seriously referred to a test in his 

famous essay published in the philosophy journal Mind in 1950. In it, the scientist had intended to make a 

hypothetical provocation about machine intelligence being able to pass itself off as human, a convincing, ludicrous 

imitation that would make a human believe that he was dealing with another human, which would not really reveal 

whether such intelligence had surpassed the human, but only deceived it. [12]  

This test was taken so seriously by intellectuals that it was transformed into a computing slogan, more like a joke 

or anecdote of Turing, a provocation that eventually caught the attention of philosophers, especially John Searle, 

who was responsible for rekindling the debate based on Turing, opposing to this test another one, the one already 

exhausted in literature, "The Chinese Room", as we have seen. It was about a trick that a computer program could 

play on a human, cheating him if he could not tell whether or not he was dealing with a machine (or another 

human). As Boden reveals:  

That was tongue in cheek. Although it featured in the opening pages, the Turing Test 

was an adjunct within a paper primarily intended as a manifesto for a future AI. 

Indeed, Turing described it to his friend Robin Gandy as light-hearted ‘propaganda’, 

inviting giggles rather than serious critique. Nevertheless, the philosophers pounced. 

Most argued that even if a program’s responses were indistinguishable from a 

human’s, this wouldn’t prove its intelligence. The most common objection was—and 

still is—that the Turing Test concerns only observable behavior, so could be passed 

by a zombie: something behaving exactly like us, but lacking consciousness. [13]   

Every year there is a competition run by inventor and industrialist Hugh Loebner that offers $100,000 ("Loebner 

Prize") to anyone who comes up with a computer program that can meet the challenge set by Turing (what is 

called "passing the Turing test"), as well as offering $2,000 for the "most human program in the competition. Even 

though no candidate has managed to win the competition and take the top prize4 [14], the smaller amount is 

disputed among programmers of the illusion, who are busy creating what are known today as chatbots (a corrupt 

of chat and robot), which are nothing more than simple programs that have a number of responses to the various 

inputs entered by the interrogator, giving the illusion of holding a conversation.  

https://brc-word-edit.officeapps.live.com/we/wordeditorframe.aspx?ui=pt-BR&rs=en-US&wopisrc=https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%2Fpersonal%2Fmbrochado_ufmg_br%2F_vti_bin%2Fwopi.ashx%2Ffiles%2F3cd922f739cc4b989f21281e6f3ec173&wdenableroaming=1&mscc=1&wdodb=1&hid=B956D8A1-F04E-A000-79C1-BFB22DDB6DF2.0&uih=sharepointcom&wdlcid=pt-BR&jsapi=1&jsapiver=v2&corrid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&usid=3f06eda3-e711-65d8-df00-0fd8a733bc8a&newsession=1&sftc=1&uihit=docaspx&muv=1&ats=PairwiseBroker&cac=1&sams=1&mtf=1&sfp=1&sdp=1&hch=1&hwfh=1&dchat=1&sc=%7b%22pmo%22%3A%22https%3A%2F%2Fufmgbr-my.sharepoint.com%22%2C%22pmshare%22%3Atrue%7d&ctp=LeastProtected&rct=Normal&wdorigin=BrowserReload&afdflight=81&csiro=1&instantedit=1&wopicomplete=1&wdredirectionreason=Unified_SingleFlush#sdfootnote4sym
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IV.  MACHINE AUTONOMY IS NOT HUMAN AUTONOMY 
This technique had already been tested in Weizenbaum's Eliza program in 1966 [15] to give the illusion that the 

machine could speak, and has only been improved upon by illusionist programmers, the digital magicians of our 

age, who rely on the technological arsenal developed thus far to create fake prototypes of human-like intelligence. 

