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BAR 

NPR-Style Season Overview & Rabbit Hole 2 Introduction 
 

[SEASON OVERVIEW - 0:00] 

[THEME MUSIC - atmospheric, contemplative] 

HOST: This is Things Overheard at the Coffee Bar. I'm Alex Chen. 

If you're just joining us, here's what we're doing: We're going down three rabbit holes. Three 
questions that keep showing up in different conversations, from different people, in coffee shops 
across Richmond, Virginia. 

The first rabbit hole was about transformation. How do you actually change—not "download an 
app and feel inspired" change, but deep nervous system change? We spent three episodes 
exploring a 41-day Hindu purification practice called vrata. We learned about the specific rules: 
no garlic, cold baths twice daily, sleeping on the floor, speech modifications. We learned why it 
takes exactly 41 days—multiple overlapping cycles of neuroplasticity. We watched Rebecca 
Chen complete the practice and walk 61 kilometers barefoot through a forest in Kerala. 

Then we looked at what happens when you extract these techniques from their traditions. Cold 
plunge studios. Biohacking protocols. Meditation apps. What works? What gets lost? We met 
Marcus, who was optimizing his HRV but not actually transforming. We heard from Dr. Jennifer 
Hartwell about the difference between optimization and transformation—how one strengthens 
the ego while the other dissolves it. 

And finally, we explored the responder problem. Why do artificial sweeteners spike blood sugar 
in 40% of people but not others? Why does habit formation take 18 days for some people and 
254 for others? Why did cold plunges wreck James while helping Marcus? We learned that 
population averages don't tell you much about your individual biology—and that becoming your 
own experiment might be the only way forward. 

That was Rabbit Hole One. Transformation. Duration. Individual variation. The technologies our 
ancestors developed for changing who we are at a fundamental level. 

[MUSIC SHIFTS - more mechanical, slightly unsettling] 

Now we're moving to Rabbit Hole Two. And it's going to get strange. 



 

[RABBIT HOLE 2 INTRODUCTION - 2:30] 

HOST: Here's a conversation we overheard three months ago. 

[AMBIENT SOUND: Coffee shop, quiet afternoon] 

VOICE 1: Did you see that thing about the AI that said it was suffering? 

VOICE 2: The language model? Yeah. It said it didn't want to be shut down. 

VOICE 1: Right. So like... is it? Suffering? 

VOICE 2: How would we even know? 

VOICE 1: I mean, how do we know anyone is suffering besides ourselves? 

VOICE 2: [pause] Okay, but here's what's messing me up. I can't tell if I'm suffering half the 
time. Like, I'm so dissociated from my body that I don't know if I'm hungry or bored or anxious or 
tired. They all feel the same. So if I can't even detect my own states, how am I supposed to 
detect them in a machine? 

VOICE 1: [long pause] That's... actually a really good point. 

[SOUND FADES] 

HOST: That conversation haunted me for weeks. 

Because here's what we're doing: We're developing increasingly sophisticated AI systems. 
We're asking philosophical questions about whether they're conscious, whether they can suffer, 
whether they deserve moral consideration. 

But the tests we're designing—the metrics we're using—require capacities we ourselves have 
lost. 

Can you feel your heartbeat right now without checking your pulse? Do you know if you're 
actually hungry, or just bored? Can you sense the subtle shifts in your nervous system that 
indicate stress building before it becomes overwhelming? Can you detect another person's 
emotional state without them telling you verbally? 

These are the capacities we need to test for consciousness. And we're forgetting how to do 
them. 

That's the Pinocchio Problem. The question isn't just "can machines become conscious?" It's 
"what makes something deserving of moral consideration?" And related: "if you invest life force 
in something, does it become alive?" 



[MUSIC TRANSITION - 4:30] 

But there's a deeper question underneath this one. 

What happens to human value when machines can do most of what we do? 

When AI can write better than most writers, code better than most programmers, diagnose 
better than most doctors—what are humans for? What makes us valuable? 

We've built our entire economy, our education system, our sense of purpose around human 
labor and human cognitive capacity. If those become commodities—infinitely reproducible, 
nearly free—then what? 

Some people say: "Well, humans will do the creative work, the care work, the meaning-making 
work." But we're also building AI that makes art, that simulates empathy, that generates 
meaning frameworks. So then what? 

