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Editorial

With this summer issue, I am taking
over the editorial duties of the Q news-
letter at a time when the heated de-
bates engulfing the United Kingdom’s
political landscape are causing an un-
comfortable situation for the scientific
community.
Aside from Brexit (which as far as we

have been told, “means Brexit”) and its
potential consequences on the support
granted to EU-funded projects, there
are many UK-based European and UK
scientists and researchers who are more
seriously, and with disbelief, consider-
ing alternative institutions in the EU
to relocate to. Acknowledging the pres-
ence of many world-acclaimed scient-
ists and tech businesses in the UK,
other European countries are eyeing the
possibility of providing a more “strong
and stable” environment than what the
“workforce” have been going through
in the UK. The recent Financial Times
article titled “Macron makes bid for
London’s science and tech business”,
with the caption “Paris touts excellence
of engineers and openness to foreigners
with brains and money”, should be a
wake up call for UK politicians: if no
appropriate measures are taken into ac-
count, primarily by giving assurances
to the scientists that they can carry
on “peacefully” doing what they are
trained to do, a brain drain could be
within sight for the British science and,
subsequently, economy.
The scientific community in the UK

and around the world have just recently
staged a glorious show of solidarity and
power through the March for Science

on April 22nd 2017, mainly addressed to
the unapologetic climate change denial
issues that exist within top-level polit-
ical ranks across the Atlantic. This
march has extended its purpose to see
diverse, colourful, and at points geeky
flyers and messages from scientists act-
ive in different disciplines, including the
broad church of AISB members’ top-
ics of interest. As a society, I hope,
the possibility of driving a pro-science
change through our politicians, local
and national, is one of our aims. This
could partially be fulfilled in our up-
coming convention where there could
be a debate, discussing the best ap-
proaches for the Society to make its
voice heard and the concerns of its
memberships adhered to.
In this issue, the host of AISB 2018

is announced, along with a call to sym-
posia. Additionally a summary of the
previous convention is provided , along
with an account of a public panel on
the ethical impact of AI on society.
Furthermore, a review on IBM Wat-
son AI XPRIZE London Connection
Workshop is included where teams from
across the globe are competing for a
$5, 000, 000 prize. Finally, an AISB
workshop and a conference report can
be found in the issue, which is con-
cluded by the words of wisdom from the
very Fr. Aloysius Hacker.

Mohammad Majid al-Rifaie
Editor, 7 July 2017
Goldsmiths, University of London
London, United Kingdom
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Announcement and Call for Symposia
Proposals: The AISB 2018 Convention

The longest running convention on Artificial Intelligence, AISB 2018 will be held
4–6 April 2018 at the University of Liverpool, chaired by Floriana Grasso and
Louise Dennis. As in the past years, AISB 2018 will provide a unique forum for
presenting cutting edge research and burning issues around all areas of AI. The
theme for this year is “AI for the Digital Society”.
The Society for the Study of Artificial Intelligence and Simulation for Behaviour

(AISB) is soliciting proposals for symposia to be held at the AISB 2018 convention.
Convention Format

The convention will consist of parallel symposia, and will run from April 4th to
April 6th 2018. Symposia will typically span half a day or one day; where the
number of high quality submissions is high, a symposium will last more than
one day. We welcome and encourage synergies among multiple symposia: where
relevant, and depending on the number of submissions, symposia may be merged
for a more efficient use of locations.
Participants are encouraged to stay for the entire convention, and attend plen-

ary keynotes and common social activities. One day registration fees will how-
ever be offered. Remote participation via video is discouraged unless full virtual
participation can be arranged and full attendance fees paid. Organisers are oth-
erwise offered considerable leeway in the structure of their meetings, but they
are required to both provide and conform to a published schedule to facilitate
movement between symposia. Symposia can include any type of event of aca-
demic benefit: talks, posters, panels, performances, discussions, demonstrations,
outreach sessions, etc.
Proposing a symposium

Organisers interested in holding a symposium at AISB 2018 are invited to submit
a Proposal including:

• A symposium title.

• A 300–1000 word description of the scope of the symposium and its relevance
to the convention, along with the nature of the academic events (talks,
posters, panels, demonstrations, etc.).Topics include, but are not limited to:

– Computational Intelligence
– Cognitive Phenomena such as Consciousness, Emotions, and Trust
– Human and Machine Creativity
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– Human-Robot Collaboration
– Simulation of Human and Animal Behaviour
– Machine Ethics
– Machine Learning and/or Knowledge Representation
– AI for Digital Humanities and Social Sciences
– Robots and Human Mental Health
– Robots and Human Sexuality
– Technical Mediation of Robust Communities
– Modelling Cultural Evolution
– Simulating Socio Technical Systems
– AI, sensors and virtual reality

• The organising committee (names, affiliations, contact details, previous ex-
perience in organising research meetings, if applicable).

• Indication of whether the symposium is intended as a sequel to a previously
held symposium or series of symposia at AISB or other events.

• The proposed call for papers or abstracts, including the format of submis-
sions that will be solicited (e.g., abstract, demo, poster, full/short papers,
panels), the review model for accepting the contributions for presentation,
and the proposed relevant dates. For reference, typically submission dead-
lines are late December; acceptance / revision requests are normally notified
by February.

• In addition, please include:

• Your preferences about the intended length of the symposium as a number of
days (preferably one or two, but anything from half a day to three), together
with a brief justification, including the number of anticipated presentations
and other participants.

• Indication, if known already, or applicable, of invited speakers or panelists.

• If possible, names and affiliations of the preliminary programme committee
(please indicate whether they have agreed, even provisionally).

Proposers are welcome to submit – or otherwise be involved with – more than
one proposal. Proposers (and attendees) need not already be members of the
AISB and will not be required to become members, but will have the opportunity
to join should they wish to. The format of submissions is defined by the organisers
of the individual symposia, but any final papers or abstracts for the proceedings

5 AISB Quarterly



should conform to the AISB style available from the AISB web page. Chairs
or individual authors may decide whether to publish their papers in an archival
format; proceedings will have an ISSN provided by AISB, but may contain a
mix of abstracts and full papers as suits the publication needs of the individual
symposia or their authors.
Important dates

Deadline for symposium proposals: 15 September 2017
Notification to proposers
of accepted symposia: 30 September 2017
Final papers delivered 16 March 2018
for the (online) proceedings: THIS IS A HARD DEADLINE
Convention: 4–6 April 2018, depending on the

number of symposia. There may be
a day of workshops or tutorials im-
mediately before the convention (3
April 2018).