"This reveals a serious [problem] with regard to treating the Turing test as the primary goal of AI. It causes 

researchers to produce programs that are primarily directed at fooling humans, rather than a more fundamental 

approach to the problem of intelligence" [16]. A real Turing Test establishes that the interrogator can ask any 

question, which makes it very difficult, and the pragmatic point raised by Whitby is that imitating human 

intelligence is of no benefit to the evolution of science or humanity: we already have plenty of human intelligence 

available, and imitation games to test our intelligence are unnecessary, which is a given. [17]  

Searle will later challenge the idea of "understanding" launched by Turing, distinguishing machine performance 

from understanding reality. [18] The words consciousness and intelligence have been brought in an analogous 

sense to human faculties. The quarrel arises when we believe that there are machines that know themselves to be 

machines. Nobody is surprised by the use of the expression artificial intelligence because we have already assumed 

(and the culture has already absorbed the idea in general) that intelligent machines are those that have an 

abundance of data that allow it to solve a series of questions, even though it feeds itself back with more data 

generated from the crossing of data, according to sophisticated systems of operation. These improved executions 

of tasks do not bring us discomfort, because we know that they are functional systems, and the word intelligence 

is being used as a way to reprogram itself, or to know how to exponentiate the data implanted in the machines.   

It is a giant step when it comes to computational systems, because these are sophisticated programs with high 

functional performance. Here machine learning means the feedback from the program itself, which has already 

been architected to "create" outputs from a functional logic that allows this machine-like procedure. The 

distinction proposed by Brian Cantwell Smith between "accounting" and "judgment", terms that he uses to 

distinguish machine from human capability, is quite appropriate.  

According to him, the machine is capable of reckoning, that is, of "calculative rationality," by manipulating 

representations that are semantically interpretable, but these systems of interpretation are not capable of 

understanding what those representations are, that are not themselves capable of holding the content of their 

representations to account, that do not authentically engage with the world's being the way in which their 

representations represent it as being.   

Cantwell Smith reserves the term judgment to refer to understanding that is able to 

take objects for objects, to distinguish appearance from reality, that is existentially 

committed to its own existence and to the integrity of the world as world 

[understanding the difference of its existence and that of the world], that is subject to 

objects and bound by them (that is existentially committed to its own existence and 

to the integrity of the world as world, that is beholden to objects and bound by them). 

[19]  

Calculating rationality lacks prudence, common sense (as it is commonly called), and reason is not just calculation, 

as some AI researchers believe. To be capable of judgment is to take full account of the consequences of records, 

and not just records. Records are essential, but they abstract from the details of the world, approximate, violate, 

and privilege some things over others, since our brain capacity is finite and we live in partial disconnection from 

the world. Without the records, we would be lost in the world, unable to orient ourselves to something that is not 

within our effective [real, concrete] reach.   
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The most important thing is not the records, but what we record and what we take responsibility for in the process, 

knowing the difference between the two and committing to the latter. In Smith's words,  

[...] registrations (even nonconceptual ones) abstract from the world's details - they 

approximate, do violence, privilege some things at the expense of others. That is not 

to deny that registrations are essential. Without them, given our finite brain (system) 

capacity and the world's partial disconnection, we would be at a loss, unable to orient 

to anything beyond our effective grasp. We would have no world. Yet no matter their 

necessity, our registrations are not what matters - what matters is that which we 

register. To be accountable, to hold things to account, is to know the difference 

between the two - and to be committed to the latter, not the former. [20]   

This reference brings us to the Greek notion of dianoia, a term used in Greek philosophy to designate the type of 

discursive thought that proceeds by reasoning, that is, starting from launched premises, which differs from noesis, 

which is the immediate intellectual capture of the intelligible reality, that is, a thought that does not proceed by 

reasoning, being closer to an intuition: hence we speak of two modes of thought, the noetic and the dianoetic. On 

the purely intellectual level of the very way in which human thought is unleashed, one can already detect a subtle 

difference between thinking by conduction from premises and having an idea "installed" in a totally unpredictable 

way, as if it were being "generated" at another level of rational activity and that comes to light without our control.   

This distinction will be expressed in other terms by contemporary psychology: the 

so-called insights. If there is no control of thought even over its own intellectual 

connections, how could there be control over the awareness that they are happening? 

