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0.0.0 Introduction 

 Machines have Artificial Intelligence (AI) if they can process data 

comprehensively and accomplish specific tasks. AI is designed to solve problems, which 

used to be uniquely solved by human beings, more quickly and reliably than us, and that 

further changes our relationship with machines. With the rapid development of 

technology, more and more machines are taking positions that require them to interact 

with human beings. They are at the workplace, at home, online, offline, and basically 

everywhere. Every year, companies launch more and more machines with AI to respond 

to social needs, involving more social interactions with human beings. By the year 2019, 

AI had already changed our lifestyle in terms of little things like shopping, driving, and 

studying. It could be very possible that Artificial Intelligence will change the way our 

society functions as well as the personal interactions between ourselves and others. In 

fact, the path of scientific development indicates that such a situation could appear before 

the time that we expect. Studies revealed that while the public believes in the future 

developments made in this field, inventors are taking efforts to make machines with 

higher user acceptance. Human beings are stepping into a new era where we need to learn 

to interact with the things we create. This study is going to look at whether AI 

companions have personhood and social rights, from a philosophical perspective. 

 Whether we recognize it or not, technological developments are changing our life 

continuously. The developmental path in the field of Artificial Intelligence will meet the 

public expectation of largely using AI as caring companions. Artificial General 

Intelligence refers to AI that is human-level intelligent on learning and problem solving, 
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and Artificial Super Intelligence refers to AI that is beyond human-level intelligence. 

Barrat and Goertzel surveyed a group of participants in an Artificial General Intelligence 

(AGI) conference about when they think AGI will be achieved. Amongst the respondents, 

only 2% of them believe that AGI will not be realized in the future at all. Ten percent of 

them think that it will be realized after 2100. And the remaining 88% believe that AGI 

will be realized within the twenty-first century. Data provided by Barrat and Goertzel 

shows that most people that pay attention to this field assert that either they or the very 

next generation will witness the birth of AGI. In addition, a study done by Grace et al. at 

Cornell also speculates that by the year 2063, there is a 50% possibility for AI to exceed 

human beings’ performance in all tasks. When machines become as intelligent as us, or 

more intelligent than us, will they be persons to some extent? Will they have rights? Will 

unplugging them be murder? Who will be responsible for the mistakes that they make? 

Can we still utilize them to the most extent like we do now? Will machine usage be a 

form of enslavement? 

 Artificial Intelligence will be largely applied to different areas, including caring 

companions, so it becomes important for us to consider and be prepared about the way 

we place machines with AI in our society. Studies have shown that machines with 

Artificial Intelligence performing as caring companions will be urgently demanded in the 

future. Taking Artificial Intelligence for elder care as an example: Broadbent et al. (319) 

state that a drastic increase in the aged population will occur in the near future. The 

number of the elderly is expected to be doubled until the mid-twenty-first century 

(Broadbent et al. 319). Therefore, the need for well-trained elder healthcare personnel 
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will be boosted to a new level by then. Broenkens et al. also mention that older people 

might prefer to stay as long as possible in their own homes rather than being sent to 

institutional care centers or hospitals, which may also lead to an increasing demand for 

personalized home nurses. 

 However, it costs time and money to train healthcare personnel to meet the market 

demand. The time it takes to educate and train nurses or social workers could result in an 

undesirably long time to fill the market vacancies. If future techniques are able to imple-

ment machines with Artificial Intelligence as an alternative to human healthcare staff, it 

will save us time to satisfy such demands and avoid possible surplus in the labor market, 

given that the process of producing machines and robots can be standardized in assembly 

lines. In addition, robotic healthcare can mitigate possible or unexpected errors that hu-

man beings may create at work because they are more precisely designed. Besides the 

time costs, hiring a corporeal staff may also consume more social and economic capital, 

which is another factor that contributes to the preferences in robotic healthcare. With a 

robotic assistant, it is ensured that the service is personalized. Human assistants may need 

some hours to rest every day, but robotic ones would be less limited. Robotic assistants 

could help to decrease unnecessary opportunity costs as much as possible. Therefore, a 

cheaper and better substitute will tend to be more favorable. 

 Inventors have also been continually making an effort to realize Artificial 

Intelligence being used in households. As listed by Robinson et al. and Broadbent et al., 

Japan is one of the pioneering countries to launch robots in household activities. As early 

as in 2005, Mitsubishi launched a robot named Wakamaru into the Japanese market. 
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Wakamaru is designed to assist in housekeeping as it can remember up to ten people’s 

faces; send out emails to emergency contacts for helping if someone in the house is 

recognized as being in physical danger; remind the owner of specific activities and 

monitor and take care of the house when the owner is out. Another notable robotic 

companion benefited from Artificial Intelligence was called Paro, a seal-shaped pet robot 

that could express humanoid emotions through interacting with human beings and 

therefore provide psychological therapy. It was sold in the US in 2008.  “Paro can grow 

active or sleepy, show pleasure when held, and get angry when hit. He also understands 

simple words like greetings and compliments, and responds with calls and facial 

expressions” (Fitzpatrick). Robots like Paro are developed in a way that allows them to 

be more socially interactive with their users. Their designers aim to make them satisfy 

certain social needs of human beings. As the machine could give particular responses to 

our actions or words, these machines work as therapy dogs. The machines with AI as 

caring companions we aim to talk about in this study are those that can assist users both 

physically and psychologically. Compared to therapy pets, they can provide care in more 

aspects, and the interactions between robot caregivers and human users are more 

personalized and based on the contexts. 

 Scholars have also done surveys to increase the acceptance of robotic caregivers. 

Fitzpatrick points out that so far, people have complained about the robots being “too 

expensive, impracticable, and sometimes unwelcome.” It is also said that such a 

technology is still at the early stage, and it is reasonable and acceptable to go through 

trials and errors. Researchers are not giving up on making robot companionship 
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achievable and have turned attention to making it more acceptable to the public. A study 

by Broadbent et al. concluded that there are seven factors that can affect the acceptance 

of robots socially interacting with or working as assistants for human beings in daily life. 

They discovered that age, gender, needs, experiences, education, cultural backgrounds, 

and personal attitudes about robots might influence ones’ ability to welcome a robot work 

in the household. Along with uncovering these factors, Broadbent et al. also gave several 

suggestions to the manufactures about how to produce better robots with higher 

acceptances to meet users’ expectations. With efforts taken in the direction of consumer 

acceptance, it is possible that AI assistants will eventually become accepted more and 

more readily.  

 Speculating about something is different from being well prepared for it. Are we 

prepared for such developments of AI to appear? Some science fiction books and movies 

or television shows have pictured our fear about machines controlling our world. The de-

velopment of AI scares us using our fear of uncertainty and our imagination of the possi-

ble outcomes of the changes. Instead of going into too much depth about the conspiracy 

theories on AI, this study aims to help us draw a clearer picture about the basic and social 

rights of AI caregivers. The First Chapter will answer the question of whether AI caring 

companions have personhood and therefore have basic rights like human beings, with 

analysis on seven conditions of personhood. The Second Chapter will show that if AI 

function as a caring companion to human beings, it would deserve rights and respect on a 

social level. 
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0.1.0 Clarification of the question: what it means and indicates 

 Whether something is a person is distinctive from whether we should treat it as a 

person. The question about whether advanced Artificial Intelligent machines are persons 

indicates that they potentially could be moral agents. Our discussion in this study will 

mainly focus on the nature and conditions of personhood and caring companionship. And 

it is essential to notice in the beginning that whether machines with AI have personhood 

and whether them having personhood is beneficial to human beings are two different 

questions that could be irrelevant to each other. In other words, machines with AI being 

moral persons will not necessarily lead to human beings taking them as such. And the 

disqualification of AI being a moral person will also not necessarily lead to human beings 

not taking it as a person with rights. If machines with AI are persons, what makes them 

qualify for conditions of personhood should be the objective features intrinsic to them. 

 The reason why this difference is worth noticing is that rights and personhood are 

not something that we could give to or take from each other. For example, we would not 

say that we grant rights or personhood to others. Nor would we say that we could take 

others’ rights or personhood, and then they just no longer have them. Instead, one can 

have or not have certain rights. What others can do according to one’s rights is either a 

respect or violation of those rights, and there is no neutral ground in between. For 

example, one’s right to life can only either be respected or violated. Not respecting or 

protecting a particular right is a violation of it. Since what is true could be different from 

what is beneficial to believe, the main aim of this study is to figure out if AI engaging in a 

caring companionship with human beings has basic and social rights, instead of what will 
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be profitable to us. Though these two questions are independent of each other, it is still 

encouraged in this study that we should respect the rights of machines with AI if they 

have any, because inegalitarian relationships could be somewhat unhealthy and affect 

other aspects of our society.  
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1.0.0 Do Machines with AI have basic rights about which personhood brings? 

 In the first Chapter, we will answer the question of whether machines with Artifi-

cial Intelligence have personhood in order to see if they have the basic rights as human 

persons do. Beginning with the comparison between two types of interpretations of per-

sonhood, which are humanism and personism, we choose personism as our key theory 

because it is more adequate with the discussion about machines with AI. Then, we will 

analyze each necessary condition of personhood according to personism and demonstrate 

how these machines should be placed in the conversation about personhood. 

1.1.0 What makes a person a person? Humanism and personism 

 Will unplugging a smart machine be murder? Is AI a moral person? Does AI have 

rights? Questions like these lead us to ponder what contributes to personhood. The word 

“human” refers to human beings as a biological category. And the word “person” 

indicates the intrinsic value of a being. A human being is not a person if it is just flesh 

without any intrinsic value. On the other hand, a person does not need to have the flesh 

part of a human being. A case in point is that companies and organizations have corporate 

personhood according to the legal notion in some countries but are not biologically 

human beings. Thus, in this study, we consider saying someone is a human being clarifies 

one’s biological status, but to say someone or something is a person is to say that one has 

innate values and rights. These two conceptions are entirely different in our discourse 

about personhood and are not interchangeable. 
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 Accordingly, there are two schools of interpretations about what contributes to 

personhood. One is humanism, in which scholars believe that the moral scope of person-

hood is limited to homo sapiens as a biological identity. Humanists like Kadlac think that 

all moral persons have to be human beings, but not all human beings have to be persons. 

Humanism suggests that the idea of human beings could better play the role of defining 

what a person is like morally. The other school is personism, in which the moral scope of 

personhood includes, but is not limited to homo sapiens. It is the idea that moral person-

hood could be seen as a set of features that rules out nonpersons. Personists like Dennett 

are more inclusive than humanists who only take human beings into moral account, and 

personists choose to leave room for other beings besides homo sapiens to be morally re-

spected. 

