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Our fascination with intelligent machines goes back to ancient times with the mythical automaton Talos,
Aristotle’s mode of mechanical thought (syllogism) and Heron of Alexandria’s mechanical machines. However,
the quest for Artificial General Intelligence (AGI) has been troubled with repeated failures. Recently, there
has been a shift towards bio-inspired software and hardware, but their singular design focus makes them
inefficient in achieving AGI. Which set of requirements have to be met in the design of AGI? What are the
limits in the design of the artificial? A careful examination of computation in biological systems suggests
that evolutionary tinkering of contextual processing of information enabled by a hierarchical architecture is
key to building AGI.

OVERVIEW

The works of late Renaissance and early 17th century
visionaries, such as Thomas Hobbes’ mechanical combi-
natorial theory of cognition in Leviathan, Blaise Pascal’s
mechanical calculator and Gottfried Leibniz’s alphabet
of human thought, inspired the dream of building in-
telligent machines. Subsequent centuries saw more seri-
ous efforts to develop theories of intelligence and con-
struct intelligent machines. Charles Babbage’s unfin-
ished programmable mechanical calculating machines in
late 19th century paved the way for the development of
formal logic, Turing’s view of computation and intelli-
gence. The field of Artificial Intelligence emerged in the
20th century, with its ups and downs, and its remark-
able achievements. IBM’s deep blue victory over Gary
Kasparov and Google DeepMind AlphaGo’s victory over
Lee Sedol in the game of GO were among the milestones,
though they used strategies very different from human
intelligence. Additionally, recent advances in experimen-
tal neuroscience and computing power has led to much
excitation about the further extension in applications of
neuro-inspired computer vision7. However, our machines
and algorithms still lack Artificial General Intelligence
(AGI). The most advanced AI algorithms are far from
the dramatic portrayal of AGI, Hal9000, in 2001 Space
Odyssey.
The quest for AGI has been elusive so far. Why did

symbolic computation, which seemed promising in the
beginning25, fail to achieve AGI? Was it because of the
lack of a general database of commonsense knowledge?23.
Neural networks, which faced early criticism, have proven
to be useful in many tasks after the increase of comput-
ing power. The magic seems to have been the computing
power and the size of the network. But still, these net-
works are far from AGI. If intelligence is not just about
building a synthetic brain3, what is the nature of intel-
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ligence? We propose a new perspective that defines in-
telligence as a mechanism that is closely related to the
core essence of biology, i.e. a specially designed hierar-
chical architecture that enables contextual information
processing.

PROMISES AND LIMITATIONS SO FAR

The development of intelligent machines has been ac-
companied by a noticeable shift towards bio-inspired de-
signs in recent years. In designing the RoboBee20 or the
RoboRay27 , which mimic the flight of insect or the com-
bination of biological and electronic elements, the key has
been to understand the physical limits of the materials
used in making flexible lightweight systems. The effec-
tiveness of these systems mostly depends on the commu-
nication capacity among the electronics (or bio-electric
interface) and processing power of their elements. In
more direct attempts to mimic intelligence, the design of
novel neuromorphic computing architectures has mainly
aimed at achieving brain-like energy efficiency in spiking
neural networks embedded designs9,24. On the algorith-
mic front, the successful deep learning18 and recurrent
network13loose mimicry of brain networks are mainly fo-
cused on intrinsic organization of the biological network.
The premise is that such mimicry implies intelligence

even though many other elements in physical imitation
of biological systems are absent. What is lacking from
the Von-Neumann architecture and the bio-inspired non-
Von-Neumann approach is an understanding of the com-
putational limits that result from the organization of bio-
logical templates as adaptive complex systems embedded
in their environment. This oversight is not very surpris-
ing since the designers of (both software and hardware)
machines focus on the functional aspects of a living sys-
tem in their attempt to replicate its performance. In the
behavioral and functional dichotomy of intelligence, as
proposed by34, the functional approach is concerned with
the intrinsic organization while the relation between the
object and the outside world is relatively secondary to
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the structure and internal properties. The emphasis on
functional aspects and reliance on high speed components
has high energetic costs. Most efficient neural networks,
especially the more bio-inspired ones like Deep Learn-
ing, need many computational cycles to reach a desired
outcome. This also adds to the energetic cost of com-
putation and part of the new efforts in the bio-inspired
frontier (neuromorphic architecture) are aimed at resolv-
ing this issue.

