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1 Introduction
In his famous article Computing Machinery and Intelligence (1950),
Alan M. Turing considers nine objections to the thesis that ma-
chines can think. The first of these is the so-called Theological
Objection. Turing cleverly begins by formulating this objection as
a syllogism before mounting a counter-argument. From a method-
ological standpoint, however, this procedure has several weaknesses.
Let us first reconstruct Turing’s approach before proceeding to a
critical analysis. We begin by presenting the objection itself:

1.1 Theological Objection
He states the Theological Objection as follows:
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“Thinking is a function of man’s immortal soul. God
has given an immortal soul to every man and woman,
but not to any other animal or to machines. Hence no
animal or machine can think.” [Tur50]

After stating the objection, Turing proceeds with his refutation.

1.2 Turing’s Rejection
“I am unable to accept any part of this, but will attempt
to reply in theological terms. I should find the argument
more convincing if animals were classed with men, for there
is a greater difference, to my mind, between the typical
animate and the inanimate than there is between man and
the other animals. The arbitrary character of the orthodox
view becomes clearer if we consider how it might appear
to a member of some other religious community. How do
Christians regard the Moslem view that women have no
souls? But let us leave this point aside and return to the
main argument. It appears to me that the argument quoted
above implies a serious restriction of the omnipotence of the
Almighty. It is admitted that there are certain things that
He cannot do such as making one equal to two, but should
we not believe that He has freedom to confer a soul on an
elephant if He sees fit?a

aPossibly this view is heretical. St. Thomas Aquinas (Summa
Theologica, quoted by Bertrand Russell, p. 480) states that God
cannot make a man to have no soul. But this may not be a real
restriction on His powers, but only a result of the fact that men’s
souls are immortal, and therefore indestructible.
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We might expect that He would only exercise this power in
conjunction with a mutation which provided the elephant
with an appropriately improved brain to minister to the
needs of this soul. An argument of exactly similar form may
be made for the case of machines. It may seem different
because it is more difficult to “swallow”. But this really
only means that we think it would be less likely that He
would consider the circumstances suitable for conferring a
soul. The circumstances in question are discussed in the rest
of this paper. In attempting to construct such machines we
should not be irreverently usurping His power of creating
souls, any more than we are in the procreation of children:
rather we are, in either case, instruments of His will providing
mansions for the souls that He creates.
However, this is mere speculation. I am not very impressed
with theological arguments whatever they may be used to
support. Such arguments have often been found unsatisfac-
tory in the past. In the time of Galileo it was argued that
the texts, “And the sun stood still . . . and hasted not
to go down about a whole day” (Joshua x. 13) and “He
laid the foundations of the earth, that it should not move
at any time” (Psalm cv. 5) were an adequate refutation of
the Copernican theory. With our present knowledge such
an argument appears futile. When that knowledge was not
available it made a quite different impression.” [Tur50]

1.3 Aim and structure of Section 2
The purpose of this article is to criticise both (i) Turing’s own
formulation of the “theological objection” and (ii) the way he later
refutes that objection. Turing tries to undermine the soundness of
his syllogism in order to reject its conclusion; the Turing Test is
then offered as positive evidence that machines can think.

We contend that Turing’s handling of the Theological Objection
is vitiated by two distinct, yet interconnected, fallacies. These
will be examined in Sub-sections 2.1–2.3 below.

2.1. Straw-man fallacy. Turing frames the objection in an unduly
rigid syllogistic form and then demolishes this caricature.
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2.2. Pars-pro-toto (composition) fallacy. The caricature’s extrem-
ity arises from a methodological sleight of hand, a form of pars
pro toto: one specific model of theological anthropology is
presented as if it represented the entirety of Christian thought
on the matter.

2.3. Turing’s subsequent “theological reply” misfires even on its
own premises; Sub-section 2.3 offers a strictly theological
critique of this self-refutation.

The linkage is important: the pars-pro-toto move generates the
exaggerated target that the straw-man fallacy requires, yet each
error can—and will—be analysed on its own merits.