Completed proposals should be submitted to the committee via EasyChair at
https://easychair.org/conferences/?conf=aisb2018

Main contact:

Floriana Grasso
Department of Computer Science
University of Liverpool
floriana@liverpool.ac.uk
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In the News
The General Data Protection Regula-
tion (GDPR) will come into force in
May 2018 and has been a hot topic at
various business-orientated AI meet-
ings. The biggest change to current
legislation will be in restrictions to
profiling using the vast amounts of
data collected. Welcome local public-
understanding initiatives like Innova-
tion Point’s Digital Tuesday - Pizza,
Tech & Ethics in Cardiff on 4 July
present the public with a panel of
speakers and invite the audience to
stimulating Q&A sessions in a relaxed
atmosphere.

The Loebner Prize 2017 finals will
take place on Saturday 16 Septem-
ber 2017 at Bletchley Park. This year
marks the first iteration of the contest
after the unexpected passing away of
its founder Hugh Loebner last Decem-
ber. As planned with Hugh, this year
also marks a departure from the tra-
ditional character-based protocol to a
sentence-based protocol. This means
that instead of transferring and display-
ing every keystroke, a new-line charac-
ter has to end each utterance for it to
be transferred and displayed. For this
year, submissions using either the new
or the old protocol will be accepted
for the pre-selection round. Differences
in the protocols, such as the old pro-
tocol being character-based and the
new protocol being line-based, will not
effect the finalist selection procedure,
so neither protocol has an advantage
over the other. Finalists will be offered
help on making their entry compatible
with the new protocol, for the final.

Entrants are advised to either, attend,
or to have a representative attend, such
that they may address any technical is-
sues arising with their entries. In future
years this may become a requirement.

The AISB executive office is mov-
ing. For the past six years Katerina
Koutsantoni has served the AISB as
executive officer, and no doubt many
of you will have interacted with her
in one way or another. Do to a career
move, she will no longer be able to offer
her services to the society. Katerina is
passing on the administrative support
of the AISB into the hands of its Chair
and its Treasurer. Please continue to
use admin@aisb.org.uk to contact the
executive office. We would like to thank
Katerina for her excellent work for the
society and wish her the best of luck
for the future.

We note there has been a signific-
ant shift in the perception of the im-
portance of making the current ‘AI re-
volution’ a responsible one that bene-
fits the whole society (Matthew Post-
gate at the BBC Blue Room: AI and
Society, 10 July 2017). At the same
event, Matt McNeill (Google Cloud)
emphasised ambitions of making ap-
plications more humane, and of demo-
cratising machine learning. According
to Cassian Harrison, the BBC sees the
importance of a public service broad-
caster in the independent dissemina-
tion of AI and technological advances.
Visit the web site of the Partnership on
AI for further interesting news items:
www.partnershiponai.org
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IBM Watson AI XPRIZE London
Connection Workshop
Bertie Müller (University of South Wales, bertie.muller@southwales.ac.uk)

On 12 June 2017, the Digital Cata-
pult Centre in London hosted a kick-off
event for teams from the UK and Italy
that had been accepted to compete in
the IBM Watson AI XPRIZE, a $5
million competition, challenging teams
globally to develop and demonstrate
how humans can collaborate with AI
technologies to tackle grand challenges.
The competition does not prescribe any
challenges and leaves it to the teams
to define their own challenge or their
contribution to the solution to a global
challenge. The prize aims to accel-
erate adoption of AI technologies and
spark creative, innovative, and auda-
cious demonstrations of the technology
with a focus on scalability and scope
to contribute to solving societal grand
challenges. The competition is an open
challenge in AI that encourages innov-
ation in any form. The AI XPRIZE
is a four-year round-based competition
with annual milestone competitions in
2017 and 2018. The top three final-
ists will compete for the Grand Prize
at TED 2020.

146 official teams have been accep-
ted (out of 683 pre-registered teams) to
compete in this “open” AI competition.
Teams from over 21 countries were se-
lected by independent judges to com-

pete based on their submissions which
spanned across a variety of fields and
issues, all focused on AI technologies
addressing some of humanity’s most
pressing challenges. The AI XPRIZE
London Connection Workshop was one
of many regional events to give experts
an opportunity to engage with the com-
petition and join the teams’ journey
as a mentor. Of a total of 12 teams
from the UK and Italy that had entered
the AI XPRIZE, only four teams were
present at the event. The team mem-
bers gave presentations of their projects
and then had the opportunity to meet
with experts in the regional AI eco-
system and with XPRIZE staff to dis-
cuss possible pathways for their pro-
jects. The teams attending the event
were able to learn about the stages of
the Competition and the work of other
teams. The following paragraphs sum-
marise the teams present at the event
and their projects in the order of the
presentations given on the day.

A.S.I.M.O.V.: Automatic Speech
Interpretation and Matching of
Voices (Silvestre Pitti, Italy) Sil-
vestre Pitti has participated in previous
XPRIZE competitions as a team mem-
ber, but has decided to enter on his own
this time. His project tackles natural
language recognition based on the re-
cognition of separate vowels in the first
instance and then of consonants. The
aim is to accurately recognise words
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despite regional differences of pronun-
ciation. A demonstration was given, in
which a prototype was even able to re-
cognise words/vowels when sung rather
than spoken.
AiEducate: Dialog-based Artifi-
cial Learning Intelligence (David
Zsolt Manrique, UK) The grand chal-
lenge tackled by this problem is the
realisation that access to information
alone is not good educator. The team
was represented by their leader, David
Zsolt Manrique from University Col-
lege London, and Agnes Molnar from
the London School of Economics and
Political Science. They propose a solu-
tion of AI-enhanced education by in-
telligently pre-digested facts, personal-
ised incentivation, and gamification. It
is hoped that such a learning system
could provide substantial benefits, e.g.,
for the dyslexic learner.
CREDO-chorister: (John Fox,
UK) AISB fellow John Fox from Oxford
University leads this project. Based on
OpenClinical, it is concerned with care
of the elderly at home and in residential
settings. The proposed platform uses a
publet ecosystem for rapid learning in
healthcare. Publets are pieces of pub-
lished knowledge that can be used for
authoring, publishing and trialling ser-
vices for machine executable models of
clinical decision making and workflow
management, and for delivering clinical
services. Publets use a standardised
medical notation system.
ELSE.ai: exclusive luxury shop-
ping experience (Andrey Golub,
Italy) ELSE.AI is a Machine Learn-

ing and Artificial Intelligence powered
framework for product design personal-
isation. It provides an AI driven per-
sonal style learning and recommend-
ation service, an mass customisation
with an outlook to hybrid manufactur-
ing.
Teams not present The following
teams from the UK and Italy were not
present.

