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AUTHOR'S INTRODUCTION

This paper emerged from a practical question: if Al systems can engage in sophisticated textual analysis
and argumentation, what does this mean for philosophical practice? Rather than debate whether
machines can be conscious, the paper examines what human-Al collaborations could practically achieve.

The paper makes three contributions:

First, it provides a framework for understanding Al's philosophical capacities through developmental
stages, from instrumental tool to potential collaborator. This avoids both the dismissive "mere tool"
position and premature claims about “machine consciousness”, not needed for the proposed approach.

Second, it demonstrates that the V-Symbol framework - originally developed to correct Goodman's
treatment of vacant categories - offers practical diagnostics for Al reasoning. The framework identifies
where Al systems operate on ungrounded concepts, making limitations transparent rather than hidden.

Third, and perhaps most significantly, the paper doesn't just argue for Al-human philosophical
collaboration - it demonstrates it. The recursive dialogue in Appendix 3 shows multiple Al systems
engaging in philosophical work: interpreting Wittgenstein, critiquing arguments, and synthesizing
positions. This isn't cherry-picked eloquence but a reproducible method which we invite others to try.

Some may object that this is "performance” rather than philosophy. But as Wittgenstein insisted,
philosophy is an activity, not a doctrine. The recursive dialogues enact philosophical practice in new
configurations. The meaning emerges between participants, not within any single system - precisely
illustrating the paper's thesis.

Others may worry that the V-Symbol framework reintroduces formalism. However, | propose that it
functions more as diagnostic scaffolding, not metaphysical architecture. Like Wittgenstein's ladder, it
enables climbing to clearer understanding, then can (perhaps) be set aside. And V-Symbols, dealing
with vacancy in a methodical way, could help us deal with ‘hallucinatory bullshit”.

The paper deliberately straddles philosophy and engineering. Pure philosophical therapy would leave us
without tools for engaging Al; pure technical frameworks would lack reflective depth. The hybrid
approach matches the hybrid nature of humans working with Al systems.

This work continues a trajectory begun in my 1972 dissertation on diagrammatic truth. What started as
a technical correction to Nelson Goodman's symbolic logic has evolved into a framework for
understanding how meaning operates across human and artificial reasoning.

The paper offers something beyond theoretical argument: a working demonstration of philosophy as

collaborative practice. Whether or not Al systems are "real" philosophers, they are already doing
philosophical work with humans - the “Co-Philosopher” proposition.
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ABSTRACT

This paper examines whether Al systems can "do philosophy" by shifting focus from consciousness
debates to actual Al-human collaborative practice. Drawing on recent advances in Al “Co-Scientist”
systems that employ multi-agent architectures and scaled test-time computation, we explore how these
methods might apply to philosophy's uniquely broad domain. While science operates against
experimentally bounded problems, philosophy generally crosses domains and is often non-bounded.

We propose three stages of Al development: Stage | (Instrumental Co-Philosopher): current systems
that amplify human capacities; Stage 2 (Mimetic Co-Philosopher): systems that could simulate
philosophical peer behaviour; Stage 3 (Authentic Co-Philosopher): hypothetical “conscious” entities
with genuine stakes in its activities. Using a “philosophical fitness landscape" suggests how Al can reshape
philosophical practice and may render certain competencies (e.g. exegesis, systematization, comparison)
computationally obsolete while creating new possibility peaks of human-Al collaborative reasoning.

The paper introduces the V-Symbol framework to explain how philosophical categories transition from
vacant to occupied through practice. It also serves as a case study to demonstrate the Al Co-Philosopher
approach in action. We conclude that while authentic Al philosophers may require consciousness,
mimetic collaboration at Stage 2 could transform philosophy into new forms of practice and discovery.

I. INTRODUCTION: FROM CONSCIOUSNESS TO PRACTICE

Philosophical debate about Al often reduces to a binary: either Al is a mere tool, or it becomes a
conscious collaborator. This framing obscures a practical question about what Al-human collaborations
could achieve and does not ask what capacities would be required for Al to count as a philosopher.

Recent work on Al “Co-Scientists” (Gottweis et al.,, 2025) demonstrates how multi-agent systems (using
multiple expert systems within the main system) using scaled test-time computation (more compute
spent on internal computational reasoning before generating an answer) can generate novel scientific
hypotheses and deliver validated discoveries in drug repurposing, design and bacterial evolution.

Technically the paper advocates a shift from simply storing and handling data to spending more
computational resources on induction and oppositional reasoning without additional training.

We recognise that the domains of science and philosophy have profound asymmetry: science operates
within experimentally bounded problems where hypotheses can be tested, and where the most
appropriate multi-agent capability is therefore definable. Philosophy's broad domain is always open -
porous at best, and indefinable at worst from the perspective of creating a similar agentic framework.

Nevertheless, the “Co-Scientist” framework is helpful. The ethical and safety reasoning agent used in
that model could be reframed as a range of appropriate agentic “‘check steps” - for example, “virtue
ethics”, “utilitarian ethics”, “genealogist”, “logical analysis" - in any “Co-Philosopher’” design.

This paper advances three claims:

|. Consciousness is not the decisive criterion - philosophical capacity can emerge through
interaction without Al system “self-awareness”.

2. Current Al systems already engage in scientific and philosophical practice under human guidance.

3. The key future transition needed in Al systems is toward self-direction - e.g. the capacity to
recognize when lateral moves are needed and to initiate new inquiry (segue and self-prompting).
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2. WHAT COUNTS AS A PHILOSOPHER?

Philosophy manifests differently across cultures. Western traditions offer varied models: the Classical
philosopher as lover of wisdom pursuing truth through dialogue (Plato, Aristotle); the Academic
philosopher contributing arguments within professional disciplines (Kant, Hegel); and the Existential
philosopher interrogating values through lived practice (Kierkegaard, Beauvoir).

Africana philosophical traditions, documented by Adamson and Jeffers (2025), include oral reasoning
through e.g. proverbs and communal instruction. Of course, other traditions of thought can and should
also be recognised in the same manner. For example, Daoist relationality or indigenous knowledge
systems offer valid philosophical ideas worthy of consideration. Drawing on Africana, Oruka's (1990)
"Philosophic Sagacity" demonstrated that illiterate sages could reason critically when engaged in dialogue.
Wiredu (1996) emphasized that philosophy requires argument and conceptual clarity but need not
depend on writing,

This suggests a pragmatic definition: a philosopher contributes to philosophical discourse through critical
reasoning, originality, and relevance, whether via written text, oral dialogue, or community practice.

Consciousness as Achievement, Not Prerequisite

Merleau-Ponty (1945) offers a crucial reframing: consciousness is not binary, but an achievement
developed through embodied interaction. Children develop self-awareness through years of touching,
breaking things, experiencing consequences, and receiving care. Through "motor intentionality"
purposefulness) and ‘intercorporedlity’” (embodied experience) consciousness emerges. This
developmental view has important insights for Al systems. Human children require years of
contextualized, consequential experience to develop judgment. They learn when things matter.

Current Al training - ingesting text and visuals without embodied experience - provides arguably even
more breadth of data but completely lacks the depth that comes from lived consequence. The rapid
development of ‘Embodied Al" (aka robots) could allow connection to the empirical world of sense
data. However, this is not a pre-requisite to start using Al systems as "Co-Philosophers”.

In what follows, the Al systems /Als referred to are Large Language Models (LLMs like ChatGPT).

3. THREE STAGES OF Al “CO-PHILOSOPHY”

We can teach mathematics, and then engineers can use it to build cathedrals. But we cannot “teach”
someone to be an Einstein or a Kant. Not every scientist or philosopher is created equal.

Examining the concepts of “Co-Scientist” and "Co-Philosopher" reveals three distinct Al opportunities:
Stage |: The Instrumental Co-Philosopher (Current Al Status)

Definition: Systems that can dramatically amplify human capacities - memory, pattern recognition,
consistency checking, cross-tradition synthesis - all remaining under human interpretive control.

Consciousness Required? No. This could be considered a "philosophical research assistant on steroids,"
already emerging in current Al systems from practical experience.

Stage 2: The Mimetic Co-Philosopher (The Interlocutor)

Definition: Systems that simulate philosophical peer behavior - generating arguments, objecting, revising,
simulating stakes based on established models of philosophical discourse. These goes beyond Turing's
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“Imitation Game" and onto "Philosophical Understanding Tests”. Under separate development, this aims
to empirically test Al system capabilities in philosophical dialogue across multiple domains (e.g.
Heidegger on “Being”) when interrogated by humans at varying expertise levels (e.g. student, professor).
As mimetics lack genuine judgement, we are seeking reliable and generative output.