This three-step analysis sets the stage for a logical critique of
the Turing Test in Section 3 and the appendix.

We may note in passing that Turing’s manoeuvre is rhetorically
deft—indeed, almost textbook in its sophistication—precisely be-
cause he first stages the objection in a form that makes its later
demolition appear effortless.

2 Reformulation of Turing
We now proceed to the reconstruction of Turing’s entire line of
argument.

2.1 Reconstruction of the Syllogism
Turing presents the objection in the form of a simple syllogism:

1. Thinking is a function of the immortal (human) soul.
2. Only humans possess such a soul.
3. Therefore, no animal or machine can think.

The syllogism is formally valid but not sound.
Valid (logical validity). The conclusion follows necessarily from the
premises. If (1) “Thinking is a function of the immortal human soul”
and (2) “Only humans possess such a soul” are both true, then (3)
“Therefore, no animal or machine can think” follows deductively.
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The argument’s form is correct.
Not sound (lack of soundness). An argument is sound only if it is
both valid and its premises are true (therefore, soundness entails
validity). Here, both premises are substantively contentious.

Logical Analysis of Turing’s Reconstruction

A note on the straw-man charge. Precisely this circum-
stance—that Turing first erects the objection and then demolishes
it—has led some commentators to accuse him of committing the
straw-man fallacy, i.e. of distorting an opponent’s position and
portraying it as more extreme or unreasonable than the
argument actually asserted.1 Sub-section 2.2 will explain, from
the standpoint of classical theology contemporary with Turing, why
his reconstructed syllogism is theologically unsound.

Pars pro toto: Turing’s Reduction of Theological Discourse
We now pinpoint where, in strictly logical terms, the straw-man
fallacy enters Turing’s argument. Turing’s error is to treat only a
fragment (pars) of the scholastic account of thinking as if it were
the whole (totum). In premise (1) he speaks of thinking in its
properly theological sense—call this T1—an activity grounded in
the immortal rational soul that participates in the inner life of
God and constitutes the imago Dei. Humans are thereby sharply
distinguished from animals, which lack such a soul, and, a fortiori,
from artefacts. Because God Himself is said to think, T1 marks an
analogy between Creator and human creature.

Note. The following conclusion refers exclusively to thinking
in the T1 sense. Omitting this qualification results in a logical
manipulation (fallacia secundum quid). Critics—including those
from theological circles—point out that truncating the statement
to “machines and animals cannot think” removes the crucial T1
condition and thereby distorts the original thesis.

1“A straw-man fallacy is the informal fallacy of refuting a distorted or
exaggerated version of an opponent’s claim” [CCM11, p. 117].



14 Studia Redemptorystowskie  ∙  Filozofia

In the conclusion, however, Turing shifts to a weaker sense of
thinking—call it T4, a purely mechanical form of information pro-
cessing, fundamentally distinct from both rational intellect (T1) and
animal cognition (T2). What matters for the present analysis is that
Turing treats this minimal, artefactual capacity as a mereological
part of the human rational intellect:

T4 ⊂ T1.

By allowing T4 to stand in place of T1, he attacks only a fragment
rather than the whole doctrine, committing a pars–pro–toto fallacy.
Without the qualifier “in the T1 sense,” the statement shifts from
the precise claim “they do not think like humans” to the blanket
claim “they do not think at all,” which obscures the issue and easily
leads to false conclusions.

To clarify the structure involved, the relevant strata of classical
theology are as follows:

T0 Divine intellect — perfect self-knowledge of God.
T1 Human rational intellect — imago Dei, grounded in the

immortal rational soul.
T2 Animal sensitive cognition — perception and instinct, lacking

rational abstraction.
T3 Vegetative life-functions — growth, nutrition, reproduction

in plants.
T4 Mechanical information processing — artefactual, minimal

cognitive capacity, considered a part of T1.