The thinking subject witnesses the intellectual processes while thinking, as if he were 

an external observer of his own thinking, that is, he experiences both mental 

phenomena, that of thinking and that of knowing himself thinking. This double 

perception of the intellectual process is what makes us con-scientious, knowing that 

we know; hence the word conscious means witness: to be conscious is to be witness 

of one's own thoughts and to be responsible for the actions chosen according to what 

one thinks. [21]  

The balance between the conception of human being as rational and free (brought by classical philosophy of 

rationalist basis) and the radically opposite version that freedom and rationality are a result of physical-chemical 

processes of the brain (as brought to us by Neuroscience) can be found, with unusual originality, in the thought of 

Gilbert Simondon, who, starting from categories proper of the theses of the philosophy of technique, and launching 

elements of Cybernetics, brings an argumentative arsenal coherent with the assumptions of technosciences by 

establishing a parallel between machine autonomy and human autonomy.   

Confirming the diverse states of consciousness, Simondon starts from the distinction between moral consciousness 

and psychological consciousness and, from there, characterizes human autonomy and machinic autonomy.  

Psychological consciousness differs substantially from moral consciousness, according to Simondon, in that it 

expresses the repercussion of acts or events in the present state of subjectivity, that is, it is a referential state of 

current occurrences, effective in the individual's experience. It is about a judgment (to be conscious is to be one's 

own observer) according to a current determination, while moral consciousness, complementary to psychological 

consciousness, "reports the acts or the beginnings of acts to what the subject tends to be at the end of this act; it 

can only do this in an extremely precarious way, somehow 'extrapolating' to account for the subject's current 

transformation”. This is why there is relative indeterminacy in the domain of moral consciousness, which initially 
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establishes one type of reactivity, as simple psychological consciousness (reaction as return of causality), and only 

in a second moment does it unleash another type of reactivity, which depends on the regime of action that they 

control (both forms of consciousness).   

This is why psychological consciousness is already regulatory, because it imposes (self-) regulation on itself; as 

we have seen in cybernetic theory, this control is not external to it, its equilibrium depends on regulation and self-

regulation. According to Simondon's cybernetic jargon,  

[...] in this recurrence of information, the subject is not a being endowed only with a 

simple internal teleology, but also with a teleology that is itself submitted to a self-

regulation: psychological consciousness is already regulative; one’s conscience is a 

regulative consciousness submitted to an internal self-regulation; this doubly 

regulative consciousness can be called normative consciousness. It is free because it 

elaborates on its own regime of regulation itself. [22]  

This distinction is extremely valuable to reflect on the notion of "functional consciousness" proposed by strong 

AI theorists, who argue for the possibility of a consciousness emerging from artificial intellectual machinic 

activity. A merely functional consciousness is one that exercises reckoning-type rationality, as presented by 

Cantwell Smith, which is merely accounting or recording, being a computational construct to mean information 

processing. The idea of consciousness supposes self-reflection, attributed exclusively to humans and referring to 

psychological/emotional states according to "sensations (such as melancholy or affliction) or 'qualia' (a technical 

term used by philosophers) [whose] existence, in an essentially material universe, is an evident metaphysical 

enigma" [23]   

Ending with Simondon, when he distinguishes informational regulation of consciousness on the psychological 

and moral planes:  

A teleological mechanism can imitate the functioning of psychological 

consciousness, which can be instantaneous; but teleological mechanism cannot 

imitate conscience, for it never has a twofold and simultaneous conditioning; the 

organic and the technical must already be present, close to being put into relation, in 

order for conscience to be able to exist. Valorizing consciousness therefore defines a 

level of teleological activity that cannot be reduced to any automatism. The solution 

to the moral problem cannot be sought by a computer. [24]  

Only the human being is capable of conversion, in the sense of being able to totally change the directions of his 

existence, unlike the automaton, constituted by a teleology proper to technical beings, whose universality is always 

causal. The machine is precise in its teleological mechanisms, reason why it will be "the more perfect the more 

its automatism allows it, according to its predetermined purpose, to regulate itself. But the machine is not self-

creating," whereas the human has as part of the problems to be solved by him the fact that he himself is a problem. 