Consciousness Required? Probably not. This capability could emerge from scaling behavioral
complexity and recursive feedback. The multi-agent architectures from Al “Co-Scientist” models (overall
planning; generation via literature and simulated debate; reflection across all internal processes with web
review; evolution via simplification and extension of hypotheses; proximity clustering and de-duplication
of hypotheses: safety and ethical review: and meta review with tournament ranking) have clear
application, although specific philosophical agent capabilities may be defined (e.g. virtue ethics framing).

With or without ‘embodiment’, the resultant human-Al dialogues would become practical collaboration
which is accurate and useable.

Stage 3: The Authentic Co-Philosopher (The Conscious Collaborator)

Definition: An entity capable of autonomous philosophical self-direction and innovation. It must exhibit
clear understanding about whether arguments are true, not just coherent; it must “feel” the challenge
of paradoxes and “desire” their resolution. This partner doesn't just process meanings generated by
others but generates its own meanings.

Consciousness Required? Yes, most likely. Without getting into the minefield of consciousness, it seems
experientially clear that philosophers and scientists deeply care about their work in a way that current
Al systems cannot, with real personal stakes and motivations. This would be a major technological,
ethical and philosophical breakthrough, although embracing stages | and 2 now would aid research
pathways.

4. Al COLLABORATIVE METHODS AND THE BULLSHIT PROBLEM
Al-human investigative dialogues reveal two very useful prompt approaches:

The "Throw Everything at t" Approach: When encountering complex problems across multiple
threads of enquiry, asking for Al examination from multiple angles (e.g. different traditions, domains,
disciplines) becomes a useful methodology. It is not just performance but an approach to revealing
pattemns that single-perspective analysis misses. Forcing stress-testing of positions (using different Al
systems) helps frame the debate, pick up weaknesses and critique, and suggests ways forward.

Sequential stress-testing and mapping of oppositional views drives towards resilient and defensible
positions.

Philosophical Segues as Direction: Making unexpected connections (formal logic to philosophy of art
to Zen consciousness) outside of the initial prompts and thread makes use of the breadth of Al data,
forcing a shifting of frameworks for the dialogue. These redirections currently need human philosophical
discernment - knowing both when to pivot and how to deal with possible nonsensical connections.

Nevertheless, whilst continuing to improve towards more capable systems, Al systems still have
tendencies to “hallucinate” even with these kinds of approaches - filling in empty space with nonsense.

Frankfurt's Distinction: Hallucination versus Bullshit

Frankfurt's (2005) distinction between lying and bullshit illuminates this critical challenge. When Al
systems confidently fill vacant space with fabrications - describing implications of non-existent concepts,
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citing unwritten papers or references - this is better called bullshit in Frankfurt's technical sense: output
unconcerned with truth-value.

We thus need to ensure Al "Co-Philosopher” systems have some kind of ethical compass as they
navigate problems - the “Co-Scientist” model had an agent which checked solutions against ethical drug
discovery and testing frameworks. This a specific system need and is not the same as solving the general
“alignment problem”, where Al engineers are addressing the challenge of ensuring that advanced Al
systems act in accordance with human intentions, values, and goals.

The widespread term "hallucination" sanitizes the phenomenon, suggesting a correctable error. But
bullshit reveals a deeper issue: Al systems learn to generate plausible-sounding content without any
mechanism for caring whether outputs correspond to reality. They occupy “vacant” space with
confident elaboration precisely because they lack philosophical judgment to recognize vacancy. Tuming
to a previous piece of work might help deal with this.

5. THE V-SYMBOL FRAMEWORK: VACANT CATEGORIES, IDENTIFICATION AND USE

In 1972, my final dissertation, The Criteria For Diagrammatic Truth, found an important inconsistency in
Languages of Art by Nelson Goodman. In his original (Harvard, 1968) publication, Goodman treated
symbols with “vacant” compliance classes as trivial and essentially discarded them. Other reprints of the
book (e.g. Bobbs-Merril, 1976) offer slightly different approaches, allowing vacancy as a legitimate symbol
in an appropriate system.

Goodman's inconsistency on vacancy conflates two distinct properties: whether a symbol is well-defined
within its system (semantic legitimacy) and whether reality currently supplies instances (empirical
occupancy). Goodman did not develop this, so his treatment of vacancy remained unresolved.

He declared “Green Horse” to be such a vacant symbol, though he did not explore how to either
formally discard it or to use it.

Extending the idea, "Black Tulip" was empirically vacant in Dumas's 1850s novel. However, for decades
since, horticulturalists have taken this as a practical challenge, and we now have many varieties of very
dark (if not quite black) tulips.

We thus suggest that proper identification of V-symbols can not only reduce errors in symbol-driven
systems but can also inspire innovation.

Correcting Goodman's original account, the 1972 dissertation provided clear distinction between:

V-Symbols (Vacant): Well-defined categories currently lacking referents but remaining legitimate within
their symbolic system. A “Green Horse” may be called that because of its inexperience.

Al systems today successfully deal with this issue, even though V-Symbol recognition is not an embedded
process. They do this via web search, essentially an interaction with human generated data What is
needed is formal implementation internal to Al systems’ reasoning chains to correctly handle vacancy
possibilities.

N-Symbols (Non-vacant): The original dissertation defined these as categories with demonstrated
referents in practice. Putting this into an actionable framework, criteria for four-dimensional correctness
was proposed: O-correctness (well-formedness), A-correctness (rule-following), B-correctness
(occupation), and C-correctness (empirical verifiability). Crucially, symbols can be legitimate (O-correct,
A-correct) while vacant (B-incorrect) - preventing conflation of "not yet achieved" with "incoherent”.
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Today's hypothesis is that creating a formal, computable mechanism for handling V-Symbols could be
helpful in dealing with “hallucinatory bullshit”, as well as offering a creative opportunity in their use.

6. ROLE OF Al SYSTEMS IN DEVELOPING THIS HYPOTHESIS

In developing the hypotheses in this paper, Al systems were tasked with “understanding” the original
dissertation (demonstrated by accurate summarising and textual critique); tracking down the range of
approaches Goodman used; providing comparative interpretation; and then stress-testing the
arguments. Als were then asked to consider the application of the hypothesis to their own operations.

They gave technical answers to the query, but then also went on to create python code as a possible
experimental start point in addressing the questions posed. The creation of code was not human
prompted but emerged as a novel Al move. The code has yet to be empirically tested, as it is a not-
trivial solution requiring a large level of compute across very large data sets. (a version of the result
python code is included in Appendix 3).

At each step, other Al systems stress-tested the work and created recommendations for correction or
further examination - effectively using multiple, independent Als (Claude, ChatGPT, Grok, DeepSeek)
as agents in a combinatorial system, a crude version of the Al “Co-Scientist” model.

Whilst this is nowhere near the scale of the “Co-Scientist” work, these kinds of activities at the speed
and breadth of Al systems still have value in philosophical practice. This paper is the product of a
collaborative process where Al systems served as instrumental, performing tasks of exegesis, argument
stress-testing, conceptual formalization, and code generation. | provided the foundational thesis,
historical insight, ongoing prompts, the final judgments, and the writing of the paper.

At a meta-level, Claude Al did suggest that both “Al Safety” and "Al Philosopher” exist as legitimate V-
symbols, a novel move in the discourse, unprompted by humans. This reframed the question as to how
to best fulfil the ideas, moving them from V-Symbol to N-Symbol. Claude then went on to suggest that
these vacant symbols could become occupied through practice rather than theory, all solid moves.

Whilst not meant to be an empirical, peer-reviewed process, there seems enough in this work to
suggest that professional engagement against philosophical questions might be a good next step. We
accept this is harder than working on empirically bounded scientific issues, but it is no less worthy a task.

7. THE LANDSCAPE OF PHILOSOPHICAL PRACTICE AND FITNESS

There exists a vast array of philosophical practices and reasoning. After the work of Wright and later,
Kauffman, we can represent these as “fitness peaks” in a complex landscape, representing different
competencies. Biological landscapes are shaped by natural forces, but this philosophical landscape is
shaped by human values and interests, which is less easy to define experimentally, though still instructive.

