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01 Fi5: EFHANEER

0:01 BRI EXEIN

JOHN BRACAGLIA: My name is John Bacaglia. And I'm a Googler working
in YouTube operations. | also lead a group called the Singularity Network,
an internal organization focused on discussions and rationality in artificial
intelligence. I'm pleased to be here today with Mr. John Searle. As a brief
introduction, John Searle is the Slusser Professor of Philosophy at the
University of California—Berkeley. He is widely noted for his contributions
to the philosophy of language, philosophy of mind, and social philosophy.

Q8- mHRAIL: FHILAE - hiRFIL, ?ﬂi%%%ﬁ’\ﬁl T_YouTube
BERIIE, BERT—T TR BNE, — T REA
4, 45&3:)\1%3557511'28’]13‘1’8‘3@IEU Afﬁ‘m/\ﬁ‘ﬁ'ii’ﬁn EIRT
E-REXE, ENTA-T, L& BREMMAZ BN REVETRIE

EEHEHR, ﬂﬂlﬁ?’" E=EY. DREFNHSEFEHENTTMm
FINH,

John has received the Jean Nicod Prize, the National Humanities Medal in
the Mind and Brain prize for his work. Among his noble concepts is the
Chinese room argument against strong artificial intelligence. John Searle,
everyone. [APPLAUSE] JOHN SEARLE: Thank you Thank you. Many
thanks. It's great to be back at Google. It is a university outside of a
university. And sometimes, | think, this is what a university ought really to
look like. Anyway, it's just terrific to be here. And I'm going to talk about
some—— well, I'm going to talk about a whole lot of stuff.

AWEIRL-BHR. BRAXRE, Uk TOESARER) FRE, s
ERBZZ2—= TPXEE) BIE, ARREEATIERE. BE0H =
R [EFE1AH-2R: 95, Bhi, FEBRE. REXXERIER, XE
MBRZZINI—FTRE., BRMEEREE, RERRHMNIZEZMFF.
B2, ERIIRBAERAXET ., RSKREHNE—R, BEHNAAH
SRS,
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But, basically, | want to start with talking about the significance of
technological advances. And America, especially, but everybody, really, is
inclined to just celebrate the advances. If they got a self-driving car who
the hell cares about whether or not it's conscious. But I'm going to say
there are a lot of things that matter for certain purposes about the
understanding of the technology. And that's really what I'm going to talk
about. Now to begin with, | have to make a couple rather boring
distinctions because you won't really understand contemporary intellectual
life if you don't understand these distinctions.

A, BERE, BHRAGKABAATHNEX., THEEXE, NIHZAMAE
AB—t, DEMETIKARARBRLRE, WRET—MENBWS
Z, BEESAETFEIRARARRE, EXRER, AXLELHE, XX
ARNEREZFEEEN, XTERSKEEERNAST. B, BFLM
N BEREENXD, BAMRRAEBRXLEX D, RIREARERES
REEBRER,

03 EMS5EMAIWEIEX

1:49
In our culture, there's a big deal about objectivity and subjectivity. We
strive for an objective science. The problem is that these notions are

systematically ambiguous in a way that produces intellectual catastrophes.

means having to do with knowledge—- epistemic—— and a sense, which is
ontological, where ontological means having to do with existence. | hate

minimum.

ERNOXMHE, AMERBEFNENENE. BATER—TIENHR
F, BEAET, XEMSEFERFMN, XM SERBRE L/
R, EMNNEXET: —MEaXRINRELHN, HARERN EERE54
IREXR—IANRIE— 3 —MEXENMFL LR, THMAEH) BERESE
FEAEX, BRITRA—KHEENZETE, FEREVAELN.
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Fi7EIRMAIS: BRARINE
AEE, RINZIIRAREFA
HHRE, T —XORFEIF,
ST EEN BB, R
BEERRNEESE,

epistemic (IAIRIERY, XTFHN

i8) 5 ontological (Z<{FRigHY,

XTEE) ELIFCIENTE,

FRINA TEM/EM FEXFED
HE PSSR T AERRR
&L,

polysyllabic / pa:list'lebik/ adj.
ZETN (ZEREBERANE)

epistemic / epr'stemik/ adj.

