arXiv:2001.00006v1 [cs.CY] 29 Dec 2019

LEARNING FROM LEARNING MACHINES: OPTIMISATION, RULES, AND SOCIAL NORMS

TRAVIS LACROIX^{1,2} YOSHUA BENGIO^{2,3}

Abstract. There is an analogy between machine learning systems and economic entities in that they are both adaptive, and their behaviour is specified in a more or less explicit way. It appears that the area of AI that is most analogous to the behaviour of economic entities is that of morally good decision-making, but it is an open question as to how precisely moral behaviour can be achieved in an AI system. This paper explores the analogy between these two complex systems, and we suggest that a clearer understanding of this apparent analogy may help us forward in both the socio-economic domain and the AI domain: known results in economics may help inform feasible solutions in AI safety, but also known results in AI may inform economic policy. If this claim is correct, then the recent successes of deep learning for AI suggest that more implicit specifications work better than explicit ones for solving such problems.

Keywords — AI Safety; (Implicit) Social Norms; (Explicit) Rules and Laws; Optimisation Problems; Representation of Complex Functions; Boundary Problems; Social Dynamics; Regulation; Socio-Economic Entities; Learning Machines; Complex Adaptive Systems

1. Introduction

There is an analogy between machine-learning systems and economic entities (such as corporations) in that they are both adaptive, and their behaviour is specified in a more-or-less explicit way. That is, they both seek to optimise something (like profit, rewards, or some other measure of performance), and they often do so under some set of constraints. The pressure that is exerted on these adaptive systems may be specified by precise rules, such as explicit laws and regulations in the economic case, or constraints on parameters and outputs in the case of learning machines—e.g., that output probabilities must be between 0 and 1. However, these constraints may also be implemented in terms of more implicit pressures. For example, an imperative to maximise profit or rewards constrains the action space implicitly, since an entity tries to act in a way that avoids poor outcomes. In this latter case, there are significantly more degrees of freedom that may be allowed, since it is not explicitly specified how such an objective is achieved.

It would appear that the area of artificial intelligence (AI) that is most analogous to the behaviour of economic entities is that of morally good decision-making: if

(^1) Department of Logic and Philosophy of Science, University of California, Irvine (^2) Mila, (Québec AI Institute / Institut Québécois d’Intelligence Artificielle) (^3) Department of Computer Science & Operations Research, Université de Montréal E-mail address: tlacroix@uci.edu (corresponding author), yoshua.bengio@mila.quebec. Date: Unpublished draft of April, 2020. Please cite published version, if available. 1

an economic or machine-learning system is to achieve its goals (maximising some reward), we want it to do so while acting in a way that is consistent with human social norms and moral principles. Unfortunately, it is not easy to formally specify a set of rules or a quantifiable objective which characterises morally good behaviour.

In machine learning, it is thus an open question as to how precisely moral behaviour can be achieved in an AI system. Part of the problem lies in the fact that, even though humans have tried for a long time, we have not come up with a simple set of programmable rules (constraints) or objectives (such as measurable rewards) with which to provide these systems in the first place. We argue that the resulting mismatch between the behaviour of an entity governed by formal specifications and social norms becomes all the more serious as we consider more powerful entities, such as large multinational corporations or increasingly powerful AI systems. The choices made by these systems may end up being misaligned with society’s interests, and the increasing power of these entities could lead to great havoc, on a larger scale, as these technologies or corporate entities are further integrated into society.

Our main claim in this paper is that, by opposition to rule-based systems, the success of deep learning for AI, along with some of the mathematical hypotheses for this success, suggests that more implicit specifications work better (i.e., are more effective) than explicit ones based on hard rules for representing the kind of complex behaviour needed to align with human morality. We suggest that it is a logical consequence of optimising a reward (like profit) under some set of constraints that leads to border-solutions which touch precisely upon the boundary of one or more of those constraints (like laws)—this consequence is an artefact of the more extensive system in which these entities operate. As such, it should be unsurprising, given that the goals of these entities may be formalised as an optimisation problem, that they should find solutions that are on the boundary of the permissible action space. In the case of economic entities, constraints are often provided in the form of explicit laws, meaning that it should be unsurprising when such entities converge on solutions which are precisely on the border of what is legal. This has the further consequence that small perturbations in such a dynamical system or imperfect specification of laws may well lead to genuinely immoral or otherwise harmful actions, and this would be true both for AI systems and for corporations. Furthermore, as the dimensionality of the action space of these entities increases, we use deep learning theory to argue that it becomes more difficult to approximate a principled objective (like ‘do no harm’) with a set of rule-like constraints since the size of the required set increases (possibly exponentially), along with an increase in opportunities for misspecification and misalignment between the optimised behaviour of the entity and the intended objective.

If the above suggestion is correct—i.e., that there is an analogy between machinelearning systems and economic entities—then our main claim implies that a regulatory and fiscal environment which provides more implicit pressures on economic entities will lead to their behaviour being more aligned with a common good. Currently, the best-known way to achieve such implicit pressure is via legal or regulatory principles (by opposition to explicit rules) which can be evaluated by human beings, who hold in their head some representation of their version of what is morally acceptable according to the stated principles.

To show that this implication is plausible, this paper has two main objectives. First, we must make explicit the assumptions that underlie our main claim, which we clearly formulate, thus.

Main Claim:

The success of deep learning for AI and its theoretical grounding suggests that more implicit specifications are better than explicit ones for representing complex functions of the kind which human brains can represent intuitively but that are not easily reducible to a few formal rules.

We will refer back to this claim throughout the paper. Furthermore, when there is a mismatch between the desired morality function and a set of rule-like constraints meant to approximate it, optimising a reward (like profit) under these constraints will lead to borderline solutions which tend to fail the test of morality. To make explicit what would be required for our main claim to be true, we must (1) discuss optimisation problems, (2) explain how deep learning has been more successful than traditional techniques in solving such problems, and (3) clarify how constraints are implicit in this domain. This is the goal of Section 2. In Section 2.1, we begin our analysis by offering a brief overview of the mechanics of optimisation problems, which further provides some technical background for our audience outside of the machine-learning community. In Section 2.2, we make clear in what ways deep learning is successful as compared with traditional machine-learning techniques. In Section 2.3, we discuss the distinction between explicit constraints in traditional methods and implicit constraints in deep learning.

Once the truth of our main claim has been established, we draw the following conclusion: given the close analogy between machine-learning systems and economic entities, more implicit specifications (or specifications that are more implicit) and less explicit rules (or fewer rules that are explicit) may also be more successful for economic entities to achieve their goals. We will refer to this as our hypothetical analogy. To assert that the hypothetical analogy is plausible, it is necessary to clarify the similarity between machine-learning systems and economic entities. This is the goal of Section 3. This implication takes the form of an analogical argument. Therefore, in Section 3.1, we discuss analogies in general, and what it takes for an analogical argument to be strong. In Section 3.2, we review some literature from economics in the forward direction of our analogy; it is well-accepted that solutions in economics can help to inform machine learning. The principal contribution of our paper is given in Section 3.3, where we discuss the backward direction of the analogy—namely, that results from machine learning may inform policies in economics and social organisation in general.

The main theoretical result of this analogy is that implicit specifications may be more well-suited for finding solutions which are both optimal and beneficial. However, this has the immediate consequence that we must give a clear statement of implicit specifications to move toward practical progress in this domain. The plausibility of this is discussed in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5, we offer some examples of how this view may proceed in terms of implementation, thus paving the way for future research to build upon this framework.

2. Assumptions

In this section, we (1) discuss optimisation problems, (2) explain how deep learning has been more successful than traditional techniques in solving such problems and explicate some of the relevant theoretical analyses, and (3) clarify how constraints are implicit in the deep-learning domain. Making these three things explicit should be sufficient for the truth of our main claim: that the success of deep learning for AI suggests that more implicit specifications are better than explicit ones for solving optimisation problems under the implicit constraint of acting morally.