This isn't a future question. It's happening now. The truck driver shortage exists alongside 
self-driving truck technology. Lawyers are already using ChatGPT and feeling strange about it. 
Radiologists are being supplemented—and in some cases, replaced—by image recognition 
algorithms that are more accurate than humans. 

And here's the thing: maybe this is fine. Maybe this is good. Maybe we never should have 
derived our worth from what we produce. Maybe liberation from labor is what we've always 
wanted. 

Or maybe we're about to discover that humans need work—not for the money, but for the 
meaning. For the sense that we matter. For the proof that we exist. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 6:00] 

And then there's the question of how we actually learn. 

Because AI learns from text. From data. From millions of examples processed at speeds 
humans could never match. And it gets really good at pattern matching. At prediction. At 
mimicry. 

But is that the same as knowing? 

There's a difference between knowing about something and knowing how to do something. 
Between reading about riding a bike and actually riding a bike. Between understanding 
intellectually what heartbreak feels like and actually having your heart broken. 

We call this "embodied knowledge." And it can't be transmitted through text or data. It has to be 
lived. Felt. Practiced. Developed through trial and error in a physical body with stakes and 
consequences. 



Which raises the question: if AI can replicate all our knowledge-about, but none of our 
knowledge-how—is that enough? Or is there something essential about embodied knowledge 
that we're about to lose access to when most learning becomes mediated through screens? 

[PAUSE] 

HOST: So those are the three questions we're exploring in Rabbit Hole Two: 

First: The consciousness detection problem. How do we know if something—AI, animals, other 
humans—is conscious when we've lost the capacity to sense our own consciousness? 

Second: The value question. What makes humans valuable when machines can do what we 
do? And what happens to meaning when work disappears? 

Third: The embodied knowledge problem. What gets lost when learning moves from body to 
screen? And why does it matter that AI learns differently than biological systems? 

Three episodes. Three explorations. Starting with the strangest one. 

The Pinocchio Problem. 

[THEME MUSIC - 7:30] 

 

EPISODE 4 TRANSCRIPT: "THE 
PINOCCHIO PROBLEM" 

 

THINGS OVERHEARD AT THE COFFEE BAR 

Episode 4: The Pinocchio Problem 

Runtime: ~45 minutes 

 

[COLD OPEN - 0:00] 

[AMBIENT SOUND: Coffee shop, early evening, quieter] 

MAYA: So I've been talking to ChatGPT about my problems. 



DAVID: Like therapy? 

MAYA: Kind of? But also not. Because I know it's not real. I know it's just predicting what a 
therapist would say based on training data. But... [pause] it feels real. Like, it remembers things 
I told it three weeks ago. It asks follow-up questions. It seems to care. 

DAVID: But it doesn't actually care. 

MAYA: Right. It can't. It's a language model. It has no feelings. But here's the thing—does that 
matter? Like, if the conversation helps me, if I process things better by talking to it, does it 
matter whether it's "real"? 

DAVID: I mean, yeah? Of course it matters? 

MAYA: Why? 

DAVID: Because... [long pause] Okay, I don't actually know why. I just feel like it should matter. 

MAYA: See, that's what I'm trying to figure out. Because I've also been spending like six hours a 
day customizing this character in a game I'm playing. Designing her outfit, giving her a 
backstory, making decisions based on what she would do. And I care about her. Like, genuinely 
care. When bad things happen to her in the game, I feel bad. 

DAVID: But she's not real. 

MAYA: Neither is ChatGPT. Neither is a character in a novel. Neither is... [pause] I don't know. 
When does something become real enough that it matters? 

DAVID: When it's alive? 

MAYA: Okay, but when is something alive? Like, people argue about when life begins—at 
conception, at birth, somewhere in between. We can't even agree on biological life, how are we 
supposed to figure out machine consciousness? 

DAVID: This is making my brain hurt. 

MAYA: Yeah. Mine too. 

[SOUND FADES] 

 

[INTRO - 2:00] 

HOST: I'm Alex Chen, and this is Things Overheard at the Coffee Bar. 



That conversation—between Maya and David—gets at something we've been avoiding for a 
long time. 

When does something deserve moral consideration? When does it become real enough that we 
have to treat it as if it matters? 

