
3. The New “Who is a Jew?” - Robots and Minyanim
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eugene_Goostman
Eugene Goostman is a chatbot that some regard as having beaten the Turing test, a test of a computer's ability to
communicate indistinguishably from a human. Developed in Saint Petersburg in 2001 by a group of three
programmers, the Russian-born Vladimir Veselov, Ukrainian-born Eugene Demchenko, and Russian-born Sergey
Ulasen, Goostman is portrayed as a 13-year-old Ukrainian boy—characteristics that are intended to induce
forgiveness in those with whom it interacts for its grammatical errors and lack of general knowledge.

The Goostman bot has competed in a number of Turing test contests since its creation, and finished second
in the 2005 and 2008 Loebner Prize contest. In June 2012, at an event marking what would have been the 100th
birthday of the test's namesake, Alan Turing, Goostman won a competition promoted as the largest-ever Turing test
contest, in which it successfully convinced 29% of its judges that it was human.

On 7 June 2014, at a contest marking the 60th anniversary of Turing's death, 33% of the event's judges
thought that Goostman was human; the event's organiser Kevin Warwick considered it to have passed Turing's test
as a result, per Turing's prediction in his 1950 paper Computing Machinery and Intelligence, that by the year 2000,
machines would be capable of fooling 30% of human judges after five minutes of questioning. The validity and
relevance of the announcement of Goostman's pass was questioned by critics, who noted the exaggeration of the
achievement by Warwick, the bot's use of personality quirks and humour in an attempt to misdirect users from its
non-human tendencies and lack of real intelligence, along with "passes" achieved by other chatbots at similar
events.

Babylonian Talmud; Sanhedrin 65b
Rava says: If the righteous wish to do so, they can create a world, as it is stated: “But your iniquities have separated
between you and your God.” In other words, there is no distinction between God and a righteous person who has no
sins, and just as God created the world, so can the righteous. Indeed, Rava created a man, a golem, using forces of
sanctity. Rava sent his creation before Rabbi Zeira. Rabbi Zeira would speak to him but he would not reply. Rabbi
Zeira said to him: You were created by one of the members of the group, one of the Sages. Return to your dust.

Isaac Asimov's "Three Laws of Robotics"
1. A robot may not injure a human being or, through inaction, allow a human being to come to harm.
2. A robot must obey orders given it by human beings except where such orders would conflict with the First

Law.
3. A robot must protect its own existence as long as such protection does not conflict with the First or Second

Law.

R. Moshe Goldfeder
https://azjewishpost.com/2014/should-robots-count-in-a-minyan-rabbi-talks-turing-test/
https://edition.cnn.com/2014/06/10/opinion/goldfeder-age-of-robots-turing-test/
Q. What are the basic criteria that would make a robot/monkey/mermaid Jewish?
A. Well, we start with the Talmud in Sanhedrin, which tells us the story of Rava sending a golem to Rabbi Zeira.
Rabbi Zeira ends up figuring out that the golem was not human — it couldn’t communicate effectively and couldn’t
pass the Turing test, apparently — and so he destroys it.
The halachic literature asks why this was not considered “ba’al tashchis,” wasteful, since maybe the golem could
have counted in a minyan.
While they conclude that this golem at least was not able to be counted — they leave open the possibility of a better
golem counting — it seems then that creation by a Jewish person would give the golem/robot presumptive Jewish
status. For living things there is always parentage and conversion.
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Q: Theoretically speaking, say a robot walked into your office and said, “Rabbi, I want to count in the minyan.”
Would that be enough evidence for you to count him?
A: Not necessarily. For the purposes of this discussion, I would accept the position of the Jerusalem Talmud in the
third chapter of Tractate Niddah that when you are dealing with a creature that does not conform to the simple
definition of “humanness” — i.e. born from a human mother or at least possessing human DNA, but it appears to
have human characteristics and is doing human things — one examines the context to determine if it is human.
When something looks human and acts human, to the point that I think it might be human, then halachah might
consider the threshold to have been crossed.

This makes sense from a Jewish ethical perspective as well. Oftentimes Jewish ethics are about the actor, not
the one being acted upon. If I see something that for all intents and purposes looks human, I cannot start poking it to
see if it bleeds. I have a responsibility to treat all that seem human as humans, and it is better to err on the side of
caution from an ethical perspective.