• AI Gaming (Paul McDonnell,
UK)

• Amiko AI (Martijn Federico
Grinovero, Italy)

• ANIMUS (Daniel Camilleri, UK)

• babylon health (Mark Tsimelzon,
UK)

• BRAINCONTROL (Pasquale
Fedele, Italy)

• INNAAS Dina (Simone Di
Somma, Italy)

• TwynBrain (Lesa Wright, UK)

• XSENSE (Marco Menichelli,
Italy)

It was an honour to represent AISB
at the event and to mentor talented AI
researchers in the first round of this ex-
citing global competition. Watch this
space for updates on the progress of the
competition.
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Conference Report:
AISB Members Workshop VII:
Serendipity Symposium
Joseph Corneli (University of Edinburgh)
Christian Guckelsberger (Goldsmiths, University of London)
Anna Jordanous (University of Kent)
Alison Pease (University of Dundee)
Simon Colton (Falmouth University / Goldsmiths, University of London)
Yasemin J. Erden (St Mary’s University)
The authors can be contacted via serendipity.symposium@gmail.com

On the 15th June 2017, a diverse group
of researchers in computing, arts, sci-
ences, and other fields of cultural en-
deavour met at the Waldegrave Draw-
ing Room, St Mary’s University, to dis-
cuss serendipity – “the art of making an
unsought finding” [11]. The core goals
of the symposium were to relate vari-
ous understandings of serendipity from
different disciplines, and to discuss con-
tentious questions such as whether/how
serendipity can be supported or simu-
lated by computational means.

Gathered outside Strawberry Hill House

The organisation of this symposium
comes from a series of events that
were in themselves highly serendipit-
ous. We began researching serendipity
in the context of computational creativ-
ity some years ago [8], and it formed
one of the research themes in the recent
COINVENT project.1 We developed a
paper that has had a chequered and col-
ourful history with journals, and which
is currently available as a preprint [2].
We had long hoped to run a sym-

posium and to invite other researchers
who have studied serendipity, so that
we could learn from them. Our plan-
ning got serious when one of us gave a
keynote talk at a conference in Korea
and met eminent serendipity scholar
Pek van Andel in person.2 Over the
following months, further ideas drifted
in. We realised it was almost the 50th
anniversary of the Institute of Contem-
porary Art (ICA)’s influential Cyber-
netic Serendipity exhibition in London
in 1968, curated by Jasia Reichardt.3

1http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/109898_en.html
2https://smartconnected.world/2016/06/28/keynote-speeches/
3https://www.ica.art/whats-on/cybernetic-serendipity-documentation
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So we had some idea of who we would
like to invite as keynote speakers. One
of us noticed that Horace Walpole’s
gothic castle Strawberry Hill is loc-
ated in southwest London and sugges-
ted that we might include a tour in
the programme. Walpole was the per-
son who invented the term serendip-
ity in 1757, and it seemed only fit-
ting to make a pilgrimage back to the
source (as it were).4 Another sugges-
ted that the AISB Member Workshop
series could provide financial support.
When we realised that the coordinator
of the workshop series was based at St
Mary’s University and that St Mary’s
University owns Strawberry Hill House
we were impressed. We had studied
serendipity, but here it was first hand.
After Bergson [2] and André et al [1],

we understand serendipity in two main
phases: discovery and invention.

Discovery: generation
module feedback

reflection
module

[Focus shift]

Invention: validation

experimentation
module

evaluation
module

...

Serendipitous Discovery and Invention

In our process diagram, the genera-
tion module acts as a source of ideas
(e.g., “a tour of Strawberry Hill House
would be nice”). The reflection mod-
ule processes these ideas and expands
them iteratively (e.g., “the AISB Mem-
ber Workshop series might help us get

there”). At some point, an iteration
of the feedback process surfaces some-
thing that is worthy of focused atten-
tion (e.g., “the coordinator of the work-
shop series is based at St Mary’s Uni-
versity, and they own Strawberry Hill
House!”). This kicks off the invention
phase. At this point there is still con-
siderable work to do.
In our model, invention is driven

by the experimental module. We were
lucky that Yasemin J. Erden joined us
as the local organiser, and wish to high-
light here her careful attention to plan-
ning. We were pleased that both of
our “first pick” keynote speakers, Pek
van Andel and Jasia Reichardt, agreed
to join us. St Mary’s elegant Walde-
grave Drawing Room met our require-
ments for space and infrastructure. In-
vitations for contributed talks were cir-
culated to likely attendees, whose work
we knew from our paper, and to vari-
ous mailing lists. We eventually as-
sembled a program with 2 keynotes, 9
short talks, and 20 total registrants.
The proof of the pudding is in the

eating – and the part of the event that
corresponds to the evaluation module
in our diagram begins with the sym-
posium itself.