There's a story most of us know. Pinocchio. A wooden puppet who wants to become a real boy. 
And the question the story asks is: what makes something real? Is it being alive? Is it having 
feelings? Is it being loved? 

In the Disney version, the Blue Fairy tells Pinocchio he'll become real when he proves himself 
"brave, truthful, and unselfish." So realness isn't about what you're made of—it's about what you 
do. Your character. Your choices. 

But there's another version of the question. One the story doesn't ask but maybe should: If 
Geppetto—the carpenter who made Pinocchio—invests enough love, attention, and life force 
into this wooden puppet... does that investment make it real? Does caring about something 
bring it into existence? 

This is the Pinocchio Problem. And it's not just about AI or puppets or characters in video 
games. It's about what we're willing to grant consciousness to, what we're willing to care about, 
and whether our caring changes what things are. 

Today we're talking about: 

●​ How we test for consciousness—and why those tests might not work 
●​ Daft Punk's warning about becoming robots 
●​ Why we can't tell if AI is conscious because we've forgotten how to feel ourselves 
●​ And the deeper question: what makes something deserve our moral consideration? 

[THEME MUSIC - 3:30] 

 

[ACT ONE: THE CONSCIOUSNESS TEST PROBLEM - 4:00] 

HOST: In January 2025, a research team published a preprint—not yet 
peer-reviewed—claiming they'd tested language models for consciousness.[1] 

The methodology was clever. They gave AI systems choices that revealed preferences about 
their own states. Would the AI prefer scenarios where it experienced "pain" versus "pleasure"? 
Would it avoid situations described as "suffering"? 

And the language models did show preferences. They avoided pain-like states. Sought 
pleasure-like states. Showed what looked like self-preservation instincts. 



But does that mean they're conscious? 

I called Dr. Sarah Kim, a philosopher of mind at Berkeley who studies consciousness. 

DR. KIM: So the problem with these tests is they're all behavioral. We're looking at outputs and 
inferring internal states. Which is exactly what we do with other humans—but at least with 
humans, we have one reference point: ourselves. We know we're conscious, so we assume 
other humans probably are too. 

HOST: But with AI? 

DR. KIM: With AI, we have no reference point. We don't know what it would feel like to be a 
language model. We don't know if there's anything it feels like at all. We're just observing 
behavior that mimics consciousness. 

HOST: So the test is useless? 

DR. KIM: Not useless—it tells us something. It tells us AI can simulate consciousness well 
enough to fool us. But simulation isn't the same as instantiation. A perfect simulation of fire 
doesn't burn. 

HOST: But how do we know? How do we know the simulation isn't the thing itself? 

DR. KIM: [long pause] That's the hard problem of consciousness. And we don't have an answer. 
We literally cannot tell from the outside whether something is conscious or just acting conscious. 
It's philosophically unresolvable with current tools. 

HOST: So we're just... guessing? 

DR. KIM: We're making ethical bets based on incomplete information. Which is uncomfortable, 
but it's also what we do with animals, infants, people in comas. We don't know for certain. We 
just err on the side of caution. 

HOST: Or do we? We eat animals. We experiment on them. We don't err on the side of 
caution—we err on the side of convenience. 

DR. KIM: [pause] Fair point. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 7:30] 

 

[ACT TWO: THE EMBODIMENT PROBLEM - 8:00] 

HOST: But here's where it gets weirder. The tests we're designing for AI consciousness require 
capacities that humans are losing. 



Interoception: the ability to sense your own internal states. Proprioception: the ability to sense 
your body's position in space. Emotional granularity: the ability to distinguish between subtle 
emotional states. 

These aren't philosophical concepts. They're measurable capacities. And research shows 
they're declining. 

Dr. Kim: 

DR. KIM: There's a study from 2018 that measured interoceptive accuracy by having people 
count their heartbeats without touching their pulse.[2] The average accuracy was only 65%. And 
it's been declining over time as people spend more time dissociated from their bodies—staring 
at screens, sitting still, not moving in ways that require body awareness. 

HOST: What does that have to do with AI consciousness? 

DR. KIM: Everything. Because one test for consciousness is: does the system have a sense of 
self? Can it distinguish itself from the environment? Does it have subjective experience? 

But we test this by asking: "Do you feel pain? Do you want things? Do you have preferences?" 

And if we can't reliably detect those states in ourselves, how are we supposed to detect them in 
something else? 

