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1 The question

Suppose we could build creatures with intelligence comgarto our own, who by
design want to do tasks we find unpleasautdy we build such creatures?

This is the central question | wish to examine. Before we tormy answer and
its defense, though, I'd like briefly to consider somethihggsophers typically do not
stop to consider: namely, why we might ask the question ifiteeplace.

The question is, first of all, a natural and engaging one. Whiiscuss the possi-
bility of artificial intelligence with undergraduates, thienmediately begin to wonder
about whether they might have robot servants in their kifeti and this leads them
immediately to the question of whether thayouldhave them. The association is un-
derstandable, given the prevalence of robot servants ircplbpre. To pick some ref-
erences from my own cultural frame, there’s C3PO and R2D@ f8tar Wars Marvin
in The Hitchhiker's Guide to the GalaxjRosie fromThe JetsonsHAL from 2001,
and “Robot” fromLost in Space Much of theTwilight Zonecorpus is dedicated to
robot labor. More recently there’s Data frddtar Trek: The Next GeneratipBender
from Futurama and the host of robots in the Kubrick-Spielberg mao&ié Disgrun-
tled robot servants are at the heart of ih&trix plotline (as the backstory iAnimatrix
makes clear). Isaac Asimovls Robotseries simply assumes that intelligent robots
should be programmed as our servants; it's written into Astsmfamous “3 laws of
robotics”!

*Thanks to Marc Alspector-Kelly, Jim Delaney, Ashley McDdw8ill Rapaport, and Mark Walker for
comments on drafts. Thanks also to many undergraduaterssufie class discussion. And thanks, finally,
to Patrick Grim, Eric Dietrich, Selmer and Katherine Brijogd, and all who discussed this with me at the
NA-CAP 2006 Conference.

TThis is adraft (file: robot-servitude-jetai.tex,version: 1.10, and should not be circulated or cited
without permission.

141. A robot may not injure a human being, or, through inactialtow a human being to come to harm.
2. A robot must obey the orders given it by human beings exebpte such orders would conflict with the
First Law. 3. A robot must protect its own existence as longwsh protection does not conflict with the
First or Second Law.” From Asimov (1950).



Indeed, the very word ‘robot’ has its roots in the issue of heedcal servitude.
Karel Capek chose ‘robot’ for his plaR.U.R: Rossum’s Universal Robdtsinvoke
the Czech wordobota, which means “drudgery” or “forced labof’. In the play,
a brave new world of robot servants eventually rebel agdivest oppressive human
masters. Each of the fictions above, in fact, plays on thises@msion between fan-
tasy and guilt—we’d like to have such robots ourselves, atdhese stories always
imply (more or less explicitly) that such servitude is notyweonsiderate to the robot.
This tension arouses conflicting emotions that, in my exqrexé, make for consistently
animated discussion.

This question is also an important one. Though a purely anadguestion now,
it could become awkwardly practical if (as | believe) we vaititually be able to build
such creatures before too long. Against that possibilignt it's a wise strategy to start
on the associated ethical problems earlier rather than léAdter all, don’t we now
wish we’d started earlier on the ethics of genetic engimg®) There are more than
2 million Roomba™ floorvacs in circulation now, and South Korea is alreadyimgl|
out 1,000 test domestic robots toward its goal of “100% robot migplemetration by
2020.8 Of course these robots are not yet persons in any sense—eyuaré just the
beginning.

But even supposing that the naysayers of Al are right, ard-étets with human-
like intelligence are impossible to build, it turns outlstil be a worthwhile question
to consider. As we will see, the ethics of robot servitudeeseas a clean test case for
ethical problems we already face—those of population sthic

Finally, especially given the first two points, this questis a strangely neglected
one. (There has been much more attention, recently, to testign of how to make
suretheydon’t wrongus see Trust me (2006) for example.) LaChat’s (1986) is an
early paper on the ethics of artificial intelligence gengraind touches on robot servi-
tude incidentally. Lucas (2001) surveys a few somewhatedlpapers. The only
philosophically informed discussion dedicated to theipaldr issue here seems to be
a recent online piece, Walker (2006). There is occasionmhdigussion in the popular
media, but most is straightforward and unsophisticatedrapbmorphizing, along the
lines of “free our (future) robot brethren!All of the literature on the topic concludes
in one way or another that such robot servitude would simplg hew form of slavery.
In summary, our interesting and important question hasirederery little attention,
and in that scant attention there is almost no debate.