2.1. On Optimisation Problems. The vast majority of machine-learning algorithms train models and perform inference by solving optimisation problems (Murphy, 2012; Goodfellow et al., 2016). In mathematics and computer science, an optimisation problem involves finding the best solution from the set of all (feasible) solutions. More specifically, given a metric, P, the solution to an optimisation problem consists in finding a function (or the parameters of a function) within a given set (of feasible or acceptable solutions) that maximises (minimises) this metric. In machine learning, this metric is usually an average on some data or an expectation over a distribution. Optimisation problems are ubiquitous in applied mathematics, and methods for solving such problems are essential for many different fields, including manufacturing and production, inventory control, transportation, scheduling, finance, marketing, engineering and control, mechanics, economics, and policy modelling, to name a few (Nocedal and Wright, 2006).

A typical optimisation problem consists of an objective function, R(x), which gives the quantity to be maximised (e.g. a reward); a set of variables, {x_1, x_2, x_3, . . .} = {x_n}, which can be set by an agent and constitute the inputs for the objective function; and a set of equality constraints, {h_n(x)}, or inequality constraints, {g_n(x)}, which limit the possible values for the variables.^1

Convex optimisation problems are standard in computer science, and many classes of convex optimisation problems admit polynomial-time algorithms (Nesterov and Nemirovskii, 1994), though mathematical optimisation generally is NP-hard (Sahni, 1974; Murty and Kabadi, 1987; Pardalos and Vavasis, 1991).^2 Indeed, while many non-convex optimisation problems are NP-hard to solve optimally, there is a range of such problems that are known to be NP-hard to solve approximately, as well (Meka et al., 2008). The standard form of a convex optimisation problem can be written as follows:

(1) maximise x R(x)

subject to g_i(x) ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . m h_i(x) = 0, i = 1, . . . p

1Of course, this is a gross simplification: some problems may not have constraints; there may be

one or many variables, which are discrete or continuous; optimisation problems themselves may be static or dynamic, equations may be linear or nonlinear, and systems may be deterministic or stochastic.

2In complexity theory, a decision problem can be understood as a problem with a yes or no answer.

P is the complexity class denoting the set of all such decision problems that can be decided in polynomial time; for example, many mathematical operations, such as addition and subtraction, can be computed in polynomial time. NP is the class denoting the set of problems where proofs of a positive solution (a ‘yes’ answer to the decision problem) can be verified in polynomial time. NP-Hard is the class of decision problems that are as difficult as any NP problem to solve. For example, the Halting Problem is NP-Hard.

Here, x ∈ R^n is the vector of optimisation variables, the functions R, g_1, . . . , g_m are convex, and the functions h_1, . . . , h_p are affine. The feasible set for R is the set of points x ∈ R^n satisfying all of the constraints, g_1 ≤ 0, . . . , g_m ≤ 0, h_1 = 0, . . . , h_p = 0 (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004). Importantly, the optimal solutions of an optimisation problem can occur at every point of the intersection between the domain of the objective function and the set of constraints on the cost function.

Two important theorems in linear programming are given as follows:

Theorem 2.1: For a polyhedron P and a point x ∈ P , the following are equivalent:

(1) x is a vertex of P , (2) x is an extreme point of P , and (3) x is a basic feasible solution.

Theorem 2.2: Any bounded LP in standard form has an optimum at a basic feasible solution.

Therefore, it follows straightforwardly for this case that it is a logical consequence of placing explicit constraints on (this particular class of) optimisation problems, that solutions will live on the boundary of those constraints. Though this is not true in the general case (e.g., non-convex optimisation problems may have solutions in the interior of the feasible set), the point being made here is still illustrative because (1) some approaches to non-convex optimisation use special formulations of linear programming, and (2) many non-convex optimisation are solved in practice by reducing the problem into a convex optimisation problem and then finding a solution for that problem (which then approximates the solution to the original problem).

In the economic case, the constraints are given by society in the form of regulations, laws, etc. We have illustrated, via formal consequences, that placing explicit constraints on an action space implies that an optimising agent will find a solution on the boundary of those constraints. The same conclusion can be shown intuitively by the following thought experiment. Consider a typical profit-maximising corporation whose behaviour is explicitly constrained by laws and regulations. Assume further that this corporation is acting optimally, in the sense of maximising its profit. Is it possible for such an entity to increase its profit by removing some of those constraints? If the answer to this question is ‘yes’, then this implies that the corporation’s optimal profit-maximising solution lived on the border of at least one of the (legal or regulatory) constraints imposed on its action space. Furthermore, the lobbying efforts of larger corporations to relax or remove particular laws or regulations provide strong evidence that the answer to this question is, in fact, ‘yes’.

2.2. The Successes of Deep Learning. Machine learning is a branch of artificial intelligence that primarily involves designing algorithms which can be used to learn from data or interactions with their environment. A standard definition of machine learning is given by Mitchell (1997):

a computer program is said to learn from experience E with respect to some class of tasks T and performance measure P if its performance at tasks in T , as measured by P , improves with experience E. (2)

In essence, a machine-learning algorithm builds a mathematical model based on structured sample (training) data, to make predictions or decisions in novel contexts, without being explicitly programmed to perform that task (Koza et al., 1996; Bishop, 1996). This is often achieved by approximate optimisation of an objective function, which typically measures how well the learner performs on a set of data or experiences.

Deep learning is a subset of machine learning whose algorithms are loosely inspired by brains (both neuroscience and cognitive science), where artificial neural networks perform the computations. A distinguishing feature of deep learning is its emphasis on learning internal representations, thus relying less on hand-crafted features or attributes. This makes possible the ability to learn from raw data, like images or sounds: ‘[d]eep learning algorithms seek to exploit the unknown structure in the input distribution in order to discover good representations, often at multiple levels, with higher-level learned features defined in terms of lower-level features’ (Bengio, 2012, p. 17).

Deep learning, as a form of machine learning, has seen great successes in the last decade. Salient examples of this are in computer vision, speech recognition, machine translation and playing games (and beating the world champions at games like Go). Deep learning’s successes can be attributed to its ability to capture complex functions, which are not generally easy to represent as a small set of rules. This ability captures a form of intuitive knowledge which humans typically have but can hardly express verbally, much less program in computers. This is in contrast with earlier approaches to artificial intelligence (such as expert systems and rulebased systems) which relied on formalising knowledge expressed by humans. These earlier approaches work well when the domain of knowledge considered can be well described in a set of clear and specific rules which one can thus program into a computer.

Lewis-Kraus (2016) highlights the progress brought by deep learning in machine translation with the following illustrative example. The opening of Ernest Hemingway’s short story, ‘The Snows of Kilimanjaro’ proceeds thus:

Original English Text:

Kilimanjaro is a snow-covered mountain 19,710 feet high, and is said to be the highest mountain in Africa.. . . Close to the western summit there is the dried and frozen carcass of a leopard. No one has explained what the leopard was seeking at that altitude.

Translating the Japanese version of this text back into English using Google Translate’s statistical machine-translation methods, we obtain the following.

(A) Machine Translation (Pre-Deep Learning):

Kilimanjaro is 19,710 feet of the mountain covered with snow, and it is said that the highest mountain in Africa.. . . The top close to the west, there is a dry, frozen carcass of a leopard. Whether the leopard had what the demand at that altitude, there is no that nobody explained.

However, after Google rolled out its deep-learning methods, the output is as follows.

(B) Machine Translation (Post-Deep Learning):

Kilimanjaro is a mountain of 19,710 feet covered with snow and is said to be the highest mountain in Africa.. . . Near the top of the west there is a dry and frozen dead body of leopard. No one has ever explained what leopard wanted at that altitude.

Lewis-Kraus (2016) highlights that save for a missing article in the deep-learning translation, it is almost indistinguishable from a human translation. Though it took approximately 13 months to implement, from the user’s point of view, the change from (A) to (B) happened overnight.