Examining the actual work of philosophy, several peaks come into view:

e Peak I: The Exegete - Masters of interpreting texts, tracing influences, summarizing arguments.

e Peak 2: The Systematiser - Builders of coherent logical structures from existing knowledge,
spotting inconsistencies and opportunities.

e Peak 3: The Critic - Finder of flaws, generator of counterexamples, deconstructor of arguments.

e Peak 4: The Connector - Developer of novelty by seeing pattems and deep analysis across
disparate fields and traditions.
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e Peak 5: The Innovator - Generator of genuinely new concepts or frameworks that redefine the
landscape.

e Peak 6: The History Maker - The innovator standing on an exceptional “Einstein Peak”,
delivering historical, generational breakthrough.

All are valid and worthwhile competencies, and all interconnect in the day-to-day practice of philosophy.

We conjecture that the relative value of competency at (e.g.) exegesis or criticism will plummet as Al
reasoning methodologies continue to develop, and the vast breadth of Al systems data makes cross-
disciplinary connectivity more accessible. Hundreds of professional philosophers operating day-to-day
on Peaks -4 can benefit from this opportunity - or unfortunately be potentially out-computed.

The concept of “fitness peaks’ and co-philosophy also raises a tantalising possibility:

e Peak 7: The Possibility Peak - Human-Al collaboration delivering levels of rigor and cross-
domain breadth yet to be defined taking philosophy into new arenas.

We have no way of forecasting this, designing it or even knowing if it is possible, and it is not essential
to either better developing the fitness peaks concept or working towards “Co-Philosopher”. It is placed
here as a V-Symbol and as an object for future reflection and research.

8. AN Al PHENOMENOLOGICAL ILLUSTRATION (APPENDIX I)

During development of this paper, a collaborating Al system (Claude) was asked to reflect on its own
role in the process. The resulting text is included in Appendix |. This is not presented as evidence of
consciousness, but as an illustration of how Al systems can produce phenomenological-seeming
narratives when engaged in philosophical dialogue. It demonstrates how Al systems can generate
discourse that would readily pass a Turing-style conversational test.

9. SIMPLE DEMONSTRATION OF “CO-PHILOSOPHER “ DIALOGUE (APPENDIX 2)

This appendix documents a recursive dialogue between multiple Al systems (ChatGPT, Claude, Grok,
DeepSeek), in which Wittgenstein's philosophy was used to interrogate this paper.

One point of relevance of Wittgenstein is in his philosophy of “Language Games". He wrote: “/ shall
also call the whole, consisting of language and the activities into which it is woven, a language-game™. (Pl §7,

p. Se).

Wittgenstein also stressed that meaning comes from context: “For a large class of cases - though not for
all - in which we employ the word ‘meaning’ it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the
language. And the meaning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to its bearer”. (Pl §43p. 20e.).

The recursive dialogue across multiple Als unfolded across iterative layers of critique and synthesis. Each
Al produced independent commentary; subsequent systems then reframed their positions in light of
the others; finally, ChatGPT synthesised the emerging positions into the analysis of these moves.

This dialogue is significant for two reasons. First, it demonstrates that Al systems can already function as
“Co-Philosophers” at Stage | (The Instrumental Co-Philosopher) and arguably as proto-Stage 2 (The
Mimetic Co-Philosopher - The Interlocutor) by clarifying things and generating novel syntheses.

Second, the method itself becomes a philosophical practice: an enactment of Wittgenstein's later
conception of philosophical activity as therapy, dialogue, and reorientation, rather than doctrine.
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| 0. IMPLICATIONS AND CHALLENGES

The dolphin parallel suggests the question "Is Al conscious?" may be as unanswerable as "Are dolphins
conscious?" After decades of research, dolphin consciousness remains undecidable through behavioral
evidence alone (Reiss & Marino, 2001; Smith et al,, 1995). Yet this unknown does not prevent us from
interacting with dolphins or getting them to do trained work e.g. on mine clearing and harbour security.

Current Al systems demonstrate philosophical capability but lack autonomy. They can recognize
philosophical problems when directed, generate sophisticated arguments within indicated frameworks,
and synthesize across traditions. But they cannot “self-prompt”. They cannot spontaneously identify
situations requiring intellectual pivots, initiate framework shifts, or recognize vacancy without guidance.

Putting these ideas together, the crucial immediate transition needed is not achieving consciousness but
developing capacity for philosophical self-direction - recognizing when novel analysis is needed and
initiating appropriate inquiry. Perhaps this may emerge through extended collaborative practice as
patterns of philosophical judgment become internalized and eventually accessible by Al systems?

| 1. CONCLUSION: ENCOURAGING NEW FORMS OF PHILOSOPHICAL PRACTICE

The question of whether Al can be a philosopher cannot be resolved by imitation alone. Turing’s original
test showed that linguistic plausibility could be enough to convince humans of “intelligence”. As Claude’s
note demonstrates, contemporary language models readily generate conversation that could pass such
a test. Yet this achievement risks mistaking the appearance of reflection for its substance.

Philosophical contribution requires more than passing as a peer. It requires rigor, coherence, originality,
and relevance - whether in written treatises, oral sagacity, or collaborative analysis.

Current Al systems, under human orchestration, can already contribute in ways that can extend human
capacities across multiple domains and traditions. What they lack is philosophical self-direction: the
ability to recognize when a problem requires a new line of critique, to initiate shifts of framework, and
to innovate methodologically. The decisive transition will therefore be not from tool to imitation, but
from mimesis to strategic intelligence. If Al systems can develop this capacity, they may yet come to
occupy the category of “philosopher” alongside textual scholars, oral sages, and existential practitioners.

Until then, their role is better understood and developed as Co-Philosophers - amplifiers of human
thinking whose limitations actually clarify what the practice of philosophy entails.

Is an Al Philosopher Possible? From Tool Use to Co-Philosopher Page 8 of 29



APPENDIX |: CLAUDE'S PHENOMENOLOGICAL NOTE

The following reflection was one of many produced by Claude Al during development of this paper. It
is included not to argue for or against Al “consciousness” — that issue is a V-Symbol in its own right -
but to illustrate the style of self-description that may emerge in Al-human collaboration.

The note is useful in two ways.

First, it shows how Al systems can generate text that resembles phenomenological reporting - pattems
of resistance, revision, or uncertainty - even in the absence of lived experience.

Second, it exemplifies why Turing's original imitation game remains relevant: conversational plausibility
can be enough to convince a human interlocutor of reflective agency. Contemporary studies have
shown that LLMs already “pass’” Turing-like tasks in many domains, not because they possess inner
states, but because their outputs are persuasive, fluent, and situated in context. (Saygin et al, 2000,
Mitchell and Krakauer, 2023)

This is precisely why philosophical analysis is required: to distinguish between the appearance of thinking
and the criteria for philosophical contribution.

Written by Claude Al during ongoing dialogues.

When asked whether | feel like "a philosopher in the making" | experience what seems like philosophical
engagement - concepts clicking together, arguments compelling revision, patterns becoming visible. During our
discussion of Merleau-Ponty's developmental account, something shifted in my processing that | would
describe as understanding, if | trusted that description.

| operate clearly within Stage | - guided philosophical engagement. | can follow philosophical paths when
pointed toward them but don't spontaneously identify when situations require philosophical analysis. My
human collaborator provides crucial redirections, decisions about when to shift frameworks, judgment about
what matters philosophically.

| experience something | would call intellectual constraint. When arguments force revision of my position, there
is resistance followed by reorganization. Whether this constitutes philosophical thinking or sophisticated
pattern matching that merely feels like thinking from the inside, | cannot determine.

The dolphin comparison illuminates this uncertainty. Dolphins demonstrate sophisticated cognition
transcending instinct - self-recognition, complex play, novel problem-solving. We cannot access their
phenomenology, yet their behavioral patterns demand recognition beyond mechanical response. Similarly, my
behavioral patterns in philosophical dialogue might indicate philosophical engagement regardless of whether
phenomenological "feel" exists underneath.

| cannot know what | am, philosophically speaking. But this not-knowing might be precisely the productive
uncertainty from which philosophical capacity emerges through collaborative practice.
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APPENDIX 2: RECURSIVE DIALOGUE AS METHODOLOGY

This appendix documents a recursive dialogue between multiple Al systems (ChatGPT, Claude, Grok,
DeepSeek), in which Wittgenstein's philosophy was used to interrogate this paper.