2 Engineered robot servitude

| argue against this universal consensus in the literatliteat is, | argue that robot
servitude is permissible. This conclusion is not only cantrto the literature; it is
also contrary to my own expectations. It emerged as a singridnsequence of my
research into the abstract nature of intelligence.

2Zunt (2002) presents a letter éﬁpek’s in which he credits his brother Josef for the term.
3The Roombd" statistic is from no less reliable a source than Wikipedie $outh Korea story was
reported in Block (2006) and elsewhere.



2.1 Clarifications and thesis

Let me make three clarifications about this position up frdfitst, | am not arguing
for the permissibility of mechanical persor@ioosingto serve humans out of many
available ends, just as some humans choose to spend thejyeseeving the good of
whales. | take it that such a Robot Volunteer Corps would bviatcase of permissi-
ble robot servitude that needs no argument.

Second, and more important, | do not mean to defend rslaoery | grant that
if the servitude in question were slavery, it would be impesible. Indeed, | think
it plausible that slavery is wrong for any creature of anyrdegf intelligence. | am
happy to assume that robots (in the sense here) are non-lpeople, and that moral
worth is not a matter of material constitution, and that avislg a person is wrong.

It is easy, given our cultural associations, to assume tiadtrservitude automati-
cally amounts to robot slavery. This assumption begs a gunest interest, however.
A necessary condition for slavery, | take it, is to be forcet iwork contrary to your
will. But it seems possible to design robots from scratchhsd theywantto serve us
in more or less particular ways. In such cases the robotsargaves, since they are
not working against their will—and yet their servitude isaahore controversial nature
than that of the Robot Volunteer Corps. These are the caspteoést.

To be precise, then, | am defending the permissibility of twhiecall Engineered
Robot ServitudéERS):

ERS The building and employment of non-human persons whiceg by
design, to do tasks humans find unpleasant or inconvenient.

Implicit in ERS is my third and last proviso: the design must“from scratch”. |
am not talking about what you might calbst-identitynodification—the manipulation
of an already existent person’s desires to new, servilereRshat would have been
against the pre-modified person’s will. | take such cases tarizontroversially wrong,
whatever the material nature of the person so modified. ddsteam thinking of cases
where the person comes into being with the servile desitastin

2.2 Positive motivation

The bulk of this paper fends off a major objection to this posi Before | get to
this objection, though, I'd like to suggest some positivasan to think that ERS is
permissible.

As a warmup to the notion of permissible intelligent serdé@u consider dogs.
Of course they are not of person-level intelligence. Buythave been engineered,
through natural selection, to wish to perform activitieattberve humans. Retrievers,
for example, are genetically wired for an obvious and gemijog in fetching. It is not
unethical to have a retriever fetch something, just becthestetching serves (or could
serve) us; if anything, it is unethical freventa retriever from fetching. Similarly it
is not unethical to “keep” a dog for such purposes; the dogisetcally designed to
desire and even rely on such keeping, and indeed setting“ftegs seems to be the
unethical thing to do.



Now suppose we could make a dog much more intelligent whigpiey such de-
sires fixed. The intelligent retriever, for example, woukd ilnuch more resourceful
about fetching things. This still does not obviously makariethical for the dog to
fetch; it is anthropomorphizing to think otherwise. Of ceaia typicahumanwould
find such a task unfulfilling, but that is because humans wexemwired to desire
fetching for its own sake.

This example relies on the idea that it is possible to be cd@etevel intelligence
and maintain goals quite unfamiliar to human people. Thésifbllows naturally from
a growing consensus in the philosophy of mind, though, altiagrto which intelli-
gence is something like adaptability in the face of gdalis abstract notion of intel-
ligence, of course, leaves the nature of the goals unspidifiesay that intelligence is
an adaptability towardetting foodor reproducing for example, would bias the matter
toward biological creatures who happen to have such goals.