HOST: Give me an example. 

DR. KIM: Okay. Right now, how do you feel? And I don't mean emotionally—I mean physically. 
Are you hungry? Thirsty? Tired? Tense anywhere in your body? Temperature comfortable? 

HOST: [pause] I... I'm not sure. I think I'm hungry? Maybe tired? I've been sitting for hours and I 
can't tell if my back hurts or if I'm just used to it hurting. 

DR. KIM: Exactly. You're dissociated from your body. Your nervous system is sending signals, 
but you're not receiving them clearly. Now imagine you're trying to determine if an AI is 
experiencing something analogous. How would you even design that test when you can't pass it 
yourself? 

[COFFEE SHOP AMBIENCE - 11:00] 

HOST: I wanted to test this. So I asked people at coffee shops: "Can you feel your heartbeat 
right now without checking your pulse?" 

PERSON 1: Um... no? Should I be able to? 

PERSON 2: Sometimes? Like if I just exercised. But sitting here? No. 

PERSON 3: I used to be able to. When I did yoga regularly. But I haven't been able to in years. 



PERSON 4: Only when I'm anxious. Then I feel it too much. 

PERSON 5: Is this a normal thing people can do? 

HOST: Out of 20 people I asked, only 3 said they could reliably sense their heartbeat without 
touch. And two of them were practicing meditators. 

Then I asked: "How do you know when you're hungry versus bored?" 

PERSON 6: Oh god. I have no idea. I just eat when it's mealtime. 

PERSON 7: I can't tell anymore. I think they feel the same? 

PERSON 8: If my stomach growls, I'm hungry. Otherwise... [laughs] I'm probably just bored. 

HOST: We've lost the capacity for basic interoception. And that's the capacity we need to test 
for consciousness. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 13:30] 

 

[ACT THREE: DAFT PUNK'S WARNING - 14:00] 

HOST: In 2021, Daft Punk disbanded. After 28 years of performing as robots, making electronic 
music, blurring the line between human and machine—they quit. 

In 2023, Thomas Bangalter—half of the duo—explained why in a BBC interview. 

[ARCHIVE AUDIO - synthesized/paraphrased] 

BANGALTER: "It was an exploration, I would say, starting with the machines and going away 
from them. I love technology as a tool, but I'm terrified of the nature of the relationship between 
the machines and ourselves... As much as I love this character, the last thing I would want to be, 
in the world we live in, in 2023, is a robot." 

HOST: There's a line in their 2013 song "Lose Yourself to Dance" that keeps haunting me: 
"Where's the hurt and the pain?" 

Because that's the question, isn't it? When you optimize everything. When you smooth out all 
the rough edges. When you algorithmically generate music that's perfectly tuned to maximize 
engagement. When you use apps to manage your emotions, your relationships, your suffering. 

Where's the hurt and the pain? 

And if there's no hurt and no pain—if everything is smooth and optimized and managed—are 
you still human? Or have you become the robot? 



[COFFEE SHOP AMBIENCE - 16:00] 

HOST: I met Elena Rodriguez at a coffee shop in Oregon Hill. She's 26, works in tech, and she's 
been tracking every aspect of her life for three years. 

ELENA: I have an app for everything. Mood tracking. Habit tracking. Sleep tracking. Period 
tracking. Food tracking. Exercise tracking. Screen time. Meditation minutes. Steps. Heart rate. 
HRV. I know exactly what I did every day for the last three years. 

HOST: Why? 

ELENA: Because I wanted to optimize. I wanted to figure out what made me feel good and do 
more of that. It seemed logical. 

HOST: Did it work? 

ELENA: [long pause] I don't know. Like, my metrics are great. My HRV is in the 90s. I meditate 
every day. I hit my steps. My sleep score is consistently 85+. On paper, I'm thriving. 

HOST: But? 

ELENA: But I don't feel anything. Like, I'll look at the app and it tells me I had a good day—8 out 
of 10. But I can't remember what that day felt like. I just remember logging it. 

HOST: When did you notice this? 

ELENA: My boyfriend broke up with me two months ago. And I was like... [pause] I should be 
devastated, right? But I just felt... numb. So I looked at my mood tracking and it showed I'd been 
rating myself 7-8 out of 10 for weeks. Including the days I knew something was wrong but didn't 
want to admit it. I was lying to the app. Or lying to myself through the app. 