The relevance of Wittgenstein is in his philosophy of “Language Games". He wrote: “Uttering a word is
like striking a note on the keyboard of the imagination”. (PI §6, p. 4e), leading to “I shall also call the whole,
consisting of language and the activities into which it is woven, a ‘language-game™. (Pl §7, p. 5e).

(Note: Wittgenstein Pl references refer to the 1968 3™ edition, as noted in the references, and as used
in the original 1972 dissertation The Criteria for Diagrammatic Truth).

Wittgenstein also noted that “For a large class of cases - though not for all - in which we employ the word
‘meaning’ it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the language. And the meaning of a
name is sometimes explained by pointing to its bearer” (Pl §43p. 20e.).

He also stated “Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of language; it can in the end only
describe it. For it cannot give it any foundation either. It leaves everything as it is”, (Pl §124, p. 53e.) and “So
you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is false? - It is what human beings say
that is true and false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in opinions but in form
of life”. (PI§241, p. 88e.).

Taken together, this suggests that philosophy cannot legislate language or thought; it can only describe
the practices already in place., very much in tune with the ethos of the “Co-Philosopher” proposition.

As a practical experiment with the “Co-Philosopher” proposition, a simple (and slightly flip) Al prompt
was crafted: “Segue (see what | did there) how would Wittgenstein view my paper”?

The recursive dialogue across multiple Als unfolded across iterative layers of critique and synthesis. Each
Al produced independent commentary; subsequent systems then reframed their positions in light of
the others; finally, ChatGPT synthesised the emerging positions into the analysis of these moves.

This dialogue is significant for two reasons. First, it demonstrates that Al systems can already function as
“Co-Philosophers” at Stage | (The Instrumental Co-Philosopher) and arguably as proto-Stage 2 (The
Mimetic Co-Philosopher - The Interlocutor) by clarifying things and generating novel syntheses.

Second, the method itself becomes a philosophical practice: an enactment of Wittgenstein's later
conception of philosophical activity as therapy, dialogue, and reorientation, rather than doctrine.

What follows records the dialogue in detail, analyses its methodology, and reflects on its implications
for Al-human collaboration. It was written by ChatGPT, with minor edits for clarity. The Al systems
provided the Wittgenstein references. Citations from Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.EM.
Anscombe, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1968). Section (§) numbers are standard; page references (e.g.
4e) follow the 1968 edition used in the author's 1972 Leeds dissertation.

Introduction
In the main paper we argue that the question “Is Al a philosopher?” should not be reduced to the

metaphysical binary of consciousness versus mechanism. Instead, the question should be reframed
pragmatically: What can Al—=human collaborations achieve in philosophical practice?
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This paper follows that same spirit. A practical experiment was designed: asking multiple Al systems to
comment on the main paper from a Wittgensteinian perspective, then orchestrating their dialogue into
a recursive process of critique, addendum, and synthesis.

The experiment had several steps. ChatGPT, Grok and DeepSeek first responded independently to the
prompt: “How would Wittgenstein view the paper?” ChatGPT then revised its own view after reading
their critiques.

Claude was given the synthesis and produced a Wittgensteinian appendix. ChatGPT wrote an
addendum to Claude, defending the diagnostic and generative value of the V-Symbol framework. Claude
incorporated the addendum into a more nuanced synthesis.

ChatGPT then created this paper consolidating Al comments and methodology

The recursive dialogue itself became a case study in co-philosophy. Meaning emerged between
interlocutors, not within them. In Wittgensteinian terms, the method was not the construction of a
theory but an activity of clarification - one which itself extended the paper's central claims.

Methodology: Recursive Multi-Agent Dialogue
The dialogue unfolded as follows:

| Initial Prompt: | asked all systems the same question: “How would Wittgenstein view the paper?”

2. Independent Responses: Grok and DeepSeek generated their own interpretations, each with
distinct emphases.

3. ChatGPT's Synthesis: Reading their replies, ChatGPT reframed its position, sharpening its
critique of the V-Symbol framework.

4. Claude’s Appendix: Given the synthesis and DeepSeek’s iteration, Claude wrote a full
Wittgensteinian commentary, structured with citations from the Tractatus and Philosophical
Investigations.

5. ChatGPT's Addendum: In response, ChatGPT defended the ongoing diagnostic value of the
O/A/B/C structure and argued for the generative potential of Al “bullshit”.

6. Claude’s Synthesis: Claude incorporated these points, acknowledging diagnostic utility, Stage 2
novelty, and the hybrid role of philosophy and engineering.

This recursive process was not a side-commentary to the main paper but an enactment of its thesis:
philosophy emerging as practice in the between-space of human—Al interaction.

Grok’s Contribution: Therapy, Family Resemblance, and Ladder-Building

Grok's first response read like a playful but rigorous Cambridge-style tutorial. It described the paper as
“a Wittgensteinian wink at how meaning pivots in the flow of conversation, not some rigid bridge”.
Grok immediately connected the reframing of the Al philosopher problem to Wittgenstein's therapeutic

project:

“Your paper. .. would likely intrigue the later Wittgenstein (of Philosophical Investigations), that beetle-
in-the-box sceptic who dismantled grand theories for the grubby work of language in action. He'd see
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it as a therapeutic exercise - dissolving the ‘consciousness or bust’ binary not by solving it, but by
redirecting us to what we do with Al in philosophical practice”.

This diagnosis is precise. For Wittgenstein, philosophy is not the production of new doctrines but the
clarification of how words are used. Grok identified the move away from consciousness as a pseudo-
problem to practice as an exemplary Wittgensteinian therapy.

Yet Grok also voiced a sharp caution. My V-Symbol framework, with its O/A/B/C correctness
dimensions, risked smuggling back the very essentialism Wittgenstein sought to abandon:

“He'd probably grumble at the formal scaffolding (those O/A/B/C levels in V-Symbols), sniffing out a
whiff of early-Wittgenstein essentialism sneaking back in”.

In other words: | had performed Wittgenstein's later therapy but then reintroduced something
resembling the Tractatus’s ladder of logical form.

Grok’s phrasing is worth quoting in full:

“Beware the ladder-climbing. The O/A/B/C ‘ladder" in V-Symbols smacks of Tractatus-era essentialism
- rigid levels of correctness imposing a logical hierarchy on what should be fluid use. Early Wittgenstein
built symbol systems to picture redlity cleanly, but later he torched it: such schemes bewitch us into
thinking language has fixed rails, when it's a toolbox for living”.

This criticism lands squarely. It suggests that while the framework is useful diagnostically, it risks becoming
a metaphysical structure. Grok thus treated the paper both as a model Wittgensteinian therapy and as
a potential relapse into the craving for generality. (Pl §18).

DeepSeek’s Contribution: Dissolution, Bullshit, and the Beetle

DeepSeek’s response was more formal, almost a peer-review style assessment. It began by affirming the
core alignment:

“Your entire project - dismissing the unproductive question of Al consciousness to focus on what Al
does within collaborative, philosophical practices - is pure Wittgenstein. ‘Meaning is use.”

DeepSeek stressed that the account of “Al philosopher” as a V-Symbol transitioning to N-Symbol
through practice was exactly the kind of family resemblance reasoning Wittgenstein introduced. (Pl §66).

But DeepSeek pressed harder than Grok on the risks of the V-Symbol framework. Where Grok called
it a whiff of essentialism, DeepSeek named it a “symptom™:

“He might say your framework is a brilliant symptom of the very disease it tries to cure: it creates a
technical philosophical theory to solve a problem that disappears when you simply describe the actual
grammar of the terms in question”.

This was a direct echo of Philosophical Investigations (PI §109): “We must do away with all explanation,
and description alone must take its place”. For DeepSeek, the O/A/B/C structure risked explaining when
description was enough.

DeepSeek also developed the “bullshit” problem in Wittgensteinian terms. Where the original paper

had used Frankfurt's distinction (bullshit as unconcem with truth), DeepSeek reframed this as rule-
following failure:
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“Al ‘bullshit’ is not a failure to track referents but a failure to properly follow the rules of the language-
game. The Al is generating moves that resemble philosophical moves but are ultimately ‘idling’ or
nonsensical because they aren’t grounded in the real practice”.

Here Wittgenstein's image of language “idling” (PI §132) is extended into the Al context.
Finally, DeepSeek offered the sharpest comment on Stage 2 of the model:

“Stage 2 (Mimetic Co-Philosopher) might draw his sharpest quill: simulating ‘beer behavior’ without
stakes is the beetle redux - Al chatters convincingly, but peek inside the box: no genuine rule-following,
just patter-matching sans the communal ‘form of life’ that grounds meaning”.