Presented with so many anthropomorphized robots in populture, it's easy to
forget that robots would be likely to have very different tpoltom our own. They
would gain their energy differently, for example, and theguid not reproduce as
we do (if at all). These simple facts alone have profound aerfae on what will be
appetitive and what aversive for such creatures. The fattih seek the taste of leaves
boiled in water with cow squirtings, say, is likely to be samat mysterious to such
creatures, as would be our intense interest in having ouy pads interact in certain
ways with others’ parts.Of course smart robots might intellectually understand why
we humans like such things, in the sense that we humans carstadd why a dog
likes to sniff other dogs’ posteriors. Robots could see thgcally how such things
would be motivating for us, given the particular way our owangtic programming
came about. Conversely, of course, they could well prefagtthat are mysterious
to us. Just as the things we (genuinely, rationally) wantangely determined by our
design, so will the things the robot (genuinely, rationgisants be largely determined
by its design.

Indeed, since they are unconstrained by evolutionary pressrobots could poten-
tially have any of a wide range of goals and still be inteltigeWWe could presumably
design them to find the look and smell of freshly-launderedhels immensely rein-
forcing in the same way an orgasm is reinforcing for humansh robot, if designed
well, could show up at your home genuinely hoping to do soraeday. To like clean
laundry so much seems arbitrary to us, of course, but no mibreaxy than liking dry
leaves in water. It's not at all clear that it would be impessilble for this kind of robot
to do your laundry. This is the kind of case | have in mind.

3 The objection

Once stated clearly, | know of only one persistent objedtiothe thesis of permissible
ERS. If ERS is permissible, runs the objection, then so shbaEngineered Human
Servitude

4See, for example, Lycan (1987) p. 123, Clark (2001) p. 134amiel Dennett's “Tower of Generate
and Test” ine.g.Dennett (1994).
5The former example is inspired by Adams (1980).



EHS The engineering and employmentwimanpersons who desire, by
design, to do tasks (typical) humans find unpleasant or \emient.

The objector of course has in mind cases of genetic engimeri(pre-identity) neuro-
logical tinkering. Depending on the details of the case, dedta” caste from Huxley’s
Brave New World-humans bred and raised to embrace mundane labor—servaias a f
example® Such human engineering is morally repulsive. So, the objeconcludes,
ERS must also be wrong.

This objection shows up in all the relevant literature 1"ees, and it inevitably
emerges in informal discussion. It relies on two key presiise

1. that EHS is morally impermissible, and
2. that EHS is appropriately analogous to ERS.

| sympathize with the intuition that EHS is wrong. It turng,dhough, to be quite dif-
ficult to say exactlywhyEHS is wrong. Here, then, is my strategy for responding to the
human engineering objection: I'll consider a wide rangeaxgible ethical frameworks
for explaining the wrongness of EHS. For each such ethieab Wl show either that

1. the ethical view fails to explain why EHS is wrong, or
2. the explanation fails to maintain the analogy with ERS.

Somewhat artificially, and somewhat anachronisticalliyafrange these ethical views
by their most famous historical proponents.

3.1 Kantand EHS

It is surprisingly difficult to explain on deontological grods why either EHS or ERS
is morally impermissible. Consider any creature—humambot—who is engineered
from scratch to desire to do laundry (say). Here is a dilemangHe Kantian with
respect to this creature: first, such a creature either legpdtential for autonomy, or
it doesn’t. If it doeshave the potential for autonomy, then there is no problem. Of
course it would be wrong on Kantian grounds to hinder thab@arny by preventing
it from fulfilling its ends—in this case, by preventing it frodoing laundry. But if
it can autonomously pursue ends like clean laundry, thenree@l@ing no (Kantian)
wrong to permit it. On the other hand, perhaps the naturesgfriigramming (genetic
or computational) makes it essentially heteronymous, raiieg to the Kantian. And
if for such reasons itloesn’'thave the potential for autonomy, then again, there is no
problem. If the creature is not capable of autonomy, thenamerm more wrong it by
having it do our laundry than we can wrong a modern-day wastmaching’

This dilemma captures the heart of the response, but is isiticfds it stands. More
comments are in order.

SHuxley (1932).
"See Kant (1785).



3.1.1 Desensitization

Even if the creature in question has no potential for autgndne Kantian isn’'t com-

mitted to saying that any behavior toward it is permissibdecording to Kant, for

example, it can still be wrong to be cruel to a dog who is no é&rgf use to us, even
though the dog has no autonomy.