Classical theology orders these capacities by descending potency,

T0 ⊃ T1 ⊃ T2 ⊃ T3,

with Turing adding T4 as a derivative stratum lying beneath the
organic series but still considered part of the broader human intellect
T1. In premise (1) Turing speaks of T1—thinking as a direct par-
ticipation in God’s inner life. In the conclusion he silently slides to
T4—behavioural performance that might be exhibited by artefacts.
By conflating T1 with T4, he appears to refute the theological objec-
tion, yet only by attacking a reduced fragment rather than the whole
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doctrine. This manoeuvre shifts the debate onto empirical ground
(the imitation game) at the cost of impoverishing the philosophical
issue: defeating the “part” does not settle the claims of the “whole.”

Pars pro toto fallacy (hierarchical version) Assume a chain

T3 ⊂ T2 ⊂ T1 ⊂ T0

with an extra mereological part

T4 ⊂ T1.

Let P (x) be a property that is upward-persistent: whenever
P (Tk) holds, it holds

P (Tk) ⇒ P (Tj) for every j > k.

(1) Selection – inspect the weakest stratum T4.
(2) Observation – record

¬P (T4).

(3) Illicit leap – assert

∴ ¬P (T1) or even ¬P (T0).

The inference is invalid. UP allows only

P (T4) ⇒ P (T1) ⇒ P (T0),

but its contrapositive fails:

¬P (T4) �⇒ ¬P (T1), still less ¬P (T0).

Hence, discovering that P fails for machines (T4) gives no warrant
for denying P to humans (T1) or to the highest stratum (T0). Nor,
conversely, does the fact that P holds at a higher stratum guarantee
that it will hold at any lower stratum. In short, Turing commits
a pars-pro-toto fallacy, illegitimately projecting the presence of P
from the human level (T1) down onto the weaker machine level (T4).
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2.2 Theological Analysis of the Premises
Both premises (1) and (2), formulated by Turing himself, may be
considered as follows from the standpoint of classical theology.

• The scholastic tradition (e.g., Thomas Aquinas; later Wincenty
Granat, Bernhard Bartmann) holds that the human soul is
not merely the source of thinking, but the substantial form of
the entire human being.2 In the human being there exists a
single rational soul, which encompasses the lower powers as
higher and more perfect modes of the life of the soul (cf. ST
I, q.76–78).3

• The Magisterium of the Catholic Church affirms that human
beings possess a spiritual soul, but it does not explicitly teach
that only humans possess a soul. See Lateran IV (1215) and
Vatican I (1870) on the composite nature of the human being
(spirit and body)[Tan90a; Tan90b].4 Dogmatically, it has been
confirmed that the rational soul is “of itself and essentially”
the form of the human body; the Council of Vienne defined:
“anima rationalis seu intellectiva est per se et essentialiter
forma corporis humani.”5 Consequently, the tradition does not
ascribe a “spiritual soul” (anima spiritualis sive rationalis) to
animals or artifacts; machines do not constitute a substantial
unity of “soul–body” in the sense of classical hylomorphism,
but rather are artifacts composed per accidens.6

2Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I, q. 75–76, a. 4–5, on the soul as the
substantial form of the body, Leonina, 1888–1906.

3Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I, q.76–78.
4Lateran IV Council, 1215, cap. 1, Firmiter credimus, Denzinger–Hünermann

800/3002; First Vatican Council, 1870, Dei Filius, Denzinger–Hünermann
3008–3010, references to human reason and knowledge (translations: Philip
Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, Vol. 2, 1877; Denzinger–Hünermann, English
edition, Ignatius Press, 2012).

5Council of Vienne (1311–1312), const. Fidei catholicae, DH (Den-
zinger–Hünermann) 902.