The idea of controlling behavior through negative feed-
back as the mechanism behind teleological behavior34 led
to the notion that artificial intelligence and building a
synthetic brain are not the same. Feedback as a control
mechanism for achieving adaptation in a changing envi-
ronment unraveled the mysterious aspect of teleology36,37

. Interestingly, early attempts at designing intelligent
machines based on teleological behavior showed some
promising results11. Walter Grey’s tortoises, Machina

speculatrix and Machina docilis exhibited complex sets
of behaviors (such as phototaxis, search for energy source
and conditioned reflex behavior) and could navigate
around the room autonomously. The teleological ap-
proach, though properly recognizing the limits of func-
tional approach, eventually made cybernetics stagnant at
a qualitative level3. The reason that neither functional
nor behavioral teleology have succeeded in advancing ar-
tificial intelligence beyond task-specific achievements is
likely rooted in the hierarchical organization of the ner-
vous systems and their modification and optimization
through interactions with the environment. It is possible
that what distinguishes biology from other systems is the
contextual (functional) algorithmic features in biological
computation. The context-dependency of biological sys-
tems can be defined as a top-down causal information ex-
change that is unique to their multi-scale organization42.
While the thermodynamics of information tells us that
information is physical17 and within the bounds of Lan-
dauer limit4,16 could be converted to energy28,41, the in-
formation at the macroscopic scale can affect microscopic
scale in biological systems42.

It has been proposed that the emergence of aggre-
gates over microscopic elements may potentially indicate
macro-scale causally superseding micro-scale12. If macro-
scopic dynamics can change causality direction then there
is the possibility of a strong causal emergence at multi-
ple scales of an information processing system such as
the brain. Top-down causality provides a possible plat-
form for transferring the computational complexity onto
cells30. One can conclude that through “information to
energy conversion” and “top-down supervenience” goal-
directed macroscopic contextual information processing
can reconfigure microscopic dynamics. Of course, in such
an information-theoretic landscape, a successful model
should tell us how to convert macroscopic goals into com-
putational rules embedded at the scale of networks (neu-
ral assemblies) and individual neurons (with potential
extension to intracellular computation). The evolved
structure that provides the additional top-down causal

path (and thus a bidirectional causality), renders infor-
mation not as mere metaphor of the degree of random-
ness (as framed by Shannon35) but gives it a semantic
flavor22. This notion of information processing in biolog-
ical systems is not just a symbolic analogy of modern-day
technology (such as Descartes’ hydraulic pump analogy,
Freud’s steam engine analogy and the popular “brain is a
computer” analogy), but rather it truly reflects the phys-
ical nature of information22.

CONTEXTUAL COMPUTATION

If the nature of intelligence is rooted in a contextual,
non-local information control and feedback, then it fol-
lows that there is no fixed solution and no correspon-
dence between the causality of information and micro-
scopic dynamics of the nervous system. It is important
to note that this claim does not negate the role of the
physical substrate (molecules, neurons and networks) of
information flow, but rather depicts the non-optimality
and non-uniqueness of the multiscale contextual causal-
ity of information processing. In such a setting, the need
for heuristics in exposure to new environments/problems
becomes evident. “Trial and error” as the basic heuristic
strategy derived from experience with similar problems29

and a method of problem solving and error elimination
under various forms of selective pressure33 stands as the
likely candidate. Unsurprisingly, it has been suggested
that chess masters do not rely on flash of insight or supe-
rior memory or faster processing, but rather implement
a heuristic selective and non-exhaustive trial and error
in the tree of possible moves38. Since the non-optimality
and non-uniqueness of trial-error seem to be the essence
of AGI as well as byproducts of contextual information
processing, one may ask where and how they could be
better than the alternatives?
Ashby provides an interesting example of the advan-

tage of a trial and error approach1. In his example of
finding a particular combination of 1000 on/off switches,
a simultaneous (parallel) individual testing of all switches
(average of 1 second) outperforms serial and all-or-none
test of switches (respectively, average of 5x102 and 10301

seconds). As the number of the possible states of the
problem increases, the time needed for any intelligent de-
sign to find the optimal solution increases non-linearly.
In contrast, trial and error which relies on little knowl-
edge and is problem-specific seems to be the optimal path
to reach a solution even though that solution may not be
optimal. This contextual, non-local feedback causal as-
pect of intelligence is very similar to the DNA serving
as the backbone but not blueprint of the cellular com-
putation. In the case of DNA, it is the interaction of
the genes in response to the cell’s environment that leads
to the expression or suppression of other genes3,42. It
is the interactions of the genes and not their products,
i.e. enzymes, that carry the information that realize one
possibility among many possibilities based on the genetic
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composition22. The reason for such isomorphism between
genetics, immune system and intelligence is the nature of
information itself. The allure of the biology is not in its
search for the optimal solution but rather is rooted in its
fundamental roots in trial and error as a tinkering mech-
anism in response to the environment15. As a result,
simply by adapting the evolutionary principles, robots
can show forms of intelligent behavior31 that are system-
atically different from the mainstream ones. Although
for a system to be fully capable of AGI, one has to go
above and beyond evolutionary robotics and implement
the principles mentioned here.