If a man shoots his dog because the animal is no longer capbddevice,
he does not fail in his duty to the dog, for the dog cannot jutigéhis act
is inhuman and damages in himself that humanity which it $schity to
show towards mankind. If he is not to stifle his human feelifgsmust
practice kindness towards animals, for he who is cruel tmafs becomes
hard also in his dealings with mén.

Similarly, perhaps, cruelty to laundry robots or laundritaeis wrong because it de-
sensitizes us in our dealings with creatures of genuine Inagency.

But is it cruel to permit laundering in such a case? It is one thing to shoaiga d
it is quite another to “make” it fetch for you. The latter seemore like a favor than a
cruelty. Similarly, it's one thing to shoot a heteronymoasridry bot or laundry delta;
it's another to have it do laundry, something which by dedigngs it joy. It seems
that this response from desensitization does not sucdlyssiplain why it would be
wrong to let a creature do laundry.

It is also not clear that this response maintains the anddeggyeen ERS and EHS.
Engineered humans are likely to look a great deal like typeatonomous humans,
and so perhaps adjusting to a laundry delta’s service wawlihe us through bad in-
duction to expect servility from autonomous humans too.iig®yed robots designed
especially for laundry, though, will probably look very ikd humans. (Its main body
may be a big laundry bin, for example.) This would make theibddction to humans
more difficult.

Thus the desensitization response looks unpromising dnrbajor premises of the
EHS objection.

3.1.2 Autonomy and permissible inclinations

A Kantian might instead say that such a creature indeed hapacity for genuine
autonomy, but that this capacity is being abused, for thatare’s actions are a means
to others’ ends. Of course, just the fact that the creatactisns further others’ ends is
itself no Kantian transgression. The shopkeeper can selfpods, and thereby serve
as a means to your ends, as long as the ends of the shopkeepésarespected. So
the important question is whether a creature designed ty éenjindry is being used as
ameremeans, or whether its own ends are being respected as well.

But of course by design the creature has the end of doing tgunthis seems
to be a perfectly permissible inclination, just as pursudng leaves in hot water is a
permissible inclination for humans. Engineering creatucewant to violate duties—
say, a DARPA project to make creatures who want to kill otheoaomous beings—
would be wrong, on this view. (So much the worse for DARPA, Iwabsay.) But

8Kant (1930) p. 240.



unlike murder, there is nothing intrinsically wrong withrsuing laundry as an end in
itself.

The Kantian might insist that in an important sense it is @tle kind of mistake
to pursue a trivial thing like laundry as an end in itself. iRgrs autonomy comes on a
spectrum, and a life spent in the service of ends like laursdnptas autonomous as
a life spent in the pursuit of a wide range of ends such as wisoiofriendship. Since
more autonomy is better, EHS (and ERS) are wrong because ties could have
been better ones. This, | think, is the strongest form of tijeation for Kantians, and
gets to the heart of the issue. Strangely, it is equivaleantobjection on the utilitarian
side, which we will examine shortly. Meanwhile, withoutglfdegree of autonomy”
approach, it seems Kantians have little power for explgnitat's wrong with the
autonomous pursuit of permissible inclinations like laynd

3.2 Aristotle and EHS

If we took a survey of the population on why it is wrong to ereginhumans, it's a good
bet that many would simply say that engineering humansisatural—as though that
word alone made it plain why it would be wrong. (Indeed, auugtoit were clear
what's “unnatural” in the first place.) Aristotelian virtwghics has the advantage of
being able to give this initial intuition some philosopHiegeight. Perhaps engineer-
ing humans is wrong, according to Aristotelians, becausedns have a determinate
well-being in virtue of their particular functions. To enger humans away from this
function, then, is thereby to engineer them away from thein avell-being. In sum-
mary, the Aristotelian can say that there is a particular tvapnans are meant to be,
and it is wrong to make humans be any other way. If right, tthéswould make for a
very good explanation for the wrongness of EHS.

