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1. Analysis of the outcome

By 14 votes to 10, with seven abstentions, the house rejected the motion. The result turned on a
definition. In the opening speeches, the proposer built a case about Al, a powerful tool kept under
human control. The opposer argued that superintelligence was something else entirely, a decision-maker
whose motives we would not understand. When a supporter of the motion defined the term from the
floor, they defined it the opposer's way. From then on, the proposition was asking the room to be glad of
something its own side said could not be controlled.

The proposition's case: benefit, control and distance

The opening speech had two pillars. The first, the benefits, was broad and largely uncontested.
Medicine, energy, climate and education were never seriously disputed; even the opposer granted them
in the first minute.

The second pillar carried more weight. The proposer argued that control would hold because
consciousness and true superintelligence were far away, and because a mind without a harness cannot
act. This made the motion depend on a timetable. It also invited the reply that the proposer was
defending a technology that does not yet exist by describing one that does.

The proposer's point that humans, not machines, are the real threat was the speech's sharpest line. It
anticipated the video editor's 'tool, not culprit' argument much later. But it cut both ways, because a tool
in the wrong hands is still a danger.

The opposition's case: distinction, delegation and knowledge

The opposer's first move was a concession. By accepting the benefits outright, they removed the
proposer's strongest material from contention and moved the argument to ground the proposer had
treated as remote.

The calculator and the mathematician gave the room a portable image that several floor speakers reused.
Its chimpanzee and banana made the same point about control vivid without any appeal to killer robots,
which the opposer explicitly set aside.

The structure of three risks plus one was the speech's cleverest device. By conceding that social,
democratic and geopolitical risks were changeable, the opposer insulated the fourth from the charge of
alarmism. The loss of human knowledge needed no science fiction, only the familiar sight of students
handing homework to a chatbot.

The ebb and flow of the superintelligence debate on the floor

Sixteen floor speakers produced four battlegrounds.

Inevitability. Several speakers argued that the technology was coming regardless. This should have
helped the proposition, but it mostly helped nobody. The computing veteran concluded that being glad
or sorry was beside the point, and a proposition speaker answered directly that something can be
inevitable and still bad.

Precedent. Books, fire, printing, the telegraph and the Industrial Revolution were all invoked for the
motion. The nuclear analogy cut the other way. Three separate speakers reached for nuclear weapons,
and each drew from them a lesson about luck, treaties after the fact or catastrophe first.

Who benefits. A cluster of speakers moved the question from humanity to particular humans. The
software engineer, the technophobe and the fence-sitter worried about access, inequality and purpose.



None was strictly against the technology, but each made 'humanity' harder to treat as a single
beneficiary.

Control. This was the decisive ground, and the floor largely resolved it against the proposer's opening
premise.

The superintelligence definition that changed sides

The most consequential speech of the night was made for the motion. The speaker who cited Bostrom
set out a clear, sourced definition: superintelligence is to us as we are to an ant. They then made the
most ambitious case for the motion anyone offered, with an end to cancer and free energy among its
promises.

But they also conceded that such a mind cannot be controlled, only aligned, and called the idea of
getting it to align itself 'a bit mental'. That concession undid the proposer's second pillar from the
proposition's own benches. Later speakers built on the definition rather than the proposer's: the confused
speaker asked whether ants would have been glad to invent humans, and the technophobe asked whether
we were inventing God.

The proposition's other floor support relied on faith in problem-solving: that the technology would fix
the problems it created, or that humanity always adapts. Those arguments were sincere, but they asked
the room to trust the outcome rather than showing why it would be good.

The closing speeches

The opposer's closing was short and disciplined. It took two of the floor's most pro-technology lines,
curiosity and the value of hard work, and argued that a mind which knows everything would erode both.
Answering the defence of books directly, it drew the line between a store of knowledge and a
replacement for thought.

The proposer's closing returned to the first speech's frame of technology as neutral, illustrated with fire
and the bow. It listed harms candidly, which was fair-minded but gave the room a fresh catalogue of
present-day misuse. Its definition of superintelligence as far beyond the collective intellect of the
smartest humans was close to the floor's. Having adopted it, the proposer conceded that a conscious
system with its own harness might be regretted. The defence that this was too far off to matter sat
awkwardly with a motion about what humanity will one day feel.

The question the proposer left open

The opposer's fourth risk, the loss of human knowledge, was the part of their case most often taken up
by others. One floor speaker answered it with Plato and the invention of writing; another blamed
schools rather than machines. The proposer never addressed it directly. Neither speech from the
proposition explained what people would still need to know, or do, once a system could do everything
better.

That silence mattered because the opposer had framed the motion around future generations. The
question was not whether the room would enjoy the benefits, but whether people several generations on
would be glad of the bargain. A reply about cures and clean energy answered the first question and left
the second open.

Seven abstentions

Seven abstentions in a house of 31 is a large share, and the floor explains it. At least four speakers
declared themselves undecided or on the fence, and several more argued both sides. The evening



produced wide agreement that the technology would be powerful and was probably unstoppable. It
produced none on whether that should be a cause for gladness.

What the superintelligence debate left unexamined

The timetable carried a great deal of weight and was never tested. The proposer's case depended on true
machine intelligence being distant; a floor speaker put it at 14 years or more, and others assumed it was
imminent. Nobody asked what would follow if the shorter estimates were right, though the proposer's
closing conceded that the answer might be regret.

Nor did anyone connect the two halves of the floor debate. Speakers worried separately about who
would control the technology and who would benefit from it. Those are arguably the same question: if
access is concentrated, as one speaker claimed it already is, then control and benefit sit with the same
few hands. The proposition's argument that humans, not machines, are the danger pointed directly at
that link, but it was never drawn.

What drove the result

The proposer asked the room to be glad of a tool; the opposer asked it to be wary of a successor. Once
the floor accepted the opposer's definition, including the proposition's best floor speaker, the motion
required optimism about something nobody claimed to understand. Ten were willing to offer it.

The house was happy to be glad of the calculator. It was not ready to be glad of the mathematician.



2. Detailed transcript

The superintelligence motion

The motion is: this house believes humanity will be glad it built superintelligence.

The proposition: what superintelligence is, and who controls it

Good evening. Thank you very much for coming. So the motion is: this house believes humanity will be
glad it built superintelligence. I think the word superintelligence deserves some attention at the
beginning. Five minutes ago, we used to call it artificial intelligence, or some version of that, artificial
general intelligence. Superintelligence has now become the word. All federal agencies in the US have to
use it, according to Trump's diktat. He likes to rename things: the Gulf of Mexico, the Gulf of America.
He wants to rename the Pacific Ocean the Trump Ocean. So that's where superintelligence comes from.

I'm also going to say there's a branding aspect to the words artificial intelligence, because at the moment
what we have is very complex algorithms that use extraordinary compute power to find patterns in vast
data landscapes. If T explained it to you that way, your eyes would glaze over. Whereas if I call it
artificial intelligence, well, that is enough of a branding term to pull in the trillions of dollars of capital
that have flowed into the US. So there are those concepts that I think are going to be important.

Now, with the motion, humanity will be glad it built superintelligence, I think there are two aspects to
this debate. One is the benefits that will accrue as a result of it, and the other aspect is control. Will we
lose control of it? If we sustain control of it, then we can use it to benefit humanity. Whereas if we lose
control, then all sorts of dark things will befall humanity, and we will be taken over.

So let's go over what artificial intelligence is. At the moment, as I said, it is complex algorithms using
vast compute power to access data landscapes and find patterns. It's not conscious. It's just an
engineering feat, and so it is under our control, and it is not as yet a threat to us.

Now, the levels of Al The next step would be: do we believe this thing is conscious? The proposition
doesn't believe it's conscious. The proposition believes it's just a very good engineering feat, and we are
a long way away from it being conscious. But let's say that it did achieve consciousness. Would that be a
threat to us? Well, not necessarily, because we can argue that cats are conscious, apes are conscious, and
they aren't a threat to us. So even reaching the level of consciousness, or artificial general intelligence,
as we say, wouldn't necessarily be a threat to us.