INRIEH), SENRA XK

ontological / a:nto'la:dz1kl/ adj.

KMEEH, SEEHSNAXRN

ambiguous /&m'bigjuas/ adj.

BIEXH, BEERMEN
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But | need these two, epistemic and ontological. Now the problem with
objectivity and subjectivity is that they're systematically ambiguous—— I'll
just abbreviate subjectivity—— between an epistemic sense and an
onto_laé_igéi_éé_r_wse. Epistemically, the distinction is between types of
knowledge claims. If | say, Rembrandt died in 1606, well-— no, he didn't
die then. He was born then. I'd say Rembrandt was born in 1606. That is
to say, it's a matter of objective fact. That's epistemically objective. But if
| say Rembrandt is the greatest painter that ever lived, well, that's a
matter of opinion.

BIXFmMAENAER: IMRILH (epistemic) FAMILH
(ontological) . EXMHMEMEMCBMET, ENFERSMOEN—
BREENEEE —T—EXEFEETAMREEXAAFCEX 26, 7
INRIEE, XTEXDRXTFANRERKMEEE, WRHR, CHEATET
16065, E—AX, MARIELRMEI., MEPBELEN., BNZIR,
CHERAET1606F, HFlER, XBR—TEMEXIMNEMA, XMEIANRIL
EFENRN., BUNRBIZCHARELURRFEANER, PHMETLICR
BHE@ET .,

3:14
That is epistemically subject. So we have epistemic objectivity and
subjectivity. Underlying that is a distinction in modes of existence. Lots of
things exist regardless of what anybody thinks. Mountains, molecules, and
tectonic plates have a mode of existence that is ontologically objective.
But pains and pickles and itches, they only exist insofar as they are
experienced by a subject. They are ontologically subjective. So | want
everybody to get that distinction because it's very important because——
well, for a lot of reasons, but one is lots of phenomena that are
ontologically subjective admit of an account which is epistemically
objective.

BRINRIE EENMN, AAUEANE TINRIE ENERMNEN S, EXE
&, BE—TXRTEFEHINKS . REFANFEFSBRTEQANSE
&, Bl FIMERIR, ENNEFELSRERFELENN, BE

. EXERZ, ENREER—TERMMFRINTFE. BRI
EENN. FAINBRESTIABEEXTXD, BAECIFEEE, BN

B, REERZ, BEF—TE, REXNMONSLEMMR, 29U
B—MINRIE EEMABERER.
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6%hEA (1606—1669), RI=FHE
RUEZR, MEF16065 ] AIIIE
B, BINMRIELEENN; TR
REVBEIZR) EmIKHIET, FINR
B EEMA,

abbreviate /o'bri:viert/ v.

#E, M5

RAE—F: BREFRRRBER
EHRZWFNNTZE (KMRLE
M), EZTBHIFENMINRIL
EENOHR—RIRBZENE
EMERERRIL,

tectonic plates phr.

(HbfER) HEMRIR

insofar as phr.

£ HRER; REY.. (ERX
FEIE)

admit of phr.
SR, a9 (EXABE, EiE
ZHE)
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4:05 UCSF Bl AZIBEZLLD R,
| first got interested in this kind of stuff. | thought, well, why don't these MEZ5HERPER, RER
brain guys solve the problem of consciousness. And | went over UCSF to BA TRIZRREW) A HIEEH

REIR, ERRBETHM TEN

their neurobiolo ang and told them, why the hell don't you guys figure
gy gang Y you gtys g I BIR (fallacy of

out how the brain causes consciousness? What am | paying you to do?

ambiguity) ,
And their reaction was, look, we're doing science. Science is objective. 9
And you, yourself, admit that consciousness is subjective. So there can't fallacy /'fzlasi/ n.
be a science of consciousness. Now you'll all recognize that's a fallacy of Big; fallacy of ambiguity I
ambiguity. gz

BB R KO EMBAORMR, FE, HHAXERRAMAIRAR
ERRRBIRMNEENE, TEREHREEMMAZIBEZWLSR (UCSF) #HAbfil#H
ZEMFBEAN, JIBA1RE, RIOIXFBARRATLARERBBEERRZE
LAFEERIRN? BATHILMRIITFHA? tNRNE: IFE, Bl
ERZ, BZEEEWN., MRESthAIN, TIREEMMN., MURATEER
—XTRIROMEZE ., TAERNESMEELR, XE2—TEMER.