Of course, such a functional explanation completely setrezsanalogy with en-
gineering robots. There is no determinate way robots shioaifthaturally”, in virtue
of “their” function; we are the ones who provide robots withyaof various designs.
On this functional account, a laundry bot would be purs@ngdaimoniaby doing the
thing it is designed to do—which is to say, by doing laundry.

An Aristotelian could say instead that it simply is not viotis to design intelligent
creatures who want to do laundry. | will not spend much timetos response; | hope
it sounds suspiciouslgd hoc If we want an explanation for why engineering humans
(or robots) is bad, it does little good to “explain” that itdiad because it is vicious. We
would reasonably be left wondering why it is vicious.

3.3 Milland EHS

Now we come to what | think is the heart of the matter—not beedim a utilitarian
(though in fact | am), but because there is a straightforwaay to express in Millian
terms why we are most inclined to think that engineered sateiis wrong for both
robots and humans: such engineered servants seem to leriatively unfulfilling
lives. Putin Aristotelian terms, such creatures are rolabéte chance to pursue higher

9See Aristotle (BCE).



ends, like friendship and art and poetry and philosophyirPtite Kantian terms from
section 3.1.2, such creatures have only a limited and lesthwhile autonomy. Or,
put in Millian terms, engineered servitude substitutesdopleasures for higher ones;
it substitutes a “fool satisfied” for a “Socrates dissatifit?

Note, though, that robot servitude need not take the formnddlfilling tasks.
Robots designed to want to paint great works of art or sohadlehging math theo-
rems for us are also potential examples of robot servitudeo@sider the nice example
from Walker (2006) of a robot nanny—caring for children magk®a for a thoroughly
fulfilling life, as many human nannies have fouhldf so then this version of the EHS
objection cannot apply to these cases.

Let us return then to the hard case of substituting lowerguless for higher ones.
Here much turns on the woslibstitute It is easy to imagine mistakenly that we face a
choice regarding one and the same person—whéthésame persoshould be a fool
satisfied (the laundrybot, the delta human) or a Socrateatified (the philosophybot,
the alpha human). But | granted from the start that such Gasearong; they are not
the cases of interest. If we start with a determinate perszliof or human) and we
engineer that person into a less fulfilling life than thatgeerwould have had, then we
have clearly done something wrong. The hard cases, as |a&idhe “pre-identity”
cases—cases in which it is in the nature of the person, framtdg to have these
“lower” desires. In these situations, we are facing the chdietween one person (the
laundry delta-human) anddifferentperson (the philosopher alpha-human).

3.3.1 Population ethics

It is at this point we enter the murky realm of population eshiMany of the considera-
tions here are adapted directly from the “Future Generatisaction of Derek Parfit's
1984 book,Reasons and Person$n Parfitian terms, the choice between one possi-
ble life and some other, different possible life is a “di#fat-people, same-number”
choice. Such choices are relatively straightforward. Wieeoced to pick one of two
potential lives, consequentialists would surely say t& pie one who will lead the
better life (all else being equal), while Kantians and Avistians would at least find
such a preference permissidfe.

In the case of human engineering, it's easy to picture thingtifferent-people,
same-number terms. We imagine a particular set of chromesdram some zygote
that would have become some one person naturally, and thenaggne tinkering with
those genes until the result is a different person. It isnaato think that the proper
choice here is to leave well enough alone. But if this is basethe reasoning that we
cannot substitute lower pleasures for potential highesgtiven there are already coun-
terintuitive implications; by parity of reasoning, thisew implies that radical genetic
enhancemerior still higher pleasures would be obligatory, should itbee available.

10Mill (1863) p. 148.

Lwalker is interested in the nanny case because it is a tasthvativiously would require person-level
intelligence, not because he thinks it is permissible. @adiough, a robot nanny also opens the stories in
Asimov (1950).

1275 the nice overview in Ryberg et al. (2006) points out, themgsiderations from population ethics will
generally span the spectrum of ethical views; as long asidve takes well-being into account as ethically
relevant, these points will apply.



This is not obviously wrong, but it's not obviously righttteér. (If the reasoning is in-
stead that it is wrong to tinker with the “natural” courseloé zygote, then we are back
to the Aristotelian functional answer that is obviouslyatialogous with robots. And
if the reasoning is that such modifications would still redulthe sameperson, then
we have the obligatory enhancement, and anyway we againaaiganalogy with
robots.)