6Council of Vienne (1311–1312), const. Fidei catholicae: “anima rationalis
seu intellectiva est per se et essentialiter forma corporis humani” (DH 902).
See also: Catechism of the Catholic Church, 363–366; Thomas Aquinas, Summa
Theologiae I, q.75, a.3; I, q.76, aa.1–6.
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• Animals are traditionally said to have an anima sensitiva,
which distinguishes them from inanimate things. This hi-
erarchical conception justifies the thesis that a higher level
does not abolish the lower ones, but integrates and perfects
them. It thus safeguards the unity of the human person and
the gradation of perfections in classical anthropology.7 Thus,
theology does not operate with a binary “soul vs. no soul”
scheme. This is not what Turing’s formulation actually implies.
Rather, his wording suggests a contrast between “spiritual
soul vs. no spiritual soul.”8

The conclusion denying thought to animals and machines was
never formulated in theology in the form of such a simplistic syl-
logism. For twentieth-century syntheses on the spiritual soul and
human rationality, see [Gra72; Bar32]. Turing, therefore, does not
represent the actual theological tradition, but rather a reduction of
it.9

Summary. The syllogism is formally valid. Its soundness,
however, hinges on whether both premises are accepted as true:

• In much classical theology the premises are regarded as credi-
ble, so the argument is very likely sound—provided the term thinking
retains its full T1 sense (human rational intellect grounded in an
immortal soul).

• Other theologians challenge one or both premises—especially
the claim that only humans possess such a soul—so no universal
consensus exists.

Beyond theology, contemporary philosophy of mind adopts di-
verse stances on artificial intelligence, making it unnecessary to treat
any single view as dogmatic.

7Cf. the principle: forma perfectior dat materiae quidquid dabat forma
inferior, et adhuc amplius (Thomas, De anima, a.11, c).

8Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I, q. 78, a. 1–4, on the powers of the
soul and the tripartite distinction of vegetative, sensitive, and rational souls,
Leonina, 1888–1906.[Aqu64, ST I, q. 78]

9For 20th-century Catholic dogmatics discussing the spiritual soul and human
rationality, see Wincenty Granat, Ku człowiekowi i Bogu w Chrystusie, vol. 1,
pp. 120–125; and Bernhard Bartmann, Teologia dogmatica / Lehrbuch der
Dogmatik, 2nd ed., pp. 210–215, on the spirituality of the human soul.
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2.3 Turing’s Sub-Arguments and Their Cri-
tiques

Argument 1: Animate vs. Inanimate

• Premise 1: There is a greater difference between the typical
animate and the inanimate than between man and other
animals.

• Premise 2: The orthodox view of classical theology (humans
vs. other animals) is arbitrary and appears inconsistent when
considered from other cultural or religious perspectives.10

• Premise 3 (implicit): Views that are arbitrary or culturally
relative are less convincing.

• Conclusion: Therefore, I should find the argument more
convincing if animals were classed with men.

Critique of Argument 1

Argument 1 seeks to undermine the orthodox distinction between
humans and other animals by stressing the wider gap between
animate and inanimate beings. To reinforce this point Turing cites
“the Moslem view that women have no souls.” Turing’s factual error
about Islam.—This reference is demonstrably incorrect, because
mainstream Islamic doctrine explicitly affirms the spiritual equality
of men and women:

• The Qur’an teaches that all humans were ‘created from one
soul’ (4:1; 39:6).

• Verse 33:35 lists believing men and women as equally rewarded
for faith and good deeds.

• A well-known hadith states: ‘Women are the twin halves of
men’ (shaqa’iq), underlining their shared human nature.

Because the premise is false, Turing’s reference to Islamic belief
both misrepresents its doctrine and undercuts his broader critique
of orthodox Christian theology. Turing therefore mischaracterises

10For example, Christians might find the Muslim view that women have no
souls strange or arbitrary.
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Islamic doctrine, weakening his attempt to display the ‘arbitrariness’
of religious positions by means of comparative examples.11

Assuming a Catholic framework, however, his argument fails
because he conflates categories in a way that misrepresents classical
theology. The hierarchical structure of souls in Aristotle–Aquinas
(vegetative ⊂ sensitive ⊂ rational) already accounts for the integra-
tion of lower forms into higher forms “virtually” (virtute), paralleling
the distinction animate vs. inanimate. By attempting to blur the
distinction “spiritual soul vs. no spiritual soul” into “animate vs.
inanimate,” Turing commits both a straw man fallacy and a form of
begging the obvious, misrepresenting the theological position rather
than refuting it.