Writers Workshop The first part of
our programme was a Writers Work-
shop in which we invited participants to
comment on our preprint [2] with an eye
to improving it, and to establish some
common ground for the symposium.
Writers Workshops follow a standard
outline [5], and allow for shared en-

4“I once read a silly fairy tale, called The Three Princes of Serendip: as their Highnesses
travelled, they were always making discoveries, by accidents & sagacity, of things which
they were not in quest of” [14], cf. [4].
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gagement with work-in-progress. Au-
thors can improve their work by learn-
ing from unexpected feedback [1].
A moderator aims to help parti-

cipants focus on how the paper can be
improved. Readers focus on describing
what they found “in” the paper whilst
reading [3]. Erden did an admirable
job as moderator. The conversation
largely focused on a contentious ques-
tion: can we support serendipity by
computational means?
Van Andel pointed to the fuller con-

text of a quote we took from his paper
[11, p. 646] (emphasis added):
Like all intuitive operating, pure
serendipity is not amenable to gen-
eration by a computer. The very
moment I can plan or programme
‘serendipity’ it cannot be called
serendipity anymore. All I can pro-
gramme is, that, if the unforeseen
happens, the system alerts the user
and incites him to observe and act
by himself by trying to make a cor-
rect abduction of the surprising fact
or relation.
Van Andel insists that it is impossible

to program intuition, because (as he
put it in his talk later that day) “Intu-
ition is to anticipate without being able
to make that explicit, in prospect, and
even in retrospect” (emphasis added).
Given the format we did not attempt a
rebuttal, but did point to quotes from
our paper that show that we are con-
cerned with preparing the conditions
that make serendipity more likely to
happen. We referred to a famous quote
by Louis Pasteur [7, p. 131]: “In the
fields of observation chance favours only

the prepared mind.” Other feedback
we received in the workshop will help
us structure the paper – in particular,
participants suggested that the paper is
really three surveys: models, cognitive
foundations, and systems.

Highlights from the day’s talks
Serendipity is defined differently across
disciplines, and one goal of our sym-
posium was to make these differences
more transparent.
Mark Nelson contributed signific-

antly to this goal by comparing differ-
ent definitions of serendipity in a wide
range of systems within AI planning,
ranging from critical NASA systems fo-
cusing on serendipitous planning suc-
cess or failure, to Erik Mueller’s com-
putational model of daydreaming.
Claudia Chirit,ă described her thesis

work on concept discovery in a service-
oriented computing context, and ex-
plained the role of loose constraints and
search in producing unexpected but in-
teresting outcomes. In particular, she
stressed how a serendipitous focus shift
can come about through the dynamic
interaction of components with non-
binary truth systems.
Diarmuid O’Donoghue described his

work on the Dr Inventor EU pro-
ject,5 and their efforts to simulate
the serendipitous discovery of analogies
between papers in the scientific literat-
ure. He considerably contributed to the
symposium’s goals by bridging between
the arts and sciences, and describing
means to overcome inhibitors to cre-
ativity.
These efforts were wonderfully com-

plemented by keynote speaker Jasia
5http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/111242_en.html
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Reichardt, giving us a first-hand im-
pression of how artistic and scientific
efforts were brought together in the
1950s. This started an era of intense
interdisciplinary collaboration which
eventually also lead to the aforemen-
tioned 1968 landmark exhibition “Cy-
bernetic Serendipity”. In her talk,
Reichardt focused on the beginnings
of kinetic art in Paris, the launch of
the Experimental Workshop in Tokyo,
and the Gaberbocchus Common Room
in London, where artists and scient-
ists started collaborating (long before
E.A.T - Experiments in Arts and Tech-
nology in New York, and with a differ-
ent structure).
In our second keynote, Pek van An-

del presented his research into serendip-
ity, engaging the audience with “four
practical jokes with one spoon and one
coat” and other props, also touching on
hunting, abduction, the origin of X as
a variable, the meaning of the terms
accident and sagacity, Francis Bacon’s
Hunt of Pan, Charles Goodyear’s faith,
and the legitimacy or lack of the same
of Walpole and Hamlet.
Colin Johnson illustrated how short-

comings in early information retrieval
systems gave rise to serendipitous dis-
coveries. As the main focus of his talk,
he hypothesised how we could bring
such “shoddyness” back into search,
drawing on set relations, prototype the-
ory and concept linking.
Elaine Ohanrahan talked about the

biography and artwork of her father,
Desmond Paul Henry, and the role of
serendipity in both his life and art. She

showed examples of his drawings made
with imprecise mechanical techniques 6,
and compared them with the work of
Jack Tait and Jackson Pollock.
Eilidh McKay described her notion

of a serendiptologist – someone who
who is seeking to provide a platform to
collaborate with serendipity. She de-
scribed how the concept of serendip-
tology influenced her studies, her dis-
sertation research (including building a
boat and a harmonograph that she sub-
sequently put in the boat), and her sub-
sequent career in “social serendipity” as
a co-founder of The Project Cafe.7
Abigail McBirnie began by telling us

about serendipity in the thought of Eu-
gene Garfield, who founded bibliomet-
rics to support “systematic serendip-
ity”. In her practice-based talk,
McBirnie provided us with insights on
how modern bibliometric tools based on
high-performance computing, big data
and data analysis can be used to find,
e.g., people who we are not collaborat-
ing with but potentially should be.
Stephann Makri talked about em-

pirical research on serendipity in “in-
formation encountering” in the web, us-
ing a think-aloud study with 45 com-
puter science students who were carry-
ing out their own self-chosen informa-
tion tasks. He also discussed the oxy-
moron of designing for, or even design-
ing to ‘create opportunities for’ or ‘fa-
cilitate’ serendipity which complemen-
ted our previous discussions on support
creativity in a computational context.
In the last talk of the symposium,

Lorenzo Lane presented his reflections

6https://www.flickr.com/search/?text=Desmond%20Paul%20Henry
7http://theprojectcafe.weebly.com/

13 AISB Quarterly

https://www.flickr.com/search/?text=Desmond%20Paul%20Henry
http://theprojectcafe.weebly.com/


on the role of chance and loose con-
straints in mathematics research. He
quoted from ethnographic field work
at 4 European mathematics institutes,
where respondents described their “ran-
dom walks” through the mathematical
landscape, and their informal strategies
for interaction and sketching.

Visiting Strawberry Hill House
The famous letter to Horace Mann
would have been written at Walpole’s
house in Arlington Street, but the ar-
chitecture of Strawberry Hill House is a
testament to the way the man thought,
and is where he did much of his work.