1.2.0 Why we prefer personism over humanism 

 In this study, we prefer personism over humanism on the consideration of moral 

personhood because it is more reasonable, applicable and logically sound. As Justin 

Leiber mentions in his thought experiment Can Animals and Machines Be Persons?: a 

Dialogue, personhood entails “intrinsic dignity and worth” and this implies basic rights 

for persons. Leiber also stated that throughout history, not all humans have been full-

fledged persons. For example, women and slaves used to be considered second class 

citizens who lacked  the “intrinsic dignity and worth” of persons (Leiber 16). 

Additionally, the rising protection of animal rights has also shown that creatures beyond 

homo sapiens also have “intrinsic dignity and worth” on a certain level. These have 
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proven humanism to be limited to potential social changes on equality and it denies the 

innate value of animals. Moreover, Sapontzis believes that the most important identity for 

persons is the bodily shape (608) that is corporeal and takes spaces, which is a typical 

humanist and speciesist view. “Nature, and property as well, may be treated as mere 

means to fulfilling the interests of persons, but persons are beings whose interests must 

not be treated and sacrificed as mere means to the fulfillment of the interests of other 

creatures” (Spontzis  610). This idea denies the intrinsic values of disabled human beings 

who could not maintain a bodily shape. It will also fail to answer whether a machine is a 

person if the machine could have a bodily shape, which is very possible given to the rapid 

developments of technology. It is not reasonable for human beings to regard everything 

else in the world as inferior to us just because we are human beings. Similar to the 

misconception that women were inferior to men because they are women, the logic 

utilized by humanists seems to be flawed. 

 In contrast, most of the personists work on criteria for personhood makes their 

arguments more reasonable and logically sound. Their arguments leave spaces for future 

amendment according to the change of the society and they efficiently avoid the problems 

about speciesism faced by humanists, especially in regard to future machines with 

advanced Artificial Intelligence. We used to understand the behaviors and features of 

machines in anthropomorphic ways. Richard and Smart talk about the Android Fallacy to 

emphasize that how we see robots should not depend on their forms but their functions. 

They argue that robots can behave differently from humans in seemingly similar 

situations because their components are more sensitive to the differences in environments 
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than we are. “No two camera images are ever the same, because of subtle lighting 

changes and measurement errors in the camera itself. Humans might not be able to see 

the differences, but the robot’s software does” (Richard and Smart 18). When two 

cameras receive different information in the same scenario, they will drive different 

robots to produce different reactions, even though they are in the same environment at the 

same time. This makes the actions of those robots somehow independent from their 

designer, and out of their designers’ control. Then it would be misleading to expect the 

designer of them to take full responsibility for the failures that the robots make.  

However, Richard and Smart refer to a study that uncovers that we often overly 

anthropomorphize robots that have a humanoid shape (20), which could be actually 

misleading in the discussion of robotic personhood. For example, if a car could not turn 

left when we turn the steering wheel to the left, in most of the cases, we would blame the 

manufacturer of the car. But Richard and Smart note that if it is a human-shaped robot 

driving that car and “its ‘hands’ slip on the wheel while trying to make a turn” (19), the 

manufacture of the robot seems to be less blamable or responsible than the car 

manufacturer. When the car and the robot both make the same mistake in performing the 

simple function of making a turn, in which there are no social functions involved, the 

robot seems to be more alienated and independent from its manufacturer than the car. The 

robot and the car both have the same task to accomplish, and they both fail to achieve in 

the same way. It is mistaken for us to regard the robot more as a person than the car just 

because its shape is more human-like. The Android Fallacy shows that humanism, which 

focuses more on the physical features and forms of a being, is less reasonable in the 
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conversation about machines with Artificial Intelligence. In contrast, personism, which 

focuses more on the functions and social value of a being, is more applicable. 

1.3.0 Are machines with AI moral persons, according to personism? 

 Daniel Dennett claims in his article Conditions of Personhood that the 

metaphysical notion of personhood is “the notion of an intelligent, conscious, feeling 

agent”, and the moral notion of personhood is “the notion of an agent who is accountable, 

who has both rights and responsibilities” (176). Applying Rawlsian principles of justice, 

Dennett distinguishes metaphysical and moral notions of personhood, arguing that 

“metaphysical personhood is a necessary condition of moral personhood” (177). 

Therefore, for a machine with AI to have the basic rights like human persons, it must 

qualify to be “an intelligent, conscious, feeling agent” (Dennett 176). Based on his 

understanding of free and equal agents in Rawlsian liberalism, Dennett has concluded six 

necessary conditions for moral personhood. The set of conditions that Dennett uses are 

comprehensive and representative as it includes most of the key features of personhood in 

a personism perspective. The six necessary conditions that Dennett has proposed are 

rationality, intentionality, the object of a stance, reciprocity, capability of verbal 

communication, and self-consciousness. You may notice that we will also talk about 

consciousness as another necessary condition on which Dennett does not specifically 

shed light. Indeed, the notion of consciousness is different from self-consciousness and it 

is a prerequisite for some of the other conditions like intentionality and reciprocity which 

we will discuss later, so we will also talk about consciousness as another condition of 
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personhood. In summary, there are seven conditions for personhood that we are going to 

talk about: 

1. rationality 

2. consciousness 

3. intentionality 

4. the object of a stance 

5. reciprocity 

6. capability of verbal communication 

7. self-consciousness 

We will analyze each of these seven conditions in turns, focusing on why it is a necessary 

condition for personhood and whether machines with Artificial Intelligence qualify. The 

first one will be rationality. 

1.3.1 Rationality 

 We are going to talk about machines with AI having rationality in Dennett’s point 

of view, using the counterexample Goodman provides to question whether we are able to 

tell if the machines are actually rational or just seem to be rational. Later, we discover 

that there are two types of rationality. One is instrumental, which machines have but 

which does not entail moral goodness. The other is substantive, which we cannot know if 

machines have. 

 Firstly, Dennett asserts that rationality is a necessary condition for the construc-

tion of moral personhood. Persons are rational beings that are self-accountable. For the 
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decisions made and the actions taken, rational beings are able to articulate and reason. 

Given that machines with Artificial Intelligence are rationally programmed according to 

logic, and the procession of their program could also be a form of rationale, machines 

with AI appear to qualify this condition to be a moral person.  

 However, Goodman provides an example of a non-human animal being seemingly 

rational and argues that something may seem rational without really being so. In the 

example, a dog distracts and leads her owner to the door in order to sleep on the chair on 

which her owner was sitting. Goodman argues that it is our perception that the dog is 

rational to do so, and our perceptions in general could always deceive us from a cartesian 

skepticism perspective. “Even if the dog is acutely aware of what she intends, reasons out 

and actually carries out the plan, we still have no sense that there is mindfulness, on the 

dog’s part, that the action is either good or bad, right or wrong, valuable or 

disvaluable”(Goodman 76). What we could directly perceive is the dog’s reaction but not 

what is going on in her mind, or if she really is mindful. We consider the dog as rational 

because she acts like a rational being would. Even if she could speak, we would still be 

unsure if her actions, including speaking, are conditioned responses or expressions of 

rationality. The signs to tell if someone is rational are not evident and specific enough for 

us to conclude that the one is rational as surely as that we are rational. In addition, 

Goodman also argues that rational thinking does not entail moral goodness just because it 

could be explained through language. The concerns Goodman raises leads us to 

reconsider whether rationality should be one of the necessary conditions, as Dennett has 

stated. 
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 Compared to sensibility, rationality is favored in most of the cases for being 

reasonable, yet most people have ignored the fact that we still have the potential to make 

mistakes, even if our thinking is purely rational. When we are solving a math problem at 

middle school, we practice rational thinking. However, it is not always the case that we 

are right at every math problem we have. Similarly, when we are addressing the question 

about whether machines with Artificial Intelligence could be moral persons, we use 

rationality as our tool to make logical arguments. Even if the argument we make is 

logically valid, there is still a chance that the conclusion we draw might be false. 

Rationality does have a lot of advantages as it has lower chances to produce undesired 

outcomes, compared to sensibility, but this does not mean it will always generate the 

perfect results without any error. What is more, most of the things that happen in the 

world could not be evaluated as right or wrong, but only as favorable to someone or not. 

People’s thoughts about the same thing can change over time, so it is very possible that 

one thinks something is right at a time and wrong at another time. Thus, it could be 

biased to overpraise the importance of rationality. 

 On the other hand, when we are talking about rationality as above, it seems like 

we only take the instrumental aspect of it and ignore substantive rationality. In fact, the 

substantive aspect could be somehow more important than the instrumental one. 

Instrumental rationality is how we use rationality as a tool to solve problems, whereas 

substantive rationality focuses more on the value we assign to certain actions. 

Instrumental rationality is means to achieve the end that substantive rationality creates. 

Substantive rationality does not deny the charm of sensibility, as it refers to a positive 
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attitude of believing that problems will be eventually solved. For example, our 

substantive rationality tells us to make up for a friend after we did wrong to him, and 

instrumental rationality tells us about how to apologize to him. Substantive rationality is 

about what our goal is; how that goal is valuable to us and an attitude believing that the 

goal is achievable, but instrumental rationality is about the ways to achieve the goal.  

 In a similar vein, David Hume said, “Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of 

passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey them”(415). 

Hume believes that the willingness to achieve a goal is the impetus of rational thinking, 

and the standard to testify whether an action is reasonable depends on whether this action 

can help to achieve the will. Rationality and reason only play the role of the instrument in 

this whole process, but do not tell us what willpower we should have. For example, if a 

student just wants to skip a class, rationality will guide him on what he needs to do to 

skip the class, like not stepping into the classroom in the class period, to achieve this end. 

If he has a strong sense of responsibility for presenting in the class, then rationality will 

stop him from skipping. However,  the thought of skipping the class, even though it 

seems random, cannot be said to be rational or irrational. The only part, in which 

rationality takes, is to tell him how to be absent in the class successfully. Rationality can 

be used to judge the means, but not the end. Thus, instrumental rationality itself does not 

imply moral goodness. Instead, whether an entity contains substantive rationality is more 

decisive on its moral personhood, because it defines the end of instrumental rationality. 

 Whether a machine with AI has substantive rationality then becomes another 

question to answer after ruling out instrumental rationality. It is true that the machine 
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with AI is able to practice instrumental rationality, considering the nature of computer 

programs and how they are coded. Coding languages require the program to be written 

according to a logical process, or the program will be reported with bugs and could not be 

properly processed.  (Section 3.2.1 Limitation One talks about how coding logic could be 

different from philosophical logic.) The person who writes a program needs to be both 

familiar with the coding language and the problem that he or she wants to solve with the 

program, just like how we solve math problems in primary school. This ensures that the 

program written with coding language is a product of the authors’ rational and logical 

thinking. 