In addition to this particular example, deep learning has seen great success over traditional techniques in many applications, including computer vision (O’Mahony et al., 2019), speech/audio/image recognition (Lee et al., 2009; Ngiam et al., 2011; Mroueh et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2015; Amodei et al., 2016; Prasad et al., 2020), natural language processing (Collobert and Weston, 2008; Young et al., 2018), social network filtering (Xie et al., 2018) and spam detection (Zheng et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2017; Barushka and Hájek, 2018), machine translation (Wu et al., 2016; Vaswani et al., 2018), bioinformatics (Chen et al., 2016; Min et al., 2017; Li et al., 2019), drug design (Gawehn et al., 2016; Jing et al., 2018), medical image analysis (Litjens et al., 2017; Shen et al., 2017), game playing (Mnih et al., 2013, 2015; Silver et al., 2016, 2017, 2018), etc. In these and many other fields of application, deep-learning algorithms produce results that are substantially better than previous state-of-the-art, sometimes approaching or surpassing human performance.

2.3. Explicit and Implicit Knowledge. Many of the best state-of-the-art neural network architectures rely on a particular form of nonlinearity in each of the artificial neurons: piecewise-linearity (i.e. formed by the concatenation of linear pieces). The use of these rectifying nonlinearities was inspired by neuroscience and shown experimentally to make it easier to train deeper neural networks (Glorot et al., 2011). An interesting theoretical feature of these networks makes their analysis easier: the overall function (from inputs to outputs) computed by such deep networks is piecewise-linear. This means that there exists a set of linear constraints which can be combined logically to represent precisely the same function as that computed by one of these deep networks.

However, it has been demonstrated that the number of such linear pieces (i.e., the rules that would obtain if we were to translate the network into a set of rules) grows exponentially both with the number of artificial neurons per layer and with the number of layers (Montufar et al., 2014). In other words, deep neural networks cannot be well represented by a reasonably small set of rules. This is consistent with the notion that complex, intuitive knowledge is not easily expressed in a small set of verbally expressible rules (i.e., where each rule involves a simple relationship between a few variables). Whereas a deep neural network thus captures implicit knowledge (difficult or impossible to express explicitly via a small set of rules), classical symbolic AI approaches relied on humans expressing explicit knowledge, which can be formalised into a set of rules.

What is strongly suggested by these theoretical results, in conjunction with the empirical success of deep learning on tasks involving implicit and intuitive knowledge, is the following: trying to capture intuitive and implicit knowledge in an explicit way (the rule-based approach) runs the risk of a substantial gap between that implicit knowledge and the function represented by rule-like constraints. The ‘size’ of that gap can be measured by the remarkable improvement which has been achieved when going from rule-based AI to deep learning on a broad set of tasks which precisely resist straightforward formalisation (like computer vision, speech recognition, machine translation, or playing the game of Go).

Having established this foundation, we move on to fleshing out the analogy between machine-learning systems and economic entities in the next section.

3. Analogies

The hypothetical analogy—implicit specifications may also be more successful for economic entities to achieve their goals—is a consequence of our main claim (elucidated in the previous section) and the fact that machine-learning systems and economic systems are analogous. This implication takes the form of an analogical argument. Therefore, to establish the strength of our hypothetical analogy, we must specify how machine-learning systems and economic entities are analogous. In this section, we begin by describing the formal components of analogies and analogical reasoning (Section 3.1), before providing some evidence for the strength of this analogy (Section 3.2), and finally drawing our main conclusions (Section 3.3).

3.1. The Structure of an Analogical Argument. An analogy is a comparison of the apparent similarity between two objects or systems of objects. Analogical reasoning is a form of reasoning that takes advantage of such apparent similarity. Following Hesse (1966), we can distinguish between horizontal and vertical relations in an analogy. Horizontal relations are similarity (and difference) relations between domains, whereas vertical relations involve correspondence between objects, properties, and relations within a domain. Following Keynes (1921), we can further distinguish between a positive analogy and a negative analogy:

Definition 3.1: Positive Analogy Let P = {P_1, . . . , P_n} be a set [or ‘list’] of accepted propositions about the source domain, S. Let P^∗ = {P^∗_1 , . . . , P^∗_n } be a set of corresponding propositions, which are all accepted as holding of the target domain, T . P and P^∗ represent accepted (or known) similarities. We refer to P as the positive analogy.

Definition 3.2: Negative Analogy Let A = {A_1, . . . , A_r} be a set [or ‘list’] of propositions that are accepted as holding in S, and let B^∗ = {B^∗_1 , . . . , B^∗_s } be a set of propositions holding in T . Suppose the analogous propositions A^∗ = {A^∗_1, . . . , A^∗_n} fail to hold in T , and the propositions B = {B_1, . . . , B_n} fail to hold in S. We can write A, ¬A^∗ and ¬B, B^∗ to represent accepted or known differences and refer to A and B as the negative analogy.

Definition 3.3: Neutral Analogy The neutral analogy consists of accepted propositions about S for which it is not known whether an analogue, Q^∗, holds in T .

Definition 3.4: Hypothetical Analogy The hypothetical analogy is the proposition, Q^∗, in the neutral analogy that is the focus of our attention.

A standard way to understand an analogy is as a mapping of structures (Gentner and Gentner, 1983).^3 On their view, analogies take advantage of ‘certain aspects of existing knowledge, and that this selected knowledge can be structurally characterized’ (p. 101).^4 A comparison of two complex concepts by analogy takes advantage of relations between the constituent parts of the complex concept, but does not require that any two objects in that domain are similar. Good analogies are supposed to be characterised, on this view, by systematic relational correspondences: these are ‘[a]nalogies are about relations, rather than simple features. No matter what kind of knowledge (causal models, plans, stories, etc.), it is the structural properties (i.e., the interrelationships between the facts) that determine the content of an analogy’ (Falkenhainer et al., 1989, p. 3).^5

An analogical argument is an explicit representation of analogical reasoning, which depends upon cited similarities between the objects or systems in question, and which supports the (explicit) conclusion that some further similarity exists. An analogical argument is inductive to the extent that the analogy, upon which the argument depends, makes the argument’s conclusion plausible (in the sense of enhancing its probability).

In analogical reasoning, there is a noted similarity between a source domain and a target domain. The analogy comes into play when noting some property or set of properties, Q (the neutral analogy) in the source and reasoning that the property, Q, or some similar property, Q^∗ (the hypothetical analogy), holds in the target (Keynes, 1921). Therefore, given that the source and target contexts share some relevant structural properties, it is plausible that the target context also contains some other property which obtains in the source. Bartha (2016) enumerates the following general ‘commonsense’ guidelines for the strength of analogical reasoning:^6 (1) The more similarities (between two domains), the stronger the analogy;

similarly, the more differences, the weaker the analogy. (2) The more differences, the weaker the analogy.

(3) The greater the extent of our ignorance about the two domains, the weaker the analogy.

(4) The weaker the conclusion, the more plausible the analogy. (5) Analogies involving causal relations are more plausible than those not involving causal relations.

(6) Structural analogies are stronger than those based on superficial similarities.

(7) The relevance of the similarities and differences to the conclusion (i.e., to the hypothetical analogy) must be taken into account.

3Technically, a model-theoretic isomorphism.

4See also Gentner (1983); Gick and Holyoak (1983); Holyoak and Thagard (1989, 1995);

Forbus et al. (1994, 1995); Forbus (2001); Gentner et al. (2001); Dunbar (2001). 5Though, see Schlimm (2008).

6See also Mill (1843); Keynes (1921); Robinson (1930); Stebbing (1933); Moore and Parker

(1998); Woods et al. (2004); Copi and Cohen (2005). Alternative guidelines are given in Aristotle (1984a,b,c) and Hesse (1966). See also Hume (1779); Quine and Ullian (1970).

(8) Multiple analogies supporting the same conclusion make the argument stronger.

Bartha (2010) notes that an analogical argument has the form: ‘[i]t is plausible that Q^∗ holds in the target because of certain known (or accepted) similarities with the source domain, despite certain known (or accepted) differences’ (15). Here, plausibility might be simply interpreted as prima facie plausibility. Furthermore, to say an hypothesis is prima facie plausible is to say only that (1) it has epistemic support, and (2) it has pragmatic importance. The first of these simply requires an appreciable likelihood of being true (or successful).

We said in the introduction that there is an analogy between machine-learning systems and economic entities in that they are both adaptive, and their behaviour is specified in a more-or-less explicit way. With this formal framework laid out, we are now in a position to assess the strength of this analogy. If the analogy holds and is strong, then a clearer understanding of it may help us forward, both in the socio-economic domain and in the AI domain. That is,

⇒ Known results in economics may help inform feasible solutions in AI safety;

but also, ⇐ known results in AI may inform economic policy (with respect to, e.g., regulation).