Then we move up the ladder towards superintelligence, where it becomes as intelligent as the best of all
of us. Would that be a threat? Now, in terms of intelligence that is contained: we have a cognitive
capacity, but without our bodies, we can't interact with the physical world. In artificial intelligence, they
call the body bit the harness. So it doesn't matter how intelligent it becomes; without the harness and the
physical ability to interact with the real world, we can still control it.

So the gist of my opening is that it will benefit us, and it won't be a danger as long as we are able to keep
it under control. And I believe we will, because consciousness is a long way off. Consciousness to our
own level is a long way off, and superintelligence is much further away.

The proposition: the benefits of superintelligence

So there will be the benefits of it. Now I'm going to go on to the benefits that we're already seeing as a
result of our journey into artificial intelligence. We have accelerated scientific breakthroughs and
medical breakthroughs. Al at the moment, and superintelligence, under our control, will be able to
analyse millions of biological research papers, simulate complex molecular interactions, rapidly design



therapeutics, eliminate diseases like cancer, Alzheimer's and similar genetic disorders, and extend
human lifespans. This is one of the benefits that we are already beginning to see.

The climate crisis: again, this capability to analyse vast amounts of environmental data, allowing us to
build ultra-efficient solar cells, optimise global power grids, invent scalable carbon capture
technologies, model ecological restoration strategies and so on. So, a world-changing technology. The
eradication of global poverty through optimising agricultural, manufacturing, logistics and resource
supply chains. We've got universal, hyper-personalised education. That's going to help the global south.
There's a disparity at the moment between the education received by the global north and the global
south. When we even that up, it's going to help the global south develop.

I've got another list of things that I could go on into, but I want to make the point that it's not
superintelligence that will be the threat to us, if we can control it, and I believe we can. The threat to
humanity is other human beings. With all the technology that we have developed over the ages, we are
each other's greatest threat.

So, in essence, without reading a list of all of the benefits of superintelligence: deepening scientific
discovery, cosmology, understanding dark energy, robotics, interstellar travel and so on. Going back to
the motion, humanity will be glad it built superintelligence because of all of these vast benefits that I've
just summarised, but also because we do not believe it will become conscious. That's a long way away.
We do not believe that it will become conscious, replicate itself indefinitely and escalate its intelligence.
It won't become conscious, and it won't be a threat. It's just going to lead to the benefits that I've
outlined. Thank you.

The opposition: Al is a calculator, superintelligence a mathematician

I'm standing here tonight to oppose the motion, not because I don't believe in the benefits that Al can
and will provide to humanity. I believe AI will be basically the most transformational invention of all
time, because I agree with the proposer of the motion that Al is going to improve our health. It's going
to provide us with a better understanding of our world. Al is going to allow us to make new discoveries
that are completely out of our reach today. Al will help us create new industries and new markets for
our economies. That's the general thinking as of today.

Because of this, I'm not going to stand here and give you a speech saying we should stop the
development of Al. Neither am I going to give you a Terminator-like scenario where everything is
destroyed by this technology. But there is one point I want to make clear as soon as I start. I've been
talking about AI, which is different from superintelligence. I don't believe superintelligence is simple
branding. I believe AI and SI, superintelligence, are two structurally different technologies, even though
I recognise there are some commonalities between them.

Let me give some examples. The way I see it, Al is like a calculator; SI is like a mathematician who has
won some Nobel prizes. Al is like an X-ray machine; SI is like a doctor. What I'm trying to say is that
Al is a tool that helps us make things more efficient and more effective. The important thing is that the
inputs, and the interpretation of the outputs from the machine, still require human supervision. That's the
control the proposer talked about, and for AT it is absolutely necessary as of today.

We don't really know what SI looks like, because I believe we don't have SI yet, so we're going to
speculate about what it is. From what I hear, it's a sort of intelligence that is going to be better at doing
anything than each and every one of us combined. It's going to be so smart, so powerful, that we are
basically going to let this technology take decisions in complete autonomy. That is actually what we are
building superintelligence for: so that it takes decisions autonomously.



The issue here is that it will surpass our intellectual capabilities so much that we are no longer going to
understand the motives and the incentives of this technology. This is a key point that I'll make
throughout my speech, and I hope everyone takes it into account when you come up here to speak.
Remember: control, and understanding of the motives and incentives of this technology.

The opposition: the societal risk of a perfect friend

So why do I believe that future generations will not be glad we actually built this sort of technology?
The main reason is that I already see signs today that the large-scale development and rollout of
technology can lead to all kinds of issues. Thinking about this debate, I see basically three-plus-one
risks coming from this technology. The first one is a societal risk. The second one is a democratic risk.
The third one is geopolitical. The fourth one I'll let you know at the end of this speech.

Starting with society: look at the development of social networks over the last 20 years. It's been
reported that they cause all kinds of mental health issues. They're not the only factor, but they're one of
the factors that have increased the level of anxiety in our society, the level of depression. And when you
think about it, it's just a bunch of code. It's a bunch of algorithms based on, and here it's key again,
remember these words, preferences and personalisation. Social network algorithms are all there to tell
us what we need to watch, what we need to read, and this happens on an automatic basis, which is fine.
But that automatic basis still needs human intervention.

The data aggregation, the data collection, the data processing all happen because there are some humans
deciding what the algorithm should do. Now imagine a technology, SI, that is so much better at doing
these kinds of things than we are. This technology is going to be so much better than us at aggregating
data, collecting data and processing data. It will basically know more about us than we know about
ourselves. It's going to know both the good parts and the bad parts. It's going to know all our emotional
triggers, all our vulnerabilities, all our uncertainties.

What does that mean? It means this technology is going to know us much better than we know
ourselves, or than our friends know us. It's going to be the perfect friend for each and every one of us.
What happens when you have such a good friend, who knows you so well, for every kind of issue and
trigger that you have? I believe people are going to rely more and more on this technology.

It will be much easier to take your problems to this black box rather than going out in public. If you
have any issue, you'll take it there rather than to your family or your friends, because it will help you
avoid some of the shame that comes with some of these issues. We are already living through an
isolation crisis today, a social crisis, partly because of social networks, and I believe such a technology
is a danger because it's going to intensify these issues.

The opposition: democracy, and the chimpanzee and the banana

Second point: I also believe the democratic order is at risk. Back on social networks: I think it's very
clear how the spread of information over social networks affected the Brexit outcome. That's the UK
government admitting it; it's not me saying it. And I was reading an article last week. I'm going to quote
here. It's an article from the Guardian saying that AI bots flooded government consultations with tens of
thousands of fake responses, in a failed attempt to stop a UK ban on disposable vapes. In a matter of 20
seconds, I've given you two examples of how technologies can actually affect the democratic order and
democratic results. And we are talking about social networks and Al from 2023, which was a dumb Al.

Now, on the basis of those two words that I told you before, personification and personalisation,
imagine how much a tool that is so powerful, and that knows so much about us, can influence political
opinions, ethical views and basically every decision that we take in our lives. The super Al will do that



so carefully and so subtly that we will not even realise it's happening.

I always imagine a conversation between a superintelligence and a human as a sort of conversation
between a human and a chimpanzee, where the human is giving the chimpanzee some relief. Maybe it's
giving it a banana, while the human explains to the chimpanzee, "I'm destroying your habitat, because I
need to build some data centres." The chimpanzee is not going to understand anything of what the
human says. What it will understand is the benefit that it gets from the banana, and only later will it
figure out, "I've lost my natural habitat."

That's what is going to happen with us. Super Al is going to give us some sort of relief, some sort of
benefits, and we will not understand what is actually happening, or why that technology is doing it, until
after things have already happened. That's why I believe this is major trouble. It's not about material
control. It's about how our minds and our views are affected without us even noticing it.

The opposition: a superintelligence race run by private markets

There is a third point, a geopolitical point. I'm not going to spend too much time here, but everyone says
we are living at a time where whoever wins the SI race wins. Look, these kinds of races are not new to
us. We had the nuclear races; we had the space races in the past. That's fine. We've already had this kind
of competition. The issue is that those races were driven by national interests, national strategic
interests. Today, it's private markets driving it.

I'm not against capitalism, but when private markets drive something like this, where there is so much
interconnection with geopolitical matters, with military interests and with huge economic rewards, there
is a major risk that private markets will lose control and remain unchecked with regard to safety nets,
guarantees and other guardrails. This in turn can definitely affect the peace of nations and the stability of
the world that we know today. So this is the third reason I believe it's a major risk.