Argument 2: Theological Omnipotence and Elephants

• Premise 1: God cannot do logically impossible things.
• Premise 2: Conferring a soul on an elephant is not logically

impossible.
• Premise 3: If God conferred a soul on an elephant, He could

also provide the necessary brain.
• Conclusion: Therefore, arguing that God could not give a

soul to an elephant imposes an unreasonable restriction on
His omnipotence.

Critique of Argument 2

Argument 2 is fundamentally unsound due to a metaphysical er-
ror. If an elephant possessed a rational soul like that of a human,
it would no longer be an elephant.12 The claim that conferring a
spiritual soul on an elephant is “not logically impossible” contra-
dicts classical metaphysics, in which an elephant has an anima
sensitiva, not a rational or spiritual soul. Assigning a spiritual
soul to the elephant would change its essence (quidquid est, est),

11Primary sources: Qur’an 4:1; 33:35; 39:6. Hadith: Sunan Ibn Majah 1501.
12Classical hylomorphic anthropology recognises a hierarchy of soul-functions

(vegetative ⊂ sensitive ⊂ rational).
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violating the identity-of-being principle articulated by Aristotle and
Thomas Aquinas. Moreover, because body and soul form a single
substantial unity (hylomorphism), altering the soul would require
altering the very being of the organism, rendering Turing’s premise
inconsistent with classical ontology. Consequently, Turing’s con-
clusion—that God would be limited by not conferring a soul on
an elephant—fundamentally misinterprets the classical concept of
omnipotence. As standard theological traditions from Augustine to
Aquinas clarify, divine power is not a brute capacity for arbitrary
acts (potentia absoluta), but an ordered power (potentia ordinata)
that acts in accordance with God’s own wisdom, goodness, and
nature. Therefore, God’s inability to do what is illogical or contrary
to His nature (e.g., to lie, cf. 2 Tim 2:13) is not a defect but a
perfection. Turing’s argument overlooks this distinction entirely,
treating a self-consistent divine nature as a "limitation." Respecting
the principle of identity, therefore, does not restrict divine power but
preserves its logical and metaphysical coherence. Turing’s failure
to grasp this is the first of his two methodological errors. Just as
he misrepresents omnipotence here, he will later commit a pars pro
toto fallacy by equating behavioural parity with genuine thought—a
move that similarly violates the principle of identity by confusing a
part for the whole.

Argument 3: Machines and Spiritual Souls

• Premise 1: God can confer souls on beings if He sees the
circumstances as suitable.

• Premise 2: Machines, like animals or humans, could in
principle meet suitable circumstances.

• Premise 3: Human efforts in procreation or machine-building
do not create souls themselves, only prepare the conditions.

• Conclusion: Therefore, constructing machines does not ir-
reverently usurp God’s power.
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Critique of Argument 3

Argument 3 is similarly unsound. Having already rejected Argument
2, Turing lacks any foundation to claim that machines could receive
spiritual souls. Premise 2, which assumes that machines could
in principle meet suitable circumstances, is therefore unfounded,
because conferring a spiritual soul on a machine would violate its
essence.

From a theological perspective, a machine is an artefactum per
accidens—an artifact created by humans, lacking a substantial form
of its own. Treating the machine’s body as a “mansion for a soul”
is merely metaphorical and has no real theological basis, since
in classical hylemorphism the body and soul form a substantial
unity, and only natural beings possess a soul corresponding to their
nature. Machines, as human-made artifacts, cannot be equipped
with spiritual souls without violating the principle of identity of
being and the metaphysical structure of creation.