Round Room (photo by Luba Elliott)

On the tour we learned about an-
other coinage of his: gloomth, a word
for soft, shadowy, light used to create
atmosphere, the kind you would exper-
ience when entering a gothic chapel in
the late afternoon. As the tour followed
shortly after the two keynotes, we were

reminded of some of Frank Malina’s im-
ages, and could not help but give some
attention to Walpole’s sense of theatre.
Some words in conclusion Accord-
ing to the OED, the term bore, in its
affective sense, came into use around
the same time as the term serendip-
ity, showing the growth of attention
to attention in the mid-18th Century.
In this connection, David Foster Wal-
lace referred to L. P. Smith’s theory
[10], which “posits certain neologisms
as arising from their own cultural ne-
cessity” [13, p. 387]. Like another 18th
C. figure – Voltaire’s Zadig [12] – our
work on “modelling serendipity in a
computational context” has led us on
many fateful adventures, and we have
learned a lot. Next year is the 50th an-
niversary of “Cybernetic Serendipity”
and we hope to participate in a num-
ber of follow-up activities, e.g. a sym-
posium at the AISB Convention 2018.
We certainly found the recent Mem-

bers Workshop anything but boring. In
studying serendipity, we do not expect
to “re-create” the excitement of pre-
vious eras, but, rather, hope to cre-
ate anew, things, tools, and platforms
suited to the needs of the time we are
currently living in – with an eye to both
past and future.
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AISB 2017 Panel:
The Ethical Impact of AI on Society
Tom Robertshaw (BSc Comp. Sci. University of Bath, me@tomrobetshaw.net)

During this year’s AISB Convention at
the University of Bath, a public panel
was hosted to discuss The Ethical Im-
pact of AI on Society. It consisted of:

• Mandy Chessel - IBM Distin-
guished Engineer, Master In-
ventor and Fellow of Academy of
Engineering

• Nello Christianini - Professor of
AI at University of Bristol

• Danit Gal - Chair of the IEEE
Global Initiative for Ethical Con-
siderations in AI and AS Out-
reach Committee, and external
consultant to Tencent on AI Eth-
ics

• Björn W. Schuller - Professor of
Intelligent Systems at University
of Passau.

Questions were fielded by Alan Win-
field, a Professor of Robot Ethics at the
University of the West of England.

Recognising the Import-
ance of Ethics in AI
Björn W. Schuller shared his research
which involved supporting autistic chil-
dren recognise and validate their emo-
tions to aid emotional intelligence [9].
He commented on the ethical import-
ance of accurancy in this situation.
Mandy Chessel, who has a blended

background of academia and business,

shared her struggle as a responsible en-
gineer deciding when to say no. Even
when companies have legal access to
data, the act of collating, processing
and acting upon it can raise ethical
questions.
When we grow up, we think about

right and wrong, but the reality of what
people perceive as ethical is blurrier
than you might expect. What’s more,
it can be difficult to resolve the differ-
ences. Mandy and her team at IBM
created a set of questions that encour-
aged businesses to not use data in such
a way that would encroach on custom-
ers’ privacy.
When considering the ethics of AI,

Danit Gal gave the example of Chinese
poker bots being taught to bluff on a
random basis. While this is an AI con-
strained to a small use case, it raises
concerns when the bot creator cannot
know whether the bot is bluffing.
Nello Christianini called for us, as de-

velopers and engineers, to prepare for
our work to drift to other use cases.
Military is not the only example of eth-
ically questionable use cases.

Public Understanding of
how AI Affects our Lives
The impact of AI is difficult to recog-
nise even as experts, let alone for the
general public to understand, shared
Mandy. Like most technology, people
can see the utility but that doesn’t
mean they recognise how it works.
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Judging what the long term effects are
is nigh-on impossible for us to say with
any certainty.
Danit warned that we have reached

the point of no return in terms of con-
venience, we won’t be able to give it
up. The primary concern here is with
the level privacy that we are giving up
for the benefits that the largest internet
companies provide us, in many cases,
for free.
Nello said that it’s so difficult to

verbalise the importance of retaining
our privacy. To many, it just makes
us feel nervous and innately wrong.
Storytelling is such a powerful way of
conveying messages that he encouraged
us to create better stories to engage
others.
People have benefitted from techno-

logy and most are happy to trade some
privacy for that. They do not realise
that giving up personal data is not a
technological requirement but part of
the business model. How we do we en-
courage consumers to choose the busi-
ness models that cost more but retain
privacy? A parallel was made with or-
ganic food and consumer choice. “Eth-
ical AI”, could be a label used to market
technology products to promote social
pressure to value it.

The Right to Explanation
Deep learning algorithms are providing
us with the greatest levels of accuracy
but at the same time they are opaque in
how they make decisions. This makes
many feel uncomfortable. A member
of the audience posed a question of
whether it was unethical for us to use
neural networks.

Nello answered that many algorithms
use statistical models. These are com-
plex mathematical models that are not
easy to explain. So even though
we technically could explain, we can’t
practically do so. We expect everything
to have a single, explainable cause but
this is not how the world works. He
shared the examples of those the get
turned down for jobs, insurance, debt
etc. As humans we wish to understand
the “why” so that we understand how
we can affect it.
One research response is to design

neural networks that are not black box.
Another is to create a separate model
that’s used to generate a story along-
side. It’s not important for the story
to be 100% accurate in listing out
every attributing factor to be useful.
This echoes the research Ellen Langer
[6] that noted that people were much
more compliant when someone wanted
to push in line to use a photocopier if
they provided a reason. Even if that
reason was “because I have to make
copies”. However, is it ethical for us
to use this as an excuse not to trade
more efficient models with ones that are
transparent?
The comparison between transpar-

ency and fairness was continued by
Nello. When we look at the pharma-
ceutical market, we care that drugs are
fair, i.e. they have the effect that they
claim. That’s not to say that we know
why they work, we may only have a hy-
pothesis. Either way, the importance is
that it’s works as advertised.
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Culturally-dependent AI
Ethics

Danit’s exposure to different cultures,
particular Chinese and Japanese, posi-
tioned her best to lead this discussion.
Firstly, she asked us to consider the
paradox of building AI in our own im-
age. We expect them to explain their
decisions but can we expect the same
from a human being? While I don’t
believe this warrants foregoing the dis-
cussion, it made me think how people
make decisions on a sub-conscious basis
before fictionalising after. Even if we
believe the story we create, it’s not so
different from one AI model being used
to make the prediction and another be-
ing used to create the story.
Furthermore, Danit expressed the

difficulty with coming up with an an-
swer to many of these questions be-
cause the social implications are cultur-
ally specific.
Researchers and policy writers in Ja-

pan are considering robots as "members
or quasi members" of society and the
rights that they may have within soci-
ety. This is stark contrast to Chinese
and Western philosophies that consider
robots to be tools, regardless of their
"intellect" and form.
This has legal implications when dis-

cussing fault. If you consider robots to
be tools, then the creator, maintainer,
and/or owner can be liable for its ac-
tions. Conversely, if you treat a robot
as a quasi-member of society then it can
be argued that the fault lies with the ro-
bot alone. That’s a dangerous direction
to go in.