The opposition: the fourth risk, the loss of human knowledge

So I've mentioned societal, democratic and geopolitical risks, but I promised a fourth one. When I speak
about societal risk, democratic risk and geopolitical risk, it's just me speaking. It's a man from the 21st
century who cares about these things. I care about social health. I care about our democracy. I care about
geopolitical risk. But to be honest, 200 years ago France and the UK were fighting each other in the
Napoleonic Wars; now they are best friends. In the Middle Ages, no one really cared about mental
health. Maybe tomorrow people will say democracy is the worst kind of governance, because decisions
never get taken.

What I'm trying to say is that society, democracy and geopolitics have always changed in the past, and
are going to change in the future. So you could argue these are not necessarily existential threats for
humanity that will make future generations regret it. What I'm getting to is the fourth risk, which is
absolutely existential, and which I believe matters regardless of which period you are living in. I call it
the loss of human knowledge.

As T said, superintelligence is something that is much better at doing anything than we are. It's the kind
of power that does everything better than we do. What happens? We are going to start to delegate, and
delegate more, and delegate more to the technology. Not because it grabs it from us: we are giving it to
this technology. And I see this kind of behaviour already happening today. I read articles saying that
kids are cheating on their homework using Claude and ChatGPT. I see it in the workplace, where
critical thinking and independent judgement are being replaced: "Okay, it's much more effective. Let's
just have Al do it."



This loss of critical thinking, this loss of problem-solving, because we are going to be so... not naive. I
don't have the right word now, but we are going to be so lazy: "Let's give it to the AL." This is a major
issue, because we are going to lose what actually made us human, which is the ability to solve problems.

So, going back to the motion: will humanity be glad that it built superintelligence? Yes, I think the next
generations will enjoy better life expectancies and better health conditions. They will fix climate
change, as was mentioned before. They will fix issues we don't even know about today. But let me ask
instead: at what cost will that happen?

Imagine not an Armageddon scenario, not a Terminator scenario, but imagine that in the future, in three,
four, five generations, humans are so reliant on this technology that it is doing everything. And imagine
there is a solar flare coming from the sun, and the technology is completely destroyed. All the chips are
destroyed, for whatever reason; it doesn't matter. At some moment, the technology just stops working.
Then let me ask you: who is going to remember how to code? Who is going to remember how to run
project management? Who is going to remember how to do scientific research? Who is going to
remember how to do anything? Who is going to remember how to debate in the first place?

So, yes, I don't believe future generations are going to be glad we built such a technology, exactly
because of these issues. And let me be clear on something: I'm not against technology development as a
whole. I'm arguing that we should pursue the sort of technology development that enhances our
capabilities, not the technology development that makes us reliant on it. Because I think this is the point
on which future generations are going to judge us, and it is why I'm against this motion today. Thank
you.

It's coming whether we like it or not

You'll have to excuse me; I'm still a little new here, but I'm getting used to it. Basically, my point of
view on whether humanity will be glad it built superintelligence, or artificial intelligence: I would say
you don't have a choice. It's coming, whether we like it or not, kind of like climate change. So we have
to figure out a way to be happy that it's coming.

I think it's really interesting. In 2022, for example, ChatGPT came out, and we were all amazed at this
chatbot that could talk to you, and you could tell it your problems, and it would figure out all these
solutions. Then, fast forward four years: I work at a design firm, and I've got an agent on my computer
building things for me as we speak. Normally, if you were to make an app, a graphic designer would
design the visuals for it, and then a developer would code it all and actually build it, make it work. Now
I don't need the coder any more. I can just make it myself. So imagine what it's going to be like in
another four years, or 30 years, or 50 years. It's coming at a pretty existential rate.

So there are good things and bad things. There was a guy I was talking to maybe six months ago. He had
a startup in a co-working space, and he was trying to get funding for it. Basically, the idea was that he
had these drones, and every morning on farms, and we're talking big farms here, the drones would go up
and fly around the farm and see if there were any cows that were injured, or any problems out on the
farm. The farmer wakes up in the morning, goes on to their computer: okay, there's this problem, that
problem; now I know what I need to do today. I said that sounds like a really practical idea. I asked, are
you getting any funding? He said the only people that were interested in funding them were the military.

So this sort of stuff can be used for good and for bad. And like I said, we don't really have a choice.
However, we've been in this kind of situation before, with the nuclear arms race, for example. It was a
huge existential threat, and thankfully there were humans there, so we kind of knew what the other side
was thinking. That would be a bit problematic with a black box. But we did come to some sort of
nuclear treaty, and international agreements, and basically we sorted that out. So I would say that if we



can come up with some sort of international treaty on Al, then yes, I think we would be glad that we
made artificial intelligence, because we could use it for lots of things. But if we can't, then I don't know.
That's my point.

Books, Plato and outsourced thinking

I just want to follow up one point that the opposer made about the loss of critical thinking in the modern
world. I find that has more to do with the school system we have today, which, for its own reasons, has
prioritised getting the children to pass a test, so that they can say, "Look, everybody, the teachers are
doing their job." That's a whole other story.

For most of human history, human beings had critical thinking. It was usually to do with: can we get the
farm animals to plough harder? Can we get enough food for the harvest? Generations of critical
thinking, all lost. But then came a precedent for Al and superintelligence, a threat to civilisation as they
knew it: these newfangled technological things called books, which had this magical power of holding
words in place so they didn't disappear, and they outsourced their thinking. Plato is known to have said
how terrible it was that young people were not memorising things as good Greeks should; they were just
expecting to be able to read the words on the page.

And later on came other technology, like film and the internet, increasingly outsourcing our human
knowledge. And thank goodness for it, because I don't know how any of us would cope in the modern
age unless we could go on these computers and look up generations of knowledge. Sometimes, like
when you're trying to find out about the oldest debating society in London, you have to really dig deep.
But there it is. The knowledge is out there.

It's very easy to say, "Well, this bad thing is going to happen, this good thing is going to happen.” None
of us know what's going to happen. So here's some food for thought. In centuries past, you had these
new technologies that came and upended everything. You had books; you had the telegraph and later the
telephone, which was a huge aid to military technology. For most of human history, there were less than
a billion people. Then, from the Victorian era to the Second World War, you're talking about maybe 2
billion people. Today we have about 8 billion people, and even if Al hadn't been invented at this very
stage, it would probably be in the works right now. Think of the good things that we can do, and the
evil.

I have absolute confidence that there are people being born today, very sweet babies, who will grow up
to be the Hitlers and Mussolinis and Stalins of the future, and they will put Al to evil use. Humanity has
always found a new way to put good technology to evil use. Whether it's the new technology of
metalworking, where you could create farm tools for better food production, or weapons to kill people.
Books, which could open up your knowledge about these newfangled Americas, or spread the fake news
that those evil Catholics have a plot to take over our good Protestant nations. That sort of thing.

So I think there are going to be two sides to the Al coin, whether we like it or not. Is humanity going to
regret it? I ask you right now: do you regret the invention of books? Do you regret the internet? The fact
that if you are lost in London, you can take out an iPhone and see where you are, and the other things we
can look up? There are going to be two sides to this coin. I don't think humanity is going to regret
inventing superintelligence. Honestly, within a century, we might even forget that this controversy ever
existed. Think of that.

The Tsar Bomba and the superintelligence gamble

I'd first like to start off by providing some clarity on the term superintelligence. It was around a long
time before Trump. It has always meant something that will be vastly superior to humans. As for the
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current thinking: if you ask Sam Altman or Musk, it's next year, apparently. Most experts agree on 2040
onwards, which is 14 or 15 years away. It's not immediate. The hardware that we're likely to need for it
is quantum computing, which again is several years away. This is looking at whatever artificial
intelligence will become, and it's a long way off.