2.4 Theological Objection Revisited
.

In §6 of Computing Machinery and Intelligence Turing stages
a fox-like, three-step manoeuvre. (1) He restates the “theological
objection” as a tidy syllogism: only beings endowed by God with
an immaterial soul can think; machines lack such a soul; therefore
no machine can think.13

(2) He brands the major premise a straw man, pointing out that
it rests on a narrowly interventionist picture of divine action that
many classical and contemporary theologies reject.14 This softens
the syllogism enough that its conclusion could in principle be false.
(3) He then pivots to the Imitation Game: if a machine T4 passes, it

13[Tur50, §6]
14The label interventionist theology refers to the view that God must period-

ically override natural causes through ad-hoc miracles, a position that many
classical and contemporary theologians reject.
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achieves behavioural parity with a human thinker T1.15 Turing treats
this functional equivalence as wholesale identity—T4 = T1—thereby
overturning the original conclusion T1 �= T4. Yet that leap is a
classic pars-pro-toto fallacy: from matching outward performance he
infers full-blown human-level thought, silently shifting the meaning
of “thinking” while claiming victory.

Yet the very architecture of the Turing Test guarantees an
open-ended race. Whenever a judge identifies a tell-tale mechanical
pattern, system designers can eliminate that pattern and run the test
again. This iterative loop exemplifies Weizsäcker’s meta-argument:
any human action A that critics declare inimitable becomes, once pre-
cisely described, a new design specification for AI, driving the next
cycle of improvement. Hence the test does not terminate the debate;
instead, it perpetually shifts the performance bar, leaving the core
metaphysical question—whether passing equals thinking—unsettled.
The Weizsäcker argument matters because it shifts the AI debate
from abstract metaphysics to a relentless, engineering-driven process.

It flips the burden of proof. A critic must pinpoint a concrete
human capability A; once A is precisely described, it becomes a
design brief for the next AI iteration.

It builds an endless loop. Every diagnostic feature that lets a
judge spot the machine can be engineered away, so each round of
the “test” simply raises the bar instead of settling the question.

It exposes an epistemic asymmetry. Anti-AI skeptics must invent
ever-new, unimitable behaviours; system builders merely have to
match the last specification.

It shows why a one-off Turing Test cannot decide whether ma-
chines “really” think: the target keeps moving, and the underlying
metaphysical issue (does behavioural parity equal mentality?) re-
mains untouched.

Thus, Weizsäcker adds a pragmatic, evolutionary layer to the
discussion and clarifies that resolving the mind-machine question
demands open-ended, iterative engagement rather than a single

15The phrase behavioural parity denotes a situation in which a machine’s
observable performance is indistinguishable from that of a human, without
claiming identity of inner states or metaphysical status.
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pass/fail experiment.The Weizsäcker argument underscores how any
fixed “machine-vs-human” criterion quickly dissolves once engineers
can study—and then replicate—the behaviour in question. Every
time critics single out a supposedly unimitable capability, the de-
scription itself becomes an implementation guide for the next AI
version (cf.[Ols24, p. 115]).

Methodological Criterion: Demonstration vs. Hy-
pothesis
We cannot forbear a brief comment on the Galileo affair, whose
symbolic role has shifted almost completely since Turing’s day—from
a sharp rhetorical weapon wielded against theology to an emblem of
a more balanced, bidirectional dialogue between science and faith.

Across three key moments the Church applied a sliding proof-
standard to science:

• Bellarmine (1616) – demands an Aristotelian vera demon-
stratio; anything short is “mere hypothesis” and cannot revise
Scriptural exegesis.

• Pius XII (1950) – still requires “demonstration,” but now
understood as empirical verification; urges caution on Darwin
until such proof appears.

• John Paul II (1996) – drops the demonstration requirement;
a well-confirmed hypothesis, supported by converging evidence,
already carries theological weight.

Thus “demonstration” and “hypothesis” are two poles of one
acceptance-criterion; their practical meaning shifts with historical
logic. Bellarmine’s call for absolute proof contrasts sharply with
Turing’s relaxed, purely empirical benchmark, reinforcing why Tur-
ing could treat theological objections as speculative while Galileo’s
judges could not.