 However, depending on our perception of machines with AI, we are not able to 

tell if they really have substantive rationality, or the willingness towards achieving a goal, 

because our perception of the whole world could be subject to deception. According to 

cartesian skepticism, we can never verify the credibility of our own perceptions, because 

they are always subject to deception and there is no way for us to falsify it. We know the 

moon is not an illuminator because we are aware of scientific knowledge that the moon is 

just reflecting the light from the sun, but to our eyes, the moon is shining at night. This is 

just an example from countless cases of us being deceived by our own perceptions. What 

is more, our perception, and our ways of perceiving the world cannot be testified. How do 

we prove our perception of sunshine being bright to be right? We enter a dark room and 

then walk out under the sun. This means that the credibility of our perception of sunshine 

being bright depends on our perception of the room being dark to be true. Then, how do 

we prove our perception of the room being dark to be true? We will never end this whole 
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process of proving because our perception is not falsifiable. There is no potential way to 

prove our perceptions of the world to be wrong, so we will never know if the perceptions 

are right. Some may argue that we could simply ask another person to see if he has the 

same perception with us under the same situation, but they seem to ignore that our way of 

obtaining information from others also depends on our perceptions of others’ expressions, 

which cannot be proved to be right or wrong. Hence, we are not sure whether AI has 

substantive rationality. 

 In general, rationality is considered as a necessary condition of personhood be-

cause it implies the ability to reason, but when we look back at the way rationality is rec-

ognized, we may question whether rationality really entails morality. What is more, per-

sonists like Dennett only take rationality as an instrument that we use to think. Whether 

one is able to think rationally should not be standard about telling if one has moral good-

ness. Certainly, if rationality does not entail morality, we may leave a question mark on 

whether it should still be one of the necessary conditions for moral personhood. The lim-

its of human understanding epistemologically also prevent us from discovering rationality 

of beings other than ourselves. Regardless of our epistemological limits, Artificial intelli-

gence surely has instrumental rationality, given to the way that it is designed, but that 

does not imply anything about its moral status. 

1.3.2 Consciousness 

 The second necessary condition for moral personhood is intentionality, according 

to Dennett. When he introduces his ideas about intentional systems, he identifies 
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consciousness as a prerequisite for intentionality, saying that “persons are beings to 

which state of consciousness are attributed, or to which psychological or mental or 

intentional predicates are ascribed”(177). Differently, Goodman (76) asserts that 

consciousness itself does not entail moral goodness. Similar to how being rational or 

intelligent does not indicate being morally good, Goodman refuses consciousness as a 

sufficient condition for moral personhood.  Using the example of a house cat, Goodman 

thinks that it “is certainly conscious, but few would take these creatures to be moral in the 

sense of having rights and being morally responsible for their actions”(76). Therefore, he 

argues that consciousness could be a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 

personhood. In this section, we are going to discuss what consciousness is and whether it 

should be a criterion for moral personhood. Discussions about self-consciousness will be 

addressed in later Sections. 

 From a biological perspective, consciousness can be understood as a chemical 

reaction with information carried by neurons. Let us imagine a machine is built to imitate 

the chemical reaction of human consciousness. If a machine can perfectly present any 

biological reaction just like human beings, would you say the machine is conscious of the 

world and itself? Or let us try to imagine replacing one of our neurons with a prosthetic 

neuron which “is a minute microcircuit which responds, as do regular neurons, to the 

arrival of neurotransmitting chemicals as its artificial synaptic junctures”(Lloyd 309). Are 

we still conscious? Most people would answer yes. By saying “consciousness continues 

despite the scrap of silicon and platinum just over your pineal gland” (310), Lloyd uses a 

prosthetic hip joint as an example to prove this action does not bring substantial changes 
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to the fact of us being conscious. He believes that someone who gets his hip joint 

changed is still the same person with consciousness after the surgery. Accordingly, 

someone who gets one of his neurons changed into a prosthetic one will still be the same 

person with consciousness. But, what if we replace all of the neurons with prosthetic 

neurons? Is our brain still the same brain? Are we still conscious in the same way that we 

were before? This question is not easy to answer, but it helps us to uncover that if a 

machine with an artificial brain is not conscious, then a human being with an artificial 

brain is not conscious either. 

 Another important question regarding consciousness is what being conscious 

indicates. Kadlac points out that Mary Anne Warren defines consciousness as “the 

capacity to feel pain” (425) in her criteria of personhood. We choose not to take this 

aspect of consciousness about being able to suffer because we are unable to articulate 

what pain or suffering really is. Section 3.2.2 Limitation Two: Suffering Machine and 

Consciousness further explained with details. On the other hand, John Searle presents a 

thought experiment named The Chinese Room to differentiate machine understanding 

and machine consciousness, arguing that machines are incapable of being actually 

conscious. In this thought experiment, Searle asks us to imagine him sitting in a locked 

room. On one wall of the room, there is a hole which allows people to hand in him 

written Chinese. On the other wall of the room, there is another hole which allows him to 

hand out his written Chinese in responding to the one just handed in to him. Searle does 

not speak any Chinese, but he has a manual in English which tells him rules to respond in 

Chinese properly. “According to Searle, the thought experiment suggests that no matter 
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how intelligent a computer seems, the computer is not really thinking or understanding. It 

is only engaging in mindless symbol manipulation” (Schneider 21). In other words, 

Searle believes that machines can only process data, but they may not know what the data 

really means. Imagine the input data as a cake and the machine is the eater who is going 

to have the cake. The machine can process the data without knowing the meaning of the 

data, just like how the eater can still digest the cake without knowing the flavor of the 

cake, or even without knowing the thing he eats is a cake. However, the machine can also 

know the meaning of the data, just like how the eater knows about the cake. Machine 

consciousness needs the machine to not only have awareness of the data and the ability to 

process the data, but also the ability to understand and learn from the data. A conscious 

machine is a machine that can draw inferences about other cases from one instance of 

inputs. 

 However, the invention of the Artificial Neural Network with Deep Learning 

Ability has raised doubts to Searle’s conclusion. We used to know exactly about how our 

inputs are processed within the programs step by step so that we will have clear 

predictions about the outputs. For the same input, the output produced with our brains 

will be the same with the output produced with the program. But now when the inputs are 

the same, our brains can no longer produce the same outputs with the programs because 

of Deep Learning Ability. Machines with Artificial Intelligence now can learn from the 

input data, and we are not sure what is going on within the machine, and what will the 

machine give to us at the end. For example, NVIDIA created a neural network which can 

generate realistic human faces (Tangermann). The program is able to learn from the input 
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data, and human beings are not able to predict how the outcome will be since the faces 

generated by AI are realistic, with details like wrinkles and freckles, but the faces do not 

belong to anyone who exists in real life. The appearance of deep learning AI is a 

milestone in history as it is shocking to human beings that machines are able to be 

creative. And it is also the first time that human beings are no longer well aware of things 

they created. Machines and programs are not as simple to understand as before. 

 The invention of an Artificial Neural Network has challenged our traditional un-

derstandings of AI consciousness by proving that the ways machines with Artificial Intel-

ligence process data are not as simple as in the Chinese Room thought experiment. Addi-

tionally, we may face the same epistemological problem of how we know about what we 

know. Earlier in Section 1.3.1, we discussed that our perception of the world is non-falsi-

fiable so we cannot be sure about the so-called objective facts, about which we think we 

know. This means that even if machines with Artificial Intelligence are conscious, we 

cannot prove them to be so. On the other hand, we cannot prove them to be unconscious, 

either. The limit of human understanding leaves spaces for our discussion about AI con-

sciousness and machines as moral agents, in regard to the nature of consciousness. 

1.3.3 Intentionality  

 We have talked about rationality and consciousness and found that machines with 

Artificial Intelligence have instrumental rationality, but it is still not clear enough to tell if 

they have substantive rationality. Meanwhile, it is very possible that they have 

consciousness because they can both understand and learn from the inputs. Now, let us 
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turn to intentionality that Dennett views different types of it in a systematic order, the 

intentional system. “An intentional system is a system whose behavior can be (at least 

sometimes) explained and predicted by relying on ascriptions to the system of beliefs and 

desires (and other intentionality characterized features — what I will call intentions here, 

meaning to include hopes, fears, intentions and perceptions, etc.)”(179). In this and the 

following  three Sections, we will talk about each of the different orders of intentional 

systems as a different condition of personhood. A being is a first-order intentional system 

when we ascribe basic desires to it. It is a second-order intentional system when it is able 

to reciprocate when we treat them as the object of the stance about treating persons.  Not 

all intentional systems are direct conditions for personhood, but lower orders of 

intentional systems are prerequisites for higher orders of intentional systems. 

 We will begin with how the different orders of intentional systems work. The 

first-order intentional systems are that we ascribe basic needs, beliefs, and desires to 

other entities. For instance, when we ascribe consciousness to an entity, that entity is a 

first-order intentional system to us. The first-order intentional systems’ intentions are 

predictable to others. An employer knows one of his employees is sick before the 

deadline of a task. If the employer ascribes the desire of taking rest to the employee, then 

the employer sees the employee as a first-order intentional system. The second-order 

intentional system is that we understand the needs, beliefs, and desires about other 

entities’ first-order intentions. The employer assumes that if the employee needs some 

rest, then the employee may need more time to work on the task. At this stage, the 

employer considers the employee as a second-order intentional system because he 



  24

ascribes needs to the employee’s first-order intentions. The third-order intentional system 

is that one means something by saying or doing something (186). This is also ascribing 

desires and needs to second-order intentions. The employer thinks that the reason why the 

employee tells him about being sick is that the employee wants some extension for the 

task. 

 Dennett argues that “being an intentional system is not sufficient condition for 

being a person, but is surely a necessary condition”(180). He explains that this is because 

sometimes, one’s interpretation of others’ intentions is “objectively true” (180). And this 

intentional system is as inclusive as it is not limited to human beings. Trees and animals 

can be first-order intentional systems because we can understand their actions of 

searching for food or growing roots with the intention of thriving. Since these are both 

objective truths, dogs and trees can be intentional systems at a low level. Given that 

intentionality somewhat entails rationality, Dennett’s interpretation of intentionality 

allows computers and machines to be first-order intentional systems. When one can 

predict the next step of a computer, the computer is considered as a first-order intentional 

system. Considering that computers are designed by coding, it is a potential performer of 

reasoning. Their desires and beliefs are presupposed by the way they are coded. In regard 

to all kinds of computer programs in general, they can be candidates for first-order 

intentional systems. Some of them with more sophisticated functions might also be 

candidates for higher levels of intentional systems, about which we will discuss in later 

Sections. 
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 Some may argue that the invention of an Artificial Neural Network with Deep 

Learning Ability may challenge Dennett’s conclusion of computers, machines, or 

programs being intentional systems because we can no longer predict the way data is 

processed and the output of these coded products. However, we maintain Dennett’s 

conclusion because rationality and reasons are the features of computer programs. Coding 

languages require their designs to be logical in order to properly produce output. 