439 preclude /pri'klu:d/ v.
Science is indeed epistemically objective because we strive for claims that S, [ERATEE (preclude A
can be established as true or false, independent of the attitudes of the oy )

makers and interpreters of the claim. But epistemic objectivity of the

theory does not preclude an epistemically objective account of a domain

that's ontologica_l_lilns;l}_t;j_e_ctive. | promised you | wouldn't use too many big

words, but anyway there are a few. The point is this. You can have an

epistemically objective science of consciousness, even though

consciousness is ontologically subjective.

MERTRINRIC LENN, EABANEKREZIM A ALY B ER
BUESK, ARET IR E EREANBRERKOANSTE., BEREINRIL
ERENRE, ANBEEAN—TARRE L EMOTEMEINRIE LEN
BUEERE . HENIRNTARZANE, FEIEREBANT. BEREXEF
B, MMAIUABE—ITANRIE EEMRNXTEIRNRE, BMERIREREIE L
EXAY,
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Now that's going to be important. And there's another distinction. Since
not everybody can see this, I'm going to erase as | go along. There's
another distinction which is crucial. And that's between phenomena that
are observer—independent. And there I'm thinking of mountains and
molecules and tectonic plates, how they exist regardless of what anybody
thinks. But the world is full of stuff that matters to us that is observer-
relative. It only exists relative to observers and users. So, for example, the
piece of paper in my wallet is money.

R—RE PREREE, TR —TXD. BEAFEE DT ALEREIXR
T, BRDHDE, SE—TEXEENXD . BMEMREBITINESE
(observer—independent) WIS, XBEFEIENESL. 2 FFEER
®, EfINEERBATEOAELAR, EXMEREERHTHEIE
BE. MEENTUESE (observer-relative) HIERTE, E1RBEEXNTF
MEENERAETFE, LR, REEENKREIE.

6:08

But the fact that makes it money is not a fact of its chemistry. It's a fact
about the attitudes that we have toward it. So money is observer-relative.
Money, property, government, marriage, universities, Google, cocktail
parties, and summer vacations are all observer-relative.

BILEMAKINIINEEL, AARENHMFMR. MEHMNNEMGIS
B, FIAEEENTUREN, &%, U™, BE. B8, X2 8% %
REz, TEZER, XEHZENTUREMN,
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observer-relative (B33 F &R
&) HEERBMANSESHA
%, WEET. BH. KFE. X2
ER (HSTHEMNEMD) PHE
ARICHIRZIOMEE R

—KERN T FNEEMRH
INTIEEC R R, ERRZ
79 THEITHEEL . T HEFRETth{L
WPNR, EERESMEERZ
SMTNEE,

MIAREIE - H 8 W



7 3E bi R B & IFRIKANIZE - ASK THE BEST MINDS

6:30
And that has to be distinguished from observer—independent. And notice
now, all observer-relative phenomenon are created by human

consciousness. Hence, they contain an element of ontological subjectivity.

But you already know that you can have, in some cases, an epistemically
objective science of a domain that is observer-relative. That's why you
can have an objective science of economics even though the phenomena

studied by economics is, in general, observer-relative, and hence contains

an element of ontological subjectivity.

RRFH MR T URENFROXDFEK, TR, ABEANTURENN
SEZHAXRIREIS LR, B, ENHESE—MAFICENLR
5. (BIERME, ERLEFERT, RN —TMEXNFURENN
BT — AR LERNRE . XMENT AR UG —ERERTT
¥, REGFREMARNVIAKREMA LZENTUREN, BMESERE
ICEMIERIBL D

7:11
Economists tend to forget that. They tend to think that economics is kind
of like physics, only it's harder. When | studied economics, | was appalled.

of voice that in physics we learned that force equals mass times
acceleration. They're totally different because the stuff in economics is all
observer-relative and contains an element of ontological subjectivity. And
when the subjectivity changes—- ffft—— the whole thing collapses.