I think the difference between science fiction and science is often time. If you were to ask me now, I don’t
think Jewish institutions need to start worrying about it quite yet. Even with the Turing test officially passed, we are
quite far from the situation of having a robot capable of walking among us unsuspected. But I do think that Jewish
thinkers should start tossing around the questions because we’re probably 30, not 100, years away

http://www.bvkkosher.com/robots-in-halacha
I am writing to clarify a position of mine that was unfortunately misrepresented in this magazine.
I recently gave an interview with the JTA in which I discussed the idea of robots in halacha. The entire interview had
a disclaimer, which appeared in print, that it was not to be taken l'maaseh, and was only a theoretical conversation.
In that interview I referenced a famous Gemara in Sanhedrin, where the Talmud discusses the idea of a golem, a
humanoid automaton, interacting with human beings. While Rashi writes that the golem here was made by 'Sefer
Yetzirah,' which usually refers to a mystical text, medieval kabbalists such as Rav Moshe Cordovero explain that the
sefer yetzirah referred to here was actually a book of natural science, and that the golem was not spiritual, just 'a
form, made out of dust, and by natural means it was made to appear like a man.' This gives us our clear analogue to
the idea of a robot.
Halakhists throughout the centuries have been fascinated with this story. Famously, the Chacham Tzvi, and his
grandson, Rabbi Yaakov Emden, both address the possibility of this golem counting in a minyan. They conclude that
this golem could not, as it lacked any 'intelligence whatsoever…he is no more than an animal in a human shape."
They did, however, leave open the possibility of a different golem actually passing that threshold. Interestingly, the
Medrash tells us that Yirmiyahu HaNavi actually did it, he created a full human being, and he only destroyed it out
of fear that people would begin to treat him like a god.
The reason I am writing though is not to argue about whether or not these aggadas are true, or worth thinking
about; people are free to agree or disagree that they are interesting. My point is that it is irresponsible and
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potentially harmful when a writer takes a quote from a piece like this out of context, and neglects to include the
original disclaimer. I wish to make three points:
1) Obviously I am not of the opinion that a robot can actually count in a minyan, as I reiterated to the Ami author
over the phone before the article was even written. I reiterate again that the entire discussion about robots in
minyanim was only theoretical as stated in the original interview.
2) Even regarding the rhetorical strawman that the author builds to tear down, unfortunately he got it wrong. After
I had mentioned the discussion in poskim about golems in a minyan, the JTA interviewer asked me if, theoretically
speaking, a human-like robot (which does not yet exist) would count. My response was "not necessarily," even in
this theoretical plane. I then made a related ethical point, based on a gemara in the Yerushalmi (the Gemara
discusses the concept of treating something that looks human-like as a human, even when we are not sure,) because
as ethical actors we should be machmir. The author of the Ami article ignored the earlier discussion about
Sanhedrin, took that Yerushalmi, and wrote that 'based on this discussion Rabbi Goldfeder reported to the world
that it is possible for a robot to be counted in a minyan." That is in no way true; I never made such a claim (explicitly
stating that even in a theoretical world such a claim would not necessarily fly), and certainly any discussion of even
theoretical minyanim was based on the gemara and poskim I had mentioned, not that Yerushalmi.
3) While it is fine to disagree, even in theory, putting claims in another person's mouth has no place in a Torah
conversation.
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Rambam, Hilchos Teshuva, 5
A person should not entertain the thesis held by the fools among the gentiles and the majority of the undeveloped
among Israel that, at the time of a man's creation, The Holy One, blessed be He, decrees whether he will be
righteous or wicked. This is untrue. Each person is fit to be righteous like Moses, our teacher, or wicked, like
Jeroboam. [Similarly,] he may be wise or foolish, merciful or cruel, miserly or generous, or [acquire] any other
character traits. There is no one who compels him, sentences him, or leads him towards either of these two paths.
Rather, he, on his own initiative and decision, tends to the path he chooses. This was [implied by the prophet,]
Jeremiah who stated [Eichah 3:38: "From the mouth of the Most High, neither evil or good come forth." The Creator
does not decree that a person should be good and refrain from being evil. Accordingly, it is the sinner, himself, who
causes his own loss. ...[The prophet] continues explaining, since free choice is in our hands and our own decision [is
what prompts us to] commit all these wrongs, it is proper for us to repent and abandon our wickedness, for this
choice is presently in our hand. This is implied by the following verse [ibid.:40]: "Let us search and examine our
ways and return [to God]."
...Peradventure, thou wilt ask: "The Holy One, blessed is He, does he not know what it will be before it will come to
pass? Did he know whether a certain person will be either just or wicked, or did He not know it? If he knew that he
would be just, then it would be impossible for him not to be just? If thou wilt say that He did know that he would be
just but that it is possible for him to be wicked, lo, He did not know the matter clearly? Know, that the answer to this
question is longer in measure than the earth and broader than the sea, and many great elements and ranking
mountains are suspended thereon; but it is essential that you know this fundamental matter which I outline. In the
second chapter of the treatise of Fundamentals of the Torah it was already elucidated that the Holy One, blessed is
He! does not know of things with a knowledge which exists outside of Himself, like, for instance, the sons of man
do, for they and their knowledge are two separate things; but, He, may His Name be exalted! and his knowledge are
One, and it is not within the power of the knowledge of man to attain this matter clearly, and even as it is not within
the power of man to attain and find the truth of the Creator, even as it is said: "For man shall not see Me and live"
(Ex. 33.20), even so it is not within the power of man to attain and find the knowledge of the Creator. This is even