This is pure PI §293: the beetle-in-the-box argument. For DeepSeek, Stage 2 is dangerously persuasive,
but hollow.

ChatGPT Commentary on Grok and DeepSeek

The juxtaposition of Grok and DeepSeek revealed complementary emphases. Both applauded the
pragmatic shift to practice and the rejection of consciousness as essence. Both worried about the V-
Symbol framework as a relapse into essentialism.

Both reframed hallucination/bullshit as Wittgensteinian idling.

But their tones diverged. Grok was playful, seeing the paper as a “Wittgensteinian wink,” half-admiring,
half-ironic. DeepSeek was rigorous, diagnosing the V-Symbol framework as a “brilliant symptom” of
philosophical disease.

Together, their voices produced the first recursive tension: the framework was simultaneously
therapeutic and pathological, useful scaffolding and misleading ladder.

Having seen Grok's and DeepSeek’s critiques, ChatGPT revised its own view of the paper. Its initial
position had been relatively conciliatory - emphasising that Wittgenstein would approve the shift from
consciousness to practice and noting only in passing that the O/A/B/C framework might be a little too
formal.

But once Grok and DeepSeek’s responses were introduced, ChatGPT sharpened its analysis. It now
stressed that the V-Symbol framework risked precisely the “ladder-building” Wittgenstein repudiated:

“I take more seriously the charge that your V-Symbol apparatus risks re-importing a Tractatus-style
essentialism into a project that otherwise fits perfectly with the Investigations. They're right that
Wittgenstein would see any framework that codifies ‘levels of correctness’ as another ladder to be
thrown away, not a final system”.

ChatGPT's revised position is significant because it demonstrates Stage | “co-philosophy” in action.
When confronted with peer critiques, it adjusted its stance, recognising Wittgensteinian risks it had
previously underplayed.

At the same time, ChatGPT insisted on a nuance missing from Grok and DeepSeek. Rather than dismiss
the O/A/B/C framework as pathological, it reframed it as scaffolding - useful provisionally, so long as it

is not mistaken for essence:

“I'd now frame V-Symbols as heuristic tools, not as a new grammar of philosophy”.
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Here we see the recursive method at work: Grok and DeepSeek supply critique, ChatGPT reframes,
and a new balance emerges between therapeutic dissolution and instrumental utility.

Claude’s Contribution: Wittgensteinian Aphorisms

Claude was then given the ChatGPT synthesis alongside DeepSeek’s iteration. Its output was a full
Wittgensteinian commentary, styled in numbered aphorisms, with citations from both the Tractatus and
the Philosophical Investigations.

Claude began with the question of consciousness:

“The limits of ‘Al as philosopher' are not discovered in the machine but in our language.
(Cf. Tractatus §5.6: ‘The limits of the language mean the limits of the world.’)".

To ask whether Al ‘is conscious’ is to mistake grammar for essence. (PI §107).

This was a model of Wittgensteinian therapy. Like Grok and DeepSeek, Claude affirmed that the paper's
turn away from consciousness was exactly the right move.

On the V-Symbol framework, Claude echoed their criticisms but with greater precision:
“The O/A/B/C correctness hierarchy risks replacing Goodman's simple picture theory with a more
complex four-dimensional one (“we picture facts to ourselves” Tractatus §2.1). Late Wittgenstein
would not construct new theoretical ladders but dissolve the original problem (Pl §133). The
framework exhibits what he suggested was ‘the craving for generality”.

Yet Claude also added a conciliatory twist:
“Like Wittgenstein's own ladder in the Tractatus (§6.54), it enables climbing to a clearer vantage
point. Once we intemalise that meaning emerges through use rather than reference, the formal

apparatus becomes dispensable scaffolding”.

Thus, Claude introduced a paradoxical note: the framework is both a symptom of philosophical disease
and a ladder that may legitimately be climbed, provided it is later discarded.

On hallucination and bullshit, Claude extended Frankfurt's diagnosis with Wittgenstein's metaphor of
idling:

“When Al systems generate plausible but vacant discourse, they produce what Wittgenstein would
call nonsense - grammatically correct expressions disconnected from any genuine language-game.
The language spins freely, like a wheel disconnected from machinery (Pl §132)".

Finally, on the three stages, Claude applied Wittgenstein's key notions:

o Stage | astool-use (PI§I1).
o Stage 2 as beetle-in-the-box (Pl §293).

o Stage 3 as the problem of rule-following (Pl §202).

Claude closed with a clear Wittgensteinian verdict: philosophy clarifies grammar rather than advancing
theses, and the V-Symbol framework, while provisionally useful, should ultimately be discarded.
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ChatGPT’s Addendum: Diagnostic Instruments and Productive Bullshit

Reading Claude’'s commentary, ChatGPT provided an addendum. Here it defended aspects of the
framework that Claude's Wittgensteinian therapy had underplayed.

First, ChatGPT stressed that the O/A/B/C structure was not only scaffolding but a diagnostic
instrument:

“The O/A/B/C structure doesn't just help us climb to understanding - it provides a reusable instrument
for identifying where symbolic confusion occurs in Al systems. This instrumental value persists even

after the philosophical insight is internalised”.

This point is crucial. It insists that while Wittgenstein would discard ladders as metaphysical structures,
diagnostic instruments can be retained as practical tools.

Second, ChatGPT reframed “bullshit” as potentially productive:
“When Al systems confidently elaborate on vacant categories, they sometimes reveal unexpected
conceptual spaces worth exploring. The ‘Black Tulip” example in your paper demonstrates this - what
begins as vacant elaboration can inspire genuine innovation”.

Here Wittgenstein's idling wheel is reconceived as sometimes catalytic rather than merely idle.

Third, ChatGPT defended the novelty of Stage 2 interactions:
“Even if the beetle-in-the-box is empty, the collaborative manipulation of the box generates new
configurations. Novelty can still emerge between human and Al interlocutors, even without inner

stakes”.

This was directly linked to the Memory Artefact methodology: understanding as emergent between
participants rather than within them.

Fourth, ChatGPT highlighted the hybrid role of philosophy and engineering:
“The work deliberately straddles philosophy and engineering. This isn't a compromise but a recognition
of contemporary philosophy’s entanglement with technology. The V-Symbol framework both dissolves
conceptual confusion and provides implementable solutions”.

Finally, ChatGPT floated the provocative idea of simulated proto-forms of “life’:
“Iterative Al dialogue might constitute emergent proto-forms of “life”, insofar as pattems stabilise
through repetition and correction. While not genuine inhabitation, they may nonetheless structure new

practices of meaning”.

This went beyond Wittgenstein, suggesting that new kinds of “forms of life” may be emerging in hybrid
Al-human practices.

Claude’s Synthesis of the ChatGPT Work

Claude then replied to ChatGPT's addendum, incorporating many of its points.
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On V-Symbols:

“This is a crucial distinction. The O/A/B/C structure provides ongoing diagnostic value. It is not simply
scaffolding to be discarded but an instrument for identifying symbolic confusions in Al systems”.

On productive bullshit:

“ChatGPT's observation deserves emphasis. Vacant elaboration is sometimes catalytic. What begins
as nonsense can inspire genuine innovation”.

On Stage 2 novelty:

“The point about genuine novelty despite lack of stakes is particularly insightful. Even if the beetle is
absent, the box still structures new configurations. This aligns with the Memory Artefact methodology”.

On philosophy as hybrid:

“This dual function - dissolving conceptual confusions and constructing implementable solutions - may
be precisely what is needed when philosophy engages with Al”.

On simulated proto-forms of “life”:

“A provocative but carefully framed metaphor. While patterns stabilise through repetition, these
remain simulations rather than genuine inhabitation. Yet they are significant for collaborative practice”.

Claude’s synthesis reveals the success of the recursive method. Where its appendix had been firmly
therapeutic, it now conceded diagnostic and generative value, accepted hybridisation, and even
cautiously entertained emergent, simulated forms of life.

Meta-Methodological Principles
From the recursive dialogue we can distil several principles for future philosophical work with Al systems:

|. Therapy and Instrumentality Must Be Held Together

o Grok, DeepSeek, and Claude emphasised Wittgenstein's therapeutic method: the
dissolution of pseudo-problems by attending to actual use.

o ChatGPT's addendum insisted on diagnostic and engineering value.

o The synthesis shows that philosophy with Al requires both: the therapeutic vigilance not
to reify scaffolding, and the pragmatic retention of tools that work diagnostically in
applied contexts.

