The Detail in Cognitive Architecture
Abstract Submission 
Can we picture virtual reality? I argued that we can at my University of Bucharest conference talk, and that what helps with this is an analogy from cryptographic using the SHA-256 hash function, as 2256 things the cognitive scientist and the philosopher of mind would have to consider to make a virtual world indistinguishable from our own. This left me asking the question of why would we even need to create a virtual world that is like this provided time and space are already provided, that is, until death. So, could a server be made that we upload our minds to and live life there? 
Paradigms in cognitive science do not consider the amount or specific qualities of representations. The result of this is a version of the representational theory of mind that is incapable of thinking about virtual reality and mind-uploading. There are two possible solutions to this. The first is to find a philosophical metaphysics that accounts for all of representational reality, and to utilize it to study the mind. The second is to find a theoretical perspective of what we are doing, namely, what’s the objective exactly with mind-uploading, and how could it resemble watching a YouTube video that goes from 240p to 480p to 720p, and so on? I draw on a number of limitations as specified by Piccinini (2021), and argue how although a philosophical and theoretical perspective could clarify our knowledge, that a lack of methodology exists beyond local brain function localization. 
Review: The [abstract] "The Detail in Cognitive Architecture" presents an intriguing exploration of cognitive architecture in relation to virtual reality and mind-uploading by drawing an analogy from cryptographic hash functions. the Author(s) raises interesting questions about the feasibility and necessity of constructing a virtual world that mirrors reality. The discussion extends to the limitations of current cognitive science paradigms, particularly their inability to account for the specificity and quantity of mental representations, which poses challenges for thinking about mind-uploading. A strength of the abstract is its interdisciplinary approach, combining cognitive science, philosophy of mind, and computational metaphors to frame a novel perspective on the mind’s ability to engage with virtual environments. The comparison to resolution scaling in digital media (e.g., YouTube quality adjustments) offers an accessible framework for considering how digital consciousness might develop (even if too simplistic). Furthermore, the critique of methodological gaps in representational theories of mind is well-founded, aligning with Piccinini’s work on the limitations of mind-uploading. To enhance clarity and impact, the presentation could benefit from further elaboration on how the proposed philosophical and theoretical perspectives would concretely address the methodological gaps identified. Moreover, engaging more directly with counterarguments against mind-uploading (e.g. such as issues of identity, continuity, and embodiment) would strengthen the discussion. Overall, this paper offers a great contribution to debates on cognitive architecture and virtual consciousness and its interdisciplinary nature and engagement with both theoretical and practical concerns make it a valuable addition to the 5th International Conference on Philosophy of Mind.
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