The human has an open faculty of acquiring information beyond his present structure, so that the information 

acquired is recast in the present structure, and he can always question himself.  

This capacity to be itself one of the terms of the problem one has to solve does not 

exist for the machine. [...] the machine cannot have any veritable exteriority, because 

it has no veritable interiority within itself [...] The machine can lose its regularity and 

then present functional characteristics analogous to wild behavior in a living being. 

But it cannot revolt. Revolt in fact implies a profound transformation of finalized 
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behaviors and not a malfunctioning of behavior. The machine is capable of self-

adaptive behaviors; but there is nevertheless a big difference between a self-adaptive 

behavior and a conversion that no external resemblance can disguise: man is capable 

of conversion in the sense that he can change goals [fins] throughout the course on 

his existence. [25]  

Here it would be appropriate to bring, yet, the senses of the experience of the drive, as thought by Freud, since the 

machine can be endowed of performance to execute the most remarkable functions (to generate impulses), 

surpassing, in this strict sense, the human brain activity; but it will never be endowed of the impulse that triggers 

its performance, this causa sui that does not derive from the engendering, neither from parts of the body, nor from 

parts of the machine, nor even from constitutive elements of the whole universe. According to Freudian theory:  

Pulse (Trieb) is a stimulus that arises within the body, from which, therefore, one 

cannot escape; unlike external stimuli, Freud describes. Drive is a border concept 

between the psychic and the somatic. Its origin is a state of arousal, its constitution is 

an amount of energy pressing in a certain direction, its purpose is to put an end to 

arousal, and its objects vary. Obscure intersection between the mental and the 

physical, the primary drive is to drain the excitation, to release, to keep constant, or 

as low as possible, the amount of excitation in the psychic system. [26]  

Here it is also important to distinguish drive and instinct, like the animal automata (Aristotle, Descartes) endowed, 

as humans are, with unreflective conditionings instanced by nature in the constitution of their bodies, which act 

according to natural causation. There is a discussion about the use of the word pulse in Freudian thought, because 

he prefers the word Trieb as Instinkt, since the latter would be linked to the idea of inherited and unchangeable 

model, which is not verified in the idea of pulse. Among Freud's translators, Ernst Jones proposed the translation 

of Trieb by impulse or instinct, Laplanche understood that Freud only used the word Instinkt few times to refer to 

animal behavior, and Pontalis suggested that the Freudian theory of drives cannot be confused with psychological 

readings of animal instinct. But, as Kangussu ponders, arguing with Paulo César de Souza, the distinctive 

proposals of the last two suggest a "rupture or censure between the human and the animal, despising what there 

would be of the latter in the animal". [27]  

Although it is possible to equate animal and man, since animality is also part of the latter, the task of philosophical 

reflection has always been the search for something beyond the animal in the human, a telos that transcends his 

situated finitude, a telos that projects functional similarities in the form of mimetic machines of human 

intelligence, the human not even being able to reproduce animal instinct.   

Human fabrication has never been able to reproduce even an entity endowed with instinct (something similar to 

an animal), a being that could have elementary perceptions through the senses (sentient). The most sophisticated 

software, by its very composition and way of functioning, no matter how skillful it may be in obtaining 

computational results similar to the activities of the human intellect, is not capable of sentience, because it is not 

capable of sensitive affections, a condition for the access of conscious and sentient beings to the world.  

Any artificial intelligence can be more than a man (and an animal, of course) in function, because it imitates 

activities that have been reproduced from the observation of bodies, in the case of AI, from the functioning of the 

brain organ in the designed computing machine (In this sense, see Ernst Kapp's Organ Projection Thesis). But 

artificial beings will never imitate reaction, which presupposes either freedom, or a "programming" that we are 

far from designing, as a mechanism lacking empirical realization might wish: the programming (natural, divine, 

demiurgical, it doesn't matter) of the reactive capacity, however primary, because no machine escapes its 
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programmed destiny.   