The next section (3.2) discusses the forward direction by appealing to work in economics that has suggested places where the socio-economic domain may help to inform solutions in AI safety.

3.2. The Forward Direction. Here, we consider current work in the Economics literature on the forward direction of our analogy. This should give some prima facie plausibility to the strength of the analogy, thus making the backward direction (and in particular, our hypothetical analogy) more plausible.

To design an AI agent, we must first specify what we want it to do. In reinforcement learning, for example, this consists in defining a reward function which tells the agent the value of all state and action combinations. When an algorithm does well at learning, this means that it performs well with respect to this reward function. In some cases, specifying a reward function may be relatively straightforward—e.g., a win in a game of chess consists of a +1 reward, a loss −1, and a draw 0.

However, in real-world situations, it is often unclear how the reward function should be specified. This leads to the alignment problem: an artificial system is aligned (i.e., with human goals) just in case it reliably or accurately implements human values. This involves, on the design end, ensuring that the objective given to the AI system is an accurate representation of the intended objective. Alignment becomes a problem when there are differences between the specified reward function and what relevant features/actions human actually value. The alignment problem comes in many different forms and may include, e.g., negative (unintended) sideeffects, reward hacking, limited capacity for human oversight, differences between training and deployment environments, uncontrolled or unexpected exploration after deployment. Misalignment may arise because of the fundamental difficulty in representing and implementing human values—problems of fairness and bias in machine learning algorithms are fundamentally problems of alignment.

Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield (2019) suggest that the AI alignment problem has a clear analogue in the human principle-agent problem, which has been long-studied by economists and legal scholars. In the principal-agent problem, a human agent is tasked with taking actions that achieve a principal’s objective. Ideally, alignment is achieved through what is called a complete contingent contract. Such a contract perfectly aligns the agent’s incentives with the principal’s objective in a a theoretically enforceable way (by, e.g., monetary transfers or punishments, social sanctions, etc.), and which specifies the reward received by the agent for all possible actions and states of the world—i.e., such a contract altogether accounts for every possible contingency.

Economists initially modelled this problem by assuming that the principal agent could simply fine-tune the agent’s incentives on everything that she cared about— this is quite analogous to the machine learning problem of designing objective functions to accommodate everything that we care about.^7 However, in practice, it turns out to be challenging to design reward functions for many tasks which we would like AI agents to perform. This difficulty also arises in the economic sphere: contracts constructed in this way end up being complex and strange (Hadfield, 2019, p. 4).

Furthermore, writing such a contract is routinely impossible since states of the world may be non-contractible (because they are unobservable or unverifiable and because the number of possible states of the world is enormous for all but trivial domains. Further still, human agents are boundedly rational, so they may not be able to evaluate the optimal actions in all states of the world, and they may not even be able to predict or imagine all the possible states of the world. (Similarly, it may be impossible to unambiguously describe every contingency.) Even if these problems are ignored, it may be too costly (either financially, temporally, or computationally) to write every contingency down in a way that can also be enforced at a reasonable cost. Therefore, Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield (2019) highlight that contracts in human relationships are usually, if not necessarily, incomplete.^8 It follows that not all of the expectations arising from a formal contract will be documented. As a result, it is crucial to understand the level of, e.g., detail (Mayer and Argyres, 2004) or complexity (Reuer and Ariño, 2007) that a contract needs to employ to be effective.

But this is precisely the alignment problem in artificial intelligence systems. The alignment problem is analogous to issues in economics and law surrounding incomplete contracts (Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield, 2019). It will be impossible for an employer to be able to incentivise their (new) employee on every dimension of a job that they care about; so, one must accept that in delegating a task to another agent, it may not be done exactly in the way that one wants. Hadfield (2019) suggests that the principle-agent problem underlies everything from employment to democracy. Similarly, we design AI systems to perform tasks of interest, but we want to ensure that the solutions that they do find are ones that are aligned with our own goals and values. Thus, we must design these systems in a way that avoids unwanted or unanticipated solutions, without epistemic access to what those solutions might be in advance.

Incomplete contracts are analogous to (potentially) misspecified rewards in the following sense. The former involve bounded rationality, costly cognition/drafting, possible non-contractibility, planned renegotiation, planned completion by a third

7See discussion in Russell (2019).

8See also Simon (1982); Grossman and Hart (1986); Williamson (1996); Bernheim and Whinston

(1998); Graebner (2009).

party in the event of a dispute, and (negative) strategic behaviour on the part of the agent. The latter has parallel features, including bounded rationality, costly engineering/design, possible non-implementability, planned iteration on reward functions, expected completion by a third party, and adversarial blinding or reward preservation.

Contracts are often used to align expectations (Macaulay, 1963; Argyres et al., 2007); however, contracts are also often violated (Robinson and Rousseau, 1994). The two dominant theoretical perspectives on the nature of contracts understand contracts as instruments of control (Macneil, 1977; Williamson, 1985, 1991) and instruments of coordination (Argyres et al., 2007; Mayer and Argyres, 2004). In light of this, Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield (2019) suggest that

AI designers, like contract designers, are faced with the challenge of achieving intended goals in light of the limitations that arise from translating those goals into implementable structures to guide agent behavior (learning algorithms and reward functions). An AI is misaligned whenever it chooses behaviors based on a reward function that is different from the true welfare of relevant humans. (p. 3) Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield (2019) posit that an analysis of incomplete contracting in economics and law provides a useful framework for discussing the alignment problem in an AI context—extant technical results in formal economics may provide a way forward for AI researchers. Importantly, however, this ‘is supported by substantial amounts of external structure, such as generally available institutions (culture, law) that can supply implied terms to fill the gaps in incomplete contracts’ (p. 2).

Thus, Hadfield-Menell and Hadfield (2019) take the alignment problem for AI and incomplete contracts as analogous to argue for the hypothetical analogy that solving the alignment problem will inevitably require building formal tools that allow AI systems to take into account the costs associated with taking actions deemed wrongful by human communities when they evaluate their rewards—i.e., this will require figuring the normative structures of human communities. This is drawn from the neutral analogy of incomplete contracting in economic systems.

In the next section, we look toward the opposite direction, making explicit the positive, neutral, and hypothetical analogies between AI systems and economic entities more generally, and assessing explicitly the analogical argument that we are putting forward.

3.3. The Backward Direction (The Hypothetical Analogy). We suggested in the introduction that there is an analogy between economic entities and machine learning entities and that the most analogous feature of these separate systems is in the realm of morally good decision making. We make the positive and hypothetical analogies between these two systems explicit in Table 1.

As mentioned in the introduction, our purpose is to argue for the hypothetical analogy, Q^∗. Thus, our argument explicitly takes the following form: given the strength of the analogy between machine learning systems and economic systems (as specified by P_1-P_3), and given that Q holds in the source domain, it is plausible that Q^∗ holds in the target domain.

We suggest, following the commonsense criteria laid out by Bartha (2016), that this inductive argument is strong. On the one hand, there are many similarities

Machine Learning Systems (Source Domain)

Economic Systems (Target Domain)

P_1 ML systems are complex adaptive entities.

• They seek to optimise some reward • Their behaviour is implicitly specified as the result of optimising the reward (under the constraints of their architecture and computational limitations) • Their actions are subject to constraints, which may be explicit or implicit

P^∗_1 Economic agents are complex adaptive entities.

• They seek to optimise some reward • Their behaviour is implicitly specified as the result of approximately optimising the reward while satisfying legal constraints.

• Their actions are subject to constrains, which may be explicit or implicit

P_2 Ideal actions should be beneficial to society as a whole.

P_3 Alignment problem

• Bounded rationality • Costly engineering/design • Non-implementability • Planned iteration on rewards • Planned completion by third party (such as fine-tuning in light of new data / new tasks) • Adversarial blinding . . Q More implicit specifications work better than explicit ones for solving optimisation problems in ML systems.

P^∗_2 Ideal actions should be beneficial to society as a whole.