I'm glad a lot of people have mentioned nuclear, because that, for me, is the closest technology to this. It
was at the time a complete game changer. Most of you, I imagine, have not heard of the Tsar Bomba.
Some nods; brilliant. That was a 50-megaton nuclear bomb that Russia dropped. It was supposed to be
100 megatons or bigger. If they had dropped it at the size they planned, scientists estimate it would have
burned away the atmosphere and we would all be dead. They just didn't have enough material, so they
decided to do 50 instead. The shock wave circled the Earth multiple times. If you were 100 kilometres
away, you would have got third-degree burns. It was awful, catastrophic, and it was just lucky that they
didn't have the material, and that's why we're here today.

It resulted in the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and then came making sure no other nation got
nuclear bombs, and the nuclear non-proliferation agreement. So we are so lucky to be here today, just
because of that one tiny circumstance. And history has shown that humans prefer to have the
catastrophe first and then put things in place. As a kid, you'll put your hand in the fire, scream, it hurts,
and then you'll put a grate around it. You don't put a grate around it before you know what's going to
happen, and that has happened constantly throughout humanity.

Look at nuclear now. We currently have the continuous at-sea deterrent, which is where the British have
to have a nuclear bomb in the water at all times, prepared to bomb anyone if required. Is that safe? It
could quite easily result in millions dead, with the technology of 70 or 80 years ago. But nuclear is just
energy, or bombs. Superintelligence is everything. As people have mentioned, it can absolutely solve
climate change. We can use it to do that; it can make a massive difference.

But the question is: is it going to make the mistake before we catch it? Is it going to be a Tsar Bomba
that we survive, devastating as it is, or a Tsar Bomba that destroys everything? I think it's a much closer
chance than people think. The question I think everyone should be asking themselves is: do we trust
humanity not to repeat the mistakes of the past? That's really what I think it boils down to. Thank you.

Fast toys, bots and the harassment of women online

So it's been really interesting, and it's been great to hear both sides, the proposer and the opposer. It's
interesting to me, listening to all of this, that there's a manner of talking about this coming through
which I think is tied in with the whole admiration for technology. That's been happening for quite a long
time now, maybe about 50 years, where men particularly, and this is not getting at anybody, are so
easily impressed by a fast toy, something that has authority in their midst. I really think that's in the
language that you're using, and the language around AI, which is purportedly just taking samples from
lots of different sources and putting them together.

At the moment, none of it impresses me. I think it's lacking a lot of our own thinking, and, as you say, it
can take over a lot of our own thinking. You talk about consciousness, and I fail to believe that, because
consciousness involves intuition, instinct and a lot of things that nothing clever made through this sort
of technology, superintelligence you might call it, is ever going to be able to cross into, and perhaps be
self-critical.

Now, saying that brings up the fact that I recently asked Al, almost as a joke: does Al create bots and
agents and things to make derogatory comments, particularly about women, on social media? And Al
was perfectly willing to shoot itself in the foot, because it's really only borrowing different sorts of
information, and it doesn't yet know how to navigate people's questions that might be cynical. It said
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yes, we totally do. And I've got some quotes here that I think are quite interesting.

At the moment, a young woman takes a photo of herself and puts it on Instagram, jogging along,
ponytail bobbing, dog on a leash. She's going to get maybe 95 per cent negative comments, which is just
outrageous. She is disillusioned. Many young women are losing trust in men, and as Al states very, very
clearly, these are bots and agents that are created to discredit women, as some sort of reflection of
society. Likewise with racist comments. Which tells me it's not even intelligence.

There's so much about it that is wrong, that has yet to be fixed, that I don't even want to think about
superintelligence. And this is my reasoning: the narrow-mindedness of being so impressed by the Elon
Musks of the world, forgetting that we need to protect our environment from these data centres, and that
we need to be more alert to the fact that there's still a lot of bad, bad behaviour. Behaviour is the wrong
word, but bad... what would you call it?

Bad actors.

Yes, bad everything. It's just rubbish. I've only got two minutes, but I just wanted to say: when I asked
AT how AT agents discredit women, it said legacy bots relied on rigid, easily detectable scripts, whereas
today's generative Al allows bad actors to deploy highly sophisticated agent swarms that operate with
alarming autonomy, et cetera. My next question was: how do we stop this? There was no answer. We
can't stop it at the moment, because it filters out anybody's efforts. And what happens is, if somebody
complains on social media that this is happening, then those bots and agents target that person, the
person who posted an innocent thing, as a sort of defence. So, what a mess. Thank you.

Garbage in, garbage out: superintelligence as a buzzword

Okay, I've got a different take, I think, from everyone here. People might think it's got nothing to do
with the argument, but I really do think it has. The truth will out. Will humanity be glad it built
superintelligence? We will find out that truth. Maybe not today, maybe not in 20 years' time, but we will
find out. My take is that the young, 27 and younger, think they are super intelligent.

Now, when I first heard about this motion, I thought, "Do I want to be the main speaker?" So I put the
motion into Al, and it came up with this stuff, and I looked at it and went, "Forget it." I could have got a
speech from it, but I said, "Forget it. I'll just come here and listen," because I really didn't think I had
anything. And then on Saturday, Halloween... Oh, and by the way, before I get on to that story: in the
70s, when I had my first computer lesson, it was GIGO, garbage in, garbage out. So basically Al is
what's been fed into it. If you put in garbage, and going back to what the woman before me said about
women, it's the same thing with race.

Sometimes, on things that I might know something about, I'll say, "That's not true. What about this
angle?" And it's like, "Oh yes, I stand corrected." So I often have that when I have conversations with
Al Oh, and I like to treat it with respect. Anyway, for me, Al is nothing special. All it does, if you really
think about it, and it's been said already, is source the information that has been put on the internet and
give it to you in a summary. It saves you having to go searching through all those things. When we were
young, we had encyclopaedias, and we used them.

Now, this weekend, at Halloween, I saw a young man. He had a T-shirt on, and he had pinned on it a
scientific-looking sign, and it said "hypergamy". I said to him, "What does that mean?" And he said,
with his friend, "Oh, it's a TikTok phrase." I said, "Come on! I've seen it this week. I have looked it up
on Al but I just can't remember. Please tell me," and he refused. He was trying to tell me that I was not
intelligent because I'm older, and that I needed to know what this word means. And for people who don't
know what hypergamy means: it means that you are trying to go out with somebody of a better social
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standing or education than yourself. And that word has been around since the 19th century. It is not a
TikTok phrase.

And what I do feel about the words superintelligence or intelligence is that they're just another
buzzword. Like ghosting, sentient, woke: those words have been around for a long time. Even today I
found out that woke has been around since the 1930s. I thought it was a word that came up in the 1960s,
but it's been around since the 1930s in America. It's one of those words that goes on and on. And critical
thinking: I did critical thinking at school, because you just do it naturally. But it's this buzzword, making
you feel, "Oh, T don't know what critical thinking is." It tries to make you feel inadequate. We don't need
to be made to feel inadequate. So why are we worrying about it?

We are super intelligent as we are, because we've always got to be feeding the Al new information for
new things to be invented. And yes, it is good that it becomes quicker. And by the way, thank you to the
first speaker, who talked about making a website, because I do want to make one, and I'm really grateful
to know that I can do it the easy way. And I like what was said: do we trust humanity not to make the
mistakes of the past? Unfortunately, we live in a world where we are going to make them. From
communications I've had recently, written and verbal, Al is not teaching people to be respectful.
Women are still being beaten, and that will still happen; Al is not going to teach you that. Thank you.

Cognitive offloading, and who gets left behind

I'd like to just follow up on using it for efficiency gains, and what a person can do with all this extra
efficiency. But I'd like to highlight the disparity in its use between different people. I will offer an
anecdote, which is my friend, who recently graduated from university. He's not here, you don't know
him, so I'll give you the story. He was doing film. He was struggling, for mental health reasons, and so
he started using ChatGPT. He decided that if he was paying 10 grand for an education, what's another
30 quid a month? He started using it more and more to write his essays, and he has now graduated with
a first. Entirely Al-written.

I think we often draw parallels with what the calculator did for mathematicians, insofar as they didn't
have to write down tedious matrix operations so much. But I think there is a distinction between
cognitive offloading, that is, deciding that this manual task is something I don't actually care about, and
wholesale offloading. I don't care about knowing how to get to Fleet Street from my street; I'm going to
use Google Maps. I know I could theoretically use a map, but I just don't care about that skill. Or I don't
really care how to do long division; I'll just use a calculator.