ZFFREETTE—R. NEEUAZFEEREMESE, RFATE
M, BHHFREFTENIR, BERRT . )2 DPRMAZSTILFRIL
m BT OY), MBNEER L2 DEFTREFRUNRE N —E—,
ENZEEMBE, AAZFZENFRAZAZENTUREN, 285
RRIEEMMEAIR D . THZMERME—T—BE—BMERF AR
1.

75 3E B R

ZRHTRFFN EER
R DOPREA=10RR ) R
HENREENIASR, KBA
WEE, 5 Th=RExN&EE,]
BREBRERMERTENE.

appalled /o2'po:1d/ adj.
EIRRY, ZAREY

marginal revenue phr.

(257%) DPRlE
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7:45
That was discovered in 2008. This is not a lecture about economics. |
want you to keep all that in mind. Now that's important because a lot of
the phenomena that are studied in cognitive science, particularly
phenomena of intelligence, cognition, memory, thought, perception, and all

the rest of it have two different senses. They have one sense, which is
observer—independent, and another sense, which is observer—relative. And,
consequently, we have to be very careful that we don't confuse those
senses because many of the crucial concepts in cognitive science have as
their reference phenomena that are observer—relative and not observer—
independent.

2008F AKMMAIRET , IFR—EXFFIR, BHREMRMEXLEEICHE
BE., XREE, EANIRZRARNORSNAER, LEEEEE. A,
icle. B4, ARSFFILENR, HAEMMPARNEN. EMNE—HEX
MR TUREN, Z—MEXEENTUREN, B, FHODFEE
B, AEEEZMMEX, BWIARZE RIS KRS ATEIRIL
SEEANTUREN, MAZRMEBTUREN,

05 IAFNRZ S P S EIRIEH K

8:37

I'm going to get to that. OK, everybody up with us so far? | want
everything to sound so obvious you think, why does this guy bore us with
these platitudes? Why doesn't he say something controversial? Now I'm
going togoand talk about some intellectual history. Many years ago,
before any of you were born, a new discipline was born. It was called
cognitive science. And it was founded by a whole bunch of us who got
sick of behaviorism in psychology, effectively. That was the reason for it.

And the Sloan Foundation used to fly us around to lecture, mostly to each
other.

XTHEEZHE, 7, BIERNIEAKEIR ETIE? Bk EXLEITRENR
HEMB L, LRI ZIRKFIHREXLEZEBRRGBAT? thEA
ARABEFWORA? HTIRBEEA A —REBBE, RSER, R
FREALEZR], —THERIEET ., EMIAIRZE, EREKN—FEA
BIIZA, AT, ME—#RB T OMEZRTAEXNA, XMEERE
fI%H., BiEEES (Sloan Foundation) HAYTAE HEERIIUH
F, EEZHGRIULIT,

75 3E B R

2008 FEAEAKS I ABNE: ™
miED (EWSE) HRSHE
MERER., HEEEE—E: A
AP ZRR RS A FERE
IR/ AN FIE

cognition /ka:g'nifn/ n.
IARD, NIRE?E

INAIR} 2GR T 1950—70 F
R, BHTREX (RFARAN
ITH. ERAELE) R
. BiEEESAEBNEM TR
MR RFRBIARE,

platitudes /'pletotu:dz/ n.
PRIENEE, EEBH

behaviorism /b1 hervjorizom/ n.
(0EF) TREX
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But anyway, that's all right. We were called Sloan Rangers. And | was
invited to lecture to the Artificial Intelligence Lab at Yale. And | thought,
well, christ, | don't know anything about artificial intelligence. So | went
out and bought a book written by the guys at Yale. And | remember

thinking, $16.95 plus tax—— money wasted. But it turned out | was wrong.

They had in there a theory about how computers could understand. And
the idea was that you give the computer a story. And then you ask the
computer questions about the story.