P^∗_3 Principal-agent problem

• Bounded rationality • Costly cognition/drafting • Non-contractibility • Planned renegotiation • Planned completion by third party

• Strategic behaviour . . Q∗ More implicit specifications are better than explicit ones for solving optimisation problems in economic systems.

Table 1. Positive and hypothetical analogy between machinelearning systems and economic systems

between the source and target domains. Furthermore, the conclusion, Q^∗, is a relatively weak claim—it does not give particular specifications as to what the implicit rules consist in, for example. We hold that the similarities between these two systems are structural and not superficial and the similarities between these systems are relevant to our hypothetical analogy; however, Bartha (2016) notes that it is not clear why structural and causal analogies are taken as especially important, nor which structural or causal features merit attention.

We have neither enumerated every possible positive analogy between these two systems, nor any negative analogy between them; nonetheless, our purpose to this point was to make clear some of the analogous features of these two systems to provide evidence that the analogy holds. In this sense, the conclusion of our argument—the hypothetical analogy—is at least plausible. In the next section, we discuss whether or not this conclusion is practical.

4. Are Implicit Rules Practical?

The success of deep learning for a broad set of AI tasks (by implicitly telling the AI what to do via an empirical objective to be optimised), compared to classical rule-based AI (for which constraints are very explicit and clearly defined), suggests that more implicit specifications work better for those tasks which humans do primarily via intuition—i.e., those belonging to what Kahneman (2011) calls System 1 abilities. Part of the reason for this discrepancy is that deep learning systems are optimised (rather than hand-crafted). Another such reason—consistent with the theoretical result outlined above from Montufar et al. (2014)—is that the computations required for performing well at such intuitive tasks involve a mathematical function living in a very high-dimensional space (requiring a huge number of parameters). Therefore, to specify the acceptable behaviour of one of these entities using only explicit rules, one would require a massive number of rules; whereas, maximising an objective function in a rich function space, as captured by deep networks, can be done with comparatively fewer degrees of freedom.

In Section 2, we clarified the assumptions that went into our main claim: that the successes of deep learning imply that more implicit specifications work better than explicit ones for solving optimisation problems involving functions which can hardly be reduced by a manageable set of clear formal rules—i.e., the kind of function that would be required to identify morally-good conduct. In Section 3, we provided the formal framework for our argument that there is an analogy between machinelearning systems and economic entities, and we specified some of the considerations that lend strength to this analogy. These two points taken together appear to imply our hypothetical analogy: that more implicit specifications should work better than explicit ones for achieving moral behaviour in economic entities—i.e., leading to their behaviour being more aligned with the common good.

Explicit rules in economic systems take the form of clearly specified laws and regulations which constrain permissible actions. Law is the enterprise of subjecting human conduct to the governance of rules. As Hadfield (2017) highlights, rules ‘provide the structure on which choices and interactions are built’ (p. 5). Thus, the law has in place its own ‘meta-rules’ for how the rules ought to be interpreted— this comes in the form of an authoritative figure (e.g., the supreme court, the lawspeaker, a judge, etc.). The mutual recognition of an authoritative way of resolving ‘tough calls’ to answer whether someone has violated the rules is a crucial way in which law differs from implicit rules. Humans are needed to interpret the rules precisely when they are not sufficiently clear; however, we argue that this may be a strength of such implicit rules rather than a weakness, in that it would make it more difficult for an economic agent to find loopholes in the law when the law relies more on implicit rules or principles than on formal and precise rules. The downside is that rule verification requires human brains with judgement and cannot be easily reduced to programmatic statements that can be checked mechanically.

Implicit rules might take the form of social norms and conventions, as opposed to explicit laws.^9 Or, they might take the form of explicit laws which afford some

9Much has been written in philosophy on social norms and conventions. Though we do not have

space to do the literature justice here, see Lewis (1969); Ullmann-Margalit (1977); Schelling (1978); Coleman (1990); Vanderschraaf (1995); Bicchieri (2006); Young (1998); Posner (1998, 2000); Voss (2001); Verbeek (2002); Southwood and Ariksson (2011).

degree of freedom in terms of interpretability. In theory, laws have many significant benefits over social norms or conventions. However, in practice, these benefits are often not instantiated. For example, laws make it possible to quickly change rules, whereas social conventions often take time to ‘drift’ via cultural evolution. In practice, though, it is often extremely difficult to change laws because of the inherent complexity of the system in which they are couched and the inefficiency or corruption of the governing bodies who can do so: Hadfield (2019) highlights, for example, that American ‘bar associations in the early twentieth century built a constitutional castle around the provision of legal work and established lawyers as the gatekeepers’ (p. 11).

Similarly problematic is the fact that current legal infrastructure in developed countries is often grossly outdated (in the digital era), complex, and slow to change, while in developing countries, this infrastructure is often nonexistent. The purpose of a legal framework is supposed to be to protect the freedom and autonomy of individuals (i.e., to benefit society as a whole); however, though these rules and systems of rules should be produced in a way that is of a more significant benefit to humankind, there are often not produced in such a way. Similarly, legal infrastructure often relies heavily on centralised planning, so that regulation is something that is produced solely by politicians, policymakers, and civil servants (Hadfield, 2019, p. 246).

Of course, one might worry that we are suggesting doing away with laws altogether and that this suggestion has inherently problematic consequences. The purpose of this section is to highlight the possibility of using more implicit rules relying on human judgement, by examining several real-world cases which we take to be indicative of implicit versus explicit rules in practice. These three cases are (1) distinguishing the letter and the spirit of the law, (2) shareholder theory versus stakeholder theory in a corporate legal framework, and (3) rule-based and principlebased accounting principles for economic entities.

4.1. Example 1: The Letter and the Spirit of the Law. One way of distinguishing the letter and spirit of the law is whether expectation between parties is explicitly documented. The letter of the law—litera legis (Garner, 2009)—represents the explicitly documented expectations; thus, the letter of the law stands for the formal boundary between legal and illegal actions. In contrast, the spirit includes the undocumented (or tacitly held) expectations (Harmon et al., 2014), representing the law’s ‘general meaning or purpose, as opposed to its literal content’ (Garner, 2009). To put it in a slightly different way, the letter of the law is its literal meaning, whereas the spirit is its perceived intention (Garcia et al., 2014), which requires human judgement to be identified.^{10} In any case, it should be clear that the spirit of the law is an inherently normative concept.

Violations of the letter of the law might be understood as the failure to fulfil a clear, documented expectation expressed in the contract; whereas, violations of the spirit of law include failures to fulfil an undocumented (though, by assumption tacitly agreed upon) expectation. Harmon et al. (2014) discuss how parties are likely to react when contract violations occur. In particular, they find that letter

10There are other ways that the spirit of law is defined; for example, Ostas (2004) prioritises

the fundamental rules underlying the social and ethical values protected (or supposed to be protected) by the letter of the law; Finkel (1995, 1999) understands the spirit of the law in terms of ‘commonsense justice’, understood in terms of what the law ought to be (p. 669).

violations are more difficult to overcome than spirit violations—perhaps due to perceived intentionality.

Sometimes, breaking the letter of the law can be relatively inert. For example, though the posted speed limit on highways in Canada gives an explicit, hard rule between driving the legal speed and speeding (doing something illegal), it is a convention that it is acceptable to drive approximately 10 km per hour faster than the posted speed limit. Thus, the letter of the law on a particular stretch of the Trans- Canada Highway is ‘do not exceed 100 km/h’. The spirit of the law is ‘maintain a speed of around 100 km/h’. A Canadian may well accept being pulled over for driving 115 km/h but may feel indignant (and perhaps justifiably-so) if pulled over for driving 102 km/h.

It is a point of contention in the United States whether the law ought to be interpreted on account of its letter or its spirit. For example, in American constitutional law, ‘originalist’ or ‘textualist’ legal scholars argue that the constitution should be interpreted by the letter of what is written since the amendment process precludes broad interpretation (Easterbrook, 1988; Taylor, 1995). By contrast, in Canada, the Interpretation Act of 1985 explicitly states that ‘the law shall be considered. . . according to its true spirit, intent and meaning’. So, implicit rules, in the form of interpretability of spirit, are the legal standard in Canada.