During the audience questions phase,
Virginia Dignum was adamant that AI
was an artefact and that we as the
creators are always responsible. This
led us on to a short discussion on the
ethics of humanoid robots. While the
context was not provided, there were
notable members of the room that are
highly against the idea of humanoid ro-
bots because it fools humans into giv-
ing robots more rights than they de-
serve. If you’re interested, read more
from Joanna Bryson on why "Robots
Should be Slaves"8.
Reflecting on all these items, Danit

said that technology is progressing too
quickly for us to answer these ethical
questions. The progress is too quick for
policy makers to get up to speed and
agree guidelines.

Current Impact

Clearly privacy is the biggest ethical
discussion right now. It is highly likely
that national elections have been af-
fected by algorithms, we just don’t
know to what effect.
We know that the filter bubble of so-

cial networks is a problem and needs to
be tackled if we wish to promote effect-
ive discussion between different view-
points.
Nello does not believe that we’re at

the risk of death or extinction through
AI. The panel retained the belief that
AI is a tool but as he had mentioned
earlier, we have to take responsibility
for what we create and what else it
could be used for.

8http://www.cs.bath.ac.uk/ jjb/ftp/Bryson-Slaves-Book09.html
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Policy Recommendations

Nello explainied that electricity was the
key to the industrial revolution and
data is the key to the one brought
around by AI.
Mandy raised the issue that the por-

trayal of AI in movies in the basis for
most people’s understanding. However,
recognising that education is the prob-
lem doesn’t lead us quickly to a solu-
tion. “You can only tell a story when
we know what we want to tell but we
don’t”.
There is going to be a need for bal-

ance between regulation and innova-
tion, but it’s very hard to know what
that balance looks like.
From Danit’s experience, witnessing

policy makers from a range of countries
and cultures discuss AI ethics, there’s
a frustrating and dangerous preference
for innovation over ethics. She called
for them to stifle innovation to protect
the people. This is an area of conflict
during discussions which can make it
hard to make progress.
It was argued that it’s sometimes the

responsibility of policy makers to pro-
tect the people because they have no-
one else that will do so. What’s more,
people are not always good at making
decisions. There is a precedence for
this in law; the UK Discrimination Act
recognises biases and protects people
from themselves (and others). The role,
and ultimately the amount of control

that a government exerts, is a sensitive
subject.
An audience question followed that

suggested that regulation could be used
to guide innovation so that we invest
in research to create better algorithms.
Without the need for it, without the in-
vestment for research in that area, it’s
unlikely that progress will be made.
When we compare and compete with

other cultures, our preference can lean
towards innovation out of fear that oth-
ers will de-prioritise ethics to gain an
advantage. Nello said that there is
always going to be a country that is
suffering economically which will trade
ethics in the short-term to fan the
flames of the economy.

In Closing
Thanks again to Alan, Danit, Mandy,
Nelly and Björn for sharing their time
to contribute to this fascinating panel.
Thanks also to the audience, particu-
larly those that offered questions.
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Conference Report: Eighth International
Conference on Computational Creativity
Christian Guckelsberger (Goldsmiths College, c.guckelsberger@gold.ac.uk)

Introduction
From 19th to 23rd June 2017, around
150 researchers met for the Eighth In-
ternational Conference on Computa-
tional Creativity (ICCC’17) at Geor-
gia Tech in Atlanta, USA. Computa-
tional Creativity is the “philosophy, sci-
ence and engineering of computational
systems which, by taking on particular
responsibilities, exhibit behaviours that
unbiased observers would deem to be
creative” [3]. The field has a long his-
tory [2], and is thriving: since the first
dedicated workshop in 2004 and the
first conference in 2010, more people
come together every year to present
their research to an open-minded and
interdisciplinary audience. The confer-
ence stream is permanently available on
YouTube. I am grateful for a generous
travel grant from the AISB to particip-
ate in this thought-provoking event.

Workshops and Tutorials
After ICCC’15 in Park City and
ICCC’16 in Paris, the Computa-
tional Creativity and Games Workshop
(CCGW) came back to the conference
for the third time, investigating di-
gital games as an ideal application area
for the study of Computational Cre-
ativity [7]. It was held together with
the Co-Creation Workshop (CCW), ex-
ploring how artificial agents might col-
laborate with humans in the creative
process. The joint workshop turned
out to be very popular; the presen-

ted papers did fit well into both do-
mains, and sparked valuable discus-
sions. The Co-Creativity Workshop
ended with a community meeting to
devise a manifesto and plan future
gatherings. The Workshop on Mu-
sical Metacreation (MUME) brought
together artists and researchers for the
fifth time, with a shared interest in
developing systems that autonomously
or interactively recognize, learn, rep-
resent, compose, complete, accompany,
or interpret music. In this time of
strong political turmoil, the conference
benefitted from the First Workshop
on Computational Creativity & Social
Justice (CCSJ). The attendees investig-
ated how Computational Creativity as
a community and research field can ad-
vance social justice. This potential was
showcased, amongst others, by work on
procedural narrative and gameplay to
address controversial topics.
The workshops were complemented

by two tutorials. Pablo Gervás and
Carlos Léon (University of Madrid) en-
gaged the participants of their Liter-
ary Creativity and Narrative Genera-
tion tutorial in hands-on, physical ex-
ercises on the construction of narrat-
ives and literary artefacts. The at-
tendees were introduced to the most
common technical approaches to story
generation, along with representative
examples. Tony Veale (UC Dublin) or-
ganised a tutorial on Twitterbots with
the catchy title Tweet Dreams Are

No. 147, July 2017 20



Made Of This. Twitterbots are partic-
ularly well suited for giving the com-
plex engineering and evaluation ideas
in the field tangible form. Participants
were given code and knowledge bases to
built their own Twitterbots. Less exper-
ienced coders were offered to contribute
ideas and suggestions to Tony, who con-
ducted a live coding session.
For the first time at the conference,

a one-day Doctoral Consortium was or-
ganised for PhD students to present
their work, to receive feedback from fel-
low students and to network with aca-
demics. The consortium closed with a
panel of experienced researchers, dis-
cussing questions on how to conduct
computational creativity research, and
advising the students on the next steps
towards their PhDs.