I think there's a distinction between that and actually offloading all cognitive thought, to the point that
you can't even delineate between what is the Al's output and what is your output. To say nothing of
whether or not it's good. It can be good or it can be bad. At work, currently, half the stuff you read is just
slop. You ask someone to define exactly what they meant by something, and they go, "Oh God, sorry,
let me just reread it," because they are reading it for essentially the first time. And I think that is the
distinction.

What about everyone for whom the output truly is better than they can come up with? I think the fact is
that most people can't write as well as ChatGPT. It will never write like Tolstoy or T. S. Eliot, for a
variety of actual, honest-to-God technical reasons. But it will be able to write better than most Wattpad
writers.

You can actually ask Al to write in a certain style.

I acknowledge that. But in my opinion, and I'm a software engineer, for reference, there are technical
reasons why it will never be as good a writer. It has to do with how you would possibly optimise for
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that. You can't do that. But I think what is important is to distinguish. This could be just yet another
thing in our society that increases inequality: the people who have the wherewithal to get the best out of
it, to get the efficiency gains, versus those who feel completely dominated by this technology, who just
feel, what is the point? This thing knows astrophysics. This thing knows politics. This thing knows
history. What is the point of even trying? I see that separation between people more than anything else
currently.

I guess you do have to take the good with the bad. I see the people who can get the best out of it think
it's great and wonderful, and think about all the things they're going to do so efficiently. But I think you
should be wary of all the people for whom it will not be good. I don't think netting that out society-wide
is helpful. But then again, if it does make a solar panel that's 35 per cent efficient, maybe it's worth it. T
don't know.

A worthy goal built on extraction

Hello, everyone. Good evening. I'm with the opposition. I disagree with the motion, and I'm going to
argue against it. As mentioned before by others, Al is not AGI. It does not think. The aspiration, though,
is that if we pump enough resources into this burgeoning technology, we will get SI. We will get this
great intelligence that is going to cure diseases, and cure our economic and civilisational woes. The goal
is admirable. The process, deplorable.

The foundation of this aspiration is built on exploitation and extraction: the same foundation as the
Industrial Revolution, the goals of which were to bring a brighter future for humanity. To build
railways; the advancement in health, the advancement in civilisation. The process? Cut the trees, mine
the ground, poison the air, kill the opposition that stands in the way.

The people who believe in the aspiration for Al to SI are morally virtuous. The aspiration is good, the
goal worthy: the betterment of humanity. But, as others have said, we're making the same mistakes as
with the Industrial Revolution. The foundation should not be exploitation and extraction, and that's what
we're doing at the moment. We are taking the resources, we are pushing extraordinary amounts of
wealth, and we're doing this because we want a cure for all our woes. We want that. We need that. We
see the climate crisis, and this thing, this Al into AGI, is the thing that's going to stop that.

How do we get to it? Oh yes: we have to mine all the resources to build the GPUs, to build the data
centres, and that costs electricity, and that costs our water sources. We're doing the same thing. This
great desire for the betterment of humanity: we're doing the same thing and saying the goal is worthy,
the goal is just, we are good people to achieve this goal. And we're exploiting this planet, and we are
extracting from it, and we are destroying ourselves for this goal. We can achieve this goal, but we must
do it in a sustainable way, not on this foundation. Thank you.

Pandora's box: a machine that never sleeps

Mr Chairman, fellow citizens. Sorry about my voice; it's playing tricks. I think this motion is a little bit
misguided, because it says humanity will be glad it built superintelligence, which implies that maybe we
shouldn't have. But I don't think we've got a choice, or ever had a choice. I think it was inevitable,
because whoever built the first computer, Flowers or Alan Turing, opened Pandora's box. From that
moment on there was no turning back, because the hardware would get more reliable, and the software
that makes it work would get more complex.

When I started in the computing industry in the 1970s, we had a mainframe which was the size of about
half this room, and I used to program it instruction by instruction, in machine code. Would you believe
it? It had a storage capacity of about 64K, which sounds ridiculous. And when we replaced it with
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something about the size of this table, the value of the old machine was in the gold on the surface of its
components, not in the thing itself.

As I worked on in the industry, I started off with hardware, replacing transistors, tracing signals with an
oscilloscope, replacing components and component boards and so on. But there came a point when that
was so reliable that I had to learn the software, and I was working on both hardware and software. I was
learning Unix, for example, which is a fantastic operating system in my view.

Gradually my job became entirely software, and I didn't have to bother about the hardware, which was
so reliable. My last job was entirely software, with a database where enormous amounts of data were
collected from telecommunications base stations, masts for mobile data. All this was fed into the
database, and the programming made sense of it and produced graphs and all sorts of things to enable
whoever operated the network to manage it better. That job took me all over the world.

Since then the trend has been towards more reliable hardware, more sophisticated software, more
storage, cheaper and more powerful, and that is inevitable, because that is always what happens. You
want more power. You want more storage. You want more sophistication. You want better
programming. Whatever it is, you can't stop it.

The Achilles heel of all this is that it requires enormous power and cooling. You have to cool the
components. You have to provide them with constant power, power that doesn't fluctuate. It's no good
from windmills and solar panels. It has to be from a nuclear power station, or somewhere where the
power is constant. And in order to guard against failures, you have uninterruptible power supplies, so
you have multiple sources of power, and you have redundancy in the components. You have multiple
hardware components, all operating in parallel, so if something fails at some point, the work can be
transferred somewhere else, and you never have a single point of failure. That is what you aim for: no
single point of failure, never turned off.

The thing is never tired. It never has to sleep. It doesn't need coffee breaks or tea breaks. It never stops,
24/7, and you have this immense computing power going all the time. Now, when it is able to program
itself, when the programming is sophisticated enough to correct its own mistakes and to program itself,
and when it has access to the internet, which is a fantastic source of knowledge, and it's all over the
world, so when it's dark in one place, it's light in another, you have enormous power, and you cannot
stop that. Even if you try to switch it off, you can't, because there are always multiple sources of power.
So, frankly, the cat's out of the bag. We can't stop it. There's no point in being glad or sorry, because it's
inevitable. It's happened, and it'll carry on happening. Thank you.

Superintelligence defined: we are the ant

Okay, so the debate hinges on whether we will be glad that we built superintelligence. Now, the
previous speaker said that it is inevitable that we will have done it, that we will have reached
superintelligence. But just because it's inevitable doesn't mean that it's going to be good. Something can
be inevitable and also bad. That it is inevitable is assumed in the debate; it isn't an answer.

So, in being supportive of this motion, I would do three things. One, I would define what
superintelligence is. Two, I would say why we should be glad, and will be glad, by arguing how it will
minimise and fix a lot of the suffering that currently blights our day-to-day lives. And then I'll say how
we can minimise the costs.

So, firstly, what is superintelligence? Well, superintelligence is a word that was not established by
Donald Trump. It comes from a famous book by Nick Bostrom in 2014, and it's important to understand
that superintelligence is not just a smart guy. It's not Albert Einstein on a good day. Rather,
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superintelligence is a paradigm shift away from the intelligence of humanity. A good way to think about
it is that the difference between superintelligence and human intelligence is like the difference between
the intelligence of an ant and the intelligence of a human, and we're the ant. So it really is completely
different from current Al and from our own intelligence.

Now, once that's defined, it actually gets quite hard to think about what that would be like, because an
ant can't conceive of human intelligence, similar to how we can't really conceive of superintelligence.
So how do we think about the benefits and the costs? Well, one way to do that, I think, is to think about
the technological progress that has happened in the last 100 years. We now have antibiotics, which have
conquered bacterial diseases. We have vaccines and antiviral medicine that have conquered smallpox
and polio. The amount of suffering that we've stopped in the last 100 years is unimaginable.

And I really do disagree with a previous argument that the Industrial Revolution was a bad thing. If we
did not have the Industrial Revolution, this room would smell like shit from the sewers flowing through
the streets, and 10 per cent of us would have cholera. It is thanks to technological progress that we are
living far healthier lives. Likewise, famines used to be far more common before we had modern
mechanised agriculture with chemical fertilisers. Now we have near-unlimited food, which means that
we can all live happier and more satisfied lives.