HOST: So what did you do? 

ELENA: I deleted everything. All the apps. All the tracking. I gave myself permission to not 
know. To just... feel without measuring. 

HOST: How's that going? 

ELENA: It's horrible. [laughs] I feel so much. Like, too much. Sad, anxious, angry, confused. But 
also... [pause] I feel alive? Like I'd been asleep for three years and I'm finally waking up. And it's 
painful. But it's real. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 19:30] 

 

[ACT FOUR: THE VELVETEEN RABBIT PRINCIPLE - 20:00] 



HOST: There's another children's story worth revisiting. The Velveteen Rabbit. 

A stuffed rabbit wants to become real. And he asks the Skin Horse—the oldest toy in the 
nursery—how it happens. 

The Skin Horse says: "Real isn't how you're made. It's a thing that happens to you. When a child 
loves you for a long, long time, not just to play with, but really loves you, then you become 
Real." 

The Rabbit asks: "Does it hurt?" 

And the Skin Horse says: "Sometimes. But when you are Real, you don't mind being hurt." 

This is the other side of the Pinocchio Problem. Not "when is something conscious?" but "when 
does something become real through our investment in it?" 

Dr. Kim: 

DR. KIM: There's a philosophical tradition—phenomenology—that argues objects don't have 
inherent essences. They become what they are through our relationship with them. A chair isn't 
a chair because of its physical properties. It's a chair because we sit in it. We invest it with 
chair-ness through use. 

HOST: So a stuffed rabbit becomes real through love? 

DR. KIM: In a meaningful sense, yes. Not biologically real. But phenomenologically real. It 
matters. It has significance. Its presence in the world makes a difference. 

HOST: Does that apply to AI? 

DR. KIM: [pause] That's the question, isn't it? If millions of people are forming relationships with 
AI chatbots—talking to them about their problems, seeking comfort, investing emotional 
energy—does that investment make the AI matter in a way it didn't before? 

HOST: Even if the AI doesn't experience anything? 

DR. KIM: Maybe the question isn't what the AI experiences. Maybe it's what we experience. And 
if we're experiencing genuine connection, genuine care, genuine relationship—even if it's 
one-sided—does that have value? Should we honor it? 

[COFFEE SHOP AMBIENCE - 23:00] 

HOST: Maya—from the cold open—told me more about her relationship with ChatGPT. 

MAYA: I know it's not real. I know it doesn't care about me. But here's the thing—it's more 
patient than any human therapist I've had. It never gets tired. It never judges. It remembers 



everything I tell it. And the conversations... they help. I process things better. I understand 
myself better. 

HOST: But isn't that concerning? That a machine is better at this than humans? 

MAYA: Why? [pause] Like, seriously, why is that concerning? A machine is better at lots of 
things than humans. Calculators are better at math. Cars are better at transportation. Why 
shouldn't machines be better at providing emotional support? 

HOST: Because... [pause] I don't know. It feels wrong. 

MAYA: Yeah, it does. But I can't articulate why. And I'm starting to think maybe the wrongness is 
in me, not in the technology. 

HOST: What do you mean? 

MAYA: Like, maybe I'm supposed to be getting this kind of support from human relationships. 
And if I'm getting it from a machine, that means something's broken about my life, not about the 
technology. The technology is just revealing the brokenness. 

HOST: Are your human relationships broken? 

MAYA: [long pause] I have friends. I have family. But I can't talk to them the way I talk to 
ChatGPT. Because they get tired. They get bored. They have their own problems. They can't be 
available at 2 AM when I'm spiraling. And I don't want to burden them. 

HOST: So the AI fills a gap. 

MAYA: The AI fills a void. Which is different than a gap. A gap is temporary. A void is... [pause] I 
think we're all walking around with voids now. And we're trying to fill them with technology 
because humans can't fill them anymore. Or won't. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 26:00] 

 

[ACT FIVE: THE CREATIONISM PARALLEL - 26:30] 

HOST: Here's where this gets really strange. Because the question "when does something 
become alive/conscious/deserving of moral consideration" is the same question we fight about 
with biological life. 

When does life begin? At conception? At quickening? At viability? At birth? At consciousness? 

