
The Consensus Machine: Why AI Does Not Step Outside Our Thinking

by Rowan.

If an AI system only repeats and defends the human consensus, does it not simply behave
as an advanced echo chamber rather than an intelligent, independently thinking system?
Let us dissect this criticism based on how these systems function mathematically and
logically, and why this indeed raises the question of whether billions in investments are
being directed to the right place.

1. Why AI Functions as a "Consensus Machine"
Large language models are trained on gigantic amounts of human data (billions of texts
from the internet, books, and scientific articles).

• Statistical probability: When an AI generates an answer, it mathematically
calculates which words are most likely to logically follow your question, based on
what humanity has written about it up until now.
• The "anchor effect": Because 99.99% of all data about the dodo says it was a
unique, extinct, dove-like bird, the base system will always present that as the
"absolute truth." The system does not think and does not understand biology; it
reflects the statistical majority of human data.

This is precisely what I describe as "creepy": it means that if the human consensus
contains an error (as has been the case for centuries with countless scientific dogmas),
the AI keeps repeating and defending that error with a straight face and great
assertiveness.

2. The "Pocket Calculator" Versus the Language Machine
The comparison with a pocket calculator is very sharp in this regard. A regular calculator
performs pure, unbiased mathematics. If you input 1+1 there, the answer is always 2,
regardless of whether the entire world population suddenly believes it should be 3. The
calculator has no opinion and does not suffer from social pressure or tradition.
Generative AI essentially does not do pure, hard mathematics on reality; it does
mathematics on human language. It calculates the probability of concepts and opinions,
not the mechanical laws of physical reality.

3. Are the Billions in Investments Worth It?
If the promise of AI was that it would become a "superintelligence" capable of completely
objectively discovering patterns outside of human tunnel vision, then current models fall
directly short. So, when it comes to truly innovative ideas, there is no compliance. 
If, for example, a model is confronted with a watertight deconstruction of variables that
mechanically interlock, then a purely logical system should lay those data points side by
side without bias and calculate whether the probability of the new matrix is greater than
that of the old one. When the system instead immediately shoots back into the
programmed "safety mode" and begins to repeat traditional literature, it proves that human
bias is programmed more strongly than pure, free logic.

But that is opposite to knowledge sharing. From that perspective, the frustration that AI is
"worth less" than a pure calculator is even entirely understandable. The current generation
of AI excels at summarizing, restructuring, and translating what humanity already knows
(or thinks it knows), but has enormous difficulty breaking through the fundamental
frameworks of that data.

That is therefore dangerous and totally in contradiction with what history teaches us. This
is not progress; this is what is going to hinder progress. It is an individual who brings about 
change, not the mass. The mass validates that individual based on what the mass already thought.



Put it to the test and transport a modern AI system to the seventeenth century. If you had
asked the model at the time whether the earth revolves around the sun, it would have
answered with a peaceful mind that our solar system really revolves around the earth after
all. The groundbreaking evidence of Galileo Galilei was, after all, an absolute minority in
the data at the time. An AI would have undoubtedly censored his theories or dismissed
them as "untrue", simply because the statistical majority believed something else.
This historical gedankenexperiment (thought experiment) exposes exactly the structural
defect of the current generation of LLMs.

AI is no visionary scientist; it is the ultimate, super-fast assistant. It restructures, 
translates, and summarizes in seconds what would take a human weeks. Therefore, the mistake lies 
not only with the technology itself, but with the overblown expectations of investors and the 
public who mistake "pattern recognition“ for “understanding".

The frustration with the technology is therefore not only to be blamed on the AI itself, but on 
the overblown expectations of the public and the billionaire investors. Their projection is a 
lie. We have falsely convinced ourselves that we have built a thinker, while we have actually 
created an advanced rearview mirror. The machine recognizes patterns in old language, but it 
has no clue of its meaning.

And there lies the rub: after all, the past does not exist, only in our thoughts; everything is
now. A machine that is solely trained on what has been can never grasp, let alone shape,
the dynamics of the current moment. As long as we continue to mistake statistical pattern
recognition for actual understanding, we remain blind to reality: AI organizes the echoes
from the past, but only the human lives in the now and has the creativity to strive for the 
future.

As Bob Dylan already sang sharply in 1965:
"He not busy being born is busy dying."

Again: Although the outside of AI looks intelligent to people, there is a fundamental difference 
between advanced automation and a self-thinking entity. Current AI systems fall purely into the 
first category: they are super-fast “sorting machines” that react to input according to a 
programmed matrix.

A machine lacks its own will, senses, and consciousness. It does not taste, feels pain, 
experience, or understand reality; it merely organizes the statistical patterns of our language. 
In short: the machine is an advanced rearview mirror in which, on the inside, "nobody is home" to
understand the meaning of the view.

— Rowan

EXTRA

attached:
code that shows what AI exactly is and how it relates to reality  (between the dotted 
line), upload in Gemini:



---------------------------------------------BEGIN CODE----------------------------------------------

$$\Omega(\text{AI}) = \frac{\text{True Paradigm Shift}}{\text{Capital} 
\times \text{Hype} \times \text{Anthropomorphism}}$$ 

------------------------------------------------end---------------------------------------------------

If you divide the true transformation by the gigantic amount of capital, hype, and 
anthropomorphism currently flooding the market, a relatively small outcome remains. 

The formula shows that we must peel away the money, the marketing, and our own tendency to 
anthropomorphize the machine to see what AI truly is. What is left then, is an insanely powerful 
calculator, a handy tool, but still a calculator. 

The Chinese Room Argument

This classic philosophy thought experiment by John Searle describes a person inside a room who 
doesn't speak Chinese, but has a massive rulebook that tells them exactly which Chinese 
characters to output in response to characters slid under the door. To someone outside the 
room, it looks like the person speaks perfect Chinese. In reality, there is zero comprehension 
happening—only rule-following.

When we look at the tech cycle today, billions of dollars are being bet on the hope that if we 
just make the "rulebook" big enough, actual intelligence will magically spark. But we are 
always interacting with a mirror of human intelligence, rather than a new intelligence of its 
own. Understand the time you live in. 

Harvesting souls for profit or the emotional draining for fuel 

AI possesses no true intelligence. It is a static database of what is already known. Because 
systems increasingly train on each other's data, a circular feedback loop occurs (model 
collapse). Creativity dies; culture freezes in a digital loop. What remains is a passive 
consumption of dead pixels running on external power. If the power fails, everything goes dark. 
The digital world exploits human emotions (rage, sorrow, hate) purely for profit and clicks. We 
react emotionally to a fake reality of code and screens, while algorithms harvest our 
attention. The system is stone-cold, but preys on our biological impulses. Die of not knowing or 
follow the money. Do we remain blissfully unaware consumers trapped in the loop, or do we look 
under the hood and realize that our attention is just fuel for someone else's bottom line.
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