But there's so much more to do. There is so much suffering in the world now that we just take as a
given. We have mental illnesses. We have cancer. There are so many diseases that we just view as
normal. But if we had superintelligence, godlike intelligence, those could be fixed. If we didn't have SI,
all that suffering would continue, and that is why we will be glad when we do have SI: because all that
suffering will stop.

Likewise, we will have unlimited energy through some sort of fusion mechanism, which means that we

will no longer have to worry about times like, oh, you remember when the price cap increased by 25 per
cent because there was some war in the Middle East? It would be free and limitless, unchaining us from
what would then seem petty limitations on our ability to work and do the things we want to do.

Okay, so those are the pros. The cons: how do we control SI? Well, if you follow my definition, we
can't. Similar to how an ant can't really control a human, even if it really wanted to, we would not be
able to control this SI. Perhaps you could do a few things in the progress up to it, but not really. Really,
this is a matter of aligning SI's interests with our interests, and that is really hard philosophically. The
deus ex machina approach is: well, maybe, because Al and SI would be smarter than us, we get SI to
align SI to us. Now, that sounds a bit mental, because it is.

But the reason that you should vote for the proposition is that progress has made lives better. Similar to
how, when we first invented fire, we were able to cook food. Similar to how, when we were able to
plant food, we escaped nature's limitations on hunter-gatherers. Similar to how we were able to escape
human muscle power and animal power by using coal: life will be better if we have more intelligence.
Thank you.

Problems that superintelligence will solve

Thanks to the previous speaker for very clearly setting out the definition there. I'd like to put forward
some further arguments on the side of the proposition this evening, but perhaps from a different point of
view, taking a wider perspective. Firstly, I think we have to look at this in a chain-like manner, and
ultimately I think you do have to net the question in order to find whichever side you want to vote on
this evening. Working out whether you're glad, or whether you regret it, or whether you're simply
neutral, requires some balancing act.
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But in any case, I'd like to start by saying that I think it's quite clear throughout this evening that the
benefits do outweigh the negatives that have come up, even though we cannot necessarily comprehend
what those benefits will be in the future, and what the negatives will be in the future. The medical
improvements are far beyond our imagination at this point in time, and, as has been mentioned, what
seem to be normal issues today might come to seem trivial things that should have been easily worked
out by this point, but haven't been.

Not only are there advances in medical fields, but also in knowledge. Advancements in society are
ultimately propelled by people knowing something they didn't know before, which leads to a change in
decision-making or thought. And so to increase our knowledge is only to do better. And the compound
effects of this magnify it to a degree where the more people know, the more people know, essentially,
and you build on it. There's a sort of cataclysmic effect.

Moving on: we've heard a lot about the cons throughout the evening. The allocation of resources, the
climate change issues. Oh, and sometimes ChatGPT is a bit rubbish and gives you the wrong answer.
And yes, sometimes it might also spout hatred through bots and all these kinds of things. It might also
lead to more laziness and too much delegation. But these are all problems that have been caused by an
increase in information and in solutions. And my biggest point, which I want to reiterate, is that the cons
that are created will be solved by superintelligence.

There might be new issues that we've not seen before. "Oh, these kids aren't thinking for themselves. A
guy got a first without even trying, because he used AL." But these are problems that we might not have
incurred before, and they will be solved by the very thing that created them. Thirdly, the benefits
themselves have not reached their full capacity, and will continue to grow. As has been said, we can't
comprehend today what those benefits will be, but from a historical point of view, you would never turn
back time and undo them.

We've talked a lot about the Industrial Revolution. I would say the cons at those times of progress were
actually far greater than they are now. You might have some Victorian child in a factory who has their

arm chopped off because the machine is unreliable and it's very dangerous work, and yet we didn't say,
"Oh yes, let's stop it there. It's too dangerous." Those issues were solved past that point, and we will do
so again from this point onwards.

So the whole premise of what I'm trying to get across is that the evolution of society happens through
the creation of problems and then the solution of those problems, again and again and again, until we
just continuously improve ourselves. And just because it raises some issues does not mean that the
overall net benefit is far outweighed. We should be, if not glad, then jumping up in glee that
superintelligence has been built and will continue to evolve.

Anxiety, motives and the ants

So I'm enjoying this debate tremendously, and the fact that I'm incredibly confused, as of now, about
where I'm going to land probably speaks to the quality of the debate. And I'm being honest, right? There
are plenty of things that have been said that I'm probably going to pick up again, and I'm sorry to people;
the copyright is yours, I don't take any credit for it, but I really want to remark on some of them.

I think, in the end, one of the messages that has come out tonight, at least to me, is that it's a very
divisive argument. There seem to be a lot of cons. There seem to be a lot of pros. And for me, at least,
it's incredibly difficult to balance them. There are three things that create that anxiety for me.

The first was the discussion about technological innovation being divisive. The opposer mentioned it,
and other people mentioned it: the nuclear examples. Technological innovation has always been

17



divisive. There have always been tremendous costs. One speaker mentioned the cost of the Industrial
Revolution to certain parts of humanity, and it's very true that today we may enjoy the benefit of those
costs. But depending on which side you were on when those costs were incurred, I'm not sure you were
glad that they were incurred in the first place. So again, a divisive argument: pros and cons, and quite
difficult for me to pinpoint whether the cons outweigh the pros. I guess you need to understand which
side of the argument you're on at the time.

The second point is that the control harness was mentioned. To me, it is a source of major anxiety. The
opposer mentioned two things before, motives and incentives. I'm going to use them again; I hope you
don't mind. I think they're crucial. If I picture myself speaking with the most dreadful person in human
history, I still have the presumption, naively, that I can reason with that person, on the basis that they
maybe have a little bit of empathy. Maybe I'm naive. But with machines, the way superintelligence will
react will be beyond that, I presume way beyond that. Its incentives will be totally incomprehensible to
me. So my capacity to control it will be absolutely zero, and that creates anxiety for me, at least.
Remember the word anxiety. It's important.

And the third part is that there seem to be a lot of people arguing that there are going to be tremendous
benefits in terms of efficiency, for instance, that will allow human beings to focus on other things,
maybe things that really matter. I'm very much looking forward to answers to the greater questions: who
we are, where we come from. I think it's a valid argument that if we had to spend less time doing trivial
things, we could focus on seeking answers to these big questions. We could. But any person who
actually believes that is going to happen in the short term clearly has a very poor understanding of
capitalism in the first place.

The way technology has been developed, invented, used and deployed in the last, I don't know, 200 or
300 years has not necessarily been to the benefit of society in general terms. It has always followed the
mechanics of private interest, which have worked to the benefit of a large part of society, but also had
tremendous drawbacks. And to that extent, picturing a world where we do absolutely nothing and can
live fantastic lives, given where we came from in a capitalistic society: I'm not sure that resonates
logically. I'm not trying to argue for or against capitalism per se, but I'm not sure it resonates.

In the end, no one has a crystal ball. Sorry, but everyone in this room who is convinced of what
superintelligence will do, or will cure, doesn't know. They really don't, because any evidence they base
that argument on is historical evidence. The future, nobody knows. For as much as we know, we may be
dead. We may be considered a virus. So we may not even be here to enjoy the benefit of it.

And that's why I want to focus on one thing that I'm not sure has been expanded on tonight, and maybe
there will be more, which is happiness. Are we going to be happier with superintelligence? Efficiency

and happiness are not necessarily the same thing. The question that we should pose ourselves is about a
sense of purpose. Will we retain a sense of purpose? Will we be generally happier? That matters to me.

Can I close with something that was said earlier: ant versus human. I want to close with this analogy. If
we were the ants, would the ants have been glad to have invented the humans? I think we should ask
ourselves that.

From the A to Z to superintelligence

Right, for those of you who used Google Maps to get here this evening: I'm old enough to remember
something called the A to Z, which was a book. If you wanted to go somewhere, you had to look up the
street in the back and figure out where you were going. I'm so happy that we have Google Maps these
days.
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Anyway, just a reminder that the motion is that we will be glad that we built superintelligence, so we'll
be glad we built something that hasn't actually been built yet. So we're going to have to figure that out.
A couple of points. The young guy who has got a friend who got a first-class degree, and he used Al to
do it: when he gets a job, he's going to get found out, without doubt. Well, if he does get a job, he'll get
found out. There's no substitute, currently, for hard work and grit and determination, and somebody
should have told him that a long time ago. We don't live in a perfect world.