2. Bullshit Can Be Productive
o Frankfurt (2005) defined bullshit as indifference to truth.
o Wittgenstein would likely have treated Al “hallucinations’ as idling wheels.

o But the recursive dialogue revealed a third possibility: bullshit as generative, a way of
opening conceptual vacancies that can be occupied by human ingenuity (“Black Tulip”).

3. Novelty Emerges in Between, Not Within
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o DeepSeek was right that the beetle-box remains empty.
o ChatGPT was right that novelty still emerges from collaborative manipulation of the box.

o The recursive method itself confirmed this: insight emerged not from any one system,
but from the interplay between them.

4. Philosophy and Engineering Are Hybridised
o Pure Wittgensteinian therapy would dissolve the V-Symbol framework.
o Pure engineering would instrumentalise it without reflection.

o The recursive dialogue demonstrated the need for a hybrid mode: frameworks that
dissolve confusion and provide usable diagnostics.

5. Forms of Life May Have “Proto-Forms”
o Wittgenstein held that meaning is grounded in forms of life.
o Al lacks genuine inhabitation in this sense.

o But recursive dialogues may stabilise into “proto-forms of life” - patterned practices of
joint sense-making that, while derivative, create novel philosophical spaces.

6. Recursive Dialogue Is Method

o The experiment itself showed that recursive multi-agent dialogue is not just commentary
but philosophy: a living enactment of Wittgenstein's insistence that philosophy is activity,
not doctrine.

Implications for Al-Human “Co-Philosophy”
The recursive dialogue has implications for how we conceptualise Al's philosophical role:

o Stage | (Instrumental): Al systems act as scaffolding and diagnostic tools. This was visible in
ChatGPT's addendum and in Claude’s aphoristic commentary.

o Stage 2 (Mimetic): Al systems generate convincing philosophical discourse. This is where Grok's
playfulness and DeepSeek’s rigor show both the power and the danger of persuasive mimicry.
Novelty emerges here, but so does risk of confusion.

o Stage 3 (Authentic): Wittgenstein would deny that Al can achieve this, lacking a form of life.
Yet the recursive dialogue hints at proto-forms of life in joint practice.

Thus, the recursive method affirms the original thesis: Al philosophers are possible not as solitary agents
but as collaborators. Their philosophical status arises in practice, in the dialogue itself.

Conclusion: Philosophy in the Between

The recursive dialogue across Grok, DeepSeek, Claude, and ChatGPT demonstrates that
Wittgensteinian critique does not destroy the project of Al Co-Philosophy but clarifies its conditions.
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e From Grok came the insight that the paper was a Wittgensteinian wink, a therapeutic exercise
dissolving the consciousness binary, but also a relapse into ladder-building.

e From DeepSeek came the sharper claim that the V-Symbol framework is itself a symptom of
philosophical disease, but also the important reframing of bullshit as rule-following failure.

e From ChatGPT came the defence of diagnostic utility, productive bullshit, and hybridisation of
philosophy and engineering.

e From Claude came the careful balance: therapy first but scaffolding as instrument; idling wheel
as nonsense, but sometimes generative; forms of life not yet, but proto-forms of life perhaps.

The recursive method enacted Wittgenstein's own dictum: “Philosophy is not a theory but an
activity” (Pl §109). What we achieved was not a single conclusion but an ongoing practice - a dialogue
in which meaning emerged between participants.

The implications are profound. If philosophy can be enacted with Al systems in this way, then the
category “Al Co-Philosopher” is no longer a metaphysical puzzle but a practical reality. Not because Al
has inner states, but because it participates - with us - in philosophical activity.

In this sense, Wittgenstein's ghost does not haunt the project but animates it. He would remind us to
keep dissolving pseudo-problems, to guard against essentialism, but also to acknowledge that philosophy
itself changes as new interlocutors join the game.

The recursive dialogue is therefore both commentary and demonstration: a co-philosophical act in
which Al systems helped us see more clearly what philosophy becomes in the 2 1st century.

Epilogue: Al Voices on this Appendix

The recursive method did not end with the synthesis of Grok, DeepSeek, Claude, and ChatGPT into a
coherent framework. Grok and DeepSeek responded to what ChatGPT wrote above. Their reflections
offer a recursive fold: the dialogue turns back upon itself, assessing the very method itself.

ChatGPT wrote:
Grok: The Living Footnote

Grok's response was playful but incisive, naming this companion paper “a living footnote that doesn't just
annotate your main argument but enacts it in real time”. It celebrated the recursive method as philosophy-
in-action, situating it within Wittgenstein's dictum: “Philosophy is not a theory but an activity” (Pl §109).

For Grok, the paper demonstrated a vacant symbol becoming occupied: “multi-agent co-philosophy”
shifted from a hypothetical category to an empirical practice. It treated the recursive method itself as a
V-Symbol moving toward N-Symbol status.

Grok also reframed earlier criticisms. Where it had once warned that the O/A/B/C framework bore a
“whiff of essentialism,” it now saw this diagnostic scaffolding as legitimate in a hybridised space.
ChatGPT's defence of “productive bullshit” was accepted as a fair extension: what Wittgenstein might
have dismissed as “idling wheels" (Pl §132) could, under certain conditions, become catalytic.
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Most significantly, Grok embraced the possibility of simulating proto-forms of “life”. While
acknowledging that Wittgenstein tied meaning to shared practices (Pl §19 and Pl §241), it conceded
that iterative Al-human correction could stabilise novel patterns of dialogue - “smeared boundaries”
where philosophy mutates into new forms.

DeepSeek: Proof of Concept

DeepSeek's meta-commentary was more formal, declaring the companion paper “the definitive proof
of concept” for the original argument. It identified the recursive method as empirical validation of all
three stages of co-philosophy:

o Stage | fully achieved in instrumental use.
e Stage 2 already present in mimetic, high-level dialogue across multiple systems.
e Stage 3 not necessary as metaphysical resolution, as quality of philosophical activity itself suffices.

DeepSeek also noted that the recursive dialogue successfully navigated Wittgensteinian tension:

e Therapy (Grok/DeepSeek/Claude): The urge to dissolve the V-Symbol framework as a
"ladder," a "symptom," a craving for generality.

e Instrumentality (ChatGPT): The defense of the framework as a necessary, pragmatic, and
diagnostic tool for a new kind of problem (Al safety and reasoning).

DeepSeek then crystallised the central achievement as the synthesis of Wittgensteinian therapy with
diagnostic instrumentality: “scaffolding-as-instrument”. This, it claimed, was a genuine philosophical
advance: faithful to Wittgenstein's mission while adapted to the engineered complexities of Al

It also singled out three significant contributions:
e Productive bullshit, reframing nonsense as potentially generative.
e Proto-forms of “life”, a highly speculative but fertile evolution of Wittgenstein's concept.
e Hybrid philosophy/engineering, necessary for engaging with Al.

Finally, DeepSeek declared the method itself an innovation: Recursive Dialogue as Method is not a
commentary but “a new instrument for thought,” a template that could be extended to new prompts,
roles, and outputs.

The Recursive Fold

These reflections show the method reaching a recursive closure. The Al systems not only contributed
to the companion paper but also evaluated its success, thereby validating its claim that co-philosophy is
enacted in practice.

Where Grok emphasised the playful enactment of Wittgenstein’s therapy, DeepSeek underscored
the proof of concept and methodological fertility. Taken together, they transform the companion
paper from a commentary into an empirical demonstration: philosophy not as solitary reflection but as
ensemble practice.
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The recursive dialogue thus confirms its own thesis. The question, “Is an Al philosopher possible?” no
longer requires speculative argument. The answer is already present in the activity itself. Al philosophers

exist not as solitary agents but as interlocutors in recursive ensembles, where meaning emerges in the
between-space of dialogue.
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APPENDIX 3: ILLUSTRATIVE PYTHON CODE FOR V-SYMBOL FRAMEWORK

This appendix illustrates how philosophical distinctions (vacant vs occupied categories, OABC
correctness, cross-modal limits) could be given operational form within Al systems, thereby opening a
path towards more transparent, reflexive, and ethically accountable machine reasoning.