4.2. Example 2: Shareholder Theory versus Stakeholder Theory. There are laws in place to protect individuals who have a connection to an economic entity, like a corporation. Shareholders are individuals who have a vested financial interest in the economic entity, whereas stakeholders include individuals, groups, or organisations that are impacted by the outcomes of the behaviours of the economic entity. Thus, given the fact that economic entities seek to maximise something (like profits) so as to be beneficial, the question is to whom should their actions benefit. Shareholder theory suggests that economic entities are beholden solely to shareholders, whereas stakeholder theory suggests that they are also beholden to, perhaps, the wider public or society. Thus, corporations ought to consider constituents other than shareholders when making decisions to the extent that ‘all parties work together for a common goal and obtain shared benefits’ (Reynolds et al., 2006, p. 285).

There is no explicit statute in the United States legally requiring corporations to maximise profits (or shareholder interests). However, case law sets a clear and unambiguous precedent—The most common reference is to eBay v. Newmark (2010), which many commentators view as a decisive affirmation that shareholder wealth maximisation is the sole legally permissible objective of a for-profit corporation (Boatright, 2017).

Section 122 of the Canadian Business Corporations Act of 1985 instead states the following:

122 (1) Every director and officer of a corporation in exercising their powers and discharging their duties shall

(a) act honestly and in good faith with a view to the best interests of the corporation; and (b) exercise the care, diligence and skill that a reasonably prudent person would exercise in comparable circumstances.

Thus, it was up for interpretation what was meant by the ‘best interest’ of the corporation. Canadian law circa the 1980s leaned toward shareholder theory; however, through the 1990s, there was a paradigm shift in case law that created some ambiguity about how to interpret this phrase. Two landmark cases set a definitive precedent for stakeholder theory in Canadian law (Puri, 2010; Alexander, 2012). No longer a mere precedent, on 21 June 2019 the House of Commons passed Bill C-97, which explicitly clarifies what is meant by ‘best interest’:

(1.1) When acting with a view to the best interests of the corporation under paragraph (1)(a), the directors and officers of the corporation may consider, but are not limited to, the following factors:

(a) the interests of

(i) shareholders, (ii) employees, (iii) retirees and pensioners, (iv) creditors, (v) consumers, and (vi) governments;

(b) the environment; and (c) the long-term interests of the corporation.

Whereas shareholder interest corresponds to profit maximisation and requires measuring only profit, which is formally quantifiable, taking into account the above stakeholders interest is hardly reduced to a simple set of verifiable or quantifiable values. Instead, they require implicit human judgement and correspond more to implicit rules or principles.

4.3. Example 3: Rules and Principles. The final example we will consider concerns rules surrounding generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). This is a common set of rules, principles, standards, and procedures that economic entities must follow when compiling their financial statements. This provides a set of accounting guidelines for, e.g., revenue recognition and balance sheet classification. In an international context, this is referred to as international financial reporting standards. In the United States, GAAP is rule-based, which means that these principles can be acted on without contextualisation. In contrast, GAAP in Canada is principle-based. Similar to the letter versus the spirit of the law, this means that there is some room for judgement and flexibility in accounting so that the substance rather than just the form of a transaction is recorded. The principles, in this sense, are general by nature and require interpretation—so, their applications may vary depending on the context.

These three examples are merely meant to be illustrative of the fact that even when rules are written down explicitly, they may be open to interpretation. As such, the content of the rule is more implicit. Rather than implying that laws should be done away with altogether, this shows one way of understanding the meaning of the hypothetical analogy which we have been arguing for in this paper—that more implicit specifications are better than explicit ones for representing rich solutions to optimisation problems in economic systems. Thus, we take it that this serves as more than just a theoretical guideline, but one that is also practical and could be acted upon.

5. Conclusion

We have discussed, in this paper, an analogy between the objects of study in economics and machine learning—namely, approximately rational agents. We have seen that, in trying to act rationally, both seek to optimise something. However, this optimisation process is subject to several possible constraints. The pressure exerted on these adaptive entities can come in the form of very explicit constraints or more implicit pressures. Thus, the analogy between economic entities and corporations combined with the recent successes of machine learning algorithms in performing tasks which require intuitive cognition, along with the observation that moral behaviour has not been reduced to explicit rules but can be achieved by human judgement, seem to jointly imply that more implicit specifications work better than explicit ones for capturing moral behaviour. As such, it appears that a regulatory and fiscal environment which provides more implicit pressures on corporations may lead to their behaviour being more aligned with the common good.

Here is a suggestive example deriving from this analysis. It may be more beneficial, from an economic point of view, to have more of the civil servants be allowed to exert their own judgement, like judges—i.e., by specifying their objective in a more implicit (according to high-level principles rather than very precise and explicit rules). Indeed, when trying to prescribe their behaviour by a set of clear rules (as is often the case in large organizations and bureaucracies), one obtains more consistent decisions less subject to corruption, but possibly at the price of not efficiently aligning their behaviour with the social good which is intended. This is consistent with the common observation that such rules lead to unjust or wasteful decisions. Pushing the needle towards more self-responsible civil servants along with more transparency of their decisions could improve the efficiency and moral alignment of these bureaucracies while avoiding the temptations of corruption.

Here is another suggestive example. It may be more beneficial to modify the governing rules of for-profit corporations so that instead of maximising profit under the constraint of acting legally, they would be asked to maximise the common good, which includes being able to operate and producing useful goods and services (so selling more is good from that point of view) but also includes the impact of their actions on the rest of society (e.g. through pollution, the well-being of their employees and customers, etc.). This would require a form of auditing which includes not just financial aspects but also the evaluation of the positive and negative impact on society, which could be translated into fiscal rewards or punishments. Of course, these suggestions would make it more difficult to quantify the value brought by corporations, but human-driven systems (requiring human judgement) to do such things already exist (e.g. to evaluate how to fund non-profit organisations or research labs), so there are working precedents for more principle-based rewards for agents.

References

Alexander, Sarah Mehta (2012). Directors duties under the CBCA: Shareholder theory versus stakeholder theory – consideration of stakeholder theory’s legal and moral supremacy. Master’s thesis, University of Toronto, Canada.

Amodei, Dario, Sundaram Ananthanarayanan, Rishita Anubhai, Jingliang Bai, Eric Battenberg, Carl Case, Jared Casper, Bryan Catanzaro, Qiang Cheng, Guoliang Chen, et al. (2016). Deep speech 2: End-to-end speech recognition in english and mandarin. In International conference on machine learning, pages 173–182.

Argyres, Nicholas S., Janet Bercovitz, and Kyle J. Mayer (2007). Complementarity and evolution of contractual provisions: an empirical study of it services contracts. Organization Science, 18(1): 3–19.

Aristotle (1984a). Prior analytics. In Barnes, Jonathan, editor, The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, volume 1, pages 39–113. Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Aristotle (1984b). Rhetoric. In Barnes, Jonathan, editor, The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, volume 2, pages 2152–2269. Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Aristotle (1984c). Topics. In Barnes, Jonathan, editor, The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, volume 1, pages 167–277. Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Bartha, Paul (2016). Analogy and analogical reasoning. In Zalta, Edward N., editor, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, winter 2016 edition.

Bartha, Paul F. A. (2010). By Parallel Reasoning: The Construction and Evaluation of Analogical Arguments. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Barushka, Aliaksandr and Petr Hájek (2018). Spam filtering in social networks using regularized deep neural networks with ensemble learning. In IFIP International Conference on Artificial Intelligence Applications and Innovations, pages 38–49. Springer.

Bengio, Yoshua (2012). Deep learning of representations for unsupervised and transfer learning. JMLR: Workshop and Conference Proceedings, 27: 17–37.

Bernheim, B. Douglas and Michael D. Whinston (1998). Incomplete contracts and strategic ambiguity. American Economic Review, 88(4): 902–932.

Bicchieri, Christina (2006). The Grammar of Society: The Nature and Dynamics of Social Norms. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Bishop, Christopher M. (2006/1996). Pattern recognition and machine learning.

Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Boatright, John R. (2017). The Corporate Objective after eBay v. Newmark. Business and Society Review, 122(1): 51–70.