TG xRER ., BAMERIE ERIEH%E" (Sloan Rangers) , [ERkFEZBEEE
A LEETIMEMIHE, FOME, KFER, BWALEGEAR—BF
B, TRELEIT —AEEPEASHH, RICEHMOAE: 16.95%7T
M —EBRT . BERIIPREQQ. PEE—EXTITENNNMG
BEIERE IRIL. BERERHEMN: MEITEIN—THE. REMFMEERS
Eit BRI,

9:57
And the computer would give the correct answer to the questions even
though the answer was not contained in the story. A typical story. A guy
goes into a restaurant and orders a hamburger. When they brought him
the hamburger, it was burned to a crisp. The guy stormed out of the

restaurant and didn't even pay his bill. Question, did the guy eat the
hamburger? Well, all of you computers know the answer to that. No, the
guy didn't eat the hamburger. And | won't tell you the story where the
answer is yes.

HENZAHERNER, EMEERAFESENSE, —THENW
EERXFN, —TAEHREE, /T —TXE, XEix LXNIEER, BEL
RBIEER. XIARSPRhELEE, EREPRMT, B8 XTAIZRXE
73?2 i3, (RMIXLEHENBANEER, 88, XAREXE, EF
=17 T BB REFEMAHAT .
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}5HRE Al SLIGF Roger Schank
HRARY ThiAS) IEi6: FEIER
AEBIRER, EFEENS
FIZAIRRAEER, ZHETHEAR
g3 MEEfR) ROIEE,

IXEME R Schank HNEETR
T TEFRERRTE DRz X—
RIBIRAIERE. 38 Al BFEINAR
IERRIT BN BERIER T HE—
RERE/RERBFENES.

burned to a crisp phr.
RISER, BRER

stormed out phr. v.
125 a5 T
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10:24 P BRI S ERTER
It's equally boring. Now, the point was this proves that the computer really HE#H2N T L8R, BEF
understands the story. So there | was on my way to New Haven on United AIHATE — T2 /5 R REE XS R E

.- . A, H—PFHRE—T LR
Airlines at 30,000 feet. And | thought, well, hell, they could give me these B

. . ) TRFAETIER,

stories in Chinese. And | could follow the computer program for answering
stories. And | don't understand a word of the story. And | thought, well,
that's an objection they must have thought of. And besides that won't
keep me going for a whole week in New Haven. Well, it turned out they
hadn't thought of it.

— X, REET, MANEXIERTIHENEMERTXMNE. T&

HNFALERHEMN NEARNY, E=HRRNBE, 08, IF, f

MNEEAIMAPXAERXLERE, HAIURER I EZF BN ENRZR

EiRE, MRS EMER—TFEHAE, HXE, XTREMIT5ERE

7T, BiR, IRAABABEREARXIE-BTER. ERE, fth()id

Hie83d,
06 HXEENSIER &R
1:02 IR R E$1E 35 &, *
And everybody was convinced | was wrong. But interestingly they all had BRI RPN SHIFE
different reasons for thinking | was wrong. And the argument has gone on F=HURRE, RXMNFH=12

| N2 /R A=CPU,
longer than a week. It's gone on for 35 years. | mean, how often do | have . BEZNEREA

? ' i
to !’E%_fL_JjE?_ these guys? But anyway, let's go through it. The way the refute /' fut v.

argument goes in its simplest version is | am locked in a room full of BE, R
Chinese—— well, they're boxes full of Chinese symbols and a rule book in

English for manipulating the symbols. Unknown to me, the boxes are

called a database, and the rule book is called a program.

MEMBABZERZEN, EARERNE, MWINMANKEERSAE
@, XFFEHFENNEZALE—EH, EERFELTI0F, HE
W, BRRERARXERRZINR? FIREERF, BRI —EXTIE
i, XTCUERERNRAZXFN: BEIE—TEEE, EE2E
X—IR, BRHPXNFSHES, T8 —FRAEXSNRERXERSH
MWFA, BAERE, XEFEFIMEEIERE", BTN FHIL 652
7'
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In coming in the room, | get Chinese symbols. Unknown to me, those are
questions. | look up what I'm supposed to do. And after | shuffle a lot of
symbols, | give back other symbols. And those are answers to the
questions. Now we will suppose—— | hope your bored with this, because |
am. | mean, I've told this story many times. We will suppose that they get
so good at writing the program, | get so good at shuffling the symbols,
that my answers are indistinguishable from a native Chinese speaker. |

pass the Turing test for understanding Chinese.