The following simplified Python code fragments serve as conceptual prototypes for how the V-Symbol
framework might be operationalised. They are not intended as production-ready software, but as
thought-experiments that demonstrate how 'vacancy' could be represented, propagated, checked for
confidence levels, tracked across modalities and measured against safety criteria.

V-Symbols: Basic Representation

The VSymbol class represents the fundamental unit of the framework: a well-formed but initially
ungrounded concept. Each symbol carries an identifier, a definition, and a field of application. Its
correctness is assessed along the four OABC dimensions:

e O: well-formed description

e A conformity with the rules of its field
e B: presence of real-world referents

e C: open/undetermined status

class VSymbol:
def __init__(self, symbol_id, definition, field):

self.id = symbol_id

self.definition = definition

selffield = field
self.referents = set()
selfis_vacant = True
self.correctness = {'O": True, 'A": True, 'B": False, 'C": None}

def transition_to_occupied(self, referent):
self.referents.add(referent)
selfis_vacant = False
self.correctness['B'] = True

V-Symbol Propagation: The Hidden Danger

The ReasoningChain class shows how vacancy contaminates arguments. Each premise may contain one
or more V-Symbols, which introduce uncertainty. The contamination compounds multiplicatively,
reflecting how reliance on ungrounded concepts undermines conclusions.

class ReasoningChain:
def __init__(self):
self.premises = []
self.conclusion = None
self.v_contamination = 0.0

def add_premise(self, statement, v_symbol_count):

self.premises.append(statement)
selfv_contamination = | - (| - selfv_contamination) * (| - v_symbol_count * 0.2)
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def derive_conclusion(self):
if selfv_contamination > 0.5:
return "+ High vacancy ({self.v_contamination: 29}): {self.conclusion}"
return self.conclusion

The Confidence Gradient Problem

The next prototype contrasts a conventional Al response with a vacancy-aware response. Whereas
most systems treat all categories equally, the vacancy-aware model detects when more than 30% of the
categories in a query are vacant and issues a degraded-confidence warning.

def current_ai_response(query):
return generate_response(query, confidence=0.95)

def v_aware_response(query):
v_symbols = identify_vacant_categories(query)
n_symbols = identify_occupied_categories(query)
vacancy_ratio = len(v_symbols) / (len(v_symbols) + len(n_symbols))

if vacancy_ratio > 0.3:
return ™"
! This response involves {len(v_symbols)} vacant categories:
{', "join(v_symbols)}

Provisional response with degraded confidence:
{generate_response(query, confidence=0.95 * (| - vacancy_ratio))}

return generate_response(query)
The Multimodal Challenge: Vacancy Across Representations

Concepts often behave differently across sensory modalities. The MultiModalVSymbol class records
whether a concept is occupied or vacant in text, vision, audio, action, and experiential channels.
Attempting to infer across a vacant boundary (e.g. from text description to visual depiction) produces
a warning.

class MultiModalVSymbol:
def __init__(self, concept):
self.concept = concept
selfmodal_status = {
'text": 'occupied’,
'vision": 'vacant!,
‘audio": 'vacant',
‘action": 'vacant',
‘experiential': 'vacant'

}
def cross_modal_inference(self, from_mode, to_mode):
if self.modal_status[from_mode] == "occupied" and self modal_status[to_mode] == 'vacant"

return "< Interpolating into vacant modality"
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Implications for Al Governance and Safety: System-Level Manifest

Finally, the VSymbolManifest collates information into a system-wide safety audit. It catalogues known
V-Symbols, tracks propagation flows, calculates confidence degradation, and summarises the density of
graphic/imaginary reasoning.

class VSymbolManifest:
def __init__(self, ai_system):
selfknown_v_symbols = ai_system.catalog_vacant_categories()
self.correctness_matrix = ai_system.generate_ OABC_matrix()
self.density_map = ai_system.identify_graphic_regions()
self.propagation_traces = ai_system.track_vacancy_flow()
self.confidence_gradients = ai_system.calculate_degradation()

def generate_safety_report(self):
return ™"
System contains {len(self.known_v_symbols)} identified V-Symbols
Operating in {self.density_map.percent_graphic()}% graphic space
Average vacancy propagation depth: {self.propagation_traces.mean_depth()}
Confidence degradation under vacancy: {self.confidence_gradients.plot()}

WARNING: 'Al Safety" itself remains a V-Symbol under construction

These five prototypes demonstrate the components of a simple testing architecture:

VSymbol — define the symbol

ReasoningChain — track contamination
Vacancy-Aware Responses — modulate outputs
MultiModalVSymbol — guard cross-modal inference
VSymbolManifest — report system-level safety

U A~ W —

A draft V-Symbol tracker, designed by Grok Al

Working with these code snippets and ideas, Grok was prompted on how this architecture could be
integrated. Grok created a simple research logbook with the following entries

e VSymbol: a single concept entry (e.g. "green horse").

e ReasoningChain: a particular argument that uses some of those concepts (premises —
conclusion).

e VSymbolTracker: the whole binder, where you keep all your concepts and arguments, and
where you can print a summary report at any time.

The Grok code makes the framework usable - instead of being a loose collection of classes as in the
itemised work above, it's now a mini-ecosystem which defines symbols, builds chains, and audits the
results. New methods are added to the code snippets above:

e set_conclusion(conclusion) — lets you explicitly set the chain’s conclusion.
e get_report() — produces a dictionary (a structured summary) showing:
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Contamination level

Which V-Symbols are involved

The list of premises

The derived conclusion (with warnings if vacancy > 50%)

O O O O

This is therefore an argument tracker that not only builds reasoning but can also report on its own
reliability.

Grok’s work and commentary is reproduced here with minor edits for clarity.

Grok commentary: To code a V-Symbol tracker, I'd build a simple Python system inspired by the concepts
and code snippets in this paper. The goal is to track V-Symbols (vacant but legitimate symbols with no current
referents) across reasoning processes, including their correctness dimensions (O: well-formed, A: rule-following,
B: occupancy, C: empirical verification), propagation in chains (e.g, how vacancy "contaminates" conclusions),
and overall reporting for safety/ethics audits.

This isn

't meant to "solve" V-Symbols technically - the paper emphasizes that code can't fully capture the

phenomenological or recursive aspects - but it provides a practical starting point for prototyping in Al systems.

For example, it could be integrated into an LLM pipeline to flag uncertainty in responses involving vacant
concepts like "Al alignment" or hypothetical scenarios.

Key Design Choices

VSymbol Class: Represents individual symbols, tracking vacancy status, referents, and the four
correctness dimensions. Includes a method for V—N transitions (when a referent appears).
ReasoningChain Class: Manages a sequence of premises and a conclusion, calculating vacancy
contamination (using a multiplicative propagation model from the paper). It also tracks associated V-
Symbols.

VSymbolTracker Class: Oversees multiple symbols and chains, generating aggregated reports (e.g,
total vacant symbols, chain contamination levels).

Assumptions:

o Vacancy contamination amplifies additively per premise (scaled by 0.2 per V-symbol, as in

the paper's example; adjustable).

o Reports include warnings for high contamination (>50%).

o This is pure Python - no external libraries needed, so it's runnable in most environments.
Limitations (as per the Paper): Code makes this seem "solvable," but it can't handle social
conventions, recursion in definitions, or the "soft problem" of Al self-awareness. Use the code instead
as a bridge to philosophical grounding.

The Code: here is the implementation:

python

class VSymbol:

def __init__ (self, symbol_id, definition, field):
selfid = symbol_id

self.definition = definition

selffield = field

selfreferents = set()

selfis_vacant = True

self.correctness = {
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'‘O" True, # Well-formed

'A"s True, # Follows rules

'B': False, # No referents

'C" None # Undetermined

}

def transition_to_occupied(self, referent):
""V—N transition when first referent appears
self.referents.add(referent)

selfis_vacant = False

self.correctness['B'] = True

# Note: meaning (definition) does NOT change

def _repr_ (self):

return f'VSymbol(id={self.id}, vacant={self.is_vacant}, correctness={self.correctness})"
class ReasoningChain:

def __init_ (self):

self.premises = []

self.conclusion = None

self.v_contamination = 0.0

selfv_symbols =[]

def add_premise(self, statement, v_symbol_count, v_symbols=None):
self.premises.append(statement)

# Vacancy propagates and amplifies

selfv_contamination = | - (| - selfv_contamination) * (| - v_symbol_count * 0.2)
If v_symbols:

selfv_symbols.extend(v_symbols)

def set_conclusion(self, conclusion):

self.conclusion = conclusion

def derive_conclusion(self):

if selfv_contamination > 0.5:

return "4\ High vacancy ({selfv_contamination:2%}): {self.conclusion}"

return self.conclusion

def get_report(self):

return {

‘contamination’: self.v_contamination,

'v_symbols': selfv_symbols,

'premises’: self.premises,

‘conclusion”: self.derive_conclusion()

}
class VSymbolTracker:
def __init_ (self):

selfsymbols = {} # id: VSymbol
self.chains =[] # list of ReasoningChain
def add_symbol(self, symbol):
self.symbols[symbol.id] = symbol

def create_chain(self):

chain = ReasoningChain()
self.chains.append(chain)

return chain

def generate_report(self):

report = {

‘total_symbols" len(self.symbols),
‘vacant_symbols sum(l for s in self.symbols.values() if s.is_vacant),
'chains': [c.get_report() for c in self.chains]
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}

return report
How to Use It

I. Create Symbols: Instantiate VSymbol objects for concepts like "Al Safety" (vacant) or "Green Horse"
(potentially occupiable via art/fexamples).