Brains are (physical) computational systems with a dy-
namical broken symmetry of information that finds rela-
tively stable states14. But how does a system which ex-
hibits context-dependent behavior remain stable? The
answer lies in Ashby’s law of requisite variety, which
states that “If a system is to be stable, the number of
states of its control mechanism must be greater than
or equal to the number of states in the system being
controlled”2. As a result, systems with higher internal
variety are more capable of responding to predictable
scenarios and are better prepared to face unpredictable
situations. To achieve a higher number of behaviors, the
system needs to increase its intrinsic variety. To do so,
the system must rely on a higher number of computing
components and a higher number of connections between
these computing elements. However, there is a cost of
increased connectedness among the components. Up to
some level of increased connectedness, the dynamics of
the system is stable. However, at some critical thresh-
old, it suddenly becomes unstable10. If the big system is
organized in a modular fashion, it is more likely that indi-
vidual modules/blocks maintain their stability in the face
of perturbations21, though there is a limit to the number
of random interactions and they should be fixed in time6.
This desired stable collective information processing can
be achieved through competitive dynamics8 where mod-
ular composition provides the possibility of asynchronous
or synchronous recruitment of sub-assemblies. It follows
that as the system’s variety increases, so does the need
for the organization of information and the capacity to
reshape the structure as information increases. Evolution
has found a solution for this and that solution resides in
multiscale organization of biological systems.

Simple life forms are capable of basic computation
equipping them with simple behaviors such as chemo-
taxis and movement. In more complex life forms, es-
pecially multicellular animals, behaviors are controlled
by the nervous system. Primitive nervous systems (such
as jellyfish) are in the form of a diffuse nerve net. As
the organism’s behaviors get more complicated, the ner-
vous system becomes organized in ways to adapt to the
greater repertoire of the needed behaviors. Compara-
tive structures of the nervous system in C. elegans, fruit
fly, mouse, macaque monkey and humans show increas-
ing levels of internal variety, organized in a hierarchi-
cal fashion. Ashby’s law of requisite variety requires a

higher internal variety to match the more complicated
sets of behaviors. Yet, the needed bigger nervous sys-
tem is not just composed of a very large neuronal net
with shallow depth. Instead, the more advanced nervous
system is structured as a hierarchical and compositional
system. These advanced systems are still composed of
microscopic elements involved in the similar types of ba-
sic intracellular computation (as in single cell organisms)
as well as computations that are built upon a network
of cells organized as tissue. As we discussed above, this
form of architecture helps to provide dynamic stability
of the system while enabling a much larger repertoire of
computations.

A natural consequence of a hierarchic structure is
that increasing network depth may provide an efficient
way for achieving abstraction of information through
renormalization19. This aspect may represent why and
how deep learning has been more successful than its pre-
decessors in certain domains. Note that the more com-
plex the nervous systems is, the more hierarchical or-
ganization is present. Such non-decomposable hierarchy
is a hallmark of complex systems36,37. It is essential to
recognize that this hierarchical architecture of complex-
ity provides the opportunity for repair, modification and
improvement of different parts of the system without the
need to stop the operation of the system. Simon’s parable
of the two watchmakers Tempus and Hora36,37, and their
distinctive systems of shallow and serial vs modular and
hierarchical approach to watch assembly, reflects how the
compositionality of hierarchical complex system can give
them a significant edge. Similarly, not only does the hi-
erarchical nature of advanced nervous systems provide a
better chance for the repair, modification and improve-
ment of different parts, but also these different subassem-
blies can be recruited to parallel computational tasks and
thus the space of compositional computations greatly in-
crease. Note that evolutionary tinkering also benefits
from such hierarchical modularity. These modules can
be reused in the re-design of the species’ next generation
or can be borrowed and implemented in the construct of
other species15. Whether we study the nature of compu-
tation in the nervous system or we wish to design robust
AGI, these principles will be crucial.