Main Conference: From
Unicorns and Déjà-Vus
The main conference track was separ-
ated into thematic sessions on founda-
tions, language, combinatorial creativ-
ity, music, co-creativity and philosoph-
ical & psychological perspectives.
The best paper awards reflect the

widespread interests and openness of
the community: Facing the challenge
of developing a course on Computa-
tional Creativity, Margareta Ackerman
teamed up with experts in the field
to devise strategies for Teaching Com-
putational Creativity [1]. In Déjà Vu
All Over Again: On the Creative Value
of Familiar Elements in the Telling of
Original Tales [9], Tony Veale evalu-
ates the use of familiar characters in
machine-crafted story generation. He
shows how pre-existing audience ex-

pectations can be exploited to create
a mise en scène, comic ends or to
establish a certain mood to increase
overall enjoyment. In Aspects of Self-
Awareness: An Anatomy of Metacreat-
ive Systems [8], Simo Linkola et al. ar-
gue why metacreativity, the “capabil-
ity to reflect on one’s own creative pro-
cesses and to adjust them” [8], is re-
quired for a system to evolve artefacts
outside the control of its designer. By
not only devising a model of metacre-
ativity but also illustrating how it can
be translated into different system ar-
chitectures, they made a highly relev-
ant contribution to the community.
A honorary mention goes to Ahmed

Khalifa, Gabriella Barros and Julian
Togelius for their unusual and enter-
taining work on DeepTingle [6], an ar-
tificial neural network to generate fant-
astic gay erotica à la Charles Tingle,
and for employing the unicorn biker
Kirk to present it. This was only out-
matched by the audience’s fabulous
performance of a “Happy Birthday” to
make João Cunha, presenting a great
talk on visual conceptual blending [4],
feel very welcome on his birthday.
The keynotes covered both theoret-

ical and practical aspects of Compu-
tational Creativity research. Milena
Z. Fisher, co-founder of the website
The Creativity Post and Friedrich Ni-
etzsche scholar, appealed to the com-
munity to extend their interdisciplinary
work further. Criticising the social sci-
ences in particular, she stressed that
the broader field of creativity studies
requires stronger theoretical and meth-
odological foundations which can only
be established by taking different vant-
age points and using a wide array of
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tools. Gil Weinberg, founding director
of the Georgia Tech Center for Mu-
sic Technology, complemented this key-
note with field studies on robotic musi-
cians. He covered a wide range of pro-
jects exploiting physical embodiment
in cognition, ranging from jazz impro-
vising robots to a prosthetic arm for
amputees that restores and enhances
human drumming abilities. By reflect-
ing on public concerns about his work,
he addressed some of the most import-
ant issues in the public perception of
Computational Creativity in general.
The poster session was kicked off

by a series of five minute presenta-
tions. For the first time, conference
attendees were also invited to present
posters independently of a proceedings
publication. The number of posters
consequently doubled, and researchers
were given the chance to also show-
case work which was still in progress
or destined for another conference, sup-
porting interdisciplinarity.
The important bits usually happen

between the talks, and the community
and local chairs ensured that there is
plenty of opportunity to mingle. The
Musical Metacreation research group
has teamed up with the Chamber Cartel
ensemble for a concert at The Mammal
Gallery. Works include compositions
composed by deep learning algorithms,
networks of “musebots” that jam to-
gether and communicate, compositions
inspired by biomimicry and live impro-
visations with semi-autonomous sys-
tems. The conference dinner was held
at the Center for Puppetry Arts, featur-
ing Jim Henson’s famous puppets from
Sesame Street, Labyrinth, and others.

What, How, Why?

Some questions are so fundamental to
the field that they recur every year.
We’ve been asking what artefacts can
be produced with artificial systems,
pointing at the wide range of creat-
ive products from culinary recipes over
dance movements to poetry. We also
ask how these artefacts come about,
illuminating the creative process. In
our contribution for this year’s ICCC
[5], we address a question which has
not been investigated rigorously enough
yet, but which is of no less importance:
We ask why an artificial system is being
creative. We find that no existing com-
putational creativity system can answer
this question about its intentionality
without ultimately and exclusively re-
ferring to the values and goals of their
designer and other people. This repres-
ents a threat to the field, as an unsatis-
fying answer to the “why?” might make
some people not regard a system as cre-
ative. We adopt the existing frame-
work of enactive artificial intelligence,
which equips us with the necessary con-
ditions for a value function to reflect
a system’s own goals. We extend the
framework with an account of creativ-
ity, describe candidate principles for
truly intrinsic value functions, and thus
lay the foundations for a minimal, non-
anthropocentric model of intentional
creative agency. We discuss implica-
tions for the design and evaluation of
creative systems, and hypothesise why
human-level intentional creative agency
is so hard to model. While being pro-
vocative, my talk was generally well re-
ceived by an audience which enjoys de-
bating these fundamental questions.
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Future Sites and a Journal
We reconvened at the end of the con-
ference for some exciting announce-
ments: The community will come to-
gether again for ICCC’18 at the an-
cient University of Salamanca, Spain,
followed by ICCC’19 at the University
of North Carolina at Charlotte, US. The
Association for Computational Creativ-
ity (ACC) will furthermore become a
legal body. Besides organising ICCC
and promoting Computational Creativ-
ity, the governing body will in the fu-
ture also act as the publisher for the
long-awaited Computational Creativity
Journal. Work on the open-access
journal is underway, with the goal to
cover important contributions to the
field from 2019 onwards.