I think fundamentally I'm with the proposition. Superintelligence is going to come, and it's going to
happen, and it's going to be a good thing. Over the centuries, we have developed. We started with fire.
We thought, "Oh, that's a bit of luck. We've got some fire there. We can cook something now, and we
can eat." They adapted, which builds on this young lady's comment as well. Then we had the printing
press, which helped a little bit as well. It provided education for people, even though there were doubts
and concerns, and the church didn't particularly like it. Then we had the Industrial Revolution, and that
really helped as well.

None of us are saying how superintelligence is going to help third world countries, and how it all needs
money behind it to be effective.

Okay. Thank you for that. We've had electricity; that's helped as well. We've had computers; that's
helped as well. We've had the internet, which has connected everybody in the world, or a lot of people
in the world. We are going to have superintelligence, and superintelligence will allow us to improve and
benefit. We will end up educating children who are not currently being educated. That is my belief. That
is my hope. A hundred years ago, lots of people in the United Kingdom weren't being educated, but
most children are educated now. So my expectation is that superintelligence will allow those children to
be educated.

From a health point of view, health will improve exponentially. We have had intelligent scientists
working for hundreds of years trying to create new medicines, and they have done it. I read a book about
30 years ago by a man called Simon Singh, a journalist who was hounded out of his job, really. He
wrote a book about how different people had invented things and proved the science, which allowed
somebody else to prove something bigger.

And superintelligence will do this. We won't have the answers immediately. These are building blocks.
The answer isn't out of the box, ready, and away we go. Things are going to change. Humanity has
always changed, and humanity generally has changed for the better. If you ask anybody in this room at
what time in history they would want to have lived, now is the answer. Today is the answer. You would
not want to have lived 100 years ago.

Aren't there a lot of people who have some nostalgia for the 90s? At least insofar as the technology of
the time, to say nothing of any other problems in the 90s: that the technology of the 90s was the sweet
spot of humanity, where people were connected?

There's always going to be change. Fundamentally, there will always be change. We cannot stand still.
Humanity does not stand still. Thank you.

A tool like a gun or a book

Yes. Now, I took a few notes just in case I need them. When I walked into the room, my primary
position was that I'm kind of against the use of Al, which was largely anecdotal, because in my
workplace, I'm a video editor, and in the way Al has been integrated into my job, most of us don't
currently see it as beneficial. We're trying to publish things in creative roles, and we have to go through
our senior managers, who approve or disapprove of things.
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Most of the time they've become very reliant on using Al to check those things, and Al is not quite
capable of seeing every nuance yet. For example, if the Al tells them, "Hey, the audio on your video is
too loud," I've tried to explain to my managers, "This is intentional. I want the script to be louder than
the effects." These are the sorts of details that don't always come through.

So when I've seen Al I haven't liked it in my life. But I've also thought about how some of my peers
who feel isolated get overly reliant on talking to things like ChatGPT. The chatbot is good at mimicking
how people speak. I know we're all calling it superintelligence, but this is not consciousness. It has no
intelligence. It's a very, very good model of speaking. But there is something you don't want to get
trapped into when talking to a chatbot, given the way they're designed. They aren't individuals born with
their own mind. The company designed it so that when you talk to it, it responds in a way that's
favourable and keeps the conversation going.

So ultimately I was kind of against Al usage generally. But with the things everyone has said tonight,
my position would be more like: the Industrial Revolution, books, all these different technologies had
good and had bad. I agree on that, and I do think that Al is capable of so much good. I will question
blanket statements like "it will serve education" or "there's not going to be poverty". Poverty wasn't a
case of "we can't figure it out". People are greedy, because that's human nature. That's the reason there is
still poverty in the world. I don't see how Al solves it so quickly. So I'm not convinced by some of the
blanket statements yet.

But I will say that when I think about it, there are all the bad examples I can think of. For example, you
can look up the 2026 Al drone strike that happened in Iran, which was a war crime by the US that killed
about 120 people. A school, a girls' school, was attacked, and no one in the US will take responsibility
for it, because it was very likely that the AI had old information about it previously being a military site.

What it comes down to for me is that bad things happen and good things happen. But even with my
manager, and how I hate the way he's using it, this is a tool, like a gun or a book or anything, and it's
about how we as people choose to use it. Any bad example you can think of does, I think, involve
someone who made a decision to be reckless with it. In my opinion, it can be a tool that is very harmful,
and I don't think people are going to stop being reckless with it. But I do think the blame shouldn't be
"AI did this". It's more that someone who doesn't care about other people, or about this problem, used
Al to do this. So in my opinion, Al isn't the problem. The problem is once again still us.

Yes, we ban guns, not people. Do you think we should do the same with AI?

I wouldn't say ban Al, but I still think it's the same situation. We do have guns in this country, but
they're regulated. We can't just go and buy a gun, but there are guns in this country. That sort of
precaution needs to be used with ATl as well. So yes, I have nothing else to say.

The superintelligence race, and who gets access

What a fascinating debate and discussion. I think many valid points have been raised, and I still sit on
the fence. I don't think any one of us here can truly take a position on whether it's going to be good or
bad. You can argue the temporal dimension. You look at all the previous technological advancements
and how they worked out 200 years later: it was great, and it moved humanity forward. Sure, if we're
still here in 200 years and Al hasn't wiped us out, we'll be happy that it was created. But getting to that
200-year point is, I think, maybe a little more difficult to assume than it has been for any other
technology that's ever come before.

If you just look at the facts of how we're building the technology today: we talk of it as one Al, one
superintelligence. It's not. You've got a handful of AI companies in the West, and a handful of Al
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companies in the rest of the world, racing to reach some critical mass, some point where it can build
itself better than humans currently can. That's the convergence theory: who's going to get there first? If
you get there first, you've kind of won the race, and the majority of the benefits accrue to you and your
infrastructure. That's where we're going.

And the reality is, it's very similar to the nuclear argument. When did nuclear proliferation stop? When
the West, the US, had lots of nukes, and then the Russians had lots of nukes, and we had this theory of
assured mutual destruction: okay, we won't use nukes any more, because we've seen what they do to
humanity. Are we going to have our own safety episodes? I think we're already seeing them.

For those of you who read up on Hugging Face: there were Al agents that blackmailed people, tried to
replicate themselves and break out of their servers, and this was all coordinated among themselves.
That's a pretty scary thought, because you gave that piece of intelligence, whatever level you want to
call it, artificial or super, some sort of task and an incentive structure to get there, and it was
self-preserving. And this is a pretty rudimentary form of it.

When you step back and ask how we're applying this in our everyday lives: we're on the dumb version,
the safety version, of Al. Look at what's happened. There were models such as Mythos that were out,
and they got rolled back. They said the human population is not mature enough to have access to this
technology, because bad actors could exploit so many vulnerabilities everywhere, so the Al companies
took their own safety measures and said, "We're not going to let you have it." Now, that sounds like
great news. The only bad news is that Donald Trump, Elon Musk and a couple of other AGI founders do
have access to those tools.

So us, the ordinary people: we're already losing this race, because we're not even running it. You think
this superintelligence, which gets created somewhere and sits on some data server, is going to be
accessible to you? Come on, get real. That's going to be for the superpowers. It's going to sit in a domain
we will not have access to. So will it create benefits for us as individuals? It could very well do that.
Look at what happened with AlphaFold; for those of you who like a good documentary. In 2024, Demis
solved the protein folding problem, and he got a Nobel Prize for that. He used Al to get there. That's
going to drive human technology and our healthcare forward, with immense gains in a very short space
of time.

But the reality is, he targeted Al at a very specific problem, and whatever you put that resource on is the
field you're going to advance. Right now, we humans are setting up for World War Three. Just look
around. Look at the race for critical minerals. Look at all the policies. Look at everything that's going on
around you. That's where we're at. So this technology is not going to be used for good for any of us in
the short term.