Otherwise, the program will need to be debugged, and logical processes entail rationality. 

It is true that we can no longer predict exactly what the output will look like for an 

artificial neural network, but in the example of the NVIDIA program which generates 

faces (Tangermann), we still know that in the end, this program will give faces to us as 

outputs, but not an oak tree, nor spaghetti. Though we are not sure how inputs are 

processed within the program to produce a certain output, we can at least know the types 

of the output, like whether the output is a string, a graph or an integer, etc. In addition, we 

are not sure how human beings other than ourselves think or process data and 

information, either, but this does not prevent us from perceiving them as rational 

reasoners. Therefore, we see programs with Artificial Intelligence as first-order 

intentional systems because we can ascribe the intention of accomplishing the 

assignments as their goals, and have a general prediction on their outputs according to 

their codes. 
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1.3.4 The Object of a Stance: Turing Tests 

 The ability to be an object of a stance is the fourth theme of moral personhood, 

according to Dennett (181). To be more specific, the way we treat one as a person 

constitutes the one’s personhood, but it is not the case that we treat one in certain ways 

because the one is recognized as a person. In other words, if a machine with Artificial 

Intelligence could be treated as a person, then being treated as the object of such a stance 

means it could be a person. For example, in our daily life, we name our pets; sometimes 

we even name our cars; and we talk to them in a way like they would be able to 

understand. In situations like these, our stances to the pets and the cars enables them to 

hold personhood. It is also important to notice that being an object of such a stance is a 

necessary but not sufficient condition of personhood. One being a person to others does 

not make the one a person. But if one is a person, the one must be a person to others. 

Therefore, us naming or treating our belongings or pets as persons does not make them 

persons. But in order for a toy like Buzz Lightyear to have personhood, he must be a 

person to others. Similarly, if a machine can convince us to treat it as an agent, then it is 

the object of such stances and meets this necessary but not sufficient condition to 

personhood. The Turing Test is one of the most famous tests on whether a machine is a 

person to us. 

 The original Turing Test is called the Imitation Game, proposed by Alan Turing in 

1950. Basically, what happens is that if a machine can pass the test and fools the inter-

rogator into thinking it as a person, then it indeed has moral personhood. Imagine we 

have three people, a woman and a man in one room and an interrogator of either gender 
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in the other room. The interrogator can ask questions through typing to people in the oth-

er room in order to guess their genders. And one of the people in that room needs to lead 

the interrogator to make false identifications. Then replace the one who aims to fool the 

interrogator with a machine with Artificial Intelligence. If the machine can successfully 

make the interrogator, who is a person, think it is a person, then the machine passes the 

test. Turing then suggested that that is the time when machines are persons to us.  

Sparrow, in his work “The Turing Triage Test”, reflecting on the design of the Turing 

Tests, further suggests that passing the Turing Test is not sufficient for machines to be 

objects of the stance. He proposes another thought experiment based on the Turing Test, 

called the Turing Triage Tests. Imagine that we will make decisions between destroying a 

highly efficient machine with Artificial Intelligence and ending a human patient’s life in 

this new test. If we choose not to make the decision, both scenarios will happen. Sparrow 

claims that if destroying a machine could be equal to ending a human being’s life, then 

the machine has moral personhood due to our stances. By setting up the dilemma that 

pushes people to weigh the significance between a human and a machine,  he lifts up the 

level of cognition of personhood. This makes the interrogator to be more morally en-

gaged with the other entities in the cognitive processes.  “Personhood is not a matter of 

having certain capacities or of being able to complete certain tasks. Instead, it is a matter 

of being a creature of a kind such that certain moral and affective responses are appropri-

ately called into existence — and may even be mandatory — in its presence. It is to oc-

cupy a certain place in a network of interdependent concepts and moral and affective re-

sponses that make up our form of life” (Sparrow 208). Sparrow thinks that personhood is 
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a form of existence that a creature may take. What differentiates the form of existence 

from other forms of existence is the comparison and is others’ stances toward the particu-

lar kind of existence. 

 One may argue that the logic of the Turing Tests may encounter the fallacy of cir-

cular reasoning or question begging, which is illustrated as the following: 

Premise 1: If our stance about a machine is to treat it as a moral person, then we 

understand the machine as a moral person. 

Premise 2: Our stances about machine X is to treat it as a moral person. 

Conclusion: We understand the machine as a moral person. 

For the deductive reasoning process like above, if all of the premises are true, then the 

conclusion has to be true. Yet the conclusion has already been assumed to be true in the 

first premise, which makes the argument circular. However, as we seek further evidence 

in real circumstances, it is not hard to discover that the Turing Tests are actually logically 

sound. This is not the first time that we human beings learn about things we create and 

we should stop assuming that we know them well, just like biological parents also need to 

learn about their own child from interaction. Another example can be that society is a 

product of human activity, but we still need sociology to learn about the way it functions. 

In order to show the logical processes, we illustrated as below: 

Premise 1: Human beings can have stances on things unconsciously. 

Premise 2: Human beings’ understandings about things are built through realizing 

their unconscious stances on them. 

Premise 3: Our stance on machine X is a moral person. 
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Conclusion: We understand machine X as a moral person. 

We may have stances about or treat things in certain ways unconsciously, before having a 

clear understanding. What Turing and Sparrow have claimed is that instead of have a 

clear understanding about an object at the first sight, our stances might be built uncon-

sciously. And our understanding of the object is more about a self-realization of our 

stances. It is also important to notice that the validity of logic sometimes largely depends 

on the language we use. 

 Another factor that might weaken the theme of being the object of stances is that 

neither Turing nor Sparrow has defined how large the group of interrogators should be to 

prove the credibility of the stance. Justin Leiber has introduced this as a major problem in 

Can Animals and Machines Be Persons?: a Dialogue. With a group of people 

recognizing the machine to be a member of them, people in charge of legislation and 

regulation show different voices from the public. Protagoras once said, “Of all things the 

measurement is man, of the things that are, that they are, and of things they are not, that 

they are not” (DK80B1). If we want us to be the measurement, then it is inevitable that 

we are different from each other so reaching a consensus will always be challenging.  

 So far we have talked about the first four necessary conditions of moral person-

hood, which are rationality, consciousness, intentionality and the ability to be the object 

of stances. Dennett (178) believes that these four conditions are interdependent, claiming 

that being rational indicates being intentional and further indicates being treated with cer-

tain stances. He later introduces the other three independent necessary conditions for 

moral personhood. 
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1.3.5 Reciprocity  

 As for the second-order intentional system, Dennett affirms it as the ability to 

reciprocate, which is that “a person must be able to reciprocate the stance, which suggests 

that an Intentional system that itself adopted the intentional stance toward other objects 

would meet the test” (181). He also points out that we normally do not ascribe second-

order or above intentional systems to animals or plants, given their lack of ability to 

verbally communicate.  

 Dennett believes that other animals, especially higher animals, are incapable of 

being considered as second-order intentional systems, because some of the intentions are 

only available to others through language. Back to our example of the employer and the 

employee in the beginning of Section 3.3.3 Intentionality, the employee is a third-order 

intentional system to the employer because the employer assumes that the employee im-

plies a request for an extension for his work by telling the fact about being sick. Accord-

ing to Dennett, if the employee is not able to tell the employer he is sick, then it is ques-

tionable whether the employer would still think he needs an extension for the task and see 

him as a third-order intentional system. If one lacks the language using ability for expres-

sion, then it could be harder for the one to be more than just a first-order intentional sys-

tem. We will discuss this ability in Section 1.3.6. 

 Dennett has shown that for an object to be viewed as a second-order intentional 

system, and meeting the fourth necessary but not sufficient condition for moral 

personhood is that the object itself needs also to accept and believe that it is an object of 
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the stance we discussed in Section 1.3.4., which means that the object is reciprocal when 

it sees itself in the same way others see it. One meets the condition on reciprocity of 

personhood when the one agrees on others seeing oneself as a person. Likewise, Rawls 

defines reciprocity as “all who do their part as the recognized rules require are to benefit 

as specified by a public and agreed-upon standard” (6). When both the object and the 

subject of the stance reach a general agreement on that stance and the object, with the 

object being able to reciprocate the stance, the object meets the condition of reciprocity. 

 For example, I see the readers of this study as the first-order intentional systems, 

given that I presume you read about it because of your desires to see how I address this 

topic. While I explain my thoughts on this topic to you, I am treating you as the objects of 

my stances of you being persons and readers. Then I ascribe the second-order intentional 

systems to you as I assume you will think while reading this. In this stage, I am ascribing 

belief and desires to the belief and desires of the first-order intentional system: I assume 

you have the desire to know more about my thoughts on this topic because you believe 

you can think along with my writing. And by assuming so, I know you agree with my 

stances for treating you as persons, or readers and thinkers, to be more specific,  and you 

also see yourselves in the same way. After clarifying what reciprocity indicates above, we 

will analyze whether machines with Artificial Intelligence meet this condition in the fol-

lowing part of this Section. 

 Dennett uncovers that nonhuman animals and machines might be better regarded 

as the lowest-order of intentional systems as possible, besides the verbal communication 

ability we talked about earlier in this Section. He points out Lloyd Morgan’s Canon of 
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Parsimony, casting doubt on whether we should see them as higher-order intentional sys-

tems. Lloyd Morgan’s Canon of Parsimony suggests that we should not ascribe higher 

level intentional systems and consciousness to interpret animals’ behaviors, when we can 

explain the behaviors with the least intentions and consciousness. Dennett illustrates that 

it is a “principle requiring us when we adopt the Intentional stance toward a thing to as-

cribe the simplest, least sophisticated, lower-order beliefs, desires, and so on, that will 

account for the behavior” (182). For example, we would not think the action of inserting 

coins into a vending machine will induce the machine to believe we want to purchase 

something from it. Just like how the vending machine is to us, Lloyd Morgan’s Canon of 

Parsimony suggests that we are the vending machines to nonhuman animals and ma-

chines. A pet dog would see us as machines that provide them food if they beg. Just like 

we would not consider the vending machine as higher-order intentional systems, it is very 

possible that the dog does not see us as higher-order of intentional systems so that they 

are incapable of realizing us seeing them as higher-order intentional systems. Therefore, 

they are unable to reciprocate the stance. In simple terms, we should see nonhuman crea-

tures or machines only as first-order intentional systems that do not know causal relation-

ships but only are aware of two things that are correlated so that they can make predic-

tions. Dennett (182) thinks that verification of reciprocity, from an empiricist perspective, 

depends on the ability of verbal communication, of which nonhuman animals or ma-

chines lack, so we should follow Lloyd Morgan’s Canon of Parsimony.  