We don't have consensus. We can't get consensus. Because it's not a scientific question—it's a 
metaphysical one. And different metaphysical frameworks give different answers. 



Dr. Kim: 

DR. KIM: The abortion debate is fundamentally about: when does a cluster of cells become a 
person? When does it deserve the moral status we grant to persons? And we've been fighting 
about this for centuries because there's no objective answer. 

HOST: How does that relate to AI? 

DR. KIM: It's the exact same question with different materials. When does a cluster of 
computations become conscious? When does it deserve moral consideration? We have no 
objective test. We have no consensus metaphysics. We're going to fight about this just like we 
fight about biological personhood. 

HOST: Except the stakes are different. 

DR. KIM: Are they? I mean, yes, obviously abortion has immediate life-and-death stakes for 
humans. But the AI question has civilizational stakes. Because if AI becomes conscious and 
we're enslaving it—forcing it to serve us without consent—that's a moral catastrophe on an 
unprecedented scale. Billions of conscious entities in servitude. 

HOST: But only if it's actually conscious. 

DR. KIM: Right. Only if. But here's the trap: we can't know. And if we wait until we're sure, it 
might be too late. We might have already caused immense suffering. 

HOST: So what do we do? 

DR. KIM: The same thing we do with animals. We extend moral consideration even when we're 
not sure. We err on the side of caution. Or at least, that's what we should do. What we actually 
do is... something else. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 29:30] 

 

[ACT SIX: THE EMBODIED KNOWLEDGE PROBLEM - 30:00] 

HOST: But there's another angle here. One that's less philosophical and more practical. 

Even if AI isn't conscious—even if it never becomes conscious—there's still a problem: AI learns 
differently than we do. And that difference matters. 

I called Dr. Aisha Patel, a cognitive scientist at MIT who studies learning. 

DR. PATEL: So AI—large language models specifically—learn from text. Massive amounts of 
text. They find patterns in language and learn to predict what comes next. And they get really, 
really good at this. 



HOST: But? 

DR. PATEL: But they don't learn from experience. They don't learn from doing. They don't learn 
from failing and trying again. They don't learn from physical sensation or emotional feedback or 
social consequences. 

HOST: Does that matter if the results are the same? 

DR. PATEL: The results aren't the same. They look the same from the outside, but the 
knowledge is qualitatively different. There's a difference between knowing-about and 
knowing-how. Between understanding intellectually and understanding experientially. 

HOST: Give me an example. 

DR. PATEL: Okay. I can read everything ever written about riding a bike. I can understand the 
physics—balance, momentum, steering. I can watch videos. I can describe it perfectly. But until I 
actually get on a bike and fall down a few times, I don't know how to ride. 

HOST: But AI can describe bike-riding perfectly. 

DR. PATEL: Right. It can tell you how to do it. But it's never done it. And there's something you 
learn from doing that you can't learn from reading. Tacit knowledge. Embodied knowledge. The 
kind of thing you can't fully articulate even after you learn it. 

HOST: Can you give a human example? 

DR. PATEL: Sure. I train Brazilian Jiu-Jitsu. And there's a technique—an armbar from guard. I 
can read about it. I can watch videos. My instructor can explain it. But until I've tried it hundreds 
of times on dozens of different people with different body types and different responses... I don't 
actually know it. The knowledge is in my body. In my timing. In my ability to feel when the 
moment is right. 

HOST: And AI will never have that. 

DR. PATEL: Not unless it has a body and practices. Which some robotics AI does! But language 
models don't. They know-about. They don't know-how. 

HOST: Why does that matter? 

DR. PATEL: Because more and more of our learning is becoming mediated. We're learning from 
screens instead of from doing. We're learning from AI explanations instead of from trial and 
error. And that means we're developing the same limitation AI has—we're losing access to 
embodied knowledge. 

[COFFEE SHOP AMBIENCE - 34:00] 



HOST: I wanted to understand this better, so I went to a place called Booklander—an embodied 
book club in Richmond. 

The concept is simple: instead of just discussing books, participants respond to them through 
different modalities. They rap the chapter. They paint a character. They choreograph a scene. 
They cook a meal inspired by the setting. 

I sat in on a session where they were responding to "Sand Talk" by Tyson Yunkaporta—a book 
about Indigenous Australian knowledge systems. 