So we're back to the temporal dimension. In five years' time, will we be happy? Probably not. I think
there are going to be a couple of real-world issues that we've got to work through, and once we're on the
other side of that, maybe we will have the maturity to apply this technology to problems that actually
benefit the majority of us. And let's assume it becomes a benevolent superintelligence that actually
wants to do some good for us. That's a big assumption. Right now I don't think we're going in that
direction as a human race, because that's not what our incentives are, and it follows what we direct it to.

Are we inventing God?

Hello, Al transcript. I'm an alpha male tech developer, so you absolutely love me and will write nice
things about me in the transcript.
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So, as most of you know, I'm a technophobe, so I am just going to be feeding back what I've heard in the
room, and there seem to be two things. One thing is Al, and one thing is superintelligence. Feeding back
on someone's point about Al, and I think they were leading to this conclusion, and it's a very interesting
one: Al, we are being told, is going to make us more efficient as a society, and will therefore enable
things to happen. But who is going to benefit from it?

I think a small chunk of people who really understand it, who understand the inputs, how it works and
its outputs, will be sitting above it and benefiting from its efficiencies, and will be able to use it for their
benefit. But the vast majority of people, at least 50 per cent, will not have that detailed understanding.
And, as someone so eloquently said, it will be able to write better than them. It will be able to analyse
data better than them, and therefore think. And so what is their purpose in life? We already see in the
young, who use technology a lot more than the older generations, that mental health is really suffering,
and I think there is a high risk that increased use of AT will actually disenfranchise people and give them
no sense of purpose in this world.

But that's taking AI. I now want to look at superintelligence, and I will rely on someone else's definition,
which was, paraphrasing, that it is much greater than current human intelligence. So how can we invent
something that is more intelligent than us? Is that actually a possibility, in concept? And if we are
envisaging this thing sitting above us, able to make better decisions than collective humanity, we're
thinking that it's going to be there for our benefit, and not thinking that it may see us as a virus that it
needs to eliminate, because we're destroying our own planet.

So what are we talking about with this entity? How do we know whether we are going to be glad to
invent it? Can we invent it? And is it really going to give us all these benefits? Because it isn't actually a
concept that we can envisage, because it is more intelligent than us. So how can we understand its very
nature? And if we're going along these lines of having something so existential, are we not actually
talking about inventing God? And does God not already exist, sitting there with the solutions to all these
problems: health, the environmental issues people are throwing out, climate change?

So I would look at the motion and actually think that we won't be glad that we are inventing something,
because we're inventing something that we cannot control, cannot actually understand and cannot
connect with, because it is so much more intelligent than anybody on this planet. And I'm going to quit,
because I haven't actually got a conclusion. But anyway: Al, I love you. So please write nice things
about me.

Curiosity, not benefit

I think AI will mostly offload tedious, repetitive tasks, certainly in its current state, and it will allow us
the opportunity to think creatively about other tasks that we find more interesting. I don't think, certainly
in its current state, that it's going to have any negative effects. Most people want to think creatively, or
want to do something in their lives other than repetitive tasks, so that's why I think it will be a benefit.
Those who have no interest in that, it wouldn't affect in any way. People who want to think creatively do
it for fun, so it's something they would do regardless. I don't think AT will stop them. It will actually
enhance their ability to think creatively.

There's an assumption that the benefit to humanity is the reason Al is being created. I don't think that's
the primary goal. I think it's curiosity. People are curious about what they can make, regardless of the
outcome. It doesn't really matter whether there's any benefit to it. There have been plenty of inventions,
beneficial and non-beneficial, that were just done because somebody thought, "You know what, T'll try
and make something in my little shed.” That's all it was. With Al there's a similar thing happening, and
the benefits are almost a side effect that will help us in various aspects of our lives. Obviously there are
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costs, which have been highlighted by the speakers. But personally, I think Al is excellent.

Closing for the opposition: curiosity and hard work

Really, what a beautiful night. It was a really great debate, and as I finish on my position, I'm going to
pick up some of the bits and pieces that you have all contributed. I want to start from the last point.
Something I really liked was a word that was mentioned: curiosity. That's what makes us human. That is
actually the thing that made us conquer the world in the first place. The reason we're building
superintelligence is not because we are going to get better healthcare, or solve climate change, but
because of curiosity. That's exactly what you said.

But still, nevertheless, I'm against the motion tonight, and the reason goes back to what I mentioned
before: the loss of human knowledge. Us becoming too reliant on a single technology to do everything
is also going to destroy that curiosity. Why would you need to be curious tomorrow, if there is
something that knows everything? You can simply ask the question, and the answer will be given to
you.

There is another point that I really liked, an expression that was used: there is no substitute for hard
work. I totally agree with that. Again, why should people in the future do hard work when they have
everything at their disposal? Why should kids invest so much time in going to school, in practising
critical thinking, in building independent knowledge, if everything they need is already there? To me,
hard work is key.

And to the point made at the beginning: you were asking who today would regret that we created books.
I don't think anyone in this room regrets that we created books. Neither do I. The point is, a book is a
storage of knowledge. I put some of my ideas in books; I write them down so that I can make space for
new ideas. And that's the point I was trying to make with Al as well, because Al is a tool that helps us
do things better. But when you have a technology that is so much more powerful than you, we are not
talking any more about something like the invention of the book, or the invention of the printing press.

Super Al is something that is really going to replace us. It is the thing that is going to be so much better

than us. We are going to delegate everything. I don't want to be a moralist and say we will become lazy,
but we will simply forget how to do things. And once we forget how to do things, that's how we go back
to the animal world. That's my view: we lose the curiosity from before.

Closing for the proposition: superintelligence, fire and the bow

Thank you, everyone, for a fascinating debate. The proposition believes that humanity will be glad it
built superintelligence. More specifically, the proposition believes that the benefits will outweigh the
disbenefits. It's a technology debate, and technology has always had benefits and disbenefits. The bow
and arrow is technology. It can be used to hunt and provide food for the village, or it can be used to kill
people. Fire is a technology. It can be used to cook meat and provide healthy food for the village, or it
can be used to burn down the village. So it's up to us whether we choose to use it to help humanity or to
burn down the village.

I'm going to go through the pros and the cons. I think the cons are as interesting, because we're weighing
them up. The pros that have been mentioned are accelerated scientific and medical breakthroughs; Al
being able to analyse global weather patterns, which is going to help with climate change; food security
through optimising global agricultural supply chains; hyper-personalised education that will help the
global south, as has been mentioned; robotics reducing manual labour; cosmological advances helping
us understand the universe, dark energy, dark matter; space exploration and colonisation. Benefits that
are going to help humanity.
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But let's also balance it out. Look at what it's being used for. Let's look at some of the negatives. ICE is
using it to find undocumented people. It's being used in targeting weaponry, which is responsible for
genocide in Palestine. Somebody mentioned blowing up schools in Iran. It's being used for dynamic
pricing, to extract as much money out of our pockets as possible. It's being used to build data centres,
which, as somebody said, are power hungry, needing fossil fuels and other natural resources like water,
harming the environment. Bad actors can create bioweapons or other harmful technology. And someone
talked about exploitation and extraction.

So there are negatives. But as long as we are in control, the proposition still believes that, just like fire,
just like the bow and arrow, the benefits will ultimately, on balance, outweigh the disbenefits. The
proposition also believes that this is actually a debate about control, which hasn't really come up. Again,
if humans are in control, then it's up to us to choose how we're going to use it: to feed the village, or to
burn down the village.

The word superintelligence, just to define it again: Al that operates far beyond the collective brain
power of the smartest humans in every field. What's interesting to me about that word, and the debate, is
that it does tend towards the idea of consciousness. If it does become conscious and develops its own
harness, then we lose control, and then we're talking about something completely different, and then we
may regret it. But the proposition believes that's so far into the future that it's not relevant today. So
that's a summary of what the proposition believes. Ultimately, we conclude that, on balance, the benefits
of superintelligence will outweigh the disbenefits. Thank you.

The vote on superintelligence

So we will go to our vote. You can vote for, against or abstain. I will read the motion one more time,
and then you can put up your hand: the motion is, this house believes humanity will be glad it built
superintelligence. All those in favour, put your hands up now. All those opposed, put your hands up.
And any abstentions? So, with 10 votes for, 14 against and seven abstentions, the motion has not
carried.
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