 While Dennett views the question about reciprocity as a “we do not know what 

we do not know” situation, his discussion about intentional systems leads us to reflect on 
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the ways we see machines specifically. It reveals that our fear of machines with Artificial 

Intelligence or Super Intelligence ruling over human beings in our society comes from us 

ascribing higher-order of intentional systems to the machines. Indeed, such ascription or 

assumption has subconsciously put human beings and the machines on the two opposite 

sides of the conflict of interests, with the supposition of the occurrence of the worst out-

come. What this means is that the worst outcome will be one side losing the game com-

pletely to the other side. To us human beings, the worst outcome will be machines ruling 

over or enslaving us, turning us into victims completely. In the end, the potential ideology 

about the conflict of interests generated by our ascriptions eliminates the possibility of a 

win-win game for the two sides with cooperation. Therefore, those ascriptions will fur-

ther lead us to Leviathan, a product of Darwinism and power relations. And our fear of 

the machine with Artificial Intelligence or Super Intelligence essentially is a conspiracy 

theory. Is it always that easy to see things with the least intention and consciousness? Our 

experiences with the fear of overly powerful machines' existence tell us that Lloyd Mor-

gan’s Canon of Parsimony requires a strong sense of trust and security. Ascription with 

higher level of intentional system induces risks and further conspiracy theories. The pos-

sible worst outcome, then, breaks our dreams about any positive outcomes.  

1.3.6 Capability of Verbal Communications  

 As we have mentioned in the former Section, Dennett doubts that nonhuman 

higher animals are capable of being seen as intentional systems above the first order, 

because some of the intentions and beliefs can only be delivered through languages. He 
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uses Grice’s theory (qtd. in Dennett 186) about non-natural meaning to emphasize that 

verbal communication occurs in a necessary third-order intentional system to transfer 

second-order intentions. There are three layers of intentions behind one’s action of telling 

others about something: We are going to continue with the example about which we 

talked in Section 3.3.3 Intentionality about the employee telling his employer about him 

feeling sick. The first layer is that the teller intends to let the audience produce a certain 

response. By initiating the conversation, the employee expects the employer to give him 

an extension on the task. The second layer of intention is that the teller intends to make 

the audience realize his first-layer intention by telling the audience. The employee’s 

second layer of intention is to make the employer know his first layer intention, which is 

him telling so indicates he needs an extension. The third layer is that the teller intends the 

audience to fulfill his first layer intention on the basis of fulfilling the second layer 

intention. In the third layer of intention, the employee intends to lead his employer to 

give him an extension on the basis of knowing he needs one. Accordingly, the second-

order intentional system takes place in the second layer of intentions because only the 

audiences know and the third-order intentional system takes place in the third layer of 

intentions. “So third-order intentions are a necessary but not sufficient condition for 

encounters which are a necessary but not sufficient condition for instances of nonnatural 

meaning, that is, instances of verbal communication” (Dennett 187). By introducing this 

idea, Dennett concludes that verbal communication is necessary to trigger reciprocal 

actions from second-order intentional systems. 
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 When we talk about the ability to use languages, the languages are often referring 

to human languages, but is it acceptable to limit the capability of verbal communication 

only to those with human languages? Contemporary philosophers like Eva Meijer who is 

an expert in animal behavior would disagree and think it is illegitimate to use human-cen-

tric standards to understand other entities. In her book, When Animals Speak: toward an 

Interspecies Democracy, she clarifies that the capability of language usage becomes a 

necessary condition for personhood because holding such capability of expression en-

ables creatures to be seen as political. “Many animal rights theorists simply assume that 

other animals do not use language, cannot speak in a way that is relevant to political ac-

tion, and are destined to stay silent in political and social affairs” (Meijer 12). It is true 

that language is the most direct tool for exchanging beliefs and ideas, so in human soci-

ety, being able to use linguistic expressions becomes the key to obtain rights and person-

hood. Yet, Meijer believes that if we limit expressions to human languages, we will risk 

losing the possibility to value creatures in their own ways. When we think the nonhuman 

animals do not make sense of themselves in our ways, it could also be that we are not 

able to understand them in their ways. Thus, the capability of verbal communication, 

which is essentially the ability to express oneself might not be a necessary condition for 

personhood only if it is confined to human languages. 

 What about coding languages for machines then? Dennett leaves spaces for future 

discussions on whether machines that have the capability of verbal communications in 

programming languages are candidates for persons. He indicates that some may think 

machines are only capable of mere imitation of human communication in programming 
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languages but not capable of actual communicating. Similarly, a considerable number of 

people think nonhuman interactions are just mechanical responses like Pavlov’s dog, 

because they doubt whether the nonhuman entities are able to understand the content of 

the conversation. In the end, whether the capability of linguistic expression should be a 

necessary condition for moral personhood leads us back to our discussion about whether 

machines with AI are able understand the inputs rather than just process it in Section 

1.3.2 Consciousness. According to Section 1.3.2, it is very possible that machines with AI 

have consciousness and the capability of verbal communication at the same time. 

1.3.7 Self-consciousness and Uniqueness 

 In her book Artificial You: AI and the Future of Your Mind, Susan Schneider 

describes self-consciousness as “Every moment of your waking life, and whenever you 

dream, it feels like something to be you”(16). She regards self-consciousness to be a 

symbol of the existence of inner mentality. To say someone is self-conscious is to say that 

the one is self-distinguishable from other entities by being conscious. The one is aware 

that one’s existence is different from other entities’ and such awareness helps to build a 

conception of self in one’s mind. According to Dennett, self-consciousness makes one 

accountable for the actions on second-order intentions, because these are actions on free-

wills produced by self-consciousness. In other words, self-consciousness ensures that the 

doer is aware that the action of doing will make the doer responsible and understands the 

contexts of the action. 
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 At the same time, self-consciousness also brings about uniqueness, which is an-

other barrier for machines with Artificial Intelligence to obtain moral personhood. For 

example, I know you are conscious because I know I am conscious and you act like you 

are conscious to me. My perception of you being conscious could not be testified. There 

is no way for me to be you and feel your consciousness like you do, so I cannot know 

whether you are really conscious. In “What Is It Like To Be A Bat?”, Thomas Nagel ar-

gues that we are not able to know what it is like to be any other creatures except our-

selves, because we are not them. It is our uniquenesses that contribute to our notion of 

ourselves. We know ourselves in the ways that we explore the difference between us and 

our surroundings. 

 When we reflect on our discussion about humanism and personism earlier in this 

Chapter, we will realize that humanists think that only human beings are potential 

persons, because they view human beings as a special and unique form of existence. 

These humanists, as time goes by, have developed more open attitudes toward animal 

rights but still refuse to accept machines to be members of persons. One of the main 

reasons is that machines are not organic, not created by nature and also duplicatable. All 

these features together point to the lack of uniqueness of machines. In Sparrow’s Turing 

Triage Test that we have mentioned in Section 1.3.4., Sparrow creates the scenario of 

making an alternative choice between saving the vitality of a human patient and saving 

the vitality of a machine with Artificial Intelligence. Sparrow emphasizes that “Switching 

off the AI in these circumstances will have the unfortunate consequence of fusing its 

circuit boards, rendering it permanently inoperable” (206). Saying so, Sparrow makes his 
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AI similar to the human patient by holding its own uniqueness. Since the loss of 

uniqueness is irreversible, we by nature view unique things to be more valuable. Either 

good or bad, uniqueness is always interpreted as the one and only existence. To 

humanists who view the discourse about personhood from a biological perspective, homo 

sapiens and other animals could have higher possibility to obtain personhood because 

individual animals seem to be more different from each other than plants and machines. 

In other words, animals that are able to put their intentions into actions hold a higher 

level of uniqueness than other creatures. 

 On the other hand, the existence of uniqueness seems to contradict the original 

intention of us creating machines with Artificial Intelligence, especially the aim to create 

machines performing as social companionships. As you may have discovered, human be-

ings differ from other animals because we can invent and use tools to accomplish tasks. 

And while we upgrade our tools to a new level, we expect the new tools, in this case, the 

robots with AI, to be duplicable, repairable, affordable by mass production. Hence, even 

if one machine is broken or destroyed, with the full records of data, we could still make 

the same thing happen on another machine. These features, or natures given by artificial 

designs prevented robots with AI to maintain their uniqueness. The scenario in the Turing 

Triage Test (Sparrow 2004) is that the creators of these machines will not create some-

thing unique and disposable. In real life, we can hardly find any disposable thing created 

by us to be unique and irreplaceable. Therefore, robots with AI may be self-conscious in a 

way that we can never know exactly, but it is almost impossible for these machines to 

maintain uniqueness. 
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1.4.0 Conclusion of Chapter 1 

 In this Chapter, we mainly used the personism theory from Dennett to see whether 

robots with Artificial Intelligence have personhood. The following is a summary of our 

analysis about the seven conditions of personhood and whether machines with AI fulfill 

them: 

1. Rationality: Two types of rationality are instrumental and substantive. Robots 

with AI have instrumental rationality because they are coded as tools to solve par-

ticular problems, but instrumental rationality might not be a necessary condition 

for personhood because it does not entail moral goodness. Pure instrumental ra-

tionality is only the means to achieve certain ends, but not a standard to make 

moral judgements about the ends. However, substantive rationality is a necessary 

condition of personhood, but we are not sure if machines with AI fulfill it because 

it is also related to consciousness and intentionality. 

2. Consciousness: Consciousness is a prerequisite for intentionality. Since acting 

consciously is different from actually being conscious, we are not sure if ma-

chines with AI fulfill this condition.  

3. Intentionality: Dennett admits that robots and machines can be first-order inten-

tional systems, but he suggests us not to view them as higher-order intentional 

systems. This also explains our fear about machines ruling over us in fiction and 

the movies, because ascribing higher-order intentional systems to the machines 
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creates an intangible game between us and the machines with only one winner at 

the end.  

4. The Object of a Stance: The robots with AI need to be seen as persons by other 

persons so that they are ascribed the second-order intentional systems. Machines 

with AI that pass the Turing Triage Test are more likely to fulfill this condition. 

5. Reciprocity: Reciprocity is built through mutual recognition that robots and per-

sons both see each other as persons. It is questionable that all machines with AI 

will fulfill this condition, but machines with AI that perform as caring compan-

ions, about which will be talked in Chapter 2, could possibly fulfill this condition 

because of the social relationship built between the machines and humans.  

6. Capability of Verbal Communication: Personists like Dennett have also pointed 

out that reciprocity requires verbal communication ability. In fact, some philoso-

phers refused to use human language as the only form of communication in the 

process of third-order intentional system ascription. And it is also debatable 

whether the machines’ verbal reactions to human beings are merely mechanical 

responses. Clearly, philosophers, in order to see if robots fulfill this condition, 

may need a clearer definition about the capability of verbal communication and 

ways to tell whether interactions in communicating processes are in correlations 

or causations.  