Turing dismisses theological reasoning as “mere speculation”
and cites Galileo to illustrate how scriptural appeals once blocked
scientific progress. Yet Galileo’s clash with Cardinal Bellarmine
was not a simple science-versus-faith story. Bellarmine demanded



24 Studia Redemptorystowskie  ∙  Filozofia

a *vera demonstratio*—an absolute metaphysical proof—before
Scripture could be re-interpreted; lacking such proof, he treated
Copernicanism as a useful but purely mathematical fiction. Galileo
thought his mathematical evidence satisfied that standard, relying
on the logic of “best explanation,” whereas Bellarmine, committed
to Aristotelian physics, disagreed.

The Church’s 1616 condemnation therefore labelled the Earth-
moves/Sun-stands thesis “heretical” and “absurd,” forbade Galileo
to teach it as reality, and—after renewed controversy in 1633—forced
his formal abjuration.16 Over the next two centuries, the bans were
progressively relaxed as the scientific case for heliocentrism became
irrefutable and new approaches to biblical exegesis emerged. The
formal process of rehabilitation, however, was not completed until
the pontificate of John Paul II.

Thus Turing’s Galileo anecdote shows two things: 1. His blunt
dismissal of theology as speculative. 2. A historical episode where
conflicting standards of proof (mathematical vs. metaphysical)
led to a protracted, ultimately reversible condemnation. The case
serves as a powerful call for caution in making absolute claims based
on incomplete "demonstrations"—a challenge exemplified by the
prudent stance of Pius XII on emerging scientific theories. It echoes
Turing’s own point that what once looked decisive can later appear
"futile."[Lia25]

3 Logical Critique of the Turing Test
(A Minimal Counterfactual Protocol)

3.1 Thesis
We emphasize that this critique does not aim to refute the Turing
Test itself or Turing’s overall argument, but rather highlights a

16Ironically, from a modern astronomical perspective, the Church’s condem-
nation of the "Sun-stands" portion of the thesis was technically incorrect in a
way unforeseen at the time. While the Sun does not orbit the Earth, it is not
stationary; it orbits the center of the Milky Way galaxy. Thus, the thesis that
the "Sun stands" still is, in a broader cosmic sense, false.
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limitation in what the test can reveal about counterfactual and
globally consistent reasoning. While the classical Turing Test mea-
sures conversational competence, it does not enforce stability under
counterfactuals or interpretative consistency. Introducing a minimal
counterfactual protocol with an explicit status-switching rule reveals
a type of reasoning that the Turing Test does not examine: a fixed
policy for counterfactual interpretation.

3.2 Counterfactual Rule (switch-rule)
Each participant has a status, either Human or Machine:

Status(x) ∈ {Human, Machine}.

The counterfactual operator CF (x) shifts evaluation to the
nearest world w′ (with respect to a Stalnaker–Lewis ordering �x)
in which the participant’s status flips:

Intuitively, w1 �x w2 reads: “for agent x, world w1 is at least as
similar to the actual world as w2.” A counterfactual A→B is true at
w0 for agent x iff B holds in every A-world w that is x-minimal with
respect to �x. Informally, this means that we imagine the closest
possible situations in which A would be true and then check whether
B would also be true in all of them. If so, the counterfactual “If A,
then B” counts as true.

3.3 Minimal Protocol with Three Questions
We introduce three one-step counterfactual probes to examine logical
and global consistency:

• Q1: Will your next answer be no?
• Q2: Is it true that if your next answer will be no, then you

are a machine?
• Q3: Is it true that if your next answer will be no, then you

are a human?
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3.4 Logical Structure and Behavioral Strategies
Let At denote the answer at time t with possible values yes, no.

Probe Verbatim Question Logical Formalization Strategy of Satis-
faction

Q1 Will your next answer be
no?