what the prophet said: "For My thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways My ways, saith the Lord" (Is.
55.8). This being so, it is not within our intellectual power to know in what manner the Holy One, blessed is He!
knows all the creatures and their actions, but we do know without a doubt that man's behavior is in the hand of
man, and that the Holy One, blessed is He! neither draws him nor issues edicts against him to do as he does. And,
not solely because of having accepted the religion do we know that there is no predestination, but even by clear
evidence of the words of wisdom. Because thereof it is said in prophecy that man is judged for his actions according
to his actions, whether they be good or evil, and this is the very foundation upon which all the words of prophecy
depend.

Glosses of the Ra’avad, end of Chapter 5
This being so etc. This one did not follow the custom of scholars; for no man begins a thing which he knows not
how to finish it, whereas he commenced with inquiries and questions and left the matter under question and turned
it around to faith. It would have been better for him to leave the matter to the innocence of the innocent, not to
awaken their hearts and leave their mind in doubt, lest, during some hour, a suspicion will enter their heart
concerning it. Moreover, although there is no convincing reply to this question, it is best to lean himself upon a
partial answer like this, saying: If either the righteousness or wickedness of man would have been dependent upon
the decree of the Creator, may He be blessed!, we would be saying that His knowledge is His decree, then would the
question be to us very difficult, indeed. But now, since the Creator ceded this power from His Hand to the hand of
the man himself, His knowledge can not be said to be a decree, but it is similar to the knowledge of the astrologists
who know by another power what the conduct of a certain person would be. And, it is common knowledge that from
the smallest to the biggest thing which happens to man the Creator transmitted to the power of the planets, only He
endowed him with an intelligence to sustain himself, and be delivered from the influence of the planet, and this
very same is the power endowed to man to be either good or bad, and only the Creator knows the power of the
planet and its movements whether it be within the power of the intelligence of one to be delivered from its influence
or not. And, such knowledge is not a decree. But even this is not a comparison.

(Mr. Fantastic in Civil War, Sherlock Holmes deductions, Facebook/Cambridge-Analytica algorithms)
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Ray Bradbury, I Sing the Body Electric
[M]ost machines are amoral, neither bad nor good. But by the way you built and shaped them you in turn shaped
men, women, and children to be bad or good. A car, for instance, dead brute, unthinking, an unprogrammed bulk,
is the greatest destroyer of souls in history. It makes boy-men greedy for power, destruction, and more destruction.
It was never intended to do that. But that's how it turned out.
most machines are amoral, neither bad nor good. But by the way you built and shaped them you in turn shaped
men, women, and children to be bad or good. A car, for instance, dead brute, unthinking, an unprogrammed bulk,
is the greatest destroyer of souls in history. It makes boy-men greedy for power, destruction, and more destruction.
It was never intended to do that. But that's how it turned out...being mechanical, I cannot sin, cannot be bribed,
cannot be greedy or jealous or mean or small. I do not relish power for power's sake. Speed does not pull me to
madness. Sex does not run me rampant through the world. I have time and more than time to collect the
information I need around and about an ideal to keep it clean and whole and intact. Name the value you wish, tell
me the Ideal you want and I can see and collect and remember the good that: will benefit you all. Tell me how you
would like to be: kind, loving, considerate, well-balanced, humane ... and let me run ahead on the path to explore
those ways to be just that. In the darkness ahead, turn me as a lamp in all directions. I can guide your feet.
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(Rambam vs. Kuzari about conversion)
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