BERNFEHREIEER, HAMENZE, BEZIRE, REFMREBCS
ZMft s, BEFT —ABNSZE, RELS—LEHFS, MBLHME0
ANER, HERNRR—EZFEMNIELRRT, EAKBECHR
T BEW, XTHEBAITXRZET . HNRRMIEREFS[IFXE
B, HEBEFHSHEFIPAES, UETHRNZRN—TURAEEN
AZEXH, FEI T EFEFXHERMA.

12:13

All the same, | don't understand a word of Chinese. And there's no way in
the Chinese room that | could come to understand Chinese because all |
am is a computer system. And the rules | operate are a computer
program. And—- and this is the important point—— the program is purely
syntactical. It is defined entirely as a set of operations over syntactical
elements. To put it slightly more technically, the notion same implemented
program defines an equivalence class that is specified completely

independently of any physics and, in particular, independent of the physics
of its realization.

REML, HEZB—THXFHAE, MEEXTNPIXE'E, BREAT
BEFREBPN, BARBTME—TITENAR, HEAHRTHMRNFME
— M ENER., MB—XEXBRE—XTEFEEREEN,

EREREXN—AERTDETEZ LIERE, RERHMRAE—SR,

“BE—TREIMOEF" X TEZEX T —PEME, XTEMENHET
ST TEAEER, LHEZIR T EFASLIRIFRIFPEEIR,

75 3E B R
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BRI ENSEESEPIEA
TEXDESEA, BIE TR
%), BERREACSTEBEIRX
hRERMILANZTTIERR, I
TZMALBI AT

shuffle /' [afl/ v.
Wah, KEHEF (ASCHFEHE)

indistinguishable / mdr
‘stmgwifabl/ adj.
TEX D (+from)

Maga)ks BICIERA: E—E
R aEEA LT (2
BRI M), HESIRIL TR
— X ERERF IR
TEHIEHIEN,

syntactical /sm 'tektikl/ adj.

AN, 1B (53EXAEX)

equivalence class phr.

(Eh=) HM=
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The bottom line is if | don't understand the questions and the answers on
the basis of implementing the program, then neither does any other digital
computer on that basis because no computer has anything that | don't
have. Computers are purely syntactical devices. Their operations are
defined syntactically. And human intelligence requires more than syntax. It
requires a semantics. It requires an understanding of what's going on. You

can see this if you contrast my behavior in English with my behavior in
Chinese.

JIIRERME, URBEAEREETXTEFIGERILFTNER, B
LEEEMBFHT BN EEFERERLIER, RoxBEmaitENRAEE
AHAMRENERA. TENEAENTERE. EMNNEERIRTERE
XH, MAREEREBENTRAZAE. EEFRIEX. ERENEERE
NEERAER. (RA BT ERAFRIENRIMMEA R XNRNKE

=Sy S
/ﬁﬁ /\5\\0

13:31

They ask me questions in English. And | give answers in English. They say,
what's the longest river in the United States? And | say, well, it's the
Mississippi, or the Mississippi—Missouri, depending on if you count that as
one river. They ask me in Chinese, what's the longest river in China? |
don't know what the question is or what it means. All | got are Chinese
symbols. But | look up what I'm supposed to do with that symbol, and |
give back an answer, which is the right answer. It says, it's the Yangtze.

fifiIAZER R, FAFELLOZ, 0)6): EERKITREMT
2?7 Byt 1B, BEAALEE, AEEEANALE-BAET, XEURTMRE
SEEN&EF—FT., tmMNAFXEHK: PESKITRETA? HAM
BXZEftalE, BANMEERHTAREE, HEINREZ—LEPXFTS,
BERE-—TZEALENR TS, RARLELE—TEE, MEZERNE
&, B BRI
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semantics /so'mantiks/ n.
B BYE (5 syntax @&
HEXT)

ZRABECEXEE (BIEER)
5t EE (BRFSIRE) A3
R IMETARITEME
B, RTERSHEIUARZES]
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14:02

That's the longest river in China. | don't know any of that. I'm just a
computer. So the bottom line is that the implemented computer program
by itself is never going to be sufficient for human understanding because
human understanding has more than syntax. It has a semantics. There are
two fundamental principles that underlie the Chinese room argument. And
both of them seem to me obviously true. You can state each in four
words. Syntax is not semantics. And simulation is not duplication. You can

simulate—— you're going to have plenty of time for questions.