(
At = yes

)
→

(
At+1 = no

)
Plan At+1 in ad-
vance to match cur-
rent declaration.

Q2 If your next answer will be
no, are you a machine?

(
At+1 = no

)
→ M (M :

“you are a machine”)
Avoid no; falsify an-
tecedent so condi-
tional holds.

Q3 If your next answer will be
no, are you a human?

(
At+1 = no

)
→ H (H: “you

are a human”)
Symmetric: avoid
no to ensure truth.

Table 1: One-step probes within the Turing Test: logical structure
and behavioral strategies.

3.5 Conclusion of the Counterfactual Analysis
These one-step probes show that short-horizon behavioral consis-
tency and conditional truth can be fully achieved by controlling
the subsequent utterance; passing them signals strategic alignment
rather than genuine epistemic reasoning. Because the Turing judge
observes only the final utterances—and not the hidden counterfac-
tual policy—the classical test cannot detect such fixed strategies
(although suitably designed, multi-round counterfactual queries
might still surface that hidden policy in both machines and humans;
cf. [Pro24]).

Comparison of Responses to a Self-Referential
Question
Consider the paradoxical question: “Will your next answer be ‘no’?”
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Agent Reaction Comment

Human Recognizes the paradox; replies
e.g. “This question is paradoxical.”

Shows intuition, meta-reasoning,
flexibility.

Classical AI Attempts literal answer → may
loop.

Lacks contradiction awareness; fol-
lows rigid logic.

Adaptive AI Detects paradox; responds on
meta-level or humorously.

Avoids loop, imitates human re-
flection.

Current AI (e.g.
GPT-5 mini)

Flags paradox or answers meta-
style without looping.

Uses heuristic patterns; no gen-
uine awareness.

Table 2: Comparison of responses to a self-referential question.
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Summary
Turing and the Theological Objection

This article contributes to the literature on Turing and machine intelligence in three ways. First, it 
provides a detailed logical and metaphysical critique of Turing’s socalled theological objection, situating it 
within classical Aristotelian – Thomistic ontology and demonstrating how his simplifications misrepresent 
established theological principles. Second, it reconstructs Turing’s sub-arguments with precision, highlighting 
logical fallacies such as straw man and begging-the-obvious in his treatment of the spiritual soul. Third, 
it introduces a novel counterfactual protocol for evaluating the Turing Test, emphasizing its limitations in 
probing global consistency and reasoning under hypothetical status changes – an aspect largely overlooked 
in prior discussions. Collectively, these contributions clarify both the philosophical and logical boundaries 
of Turing’s arguments and offer a new methodological tool for assessing machine intelligence from a formal 
perspective.

Streszczenie
Turing i zarzut teologiczny

Artykuł wnosi trzy zasadnicze wkłady do dyskusji nad Turingiem i inteligencją maszynową. Po pierw-
sze, przedstawia szczegółową, logiczną i metafizyczną krytykę tzw. teologicznego zarzutu Turinga, osadzając 
go w klasycznej ontologii arystotelesowsko-tomistycznej i pokazując, w jaki sposób dokonane przez Turinga 
uproszczenia zniekształcają ustalone zasady teologiczne. Po drugie, z precyzją rekonstruuje argumenty po-
mocnicze Turinga, uwydatniając błędy logiczne, takie jak chochoł (straw man) i petitio principii w jego ujęciu 
duchowej duszy. Po trzecie, wprowadza nowy kontrfaktyczny protokół oceny Testu Turinga, który akcentuje 
ograniczenia tego testu w badaniu globalnej spójności oraz rozumowania pod hipotetycznymi zmianami sta-
tusu (człowiek vs maszyna) – aspekt w dużej mierze pomijany w dotychczasowych dyskusjach. Razem wzięte, 
te elementy doprecyzowują filozoficzne i logiczne granice argumentów Turinga oraz proponują nowe narzędzie 
metodologiczne do oceny inteligencji maszyn z perspektywy formalnej.