Note that this notion of intelligence directly opposes all
attempts trying to formalize intelligence as an inductive
process. Bayesian inference advocating for strong gen-
eralization from few examples relies on inference from
inference over hierarchical generative models40. Because
of the reasons mentioned above, bayesian formalism is
simply unable to achieve the desired (non-optimal) gen-
erality of intelligence. Note that the trial and error is
probably the most fundamental element of all knowledge
gathering systems. In fact from an epistemological point
of view, even the core of scientific discovery is not based
on induction3226. In contrast to bayesian approach, the
complex intelligent behavior has roots in non-symbolic
information transfer and arises as a result of interaction
of the system with the environment.
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THE ROAD TO AGI

In the design of AGI, the emphasis should be on
behavior-oriented Artificial intelligence emerging adap-
tive intelligence in a constantly changing environment39.
Only in such case the relation between scales and the
bidirectional causality in biological computation finds a
proper meaning. It follows that the context-dependency
entails a specific intrinsic multiscale organization of in-
formation and provides the ability to interact with the
changes in the environment. Thus the limit of an intelli-
gent system is shaped by a core element of complex sys-
tems, i.e. multiscale organization, the requisite variety
and trial and error. Surprisingly, in formalizing a theory
of intelligent systems, these were not considered together
before. In an influential essay, “As We May Think”,
Vannevar Bush envisioned a future where computers sup-
port humans in many different activities5. If we truly in-
tend to reach such stage, bio-inspired design will be our
solution but only if we take into account the contextual
aspects of cognition and intelligence. Evolution has been
very successful in creating AGI through trial and error.
That blueprint is in front of our nose and ours to mimic.

REFERENCES

1William Ross. Ashby. Design for a brain: the origin of adaptive

behaviour. Chapman & Hall Ltd., 1954.
2William Ross Ashby. Requisite Variety and Its Implications for
the Control of Complex Systems. Cybernetica, 1(2):83–99, 1958.

3Philip Ball. The problems of biological information. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society A, 374(2063):20150072, feb
2016.

4Antoine Bérut, Artak Arakelyan, Artyom Petrosyan, Sergio
Ciliberto, Raoul Dillenschneider, and Eric Lutz. Experimental
verification of Landauer’s principle linking information and ther-
modynamics. Nature, 483(7388):187–189, mar 2012.

5Vannevar Bush. As we may think. Atlantic Monthly, 1945.
6Joel E. Cohen and Charles M. Newman. When will a large
complex system be stable? Journal of Theoretical Biology,
113(1):153–156, mar 1985.

7David D. Cox and Thomas Dean. Neural Networks and
Neuroscience-Inspired Computer Vision. Current Biology,
24(18):R921–R929, sep 2014.

8Bryan C Daniels, Christopher J Ellison, David C Krakauer, and
Jessica C Flack. Quantifying collectivity. Current Opinion in

Neurobiology, 37:106–113, apr 2016.
9Steve Furber. Large-scale neuromorphic computing systems.
Journal of Neural Engineering, 13(5):051001, aug 2016.

10Mark R. Gardner and W. Ross Ashby. Connectance of Large Dy-
namic (Cybernetic) Systems: Critical Values for Stability. Na-

ture, 228(5273):784–784, nov 1970.
11William Grey Walter. An Imitation of Life. Scientific American,
182(5):42–45, may 1950.

12Erik P. Hoel, Larissa Albantakis, and Giulio Tononi. Quantifying
causal emergence shows that macro can beat micro. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(49):19790–19795, nov
2013.

13John J. Hopfield. Neural networks and physical systems with
emergent collective computational abilities. Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences, 79(8):2554–2558, apr 1982.

14John J. Hopfield. Physics Computation, and Why Biology Looks
so Different. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 171(1):53–60, jul
1994.

15Francois Jacob. Evolution and tinkering. Science,
196(4295):1161–1166, jun 1977.

16Rolf Landauer. Irreversibility and Heat Generation in the Com-
puting Process. IBM Journal of Research and Development,
5(3):183–191, jul 1961.

17Rolf Landauer. Information is Physical. Physics Today, 44(5):23–
29, may 1991.

18Yann LeCun, Yoshua Bengio, and Geoffrey Hinton. Deep learn-
ing. Nature, 521(7553):436–444, may 2015.

19Henry W. Lin, Max Tegmark, and David Rolnick. Why does
deep and cheap learning work so well? Journal of Statistical

Physics, 168(6):1223–1247, Sep 2017.
20Kevin Y. Ma, Pakpong Chirarattananon, Sawyer B. Fuller, and
Robert J. Wood. Controlled Flight of a Biologically Inspired
Insect-Scale Robot. Science, 340(6132):603–607, may 2013.