Even machine learning is a program millimetrically thought out to fill algorithmic gaps, according to the teaching 

left by Cybernetics that any machine is nothing more than the selection of components in a set of diverse 

occurrences, each machine being defined by the presence of a regulator of varieties of occurrences in relatable 

sets, which defines the way to put components together correctly. Without this joining of occurrences, there is no 

machine performance, and instinctive and intelligent occurrences are still far from being joined together in an 

artificial entity design.   

And here we have a practical issue: there are no algorithms that can reproduce the complex web of human 

activities, always related to other humans and referred to ends that transcend experience (such as the realization 

of the good and the just), which generates a countless range of expectations unrealized by unpredictable actions. 

From the point of view of practical execution, we are far from delimiting a set of occurrences to systematize them 

by thousands of algorithms.  

Margaret Boden treats the subject as a "philosophical imbroglio", using some references, for example, David 

Chalmers' thesis on phenomenal consciousness, as "an irreducible property of the universe, analogous to mass or 

charge"; the position of Colin McGinn, who "has come to claim that human beings are intrinsically incapable of 

understanding the causal connection between brain and qualia, just as dogs cannot understand arithmetic"; and 

the thesis of Jerry Fodor, "a leading philosopher of cognitive science, [who] believes that no one has the slightest 

idea how anything material could be conscious". [28]   

There is a chapter in Boden's introductory work on Artificial Intelligence, entitled "But is this really intelligence?" 

It is with this rhetorical question that we direct the closing of this chapter, establishing the understanding that the 

concept of intelligence was taken in a sense quite different from what we consider in philosophy, a simple 

metaphorical transposition of the functioning (and not the origin, foundation or nature) of intelligent human 

activity. And here it is important to note the understanding manifested in the European Ethical Charter:  

The “strong” AIs of science fiction literature do not exist. This type of AI, which 

would be equipped not only with intelligence but also with conscience, remains 

purely fictional. The machine learning systems currently being developed are 

described as “weak” AIs and are capable of extracting complex patterns and learning 

from large volumes of data efficiently and often with high levels of predictive 

accuracy. To overcome any instinctive or fantasized considerations, these information 

processing and analysis technologies must be understood on the basis of the following 

three concepts. - AI is not a single, homogeneous object: it is actually an assemblage 

of sciences and techniques (mathematics, statistics and computer science) capable of 

processing data to design very complex computer processing tasks; - AI engines do 

not produce intelligence per se but proceed using an inductive approach: the idea is 

to associate in a nearly automated way a set of observations (inputs) with a set of 

possible results (outputs) using various preconfigured properties. [29]   

See that this is a fallacy built in the imaginary of this century around the area of computing called Artificial 

Intelligence: that artificial intelligence is intelligent and that artificial life is living, nothing more than 

anthropomorphizations of systems and processes, as occurred in other moments of technical experience, or of the 

manifestation of human technicality, such as the figure of the automaton.   

The computational area has no pretension to engage in discussions of the classical notion of human nature upon 
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which Practical Philosophy was built, simply because the purposes of this research are merely instrumental, to 

improve the performance of machines. This technical-scientific approach cannot be confused with the validity of 

the philosophical approach, which is absolutely unscathed by these instrumental metaphors.   

The assumption of Practical Philosophy is a metaphysical human instance untouched by the conditionings of 

animality in man, who stands out from all others by his ability as sapiens, and this fact has not been contested by 

any demonstrative science or by any technique of simulation of cognitive activity to date. It is a value upon which 

Anthropology and Ethics have risen, which is the core of human dignity, namely, the unique greatness of the 

human being as the only animal endowed with logos. In the words of Brazilian philosopher Henrique Cláudio de 

Lima Vaz:  