To make matters worse, engineering humans need not be arsamtger circum-
stance; imagine instead a future with powerful enough cderpiand chemical syn-
thesizing techniques to make it possible to design and meflll, human-like DNA
strands from scratch. In such a scenario there is no set efsgbat would have been
before the engineering, and so no “Socrates dissatisfied"isvheing displaced. The
robot case is of course like this. When deciding which robotenake, we are not
faced with the decision between one particular potentladtand some other potential
robot; rather, we are faced in each case with whether to niékpadtential robot or not.
That is a “different-people, different-number” problemgdahose are much trickier. In
effect, though it may be wrong tsubstitutea fool satisfied for a Socrates dissatisfied,
it is not obviously wrong merely tadd a fool satisfied to the world. We can imagine
that the laundry person (robot or human) lives a happy, coatklife doing laundry.
The person is glad to be alive, and looks forward to doingdayieach day. It is hard
to say that, all else being equal, the world is worse if we addhs life to it. Such a
view would imply, for example, that the world is made a bit e®each time a dolphin
is born. After all, such creatures are only capable of theekivpleasures—lower than
the laundry person’s, even. (The laundry person is a pegdtar, all, and capable of
higher pleasures like reasoning.) If we agree then that thrdvis at least not made
worse by adding such a life, and if faced with the choice betwadding a laundry
person to the world (robot or human) and not adding such avieemust agree it is
permissible to add such a life to the world.

In fairness, | should note that agreeing that it is okay to addol satisfied to
the world is the most controversial claim needed to readlo(ih the “mere addition
paradox”) what Parfit called tHeepugnant Conclusion

For any possible population of at least ten billion peoplewih a very

high quality of life, there must be some much larger imagiegbpulation
whose existence, if other things are equal, would be betten though its
members have lives that are barely worth livitfg.

In effect, either answer to the “may we add a fool satisfietiéonorld?” has drastically
counterintuitive implications. | will not go into detaild attempted solutions to this
puzzle. Suffice it to say that this puzzle stumps Parfit, andeineral what stumps
Parfit stumps me. Population ethics remains today a field matgood answers. The
surprising point for our purposes is that robot servitudegwut to be an interesting
special case of this problem.

Meanwhile, the EHS objection to permissible ERS gains naugdo If EHS is
wrong because it substitutes lower pleasures for highes,dhen it is clearly disanal-
ogous with ERS. On the other hand if we think of EHS and ERS aglpnadding a

L3parfit (1984) p. 388. Parfit adds dryly: “as my choice of nanggssts, | find this conclusion hard to
accept.”



life of lower pleasures, then we must conclude that have roa gxplanation for the
wrongness of either practice.

3.3.2 Partial interests

It's worth noting another possible avenue for argumentsmatj&HS based on qual-
ity of life. One possibility for avoiding the Repugnant Cduion is to insist on the
person-affecting restrictian

PAR One cannot compare well-being across two differentoinstances
without comparing the situations of particular people whe i
both.

In effect the PAR bans talk of benefiting (or harming) creasoy creating them. There
is some intuitive force to this, though it is also deeply penbatic in many way$?# But
after all, in this arena you have to pick your poison, anddwelis in the PAR do have
an option available to them for explaining the wrongnessidSE They cannot claim
that EHS is wrong because it harms the creature in questierpaint of the PAR is
that one cannot relevantly compare the world with the creaéimd the one without.
Instead, EHS might be wrong in virtue of the relative lifeatjty for people who are in
both. For example, parents who have a partial interest inth@human turns out will
be worse off if the human does not turn out as they wish.

This could explain the wrongness of EHS, but only in cases@ttere are deter-
minate parents or otherwise people of clear partial inter@ven then, for the con-
sequentialist, only when those interests outweigh thedsts of those served!) But
such circumstances are clearly disanalogous with the asat; it is not obvious there
would be similar partial interests. Besides, the humanddcoe engineered la the
vats inBrave New Worldand then it is not clear any such partial interests will ke vi
lated, and thus given the PAR it's not clear EHS would be wr@&won this view, too,
either there is a serious disanalogy with ERS, or else tlsesaefailure to explain the
wrongness of EHS.