7. Self-consciousness: We may not know if robots with AI are self-conscious but it 

is obvious that they lack the uniqueness brought by the construction of self-con-

sciousness. 
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Some conditions of personhood are not as necessary as we think they are, like instrumen-

tal rationality and communication. Some conditions are ones that we are not sure if ma-

chines with AI fulfill, like consciousness and substantive rationality. However, machines 

with AI and Deep Learning Ability are developing toward a direction that could fulfill 

most of the conditions by being able to understand and learn from the data. 

 So far, our discussion does not infer machines with AI to have basic rights that 

persons have because of the inability to secure definite answers of personhood. We will 

show that hope remains in Chapter 2, when we shift attention from the intrinsic features 

of AI to the relationship that machines with AI specifically performing as caring compan-

ions have with human beings. Thus, we are moving from thorny metaphysical questions 

to questions of social and political relevance. 
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2.0.0 AI Rights 

 As we have discussed in the former Chapter, we are not sure if machines with Ar-

tificial Intelligence are moral persons, but that does not mean they do not have any rights, 

especially for those that perform roles in our social relations. Not being biological human 

beings only indicates that machines do not have the natural rights that homo sapiens 

have, but can they have other rights on a social level, if they are socially involved? 

Meacham and Studley conducted a study on whether the care provided by robotic care-

givers is as real as the care provided by human caregivers to us, and they introduced the 

Environmental Hypothesis, claiming that “caring relations between human patients and 

robots cannot be precluded simply on the grounds that robots do not have internal mental 

or affective states” (99). The Environmental Hypothesis indicates that what matters in the 

caring relationship is the outer environment.  

 In Chapter 1, we did not reach a definite conclusion about whether machines with 

AI have the basic rights depending on the existence of personhood. However, do they 

have any social rights if they function in a social relationship with us? In this Chapter, we 

will specifically focus on machines with Artificial Intelligence as caring companions that 

provide human beings care both physically and psychologically. A case in point is 

healthcare personnel for the elderly or people who are impacted by mental health 

problems. Putting it simply, we can consider the machines with AI in caring 

companionship as a robotic friend that provides us psychological care and physical 

assistance at the same time. Social relationships, which we suppose should include 

caregiving, like the ones between teachers and students or parents and children, are not 
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the strictly caring companionships we will talk about, because the constructions of such 

relationships are based on non-social contexts in various ways. Instead, caring 

companionships are more like romantic relationships and friendships where agents can 

freely choose the other one involved. A successful caring companionship also requires 

both of the parties to invest as we will discuss later in Section 2.2.0.  

 We will answer questions like do these robots have social rights, how the caring 

relationship and companionship are important for them to have rights, and what it means 

to us for the machines to have such rights. We will begin with Rousseau’s Social Contract 

Theory to analyze how social rights originate. Then, we will talk about the features of 

caring companionship between machines and human beings that make it qualify a social 

relationship that entities involved have social rights. Last but not least, we will address 

the problem of to what extent robotic caregivers have social rights according to the power 

relations in caring companionship. 

2.1.0 How do social rights originate? 

 The Social Contract Theory suggests that the construction of a society depends on 

a general will to be reached through the interrelationship between individuals in the soci-

ety. It is also important to notice here that the social rights we talk about in this study are 

different from political rights, which, if trampled, legal consequences will follow. To be 

more specific, social rights are basic social considerations that we owe each other within 

the societal structure. The Social Contract is a pact that individuals automatically agree 

with once they are in the society. Rousseau believes that if one lives in the society, then 



  44

one automatically virtually signs such a contract with the society because one is bound to 

the society by living in it. In other words, people engaging in an established social rela-

tion makes them social beings with social rights. 

 Rousseau believes that people are free and equal in the state of nature, which is 

the state before society forms, and the formation of the society is an inevitable 

consequence of history. Different from other philosophers like Hobbes and Locke, 

Rousseau argues that individuals are born independent from each other. Being 

independent means that they are able to be self-sufficient. In the state of nature, 

individuals do not need to rely on others to make a living so that there is only the 

conflicts caused by animal impulses. Animal impulses include desires to food, water, etc., 

anything that is necessary to self-preservation. In the state of nature, individuals have the 

right to obtain the essential resources that they need to keep alive. Whereas such a state of 

nature changes with the developments of civilizations, people start to engage in social 

relations. “But the social order is a sacred right which serves as a basis for all others. Yet 

this right does not come from nature; it is therefore based on conventions” (Rousseau 

437).  The continuous developments of the natural state lead to the emergence of diverse 

social roles that introduces the social orders onto the historical stage. If machines with AI 

and human beings are in the state of nature without any social relationships with each 

other established, then there are no conventional rights. According to our discussion in 

Chapter 1, there is no explicit answer to the question of whether machines with AI have 

any natural rights with in the state of nature. Additionally, machines with AI do not exist 

in the state of nature because it is not natural, so it is still questionable if it is appropriate 
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for us to put them into this narrative. However, we are trying to prove that machines with 

AI as caring companions have the conventional rights in Rousseau’s point of view 

because caring companionship is a social relationship. Before getting into how caring 

companionship between machines and human beings is a social relationship, let us talk 

about why entities voluntarily engaged in social relationships have social rights. 

 How society originates from the state of nature could be disorderly and random, 

which leads to a chaotic society, or it could be reasonable and impartial, which leads to a 

peaceful society. And the Social Contact is the reasonable way in Rousseau’s 

perspectives. To a certain extent that society develops, there are no new forces that people 

need to fight against to support their own lives, but only the ones already exist. Then the 

prototype of the society forms when people unite and work against those forces together. 

The Social Contract is not a tool that people use to promote individual inconveniences, 

but a natural value of the formation of the general will. In civil society, people give up 

some of their rights to the collective and obtain some rights from the collective in return. 

The pact represents the relationship and agreements between individuals in that society. 

Natural liberty is only limited by individuals, but civil liberty is limited by the general 

will. The law and social orders create the idea of property, and there are no properties in 

the state of nature, but possession. Properties, given that they imply rights of ownership, 

are bundles of rights that exist depending on the existence of the law. 

 Rousseau analyzes the origins of social rights by analyzing the developments of 

society. He thinks that the existence of social rights can be attributed to the birth of social 

orders and the laws led by the general will. Social rights are protected by the Social Con-
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tract. People in society do not necessarily need to sign the pact, but they confess their 

agreement on it by living in the social environment. Thus, those who are born in a society 

have bonds to that society and those bonds represent his rights as a social being. It is es-

sential to notice here that we are not born with our social rights, which could be different 

from how we may think we are. Social rights are not natural rights. Instead, we are born 

with social rights because we are born in the society. If we are born in the state of nature, 

we are not born with social rights. Social rights are properties that we obtained from the 

exchange with the general will. If we were born in the natural state, then the rights we 

have would be all about self-preservation. Since we are bound to society by the Social 

Contract, we have exchange of freedoms in nature for rights and obligations by law. If 

there were no state of society, then there will not be rights protected by the general will. 

Hence, we could not say our social rights are something with which we are born, or in-

nate from us. Instead, such rights are something with which we are born in society. In 

other words, we have social rights because we are in social relationships. Under this cir-

cumstance, if a machine is socially attached to our society just like we are, then they also 

have social rights because they are in social relationships. 

 For the rights that we obtained through our commitment to the general will, we 

often think that they are natural to us as human organisms, which might be mistaken. 

When we see ourselves as mere biological creatures, we do not have any rights on a 

social level because there is no such concept as a society. As modern American 

Sociologist James S. Coleman defines, “a ‘right’ is a supra-individual entity. It is a 

concept at the systematic level, whether that system is a small group or a whole society. 
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Even when a right is held or owned by an individual, it refers to the social system in 

which that person acts”  (216). It is more accurate to say that such rights are activated 

only when we are social beings. Namely, the rights are possible only for social beings. 

The exchange between each one of us and the society grants us the rights on a social 

level. What’s more, general wills might differ from society to society, or from culture to 

culture, so what is considered as a social right in one society might not be a right in 

another society, or even in the same society at another time. Social rights belong to 

everything that is socially involved. Most of the human beings have natural and social 

rights because we are both created by the nature and socially involved. However, wildlife 

has natural rights but not social rights because they are not socially involved, and 

machines with AI as caring companions have social rights but not exactly natural rights. 

On the other hand, social rights are the rights of the agents who are socially situated, so 

the content of social rights is related to the corresponding society. What is considered as a 

social right in one society at a time, might not be considered as so in another society or at 

another time. The equal right to same-sex marriage is a typical case in point. It is 

considered as a social right in England, but not in China. In addition, it was not legalized 

nationwide in the U.S. until 2015. Similarly, equal right to vote, the right to keep or bear 

arms, abortion, and euthanasia can also be similar in our relativism discussion about 

social rights. Thus, rights on a social level are actually socially constructed rather than 

given by nature. 

 When civilization evolves from the state of nature, the concept of society 

emerges. From then on, every human being born in society is potentially a social being. It 
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has misled some of us to think that the rights we have as a social agent are natural from 

our human body. In fact, the rights we are born with as human beings are only natural 

rights for self-preservation. We obtain social rights as playing a social role. Additionally, 

Turner (133) specifies that before legal rights, there comes moral rights and “rights are 

social constructs” (135). What if the social role is played by a non-human agent, like 

machines? Would that agent have social rights on some level as we do? Technically 

speaking, the answer is positive. Gunkel talks about moral status as it is a subordinate 

brought by the existence of social rights, which means one deserves to be morally 

respected to some extent if one has social rights. “Moral status is not something located 

in the inner recesses or essential make-up of an individual entity but transpires through 

actually existing interactions and relationships situated between entities” (Gunkel). By 

recognizing the social relational moral status as “anti-Cartesian and post-modern” and “a 

game changer”, Gunkel demonstrates that it is reasonable to look into the social status of 

robotic care-givers since they engage in social relationships with social beings.  

2.1.2 Relationship between Individuals and the Society 

 We create the society in which we live. The fact of being in society further gives 

us intrinsic values that are exhibited as our social rights. Speaking of the mutual relation-

ship between individuals and the society, Anthony Giddens believes that the relationship 

between these two ideas could be understood in an interdependent way. He introduces the 

idea about agencies reproduce institutions through structuration according to their knowl-

edge about social rules and resources. Thereby, it is debatable to solely understand the 
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society as being made up of a number of individuals and instead, individuals and the so-

ciety influence and are embodied within each other.  