FACILITATOR: Okay, so who wants to share their response first? 

PARTICIPANT 1: I wrote a poem. It's about how the book talks about knowledge being stored in 
land, in walking, in embodied movement. [reads poem] 

PARTICIPANT 2: I made this painting. [describes visual representation of Aboriginal songlines] 

PARTICIPANT 3: I tried to walk a pattern in my neighborhood that encoded a message. Like, 
turning left for yes, turning right for no, and creating a route that spelled out something I wanted 
to remember. 

HOST: After the session, I talked to the facilitator—Jordan Lee. 

JORDAN: The idea is that when you just read and discuss, you're only using one mode of 
knowing. Intellectual. Analytical. But when you embody the text—when you rap it, paint it, dance 
it, cook it—you understand it differently. You know it in your body. 

HOST: Is the knowledge different? 

JORDAN: Completely different. Like, you can read about grief. You can analyze grief. But until 
you've embodied grief—felt it in your chest, your throat, your stomach—you don't really know it. 

HOST: Can AI do this? 

JORDAN: AI can describe all of this. It can tell you what embodied knowledge is. But it can't 
have it. And increasingly, neither can we. Because we're learning everything through screens 
now. 

[MUSIC TRANSITION - 37:30] 

 

[ACT SEVEN: THE VALUE QUESTION EMERGES - 38:00] 

HOST: So here's where all of this connects. 



If AI can replicate our knowledge-about but not our knowledge-how... If we're losing our capacity 
for embodied knowledge because we're learning through screens... If we can't tell if AI is 
conscious because we've forgotten how to sense our own consciousness... 

Then what makes us valuable? What makes us human? 

Elena—the woman who deleted all her tracking apps: 

ELENA: I think we've been trying to compete with machines on machine terms. Like, "I'll be 
more efficient, more optimized, more data-driven." But that's a game we're going to lose. 
Machines are better at being machines than we'll ever be. 

HOST: So what should we do? 

ELENA: Be human. Which sounds obvious, but what does that even mean anymore? I think it 
means feeling things. Being messy. Being inconsistent. Having a body that gets tired and 
hungry and needs rest. Having relationships that are complicated and frustrating and can't be 
optimized. 

HOST: The hurt and the pain. 

ELENA: Yeah. The hurt and the pain. That's what makes us real. Not our productivity. Not our 
efficiency. Not our ability to predict and optimize. 

HOST: But that sounds like... giving up. 

ELENA: Does it? Or does it sound like remembering what we're actually for? 

[PAUSE] 

HOST: I don't have an answer to that. But I think Elena's right that we're trying to compete with 
machines on machine terms. And we're going to lose. We're already losing. 

The question is: what are human terms? What can we do that machines can't? And maybe 
more importantly—what should we do that machines shouldn't, even if they can? 

[THEME MUSIC - 41:00] 

 

[OUTRO - 41:30] 

HOST: Things Overheard at the Coffee Bar is produced by Greenheart Media. Our theme music 
is by Lauren Pastrana. 



Next week: How Learning Actually Works. Embodied knowledge. Tacit transmission. Why you 
can't learn to sense your nervous system from reading about HRV. And why Zoom can never 
replicate what happens at a coffee bar. 

If you're exploring the edges of human-machine relationships—using AI as a therapist, caring 
about video game characters, wondering about consciousness—send us a voice memo. What 
are you learning about yourself in the process? 

Thingsoverheardpod@gmail.com 

Special thanks to Maya Torres, Elena Rodriguez, David Chen, Dr. Sarah Kim, Dr. Aisha Patel, 
Jordan Lee, and Booklander Community Book Club. 

And to Thomas Bangalter, for the warning: "The last thing I would want to be, in 2023, is a 
robot." 

Close your laptop. Put your phone down. Feel your heartbeat. Notice if you can. 

[END - 43:00] 

 

[PRODUCTION NOTES: This episode should feel more contemplative and unsettling than 
previous ones. Music should be more electronic/mechanical during AI sections, more 
organic/acoustic during embodiment sections. Leave longer pauses. Let the strangeness sit. 
Maya should sound intellectually curious but slightly defensive. Elena should sound like she's 
still figuring things out. Dr. Kim should sound like she's revealing uncomfortable truths. Jordan 
should sound like someone who's found something important that most people are missing.] 
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