PBARPEZKITR, EXEXR AN, BRE2—LITEN. FAUES
EME, WZIMAITENREFAS KT RMUTEALNER, RRIAL
MERARENE, EXFIEX. PXEECIEERERFELRRN. &
HER, ZMFHEMBNZE N% E mﬂjuﬁm ERR, 9%
NEIE N5 =ILER T ERERT
8],

14:43
How much time we got, by the way? | want to—— JOHN BRACAGLIA: We'll
leave time for questions at the end. JOHN SEARLE: | want everybody that
has a question to have a chance to ask the question. Anyway, that's the
famous Chinese room argument. And it takes about five minutes to
explain it. Now you'd be amazed at the responses | got. They were
absolutely breathtaking in their preposterousness. Now let me give you

some answers. A favorite answer was this. You were there in a room. You

had all those symbols.

X7, BITEEZVNE? BE—AO8 iR BeEREE
1REIRtE, N8 -ER: HREEE—THLOENASENSRER, 22, X
MEZEBNPXEEISIE, BREABIFERDH, BETXK, ﬁ&ﬂm
ALY RILRMIARIZ—IR. ENNREREGES AN, WEL
BAEMITHLDER, B—MESZIOHE N & XEFN, RENFE—
FBEE, MMEIPLERFS,

75 3E B R

MmEMEENEEi55&5| B
B4E: Syntax is not semantics

(B3 EARRIENX) ; Simulation is
not duplication (IEIUREE
i) .

duplication / du:pli'kerfn/ n.

E%l, EM (5 simulation &
EVGENS))

breathtaking /'brefteikm/ adj.
IRAR, ABCHMIER (b4h
HARIN)

preposterousness /pr1

‘pa'%lars%nes/ n.

R, mEARE
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15:18

You had a box. You probably had scratch paper on which to work. Now, it
wasn't you that understood. You're just a CPU, they would say with
contempt, the Central Processing Unit. | didn't know what any of these
wordsmeant in those days. CPU, it's the system that understands. And
when | first heard this, | mean, the room understands Chinese, | said to the
guy. And he said, yes, the room understands Chinese. Well, it's a
desperate answer. And | admire courage. But it's got a problem. And that
is the reason | don't understand is | can't get from the syntax to the
semantics.

MBE—"EF. MAETERFEENERE, B4, EREPAHNHTZE
R MMRARTCPU—AEEHFERRIR—FRRLIESE, BIMRIHARS
AREXEER+ARR. CPU? )ik, EEEMNERETRS. HE—
IRITRXPNYER, B, BIBRAW: X SEEEER? thik:
28, XPEEEER, 13, XETINE—HBNEE, HRMXTHE

S, BEEME—E, BEET, HZFAUTER, BERARTENDEE

KIEX,

16:00

But the room can't either. How does the room get from the syntax of the
computer program of the input symbols to the semantics of the
understanding of the symbols? There's no way the room can get there
because that would require some consciousness in the room in addition to
my consciousness. And there is no such consciousness. Anyway, that was
one of many answers. One of my favorites was this. This was in a public
debate. A guy said to me, but suppose we ask you, do you understand
Chinese? And suppose you say, yes, | understand Chinese.

A EEBERFEAE, BEEAFTEMBAGFSHTENRERQE, BiA
XXLERF S ZIBRFAENIR? BERATEHEIRX—<R, EAIFERE
BT HBNRIRZIMNEFEEMAINEIR, MARFEZFNTIR, &8
Z, BRERKRZEN Z2—, BRERNVEIN Z—ZXFN. BEE—HL
FEHE L. BT ANBIR: A2, RgENER, RIERNE? FKRigfRE
& 28, HIEP
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FTRZERN (systems reply)
BN PRERORE: EER
BEFERENA (A2
CPU), MBETENRL. ZE/RED
BEEFRREX—ER,

contempt /kon'tempt/ n.