Boyd, Stephen P. and Lieven Vandenberghe (2004). Convex Optimization. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Chen, Yifei, Yi Li, Rajiv Narayan, Aravind Subramanian, and Xiaohui Xie (2016).

Gene expression inference with deep learning. Bioinformatics, 32(12): 1832–1839.

Coleman, James Samuel (1990). Foundations of social theory. Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Collobert, Ronan and Jason Weston (2008). A unified architecture for natural language processing: Deep neural networks with multitask learning. In Proceedings of the 25th international conference on Machine learning, pages 160–167. ACM.

Copi, Irving and Carl Cohen (2005). Introduction to Logic. Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ, 12 edition.

Dunbar, Kevin (2001). The analogical paradox: Why analogy is so easy in naturalistic settings, yet so difficult in the psychological laboratory. In Gentner, Dedre, Keith J. Holyoak, and Boicho N. Kokinov, editors, The Analogical Mind: Perspectives from Cognitive Science. MIT press, Cambridge, MA.

Easterbrook, Frank H. (1988). The Role of Original Intent in Statutory Construction. Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy, 11: 59–66.

Falkenhainer, B., K. Forbus, and D. Gentner (1989). The Structure-Mapping Engine: Algorithm and Examples. Artificial Intelligence, 41: 1–63.

Finkel, Norman J. (1995). Commonsense justice: Jurors’ notions of the law. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Finkel, Norman J. (1999). Commonsense justice, culpability, and punishment. Hofstra Law Review, 28: 669.

Forbus, Kenneth (2001). Exploring analogy in the large. In Gentner, Dedre, Keith J.

Holyoak, and Boicho N. Kokinov, editors, The Analogical Mind: Perspectives from Cognitive Science. MIT press, Cambridge, MA.

Forbus, Kenneth, Ronald W. Ferguson, and Dedre Gentner (1994). Incremental structure-mapping. In Ram, A. and K. Eiselt, editors, Proceedings of the Sixteenth Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society, pages 313–318. Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ.

Forbus, Kenneth, Dedre Gentner, and Keith Law (1995). MAC/FAC: A Model of Similarity-based Retrieval. Cognitive Science, 19: 141–205.

Garcia, Stephen M., Patricia Chen, and Matthew T. Gordon (2014). The letter versus the spirit of the law: A lay perspective on culpability. Judgment and Decision Making, 9(5): 479–490.

Garner, Bryan A. (2009). Black’s Law Dictionary. West, St. Paul, MN, 10 edition. Gawehn, Erik, Jan A. Hiss, and Gisbert Schneider (2016). Deep learning in drug discovery. Molecular informatics, 35(1): 3–14.

Gentner, Dedre (1983). Structure Mapping: A Theoretical Framework for Analogy.

Cognitive Science, 7: 155–170.

Gentner, Dedre, Brian F. Bowdle, Phillip Wolff, and Consuelo Boronat (2001).

Metaphor is like analogy. In Gentner, Dedre, Keith J. Holyoak, and Boicho N. Kokinov, editors, The Analogical Mind: Perspectives from Cognitive Science. MIT press, Cambridge, MA.

Gentner, Dedre and Donald R. Gentner (1983). Flowing waters or teeming crowds:

Mental models of electricity. In Gentner, Dedre and Albert L. Stevens, editors, Mental Models. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc., Hillsdale, NJ.

Gick, Mary L. and Keith J. Holyoak (1983). Schema Induction and Analogical Transfer. Cognitive Psychology, 15: 1–38.

Glorot, X., A. Bordes, and Y. Bengio (2011). Deep sparse rectifier neural networks.

In AISTATS’2011.

Goodfellow, Ian, Yoshua Bengio, and Aaron Courville (2016). Deep Learning. MIT Press. http://www.deeplearningbook.org.

Graebner, Melissa E. (2009). Caveat venditor: Trust asymmetries in acquisitions of entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management Journal, 52(3): 435–472.

Grossman, Sanford J. and Oliver D. Hart (1986). The costs and benefits of ownership: A theory of vertical and lateral integration. Journal of Political Economy, 94(4): 691–719.

Hadfield, Gillian K. (2017). Rules for a Flat World: Why Humans Invented Law and How to Reinvent It for a Complex Global Economy. Oxford University Press, New York.

Hadfield, Gillian K. (2019). New introduction. In Rules for a Flat World: Why Humans Invented Law and How to Reinvent It for a Complex Global Economy, pages 1–12. Oxford University Press, New York, 2 edition.

Hadfield-Menell, Dylan and Gillian K. Hadfield (2019). Incomplete contracting and ai alignment. In Proceedings of the 2019 AAAI/ACM Conference on AI, Ethics, and Society, pages 417–422. ACM.

Harmon, Derek J., Peter H. Kim, and Kyle J. Mayer (2014). Breaking the letter vs.

spirit of the law: How the interpretation of contract violations affects trust and the management of relationships. Strategic Management Journal, 36: 497–517.

Hesse, Mary B. (1966). Models and Analogies in Science. University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame, IN.

Holyoak, Keith J. and Paul Thagard (1989). Analogical Mapping by Constraint Satisfaction. Cognitive Science, 13: 295–355.

Holyoak, Keith J. and Paul Thagard (1995). Mental Leaps: Analogy in Creative Thought. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Hume, David (1947/1779). Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. Bobbs-Merrill, Indianapolis.

Jing, Yankang, Yuemin Bian, Ziheng Hu, Lirong Wang, and Xiang-Qun Sean Xie (2018). Deep learning for drug design: an artificial intelligence paradigm for drug discovery in the big data era. The AAPS journal, 20(3): 58.

Kahneman, Daniel (2011). Thinking, Fast and Slow. Macmillan. Keynes, John Maynard (1921). A Treatise on Probability. Macmillan, London. Koza, John R., Forrest H. Bennett, David Andre, and Martin A. Keane (1996).

Automated design of both the topology and sizing of analog electrical circuits using genetic programming. In Artificial Intelligence in Design’96, pages 151– 170. Springer.

Lee, Honglak, Peter Pham, Yan Largman, and Andrew Y Ng (2009). Unsupervised feature learning for audio classification using convolutional deep belief networks. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 1096–1104.

Lewis, David (1969). Convention: A philosophical study. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Lewis-Kraus, Gideon (2016). The great a.i. awakening. The New York Times Magazine.

Li, Yu, Chao Huang, Lizhong Ding, Zhongxiao Li, Yijie Pan, and Xin Gao (2019).

Deep learning in bioinformatics: introduction, application, and perspective in big data era.

Litjens, Geert, Thijs Kooi, Babak Ehteshami Bejnordi, Arnaud Arindra Adiyoso Setio, Francesco Ciompi, Mohsen Ghafoorian, Jeroen Awm Van Der Laak,

Bram Van Ginneken, and Clara I. Sánchez (2017). A survey on deep learning in medical image analysis. Medical image analysis, 42: 60–88.

Macaulay, Stewart (1963). Non-contractual relations in business: a preliminary study. American Sociological Review, 28(1): 55–67.

Macneil, Ian R. (1977). Contracts: adjustment of long-term economic relations under classical, neoclassical, and relational contract law. Northwestern University Review, 72: 854–905.

Mayer, Kyle J. and Nicholas S. Argyres (2004). Learning to contract: evidence from the personal computer industry. Organization Science, 15(4): 394–410.

Meka, Raghu, Prateek Jain, Constantine Caramanis, and Inderjit S. Dhillon (2008).

Rank minimization via online learning. In Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on Machine learning (ICML), pages 656–663.

Mill, John Stewart (1930/1843). A System of Logic. Longmans-Green, London. Min, Seonwoo, Byunghan Lee, and Sungroh Yoon (2017). Deep learning in bioinformatics. Briefings in bioinformatics, 18(5): 851–869.

Mitchell, Tom M. (1997). Machine Learning. McGraw & Hill. Mnih, Volodymyr, Koray Kavukcuoglu, David Silver, Alex Graves, Ioannis Antonoglou, Daan Wierstra, and Martin Riedmiller (2013). Playing atari with deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.5602.