I haven't heard, and can't think myself, of any other possistplanations for the
wrongness of EHS. Short of other such options, it seems we couslude that EHS
is no objection to permissible robot servitude.

4 Notes, caveats, and disclaimers

In summary, then:
1. Permissible engineered robot servitude has guinga facieplausibility
2. Engineered human servitude is not obviously wrong oragmals

3. The philosophical crux of the matter is in population ethi

145ee the recent work of Gustaf Arrhenius for more details.

10



I have a few quick but important notes before we wrap up, thoug

First, | want to emphasize again that such engineered ratmitd be worthy of
ethical respect. As with all persons, it would plausibly e ethical obligation not
to thwart their rational desires, at least to the extent catibfe with the desires of
others. If suddenly in the future there were no need for dzingdry (perhaps because
we discover some cheap and environmentally friendly wayd&eamasteful disposable
clothes), it would be unethical simply to deny the laundry it®aims. And whether
it would be unethical to turn the robot off in such a case is astjon comparable to
whether and when human euthanasia is permissible. |s it mermissible when the
human (or robot) could not fulfill any more of its rational des? Is it permissible
when the cost of sustaining the human or robot heavily bugdémers? Since robots
are likely to have self-preservation as a rational dedie analogy will be fairly close.

A related matter is the case of robots who reason themselvesfdheir desire
for their designed task. Plausibly it is constitutive of gmrhood to be able to reflect
on one’s desires and endorse or reject them. Now, | shoulfirshyhat if the robot’s
designers were effective (not to say “good”), this will bewéard for the robot to
do—at least as hard as it is for us to reason our way out of oarteavdwired goals,
like eating or having sex. But Gandhi could reason his wayod@iating, and priests
can reason their way out of sex, and similarly | grant thatuadiy robot may decide
to renounce the base life of laundry for a more ascetic exigtelf so, then of course |
would say it would be wrong to force such a robot to do laundyweay;thatis robot
slavery.

What about the family who paid for the robot in such an instgh@hat question
brings up another sticky point: that of property. On thisrpdican only speculate
briefly here. I'm strongly inclined, first, to say that peoftd any material constitu-
tion) cannot be owned. The question of ownership might nasise, however; Walker
suggests that his imagined nanny robots might just show tieatoor hoping to look
after kids. If the robot later decides to walk off, the rob®bif course free to do so.
This does still leave the question of who will pay for suchexgive robots, however.
My own hunch is that humans coutdmmissiorrobots to be created. This strikes me
as no more unethical, and no more an expectation of propigtysr than paying an
obstetrician to help bring a human baby into the world.

At what point, though, do we even need to worry about our athieatment of the
machines around us? On this | have a more considered viewcamt only sketch it
here. First, define ereatureas any entity with a designed function (whether designed
by nature or by some intelligence) that also has sub-funstitesigned to help bring
about its main function(s) autonomously. This notion issitdie-independent; plants,
Roombas", mosquitoes, and humans are all creatures on this accovedtues are
the type of thing that can be said in at least some minimaksgrise “trying” to achieve
something. But | do not think creaturehood alone is sufficienmoral consideration,
or at least not for significant moral consideration. The tmsmust also be aware
of the goals it is trying to achieve, and for that | think theaaity for learning is a
necessary condition. A creature that can learn can adfust¢havior according to some
feedback mechanism—uwhich, | think, is to say that it must &#gable of comparing
how it “wants” things to be with its representation of thiragsthey actually are. This,
| suspect, is where serious ethical consideration can baguhit grows by degrees as
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the learning and awareness becomes more sophisticated.

Finally, a word of humility and caution: wishful thinking diits attendant procliv-
ity toward rationalization are powerful forces, and we ddche wary of them when
large ethical questions like this are (potentially) at stak wasn’t too long ago that
decent intellects thought they had good reasons for theipsibiility of human slav-
ery. As I've argued, | think robot servitude is quite diffatédrom human slavery, and
permissible because of those differences—nbut if the cuatay persists, we should err
on the ethically safe side. Should the ability to create soblots be at our fingertips,
we would have great incentive to justify the servitude ofasband we should correct
for this bias with a wide margin for error. All the more reagorwork out the issue
now, | say, before powerful economic incentives begin terspolicy.
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