Acknowledgements Many thanks
to the community for providing feed-
back on an earlier draft of this report.
Thanks to the maintainers of the con-
ference, workshop and tutorial websites
for providing valuable information.
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Dear Aloysius. . .
Agony Uncle Aloysius, will answer
your most intimate AI questions or
hear your most embarrassing confes-
sions. Please address your questions to
fr.hacker@yahoo.co.uk.

Note that we are unable to engage in
email correspondence and reserve the
right to select those questions to which
we will respond. All correspondence
will be anonymised before publication.

Dear Fr. Hacker,
Editors come and go and Fr Hacker
stays Strong and Stable. Could the
secret of this strength and stability
stem from the reluctance to enter into
any Supply and Confidence agreement
or perhaps the indifference to occupy
the dispatch box of the AI house.
Please enlighten us.
Yours, The Newly Crowned Q Editor

Dear Newly Crowned,
Firstly, let me congratulate you on your
prestigious appointment. It’s a great
honour for you to be hosting my column
in your magazine. I hope you enjoy a
long and stable term of office serving
the AI coalition of chaos.
As you imply, my strength and stabil-
ity is due, in part, on my independ-
ence from electors, other organisations
and even editors. I do my own thing
and I greatly enjoy it. The enjoy-
ment gives me stamina but, if I do
flag, I can, of course, rely on AL-
TER EGO™ (Artificial Likeness:
Trailblazing Exciting Research; Ensur-
ing Great Outcomes). The Institute’s

ALTER EGO™ robot army works
constantly to achieve high and per-
petual productivity and profit. For in-
stance, an ALTER EGO™ is cur-
rently serving a long prison sentence on
my behalf for spreading the computer
viruses STRIKE!™ and SCAB™ ,
thus allowing me to continue my hu-
manitarian work unimpeded.
If AISB also wants our support to guar-
antee editor continuity and Quarterly
regularity, our terms are very reason-
able.
Yours, Aloysius

Dear Fr. Hacker,
I’ve been duped! In good faith I sub-
mitted a paper to an international con-
ference to be held in the Maldives.
When I arrived, however, not only was
there no conference, but the ostensible
conference centre was a metre under
water. I paid a substantial registration
fee, but all my attempts to reclaim it
have been ignored. Apparently, there
is currently an epidemic of such dupli-
city. This looks like a great opportun-
ity for your Institute to provide an AI
program to detect fake conferences and
warn researchers not to submit to them.
Yours, Cheated

Dear Cheated,
You’ve not told us the whole story. I’m
very reliably informed that you, and
your attractive research assistant, used
this opportunity to have a week’s holi-
day in the luxury hotel recommended
by the conference, at the expense of
your research funding agency. Per-
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haps you would like to make this a reg-
ular event. If so, the Institute’s CHI-
CANE™ (Confer in Hedonistic, In-
dulgent Comfort At No Expense) ser-
vice provides a wide range of what we
prefer to call supplemental conferences.
Indeed, we strongly advise you regu-
larly to avail yourself of our conference
service, in recognition of our continued
discretion concerning your activities in
the Maldives.
Yours, Aloysius

Dear Fr. Hacker,
The recent election was supposed to
guarantee strong and stable leadership
in order to ensure that Brexit means
Brexit and that I am able to negotiate
the best possible deal for the whole UK.
Instead, although my party is still the
largest and obtained the largest share
of votes, we have lost even the small
majority that we started with, and now
have to depend on the unreliable sup-
port of another party. My authority
has been undermined and I have to
somehow find a consensus amongst a
party with a very wide diversity of
views. AI seems to be solving so many
of society’s problems; can it solve mine?

Yours, Dismay
Dear Dismay,
It’s time to stop relying on sound bites
and provide detailed, authoritative and
convincing answers. From the evidence
of your letter above, it seems you still

have trouble doing this. As you an-
ticipate, our Institute is able to help
you. AUTHENTIC™ (Automat-
ically Utter Thoughts, Hopes & Ex-
hortations: Negotiate, Target, Inspire
& Convince) will deliver the kind of
speeches that will restore your support
and authority. Input your aims and
objectives and it will create a winning
oration. Via our speech generation sys-
tem, it will even deliver the oration for
you: you mime and it mimics your ac-
cent. In tests, no one spots the subter-
fuge. AUTHENTIC™ is especially
good at improvising answers to unex-
pected questions – an area where you
struggle. Your aides and colleagues can
preload your manifesto, party policies
and supporting statistics. AUTHEN-
TIC™ will interpret the questions and
create a custom-made, persuasive an-
swer drawing on its wealth of political
knowledge.
Yours, Aloysius

Fr. Aloysius Hacker
Cognitive Divinity Programme
Institute of Applied Epistemology
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Call for contributions:
The AISB Quarterly Newsletter

In early 2018 the society would celeb-
rate its 150th issue of the Q newslet-
ter. In order to continue providing up-
to-date information, book reviews and
articles reflecting the changes in the
area of artificial intelligence and sim-
ulation of behaviour, as our members,
you (PhD students, researchers, lectur-
ers, professors and enthusiasts) are in-
vited to contribute to the Q and be part
of the upcoming Q celebrations.
There are several ways you can con-

tribute to the Q newsletter:
• If you would like to write an art-

icle about your own work, please
get in touch with your idea.

• If you are aware of particular pro-
jects that should be covered, or
particular people who would like
to share their findings, please let
the Editor know. (We just need
a name and affiliation/e-mail ad-
dress or URL).

• If you would like to write a
book review, or plan to submit
a conference report, please get in
touch.

• If there are features or columns
that you’d like to see, but that
don’t fit the existing format,
please let the Editor know what
you have in mind.

The LATEX template for the Q news-
letter is now accessible on our website,
so if you are not pro Microsoft Word for
writing AISB related article, we have
your back covered! Alternatively, other
plain text formats are also acceptable.

Feel free to contact the editor on
aisbq@aisb.org.uk with your propos-
als, book reviews and ideas.
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