Mnih, Volodymyr, Koray Kavukcuoglu, David Silver, Andrei A. Rusu, Joel Veness, Marc G. Bellemare, Alex Graves, Martin Riedmiller, Andreas K. Fidjeland, Georg Ostrovski, et al. (2015). Human-level control through deep reinforcement learning. Nature, 518(7540): 529.

Montufar, Guido F., Razvan Pascanu, KyungHyun Cho, and Yoshua Bengio (2014).

On the number of linear regions of deep neural networks. In NIPS’2014. Moore, Brooke Noel and Richard Parker (1998). Critical Thinking. Mayfield, Mountain View, CA, 5 edition.

Mroueh, Youssef, Etienne Marcheret, and Vaibhava Goel (2015). Deep multimodal learning for audio-visual speech recognition. In 2015 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), pages 2130–2134. IEEE.

Murphy, Kevin P. (2012). Machine Learning: a Probabilistic Perspective. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA.

Murty, Katta and Santosh Kabadi (1987). Some np-complete problems in quadratic and nonlinear programming. Mathematical Programming, 39(2): 117–129.

Nesterov, Yurii and Arkadii Nemirovskii (1994). Interior Point Polynomial Methods in Convex Programming. SIAM.

Ngiam, Jiquan, Aditya Khosla, Mingyu Kim, Juhan Nam, Honglak Lee, and Andrew Y Ng (2011). Multimodal deep learning. In Proceedings of the 28th international conference on machine learning (ICML-11), pages 689–696.

Nocedal, J. and S. Wright (2006). Numerical Optimization. Springer. O’Mahony, Niall, Sean Campbell, Anderson Carvalho, Suman Harapanahalli, Gustavo Velasco Hernandez, Lenka Krpalkova, Daniel Riordan, and Joseph Walsh (2019). Deep learning vs. traditional computer vision. In Science and Information Conference, pages 128–144. Springer.

Ostas, Daniel T. (2004). Cooperate, comply, or evade? a corporate executives social responsibilities with regard to law. American Business Law Journal, 41(4): 559– 594.

Pardalos, Panos M. and Stephen A. Vavasis (1991). Quadratic programming with one negative eigenvalue is np-hard. Journal of Global Optimization, 1(1): 15–22.

Posner, Eric A. (1998). Symbols, signals, and social norms in politics and the law.

Journal of Legal Studies, 27: 765–798.

Posner, Eric A. (2000). Law and social norms, volume 2. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Prasad, Puja S., Rashmi Pathak, Vinit Kumar Gunjan, and H. V. Ramana Rao (2020). Deep learning based representation for face recognition. In ICCCE 2019, pages 419–424. Springer.

Puri, Poonam (2010). The Future of Stakeholder Interests in Corporate Governance.

Canadian Business Law Journal, 48(3): 427–445.

Quine, W. V. and J. S. Ullian (1970). The Web of Belief. Random House, New York.

Reuer, Jeffrey J. and Africa Ariño (2007). Strategic alliance contracts: dimensions and determinants of contractual complexity. Strategic Management Journal, 28(3): 313–330.

Reynolds, Scott J., Frank C. Schultz, and David R. Hekman (2006). Stakeholder Theory and Managerial Decision-Making: Constraints and Implications of Balancing Stakeholder Interests. Journal of Business Ethics, 64(3): 285–301.

Robinson, Daniel-Sommer (1930). The Principles of Reasoning. D. Appleton, New York, 2 edition.

Robinson, Sandra L. and Denise M. Rousseau (1994). Violating the psychological contract: not the exception but the norm. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15(3): 245–259.

Russell, Stuart (2019). Human Compatible: Artificial Intelligence and the Control Problem. Viking, New York.

Sahni, S. (1974). Computationally related problems. SIAM Journal on Computing, 3: 262–279.

Schelling, Thomas C. (1978). Micromotives and Macrobehavior. Norton, New York. Schlimm, Dirk (2008). Two Ways of Analogy: Extending the Study of Analogies to Mathematical Domains. Philosophy of Science, 75: 178–200.

Shen, Dinggang, Guorong Wu, and Heung-Il Suk (2017). Deep learning in medical image analysis. Annual review of biomedical engineering, 19: 221–248.

Silver, David, Aja Huang, Chris J. Maddison, Arthur Guez, Laurent Sifre, George Van Den Driessche, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Veda Panneershelvam, Marc Lanctot, et al. (2016). Mastering the game of go with deep neural networks and tree search. nature, 529(7587): 484.

Silver, David, Thomas Hubert, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Matthew Lai, Arthur Guez, Marc Lanctot, Laurent Sifre, Dharshan Kumaran, Thore Graepel, et al. (2018). A general reinforcement learning algorithm that masters chess, shogi, and go through self-play. Science, 362(6419): 1140–1144.

Silver, David, Julian Schrittwieser, Karen Simonyan, Ioannis Antonoglou, Aja Huang, Arthur Guez, Thomas Hubert, Lucas Baker, Matthew Lai, Adrian Bolton, et al. (2017). Mastering the game of go without human knowledge. Nature, 550(7676): 354.

Simon, Herbert A. (1982). Models of Bounded Rationality: Behavioral Economics and Business Organization, volume 2. The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Southwood, Nicholas and Lin Ariksson (2011). Norms and conventions. Philosophical Explorations, 14: 195–217.

Stebbing, L. Susan (1933). A Modern Introduction to Logic. Methuen, London, 2 edition.

Taylor, George H. (1995). Structural textualism. Boston University Law Review, 321: 327.

Ullmann-Margalit, Edna (1977). The emergence of norms. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Vanderschraaf, Peter (1995). Convention as correlated equilibrium. Erkenntnis, 42: 65–87.

Vaswani, Ashish, Samy Bengio, Eugene Brevdo, Francois Chollet, Aidan N. Gomez, Stephan Gouws, Llion Jones, Łukasz Kaiser, Nal Kalchbrenner, Niki Parmar, et al. (2018). Tensor2tensor for neural machine translation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1803.07416.

Verbeek, Bruno (2002). Instrumental rationality and moral philosophy: An essay on the virtues of cooperation. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht.

Voss, Thomas (2001). Game theoretical perspectives on the emergence of social norms. In Heichter, Michael and Karl-Dieter Opp, editors, Social norms, pages 105–136. Russel Sage, New York.

Williamson, Oliver E. (1985). The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. Free Press, New York.

Williamson, Oliver E. (1991). Comparative economic organization: the analysis of discrete structural alternatives. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(2): 269– 296.

Williamson, Oliver E. (1996). Economic organization: the case for candor. Academy of Management Review, 21(1): 48–57.

Woods, John, Andrew Irvine, and Doug Walton (2004). Argument: Critical Thinking, Logic and the Fallacies. Prentice-Hall, Toronto, 2 edition.

Wu, Ren, Shengen Yan, Yi Shan, Qingqing Dang, and Gang Sun (2015). Deep image: Scaling up image recognition. arXiv preprint arXiv:1501.02876.

Wu, Tingmin, Shigang Liu, Jun Zhang, and Yang Xiang (2017). Twitter spam detection based on deep learning. In Proceedings of the australasian computer science week multiconference, page 3. ACM.

Wu, Yonghui, Mike Schuster, Zhifeng Chen, Quoc V. Le, Mohammad Norouzi, Wolfgang Macherey, Maxim Krikun, Yuan Cao, Qin Gao, Klaus Macherey, et al. (2016). Google’s neural machine translation system: Bridging the gap between human and machine translation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.08144.

Xie, Yu, Maoguo Gong, Shanfeng Wang, and Bin Yu (2018). Community discovery in networks with deep sparse filtering. Pattern Recognition, 81: 50–59.

Young, H. Peyton (1998). Individual strategy and social structure. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Young, Tom, Devamanyu Hazarika, Soujanya Poria, and Erik Cambria (2018). Recent trends in deep learning based natural language processing. ieee Computational intelligence magazine, 13(3): 55–75.

Zheng, Xianghan, Zhipeng Zeng, Zheyi Chen, Yuanlong Yu, and Chunming Rong (2015). Detecting spammers on social networks. Neurocomputing, 159: 27–34.