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25 Comments 1

 

• •

Roy Niles •  

"To Haeckel, they seemed to offer evidence of a fundamental creativity and artistry in the natural world—a preference for order and pattern

built into the very laws of nature. Even if we don’t subscribe to that notion now, there’s something in Haeckel’s conviction that patterns are

an irrepressible impulse of the natural world—one that we have every right to find beautiful."

Even if we don't subscribe to the notion of a naturally creative world, why don't we?

   

• •

mjk1093  •  

The current paradigm is "simple rules can create complex patterns." Think cellular automata. There is not necessarily any

"preference" in nature towards order or pattern, but rather that, we, as complex, patterned beings, obviously observe a part of

nature filled with complex patterns such as ourselves. Most of nature is the intergalactic void - very devoid of complex anything. I

have my doubts about this paradigm but that is probably what most scientists would say today, if they even admit such

philosophical musings as valid questions at all.

  

• •

Roy Niles  •  

Simple rules can't create complex patterns unless the creative machinery is complex enough to respond to simple

commands. The complexity, both strategically and physically, that we're finding everywhere we've been able to "look" cannot

have built itself by accident.

And no I'm not a creationist, but it seems clear to many of us that there are systematic forces at work that our own intelligent

living systems have evolved from, and that evolving creative patterns serves some universal purposes we're not yet privy to.

The intergalactic void is filled with energy, and even what we see as accidents are likely to be serving what we have to

recognize as the equivalent to our own trial and error purposiveness. Thus have I spake.

  

• •

mjk1093  •  

>Simple rules can't create complex patterns unless the creative machinery is complex enough to respond to simple

commands.

The rules themselves build the machinery. You can build complex machinery from cellular automata, it's really

interesting.

>evolving creative patterns serves some universal purposes we're not yet privy to.

Or perhaps that the primordial subject itself is not privy to, or is just becoming privy to.

>even what we see as accidents are likely to be serving what we have to

recognize as the equivalent to our own trial and error purposiveness.

How so? I don't follow your argument here.

  

• •

Roy Niles  •  

I disagree that you can build complex machinery that can act in a creative fashion with simple rules. Mathematics

may tell you otherwise, but without human help, for example, mathematical rules, simple or not, can't build a

machine that uses its new patterns to think creatively, artificially intelligent or otherwise.

As to accidents, the question you must ask yourself is, how does a so-called accident happen, and can that have

happened without a cause? And somewhere back down the line, or web, was every preceding cause without a

purpose?

We live for example in a universe where random acts of contending forces are nevertheless consistently predictable

as more probable to happen on a regular basis than not. And yes, it's a lot like these forces are trying to find a way to

reach a goal, just as our biologically evolved intelligence tries to do by repeatedly attempting to correct its errors.

An accident is defined as something that happens unintentionally, but that's the same thing that happens when we

make a mistake - an unintention!. And it would be hard to assume that everywhere back down the causative web, no

intentions were connected to a cause. Which is the same thing as arguing that there are no purposes in nature that

mistakes could be at all accountable to.

But yet we find scientists who are essentially saying that all the time.

  

• •

Publius  •  

Accidents do NOT result in vectored progress. A philosopher may propose such a notion, free of objective

constraints, but ask a computer programmer the value of accidents and errors to programing integrity; value: zero;

extrapolated value: fatal.
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