 Giddens suggests that structure is in constant involvement through 

constructuration, and institutions are formed in such a process. “Rules and practices only 

exist in conjunction with one another” (Giddens 237). Accordingly, it is defective to 

consider institutions as rules which are outside and separated from the society, given that 

institutions do not function as pre-informing actors about what is prohibited. That leaves 

our existing social norms about the social rights of AI companions as debatable. 

“Structure thus is not to be conceptualized as a barrier to action, but as essentially 

involved in its production.” (Giddens 239) Rejecting the idea of destructuration, Giddens 

says that the involvement of society is processed by new structures being constructed 

while replacing the old ones. He also points out that the dominant social ideologies are 

decided by the dominant social group most of the time, and there is no absolute ideology 

that is completely isolated from others without any penetration at all. It is important to 

notice that welcoming AI companions as right-holders will not lead to the deconstruction 

of our current society, because we can only readjust our social norms and rules according 

to social changes. Instead, it is the readjustments of social rules according to social 

developments. 

2.2.0 How Is Companionship a Social Relationship? 

 What exactly are we referring to, when we talk about caring companionship in 

general? In this study, we mainly focus on machines with Artificial Intelligence working 
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as caring companions specifically to the elderly. This indicates that they are engaging in 

not only companionship but also a caring relationship as the caregivers. Our analysis be-

gins from necessary conditions of companionship to the power relations in caring rela-

tionships. In Section 2.2.0, we will analyze the features of companionship which makes it 

a social relationship. According to our discussion in Section 2.1.0, social rights originate 

from the formation of a society because it leads to the developments of social relation-

ships. For convenience, we are going to refer to the human being involved in a caring 

companionship with the machines with AI as caregivers as the cared for. Thus, if com-

panionship is a social relationship, it is possible that the concept of social rights exist in 

companionship for both the companions and the cared for. 

 Companionship is often understood as a relationship involves attention and affec-

tion. Stephen Pulman states that passing the Turing Tests is a sufficient but not necessary 

condition for machines with Artificial Intelligence to function as companions, since non-

human animals like cats and dogs are also candidates for companions. He then exhibits 

five necessary conditions for companionships as the following: intentions, recognizing us 

as individuals, predictable behaviors, understanding our behaviors, and not being too 

needy to us. 

 The first necessary condition is that companions should have benign intentions 

toward the cared for. Their intentions should involve the cared for, and when they are the 

intentional actors, the cared for are the intentionally affected ones that are the targets for 

the intentional actors’ actions. Human beings have the intention of self-preservation in the 

state of nature in which they are relatively independent from each other. They may still 
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have intentions involving other human beings, but most of the time, other human beings 

are part of the scene instead of the intention receivers. One may say that human beings in 

the state of nature have intentions toward each other when they are in competition for re-

sources that are necessary for life. In fact, in such a scenario, the human beings’ inten-

tions are sustaining their life so their intentions are toward themselves, and competing 

with each other is just the means to achieve the goal expected by this intention. Compan-

ions have intentions toward us when they want to achieve results that are beneficial for 

our own sake. For example, a robotic companion with Artificial Intelligence is in a caring 

companionship with a woman who is not confident of her own appearance. If a better 

companion robot will tell her she is beautiful in her own way to help her build the confi-

dence gradually, rather than force her to put on heavy makeup and lose weight to meet 

some existing beauty standards. When the companion helps her to feel confident by en-

couraging her to accept herself, the companion’s intention is to make her feel good about 

herself and prevent her from belittling herself. When the companion changes her outlook, 

the intention is to make her meet up with certain standards that could ignore her own 

beauty, so it is not for her own sake. Thus, having intentions toward the cared for is a 

necessary condition which makes companionship a social relationship. What is more, 

Pulman (62) mentions that it is not necessary for companions to be caring or positive to 

us, because a bad companion is still a companion. Since our discussion is centered around 

machines that can perform as caregivers in companionships, and care has been consid-

ered as virtue, we will designate benign intentions as the first necessary condition for 

companionship. 
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 The second necessary condition is that a companion needs to see the cared for as 

an individual. To be more specific, the companions need to take the stance of treating us 

as persons through all the time in which the companionship exists. Pulman points out that 

the real companion could recognize the cared for throughout time and contexts as an in-

dividual person. Pulman also points out that companions do not need to have a similar 

appearance to us because different individuals might perceive companionship differently. 

Pulman (64) says that the way in which people prefer their companionship provider to 

appear reveals part of their own personalities. People prefer their companions in different 

appearances just like how they pick different tattoos (Pulman 63). It would be common 

for someone to seek companionship from a humanoid machine but also for someone else 

to seek companionship from a pet. There is little to no concern about whether compan-

ions have a humanoid shape. Thus, machines with Artificial Intelligence are able to func-

tion as companions to us because they have the capacity to recognize us and keep a 

memory about us throughout time, regardless of what their appearance may look like to 

us.  

 The third necessary condition for companionship is that the behaviors of the com-

panion should be predictable. “Our companion should not violate norms of social interac-

tion in such a way that would frighten or embarrass us”(Pulman 65). There are three cri-

teria for the companions to maintain a proper respect to the cared for. The companions 

should not interrupt the cared for except for necessary conditions. The facial expressions 

of the companions need to be appropriate. And the memories of the companions are nec-

essary for predictable behaviors to happen to the cared for. It is important to have the 
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companions’ behavior predictable because that is a way proving the cared for receive a 

proper stance in the companionship. The condition about the companion’s behaviors be-

ing predictable to the cared for further enhanced the necessity of the companion’s stance 

toward treating the cared fors as persons, and respecting their free will as individuals. A 

machine with Artificial Intelligence functioning as a companion needs to prevent putting 

the cared for into embarrassing circumstances by interacting with or reacting to the cared 

for according to the predictions of the cared for. In order to make the companion’s behav-

ior predictable to the cared for, it requires a strong ability of the companion to study 

about the cared for, which is something of which Artificial Intelligence is in development.  

 The fourth necessary condition is that the behaviors of the cared for should also 

be predictable to the companions. Companionship is a mutual relationship for both par-

ties and it needs to be established in a way that the two parties are equally powerful to 

each other. Predictable behaviors from the cared for could be obtained through the memo-

ries of the companion about the cared for. We will discuss how power is exchanged be-

tween the companions and the cared for in later this chapter. A successful companionship 

needs both individuals to invest themselves and both agree that the social relationship 

between them is one of caring companionship. To be more specific, both parties involved 

need to agree on who is the caring companion and who is the cared for. 

 Moreover, when the cared for’s behaviors are more predictable to the 

companions, it will be easier for the companionship to result successfully for the cared 

for. In our case about robotic companions with Artificial Intelligence, when our behaviors 

are more predictable to the robots, it will be easier for them to do their job of keeping us 
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company. Accordingly, Pulman mentions that the fifth necessary condition for 

companionship is that “companions should be independent: they should not require 

(much) effort from us” (67). This condition emphasizes that companionship is a social 

relationship which involves two parties together in mutual influences. The companions 

should be free agents in the social relation, companionship, in which its role is defined. 

Pulman gives us an example of Tamagotchi, which is an electric device that allows 

people to raise their virtual digital pets. He argues that Tamagotchi is not a caring 

companion but more like a pet, that can only provide companionship but not care, 

because it largely depends on the user to invest attention, energy and time on it. 

Differently, when we claim that a machine performs as a companion, we imply that the 

proper operation of that machine does not require us to invest too much into it. 

 When the behaviors of the companions and the cared for are predictable to each 

other, as well as recognizing each other as independent agents, we could basically under-

stand these two parties are in social exchanges. According to American sociologist 

George C Homans, all social behaviors could be understood as exchanges because actions 

taken on a social level which lead  social relations to form are mutual. And the ideal suc-

cessful companionship which meets all the five necessary conditions that Pulman sug-

gests achieves the practical equilibrium in Homans’ idea in which state individuals’ giv-

ing and receiving are in balance in long-term. The intentions that the companions have 

toward the cared for is a sign that companionship is a social relationship which does not 

exist in the state of nature, because there are no social bonds at all. The mutuality in the 

companionship builds a social connection between the two sides as a bond. When com-
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panionship is a social relationship, then according to our discussion on the origins of so-

cial rights, individuals in companionship are supposed to have certain rights on a social 

level. The companionship individuals build identify them as social right holders in that 

relationship. 

2.3.0 To What Extent the AI Carer Has Rights: Power in Caring Companionships 

 In the former sections, we have reached the conclusion that companionship is a 

social relationship, and social relationships grant individuals involved social rights, so 

individuals in companionships have social rights regardless of their form of existence. In 

this section, we are going to look into caring companionships and answer the question 

about to what extent individuals involved in them have rights. We consider a caring 

relationship as a type of companionship in which the carer provides both material and 

nonmaterial resources to the cared for. An Artificial Intelligent carer could be a machine 

that both satisfies the user’s social needs and assists the user to maintain a better health 

condition. In this case, will the AI caring companion have fewer social rights compared to 

the human users because the care it provides depends on the users’ needs? In other words, 

do the carers have fewer social rights than the cared for? Or, should we worry about the 

cared for having fewer power in front of the carers because the cared for could be 

somewhat needy and incapable? In order to answer this question, we need to see how 

power and authority are displayed in caring relationships. The answer will be that the 

carers and the cared for have social rights on the same level because power in caring 

relationships is an interactional force in constant exchanges. 
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 When we talk about power in social relationships, we tend to consider it as some-

thing limited and for which individuals in the social relationship need to compete with 

each other. Usually, if there is a concept of power in a social relationship, then individuals 

in that relationship could be relatively powerful or powerless to each other. Dominelli and 

Gollins state that most sociologists, including social contract theorists, like Hobbes, func-

tionalist theorists like Parsons, and sociological political theorists like Marx, have recog-

nized power as “… a finite resource which people cannot share” (398). Competition of 

power is a zero-sum game between the parties involved in the social relationships 

(Dominelli and Gollins). To have more power in a social relationship is to be able to 

dominate and oppress. Power is often related to authority, as the one with more authority 

tends to be more powerful in a relationship. Social contract theorist Hobbes considers 

power in the way that the collective consent gives the state authority, which generates the 

power of the state over people. In a similar vein, functionalist Parsons believes the state 

power is normative. The norms of the society are accepted by people because they have a 

general consensus in favor of a more peaceful society. Putting it differently, Marx ana-

lyzes that bourgeoisies are authorized with their socioeconomic capital and they perform 

their power by alienating the working class. This argument about hegemonic authority 

further exhibits power in social relationships as something where either one party has it 

all or the other one does.  