The greatness of the human being as the only animal endowed with logos, which 

makes him absolutely unique, is celebrated by the Western philosophical tradition, 

from Plato to modernity, through the biblical tradition exhorting the genesis narrative 

of creation, being thus received in the Christian tradition and becoming a privileged 

theme in Renaissance thought which extends from Descartes to Hegel. [29] Dignity 

is the concept that synthesizes this uniqueness of the human being, by designating an 

attribute that is essential and inalienable, appearing in art. 1 of the Declaration of 

Human Rights of 1948. As a manifestation of reason and freedom, human dignity is, 

however, an essential predicate of the I am in the entirety of its expressions: body, 

psyche, spirit. This observation is directed against the dualistic conception according 

to which dignity belongs properly to soul and spirit, and against the monistic 

conceptions which, reducing the human being to the simple organic, deprive the 

attribute of dignity of any raison d'être [...It took a long evolution in the social, legal, 

political and philosophical fields for the concept of human dignity to obtain the 

recognition of universality already achieved in the philosophical and religious 

tradition by the idea of the human being as a being endowed with a unique nature and 

greatness manifested in reason and freedom and that make him unique in the history 

of life. [30]  

Since Greek philosophy this greatness is recognized, although justified politically in other terms. Aristotle, for 

example, according to Hannah Arendt, never denied the condition of humanity to slaves. In fact, what he did not 

attribute to them was the condition of man, because they had no possibility of freeing themselves from the 

conditioning imposed on them by human needs, which resembled animals that act upon nature only to provide for 

their own subsistence. Human beings are not free to act in this way: the product of their actions/activities is totally 

integrated into the body, like the food they need to prepare, just like an animal does, but in a more elaborate way, 

the result of their intellectual capacity. Aristotle, who freed his slaves when he was on his deathbed, "denied the 

use of the word 'man' to designate members of the human species totally subject to necessity," to whom the 

expression animal laborans is more adequate than animal rationale, as we shall see below. Now, the human animal 

is "really only one of the animal species living on earth - at best the most developed. But, still, an animal - never 

denied Aristotle”. [31]   

It happens that this animal has a peculiarity: besides moving, idealizing things and projecting itself in the 

production of artifacts and various symbologies, it carries the responsibility of acting ethically, a greatness that 

allows it to act freely towards the simplest to the highest purposes, but which also impels it to give the reasons for 

its actions, that is, to take responsibility for them. Western construction of the idea of “man” (human being), the 

basis of the dignity of the human person. This dignity supposes what the Brasilian philosopher Henrique Cláudio 

de Lima Vaz calls human spiritual metabolism, which is conformed by freedom and will, and therefore, by 
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responsibility.   

V.  CONCLUSION 
The eschatological promises of machine domination and control over our lives find fertile ground in the field of 

AI and Robotics. Robotics produces humanoids and these are machinic artefacts apparently endowed with a 

mysterious self-sufficiency. This expectation is perhaps the most persuasive thrust of the futurological discourse 

of computer scientists and programmers today, a contagious rhetoric that foreshadows the revolution that will be 

promoted in the field of Neurosciences, as this science can be associate with the reverse engineering of the brain 

to move towards the humanoid incorporation of so-called strong artificial intelligence (John Searle). This strong 

AI was made possible by the computational power applied to the field of Robotics. And it is expected that this 

achievement will soon be the objective of Robotics.  

To think of human action is to attribute to it the condition of ethical action, admitting that the animal sapiens 

carries within itself an instance of decision that differs from the physical functionalities of its body in the form of 

a conscious mind, which is not to be confused with the brain, which carries it without, however, causing it.   

To close this argument and move on to the symbolic effects that the belief in a machine intelligence can provoke 

in the symbology of the human of this century, impacting his beliefs and praxis, we conclude by the obvious, a 

synthesis that dispenses with any discussion about machine autonomy: no human being can be attributed the 

condition of functionality, being always an end in himself (hence his intrinsic and inalienable dignity), his 

ontology totally distinguishes him from the ontology of machines, which, not being subjects, are, since always, 

objects destined to perform functions.  
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