21Robert M. May. Will a Large Complex System be Stable? Na-

ture, 238(5364):413–414, aug 1972.
22John Maynard Smith. The Concept of Information in Biology.
Philosophy of Science, 67(2):177–194, jun 2000.

23John McCarthy. Generality in Artificial Intelligence. Communi-

cations of the ACM, 30(12):1030–1035, dec 1987.
24Paul A. Merolla, John V. Arthur, Rodrigo Alvarez-Icaza, An-
drew S. Cassidy, Jun Sawada, Filipp Akopyan, Bryan L. Jack-
son, Nabil Imam, Chen Guo, Yutaka Nakamura, Bernard Brezzo,
Ivan Vo, Steven K. Esser, Rathinakumar Appuswamy, Brian
Taba, Arnon Amir, Myron D. Flickner, William P. Risk, Rajit
Manohar, and Dharmendra S. Modha. A million spiking-neuron
integrated circuit with a scalable communication network and
interface. Science, 345(6197):668–673, aug 2014.

25Allen Newell and Herbert A. Simon. Computer Simulation of Hu-
man Thinking: A theory of problem solving expressed as a com-
puter program permits simulation of thinking processes. Science,
134(3495):2011–2017, dec 1961.

26see Popper’s discussions on the logic of scientific discovery.
27Sung-Jin Park, Mattia Gazzola, Kyung Soo Park, Shirley Park,
Valentina Di Santo, Erin L. Blevins, Johan U. Lind, Patrick H.
Campbell, Stephanie Dauth, Andrew K. Capulli, Francesco S.
Pasqualini, Seungkuk Ahn, Alexander Cho, Hongyan Yuan,
Ben M. Maoz, Ragu Vijaykumar, Jeong-Woo Choi, Karl Deis-
seroth, George V. Lauder, L. Mahadevan, and Kevin Kit Parker.
Phototactic guidance of a tissue-engineered soft-robotic ray. Sci-
ence, 353(6295):158–162, jul 2016.

28Juan M. R. Parrondo, Jordan M. Horowitz, and Takahiro
Sagawa. Thermodynamics of information. Nature Physics,
11(2):131–139, feb 2015.

29Judea Pearl. Heuristics: Intelligent search strategies for com-

puter problem solving. Addison-Wesley Pub. Co., Inc.,Reading,
MA, Jan 1984.

30Giovanni Pezzulo and Michael Levin. Top-down models in biol-
ogy: explanation and control of complex living systems above
the molecular level. Journal of The Royal Society Interface,
13(124):20160555, nov 2016.

31Rolf Pfeifer, Fumiya Iida, and Josh Bongard. New Robotics:
Design Principles for Intelligent Systems. Artificial Life, 11(1-
2):99–120, jan 2005.

32Karl R. Popper. The logic of scientific discovery. Routledge,
London/New York, 1959.

33Gerard Radnitzky, W. W. Bartley, and Karl R. Popper. Evolu-
tionary Epistemology Rationality, and the Sociology of Knowl-
edge. 1989.

34Arturo Rosenblueth, Norbert Wiener, and Julian Bigelow. Be-
havior Purpose and Teleology. Philosophy of Science, 10(1):18–
24, jan 1943.

35Claude E. Shannon. A Mathematical Theory of Communication.
Bell System Technical Journal, 27(3):379–423, jul 1948.

36Herbert A. Simon. The Architecture of Complexity. Proceedings
of the American Philosophical Society, 106(6):467–482, 1962.

https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1945/07/as-we-may-think/303881/


5

37Herbert A. Simon. The Sciences of the Artificial, chapter The
Architecture of Complexity. M.I.T. Press, 1969.

38Herbert A. Simon and Peter A. Simon. Trial and error search
in solving difficult problems: Evidence from the game of chess.
Behavioral Science, 7(4):425–429, jan 1962.

39Luc Steels. The Artificial Life Roots of Artificial Intelligence.
Artificial Life, 1(1 2):75–110, oct 1993.

40Joshua B. Tenenbaum, Charles Kemp, Thomas L. Griffiths, and
Noah D. Goodman. How to Grow a Mind: Statistics Structure,

and Abstraction. Science, 331(6022):1279–1285, mar 2011.
41Shoichi Toyabe, Takahiro Sagawa, Masahito Ueda, Eiro
Muneyuki, and Masaki Sano. Experimental demonstration of
information-to-energy conversion and validation of the general-
ized Jarzynski equality. Nature Physics, 6(12):988–992, nov 2010.

42Sarah I. Walker and Paul C. W. Davies. The algorithmic origins
of life. Journal of The Royal Society Interface, 10(79):20120869–
20120869, dec 2012.