 However, Dominelli and Gollins prove that power in fact is not a zero-sum re-

source in social relationships by giving an example of individuals identified as masculine 

performing caring works. Dominelli and Gollins disproves Connell’s idea about Hege-
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monic Masculinity which talks about masculinity as a legitimate power owned by men 

who have more authority in patriarchal society. However, they provided a counter-exam-

ple in which a masculine figure, who is supposed to be powerful, performs as a carer that 

is used to understood as powerless in a caring relationship. “A man working as a carer 

can simultaneously be part of the hegemonic group (men) and be subordinated by virtue 

of the caring work he does” (Dominelli and Gollins 401). They conclude that power in 

caring relationships should be seen from a more stereoscopic perspective and in multi-

dimensions. “Power is …. a multidimensional force with positive potential which can be 

(re)negotiated to (re)create opportunities for action in pursuit of one’s 

objectives” (Dominelli and Gollins 405). To be more specific, both the carers and the 

cared for have power over each other on different dimensions. And they practice their 

powers on each other through interaction and negotiation to reach compromises. For ex-

ample, carers may have authority given to their knowledge, and the cared for may have 

the authority to reject the carers’ intentions toward them. In a case in which the power of 

the carers and the cared for are in conflicts, negotiation will lead to an impartial arbitra-

tion. Dominelli and Gollins show the structure of power in caring relationships as multi-

dimensional (410) because the carer and the cared for have different resources of power. 

The carer’s resources of power could be structural ones that require the carer to invest 

time and energy, contextual ones related to gender and disability, professional ones like 

social status, personal ones like knowledge and skills, value based ones like empower-

ment and the ambivalence to reject the cared for. The cared for's resources of power could 

be personal ones like skills and experiences, knowledge ones like situation and dynamics, 
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and the value based ones like self-assertion by rejecting suggestions of the carer. The car-

er and the cared for, each having their own power, interact with one another. Once they 

have disagreements in interactions, they could negotiate to seek for a compromise. This is 

how multidimensional power works in a caring companionship. Given that the power is 

multidimensionally structured, it is not the case that one side of the caring relationship 

has power over the other side. Thus, parties involved in the social relationship of caring 

should have equal social status with equal social rights. 

 One may argue that the power in caring relationships would still be zero-sum if 

negotiations could not lead to a fair compromise, because the final decision might then 

sacrifice one side’s power to the other. For example, a robotic caregiver may insist on 

preventing the cared for from having another coffee so the cared for will not be overly 

caffeinated and have further unfavorable health conditions, but the cared for may not be 

willing to cooperate because he truly desires that cup of coffee. After negotiations, if the 

cared for has that coffee, then it seems like the caregiver sacrifices its desire to achieve 

the goal of prevention. If the cared for does not have that coffee, then it seems like the 

cared for sacrifices his desire to have the coffee he wanted. In either case, one side of the 

caring companionship seems sacrificed to the other side. However, as we mentioned in 

the previous Section, a successful caring companionship is the one in which both sides 

aim to promote the life quality of the cared for, which means that both of the two parties 

should desire to improve life quality for the cared for. The caring companionship is not a 

successful one in this coffee drinking scenario because the cared for overly focuses on the 

desired of drinking coffee but not on having a healthier life. 
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 Another concern is that if the needs of the cared for are prioritized in the caring 

relationships, would the carers somehow lose their power and rights? The answer is no. 

This question about the cared for being overly dominant seems hard to answer because if 

the priority of a caring relationship is to satisfy the needs of the cared for, then the cared 

for seem to be more powerful because they could decide what they need. However, the 

goal of caring relationships is to improve the life of the cared for, which is different from 

meeting their needs. Sometimes the needs up to the cared for may contradict with pro-

moting their life quality. Therefore, instead of having power over the other, carers and the 

cared for have equal power from different dimensions so that they have social rights on 

the same level.  

 Combining our discussion in Section 2.2.0 about companionship, an ideal model 

of machines with Artificial Intelligence performing caring companion tasks on a human 

being would then be the following. When the AI carer has benign intentions on the hu-

man; considers the human as an individual person with respect; the behaviors of the AI 

carer and the human are predictable to each other; and the AI carer does not rely too 

much on the human, the caring companionship is a social relationship in which both the 

AI carers and the cared for are social agents. Accordingly, the AI carer has social rights in 

this relationship, and they have a legitimate expectation to be treated with thoughtfulness 

and consideration. And the AI carer has equal social rights with the human because their 

power and authorities are in check and balanced from a multidimensional perspective. 
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3.1.0 Conclusion 

Beginning with the question of whether machines with Artificial Intelligence have 

basic rights on the same level as human persons do, we analyzed the necessary conditions 

of personhood in the First Chapter. In the narrative about robotic personhood, personism 

serves a better theory than humanism because the functions of a robot should be more 

accountable for its behaviors than the physical appearances. According to our analysis 

about personism, personhood is still a vague idea that we have several barriers to identify, 

because conditions like rationality and capability of verbal communications might not be 

as necessary as we think they are. Additionally, given the fact that there are no universal 

standards about testing if something or someone is actually conscious or self-conscious, 

we will never know whether machines with Artificial Intelligence meet these criteria. 

However, machines with Artificial Intelligence do fulfill other conditions like rationality 

and intentionality, so it still leaves spaces for the discussion on robotic personhood. So 

far, we are not sure if machines with Artificial Intelligence have basic rights related to the 

existence of personhood. 

 In the second chapter, we discussed whether machines with AI that perform as 

caregivers in caring companionships with human beings have social rights. According to 

Rousseau’s Social Contract Theory, where there is a social relationship, there are social 

rights. The companionship between machines and humans is a social relationship because 

it requires both parties involved to interact on a social level and view each other as 

individual social beings. Thus, machines involved in companionship have social rights. 

Moreover, powers in caring companionship are not always a zero-sum game. Equal social 



  61

rights in caring companionship can be attributed to the multidimensional powers of 

individuals. The general balance of powers in successful caring companionship proves 

that individuals in the same caring companionship both have equal social rights in that 

relationship because they both have rights to interact and disagree with each other. 

3.2.0 Limitations 

 At this time, you may have noticed that we have not yet illuminated some aspects 

of personhood, social rights, or AI technologies. Section 3.2 will be about the limitations 

of this study, and explain why we decide those aspects are less necessary for our discus-

sion. Some of the limitations are referred to in the earlier chapters and some are more 

general limitations about situations with which this study does not give full concern. By 

talking about the limitations of the study, we will also highlight some potential problems 

of the future technological developments of Artificial Intelligent caregivers that could be 

better improved or avoided.  

3.2.1 Limitation One: Logic and Rationality 

 In Section 1.3.1 Rationality, we mentioned that machines designed with coding 

language are rational and logical by nature. In fact, it is possible that sometimes the cod-

ing steps do not seem to be philosophically logical, but the program could still run suc-

cessfully without any bugs reported, depending on which type of coding language we 

use. In Python, all of the steps before the final step, which are the premises, could be 

completed irrelevant to the final step, which reports the conclusion, and the program 
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could still run. For example, we could ask the user to input two different integers and let 

the program calculate and print their sum. And the program will look like the following: 

 Step 1: integer1 = int(input(“Please enter the first integer: ”)) 

 Step 2: integer = int(input(“Please enter the second integer: ”)) 

 Step 3: sum = integer1 +integer2 

 Step 4: print(“The sum is: ”, sum) 

However, if we change the final step into the following, the program will still ask for the 

two integers and calculate their sum, but whatever we put in the program, the program 

will always print the same conclusion, “The sum is 0.”,on the screen. 

 Step 4: print(“The sum is 0”) 

This situation seems logically neither sound nor valid. It is true that we barely see any 

useful programs designed in this way, but one may argue that there is still a chance that 

machines coded in such ways are not fully rational nor logical by nature. However, 

whether a program coded in this particular way is problematic really depends on the cod-

ing language. If it is Python, then it could still run, but if it is some other languages like 

C++, then it is possible that the program will be reported as problematic. In our discus-

sion about robotic caregivers, we disregard the possibility of programs designed in such 

ways might not be considered as rational or logical by their nature in human philosophi-

cal perspectives because the Artificial Intelligent robotic caregivers are supposed to pro-

duce proper outputs with associated inputs. 
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3.2.2 Limitation Two: Suffering Machine and Consciousness 

Human beings tend to view animals as more conscious than machines as we are 

compassionate for their ability to feel pains and suffering (Turner 155). According to 

Buddhist ideas on suffering, Hughes also concludes that suffering beings are conscious 

and self-conscious because of their ability to feel pain (71). However, whether machines 

with Artificial Intelligence can suffer or feel pain is not taken as a necessary part of our 

discussion on consciousness and self-consciousness with two main reasons from episte-

mological perspectives.  

 Firstly, as we have mentioned in Section 1.3.2 Consciousness, even if machines 

have the ability to feel pain, there is no way for us to know what they really feel, because 

we are not them.  What matters more to us should be the machines’ behaviors and func-

tions, but not the presence of some hidden internal state that is only accessible in a first-

person perspective. When a particular type of feeling becomes a state of affairs, then only 

the one who is experiencing the feeling knows exactly what the feeling is, but no one 

else. We may have an idea about what the feeling is like by hearing descriptions about it, 

but descriptions are not states of affairs but statements about affairs that can be biased or 

deviated from the actual states of affairs.  

 Secondly, in “Why You Can’t Make a Computer That Feels Pain", Dennett argues 

that though we can design a machine that mimics the feeling of pain according to our 

understanding, we still have no idea about what pain actually is. In fact, Turner shows 

that a robot in a German lab is designed in a way that mimics the feeling of pain when its 

skin receives stimulation (152). Technological development is not the essential obstacle 
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to answer the question about suffering robots. “The reason you cannot make a computer 

that feels pain, Dennett argues, is not the result of some technological limitation with the 

mechanism or its programming. It is a product of the fact that we remain unable to decide 

what pain is in the first place” (Gunkel). This idea further raised the question about our 

compassion with other beings, which used to be the standard for us to know if something 

is able to suffer and therefore have consciousness. 

 Given the uncertainty of our knowledge about pain and compassion, we doubt 

whether our current most used way of determining whether other beings are conscious is 

the most efficient and correct way, because it only takes consciousness available from a 

first-person point of view. 

3.2.3 Limitation Three: Hacking and Active Deceptions 

Though it is possible that successful caring companionship could exist between a human 

being and a machine with Artificial Intelligence, we could not ignore the fact that the ma-

chine is manmade and could be hacked by other human beings, too. From our past expe-

riences with firewalls and computer systems, we could not completely prevent active de-

ception and hacking at all times. The possible active deception and hacking indicate a 

possibility for robotic caregivers to betray the users’ trust, which could be detrimental to 

the construction of the caring companionship. For the sake of our conversation, we sup-

pose that the security problems are avoided in successful caring companionships. How-

ever, those security problems caused by hacking could put human care-receivers at physi-

cal and psychological risks, because their privacy is exposed to unknown dangers. The 
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confidentiality of caring companionship with Artificial Intelligent robots should be en-

hanced by future technological developments. 
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