Moshe Vardi Questions round 2.

Background

Different ethics, conventions, national issues.  How does the "open culture of debate" in Jewish society relate to other "cultures of debate" in academia?  Are there particular difficulties or advantages to doing science in Israel that are different from here or elsewhere?

Anthony: Can we ask Moshe about the quote from the late Colonel Ilan Ramon view from space "The world looks marvelous from up..." on his website and the implied therapeutic, transcedental applications of technology, that enhances one's ability to see, feel, experience the world. This seems to be so much a part of the discipline's culture.

Human Nature and Game Theory.

Why is game theoretical thinking (and economic thinking generally) so salient in computer science?  Social conventions, expectations, self-interest etc

Analogies to human agents or human nature.  In our previous conversation there was some indication that this kind of tool should not be used to describe humans, but is there a danger in using an anthropomorphic language?

Complexity, trust and risk.

Can we draw a comparison with dan (and david dill) re: trust?  "When we do verification, we are trying to compare the abstract view and the concrete view and see if they match. If they match, we can trust this program."--  is this true of voting machines?  Is verification even any use in this case?

Sure, no one knows everything, but nobody trusts everything either.  How do people figure out what to trust...  related to the Social processes paper. 

Comparisons with Peter

What do you think of experimental work like Peter Druschel's work on P2P, which has positive applications within the discipline and potentially offers a benefit for society (by better allocating computer resources), but is frowned upon by some in government and publishing industries, because it offers a technology that can be used to go around established rules, laws.   Infringement of intellectual property is the most obvious, but it can also be used by groups to subvert the hierarchic order of our society.

Peter also uses a number of anthropomorphic images, which he finds useful, but disavows.  We were repeatedly stymied in our attempts to understand when he was talking about real humans and when he was talking about agents...  in his case it seems slightly more important to be specific, but in yours as well:  people simply need to know something about what machines know to reason at all, right?

Writing

"The essence of very much of what computer scientists do, is to write a very, very precise descriptions"

I liked very much the idea that the kind of writing computer scientists were doing was as far as possible from abstract referents.  No ambiguity. I noticed a couple of times when he focused intently about a particular word, like the opposite of rigid.  I am not really sure how to phrase this question but, How does the type of writing you do when working on computer code influence or affect the type of writing you do when working on a book?

Undecidability

How do you discover that something is "undecidable" and what exactly does this mean?  How is logic useful for dealing with this issue?  Is there a colloquial way of making people understand what an undecidable is?

Automata Theory

Can we talk more about the relation of automata theory to social science and to linguistics. 

Chomsky, Bar-Hillel, Nash, cybernetics, etc.?

Inductive vs. deductive?

In telling the history of automata theory, you talked about the decision by people (who?) to try out infinite tapes on finite machines.  And you said this was a theory developed by logicians, in the 60s, and nobody thought there would be any connection to computer science:  but if what they were talking about where computing machines (even abstract ones)how could this be?  What's the nature of this disconnect?

Pure vs. Applied Science vs. Science of the Artificial

we asked about pure vs. applied science, and you answered that CS is an applied field, largely because of history, its where the money is and it's ultimately useful for tools.  But you also brought up the notion that this is a "science of the artificial".  To us it seems there is a tension here;  between a desire to be truly scientific about computing and computing machines, and a necessity to be engineers who don't worry about the scientific questions but focus on efficiency, productivity, broader impacts etc.  Is there a tension?

Anthony recently spoke to a physicist, who does a lot of programming in his work, and he considered computer science to be a technology that enabled him to do science. This view seems to represent the overall politics within academia that has helped reinforce this notion of CS as an applied technology.  Moshe, however, differentiates computer engineering, and experimental science, and sometimes puts them into the same category. Where is the "science" in CS for Moshe? Is it the mathematical nature of inquiry, say, found in his own work, that makes CS a science? Or is it something else. 

Hierarchy

What’s the relationship of communication to hierarchy?

What’s the relationship of scale to hierarchy?

You have stated large systems are very complex and the way to be able work with them is by using a hierarchy then divide them into modules and define the boundaries. What is the relationship of communication to this sytem, either a system like windows, a piece of hardware like a chip, or with a group of people, for example the us gov.  How is efficient communication achieved on a chip?  Do these principles apply to people?  What is the relationship of scale to this idea of the hierarchy?  In small groups, does a different model work better?    Collaborative projects in general, the book, the class he teaches with other people, his research group  how are these things organized?  Are collaborative projects the norm?  How do students get enculturated into cooperating?

[Moshe mentions that rules, norms, conventions should be explicit to the point that even "transplant" people not in-the-know should be made aware of these rules in this larger system. In the section where Moshe talks about teaching to students not familiar with publishing practices (p 27), he talkes about the "referee" (reviewer).

 In Moshe's mind, the reviewer is a powerful figure in the process and within specialized scientific disciplines, because they determine what articles are accepted/rejected, eventually "making" or "breaking" scientific careers. However, this reviewer is also a "mysterious anonymous figure", whose norms and conventions are not completely explicit, at least to the author(s) of scientific articles. I suppose transparancy of culture within this hierarchy becomes an issue. ]  

The question for Moshe is, hierarchical systems become more complex, there is less and less transparency of the process. In Moshe's mind, do norms and conventions create the hierarchy, or vice versa, or both?

Push harder on the issue of whether there is a moral/ethical issue at stake in the work on reasoning about knowledge.  The descriptive/normative thing. 

We asked both Moshe and Peter whether there were ethical issues at work in the research itself.  Both of them suggested that they had never thought about it, and preferred to suggest that the ethical issues involved things like credit and attribution, management of research groups, or perhaps intellectual property or other things external to the scientific questions they ask.  If they haven't thought about it, what does this mean?  How can we take the step of helping them think abou it, and to what end?