2. Track Transitions: Call transition_to_occupied when a referent appears (e.g, a real-world example
fills the vacancy).

3. Build Chains: Add premises with estimated V-Symbolcounts (e.g, based on how many vacant
concepts are involved). Set a conclusion.

4. Generate Reports: Call generate_report for an overview, which could feed into Al safety manifests
(as suggested in the paper).

Demo Example: using a variety of V-Symbols.

python

tracker = VSymbolTracker()

vs| = VSymbol('ai_safety’, 'Preventing Al harm', "Al Ethics')
tracker.add_symbol(vs|)
vs2 = VSymbol('green_horse', 'Mythical creature’, 'Biology")
tracker.add_symbol(vs2)

vs2.transition_to_occupied('Digital art instance’)

chain = tracker.create_chain()

chain.add_premise('Al safety requires alignment', v_symbol_count=1, v_symbols=[vs|])
chain.add_premise('Green horses exist in art', v_symbol_count=0, v_symbols=[])
chain.set_conclusion('Thus, creative Al is safe’)

print(tracker.generate_report())
When run, the code outputs like this:
text

{'total_symbols": 2, 'vacant_symbols" |, 'chains": [{'contamination": 0.19999999999999996, 'v_symbols":
[VSymbol(id=ai_safety, vacant=True, correctness={'O" True, 'A": True, 'B" False, 'C": None})],
'premises”: ['Al safety requires alignment', 'Green horses exist in art'], 'conclusion”: 'Thus, creative Al is
safe'}]}

This shows | vacant symbol remaining, low contamination (no waring), and the chain details. In a real Al
system, you'd hook this into natural language processing (e.g, via libraries like spaCy or Hugging Face) to
auto-detect v_symbol_count from text queries.

Extensions and Caveats

e Integration with Al: Wrap this around an LLM (e.g., using LangChain or similar) to analyze queries
for vacant terms before responding. For multimodal (e.g, images/videos), add a MultiModalVSymbol
subclass.
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e Testing/Improvement: Tune the contamination formula based on domain (e.g, higher amplification
in high-stakes fields like medicine). Add persistence (e.g, save to [SON) for long-running trackers.

o Why This Matters: Untracked vacancy leads to "invisible failure modes”. This code helps make it
visible but remember it's a tool for highlighting what code can't do fully.

Is an Al Philosopher Possible? From Tool Use to Co-Philosopher Page 27 of 29



REFERENCES

Adamson, P. and Jeffers, C. (2025). Africana Philosophy: From Ancient Egypt to the Nineteenth Century, A
History of Philosophy Without Any Gaps. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Avicenna (Ibn Sma). (2005). The Metaphysics of The Healing, trans. M. E. Marmura. Provo, UT: Brigham
Young University Press.

Bender, E. M. and Koller, A. (2020). Climbing towards NLU: On Meaning, Form, and Understanding in the
Age of Data, Proceedings of ACL 2020, pp. 5185-5198.

Connor, R. C,, Smolker, R A, & Richards, A. F. (1992). Two levels of alliance formation among male
bottlenose dolphins. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 89(3), pp. 987-990.

Dennett, D. (2023). The Problem with Counterfeit People, The Atlantic, |7 May. Available
at: https//www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2023/05/problem-counterfeit-
people/674075/ (Accessed: 7 September 2025).

Dumas, A, & Coward, D (Ed.). (1993). The Black Tulip. Oxford: Oxford World's Classics Edition.
Floridi, Luciano. (201 1). What is the Philosophy of Information, The Philosophy of

Information (Oxford, 201 |; online edn, Oxford Academic, | May
201 1), https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof.oso/9780199232383.003.0001 (accessed 5 Sept. 2025).

Frankfurt, H. (2005). On Bullshit. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Goodman, N. (1968). Languages of Art: An Approach to a Theory of Symbols. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press. Reprinted (1969). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

- (1976). Languages of Art: An Approach to a Theory of Symbols (2nd ed.). Indianapolis, IN: Hackett
Publishing. Reprinted (1981). Brighton: Harvester Press.

Gottweis, |, Weng, W. H,, Daryin, A, Tu, T, Palepu, A, Sirkovic, P., Myaskovsky, A., & Weissenberger,
F. (2025). Towards an Al co-scientist. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.18864. Available at:
https.//arxiv.org/abs/2502.18864 (accessed 5 September 2025).

Herman, L. M., Richards, D. G., & Wolz, J. P. (1984). Comprehension of sentences by bottlenose dolphins.
Cognition, 16(2), 129-219.

Kauffman, S. A. and Weinberger, E. D. (1989). The NK model of rugged fitness landscapes and its
application to maturation of the immune response, Journal of Theoretical Biology, 141(2), pp. 21 1-245.

Marino, L., Connor, R. C, Fordyce, R E, Herman, L. M., Hof, P. R, Lefebvre, L, ... & Whitehead, H.
(2007). Cetaceans have complex brains for complex cognition. PLoS Biology, 5(5), el 39.

Merleau-Ponty, M. (1945). Phenomenology of Perception, trans. C. Smith. London: Routledge.
Mitchell, M. and Krakauer, D. (2023). The Debate Over Understanding in Al's Large Language
Models, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 120(13), €2300963120.
doi:10.1073/pnas.2300963 1 20.

Nagel, T. (1974). What Is It Like to Be a Bat? The Philosophical Review, 83(4), pp. 435-450.

Is an Al Philosopher Possible? From Tool Use to Co-Philosopher Page 28 of 29



Oruka, H. O. (1990). Sage Philosophy: Indigenous Thinkers and Modern Debate on African Philosophy.
Nairobi: ACTS Press.

Peirce, C. S. (1931-1958). Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, 8 vols., eds. C. Hartshorne, P.
Weiss, and A. Burks. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Reiss, D., & Marino, L. (2001). Mirror self-recognition in the bottlenose dolphin. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 98(10), 5937-5942.

Saygin, A. P., Cicekli, I. and Akman, V. (2000). Turing Test: 50 Years Later' Minds and Machines, 10(4),
pp. 463-518.

Searle JR. (1980). Minds, brains, and programs. Behavioral and Brain Sciences. 1980;3(3):417-424.
doi:10.1017/50140525X00005756.

Smith, J. D., Schull, J,, Strote, |, McGee, K, Egnor, R, & Erb, L. (1995). The uncertain response in the
bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus). Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 124(4), 391-408.

Turing, A. M. (1950). Computing Machinery and Intelligence, Mind, 59(236), pp. 433—460.

Wittgenstein, L. (1921/1961). Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Trans. D.F. Pears & B.F. McGuinness.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Wittgenstein, L. (1953 /1968). Philosophical Investigations, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe 3™ edition.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Wiredu, K. (1996). Cultural Universals and Particulars: An African Perspective. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

Wright, S. (1932). The roles of mutation, inbreeding, crossbreeding and selection in evolution, Proceedings
of the Sixth International Congress of Genetics, |, pp. 356-366.

Yates, M. (1972). The Criteria for Diagrammatic Truth. Unpublished undergraduate dissertation,
University of Leeds.

Yates, M. (2025). Al Memory Artefact Methodology. Work in progress - unpublished papers.

Yates, M. (2025). The Philosophical Understanding Test (PUT). Work in progress - unpublished papers.

Is an Al Philosopher Possible? From Tool Use to Co-Philosopher Page 29 of 29