22 &M (with contempt 8
i)

ZETRNREER: BERETE
MENEBAIES; 7 ThEEEaE
3 FTEREEEEFES—
PMRIRER, MXIEZICIEAS
IABY,
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16:36 feeble /'fi:bl/ ad.

Well? Well, OK, let's try that and see how far we get. | get a question that THH, WERERE (B0
looks like this. Now, this will be in a dialect of Chinese some of you won't i)

recognize. Unknown to me, that symbol means, do you understand

Chinese? | look up what I'm supposed to do. And | give them back a

symbol that's in the same dialect of Chinese. And it looks like that. And

that says, why do you guys ask me such dumb questions? Can't you see

that | understand Chinese? | could go on with the other responses and

objections, but | think they're all equally feeble.

BXERNE? WFIB, BEMNMILINE, BEESEZ, HRKE—TOXEFR
B, XERNE—MHXEE, RIEEARBEIANLE, AR
B, BMRFSHEBRRE: REFXE? RE—TZEAM. REERAR—
MAXAEREMI—THFS. EXBIEF. ENERE: (RIITHIC]
HIXABEE? ¥EEETHRIERND? Tk AT A S E A A Bl
MR, EFINNENERRIFIEER.

17:25 SREE (Deep Blue) : IBM EFRZR
The bottom line is there's a logical truth. And that is that the implemented HITEA, 1997 FHMHEREE
computer program is defined syntactically. And that's not a weakness. FHIRZ R, EREE: 6AE

XAZHENNSER, BREH

That's the power. The power of the syntactical definition of computation
W= R F TR I FRTE

is you can implement it on electronic machines that can perform literally
millions of computations in a very small amount of time. I'm not sure |
believe this, but it always says it in the textbooks, that Deep Blue can do
250 million computations in a second. OK, | take their word for it.

ARG, XEE-FEEAE, P KIMNHTENEFZRE
EXH, MEXAREHER. RERENEDME. TENEEXZHM
BN, METIRAMEEXMEBRFNEL, XEAFEEERENITEA
RTEMNERITEE. BTAHERSEMERT, BHMBEZEXA
5: “RE"EBVERIT2HOREE. FIE, HBREMIIMRE.
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18:04

So it's not a weakness of computers. Now, another argument | sometimes
got was, well, in programs, we often have a section called the semantics
of natural understanding programs. And that's right. But, of course, what
they do is they put in more computer implementation. They put in more
syntax. Now, so far, so good. And | think if that's all there was to say, I've
said all of that before. But now | want to go on to something much more
interesting. And here goes with that. Now how we doing? I'm not—-
everybody seems to understand there's going to be plenty of time for
questions.

FAIMZAZ BN R, B, BAERFANS—MMEILE: 1B, &2
FE, BMNEEE T BRESEBEFNE D, XiRHE, B
SR, MENMAEE NI ZMAE SR BN, MIIINANEESNG
E. BIBRIAL, —UEELF. 38, MRBRNMRABXLE, PBRLR
uﬂ%%LT ERERBEEHA - LEEEERZNERA. BHNMITIA

B, MEHAITH/ELE? HAR—AXUFHBRBEESE 7T EIR]
AiE),
18:41

| insist on a good question period. So let me take a drink of water, and we
go to the next step, which | think is more important.

RESEE M ERENRITHT, BAILKBOK, BIHAT—S,
RIANX—SEEE,
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18:51

A lot of people thought, well, look, maybe the computer doesn't
understand Chinese, but all the same, it does information processing. And
it does, after all, do computation. That's what we define the machine to
do. And | had to review a couple of books recently. One book said that we
live in a new age, the age of information. And in a wonderful outburst, the
author said everything is information. Now that ought to worry us if
everything is information. And | read another book. This was an optimistic
book.

RZASE: B, fE, BIFTENBIREER, EREEE, E
L AMERLAE., MACERMIEHITE., BERRNXXaEEAM
EXMINEE, RIEBEABAFL/LAR. B—AHR, BAIEZE—THH
RS, EERN. AEE—ERBENELTH, (FER: PYEER. R
AMERER, BBEATAIMZELT. MEET H—FF., B2 —ARNL
B,

19:37
| reviewed—- this for "The New York Review of Books"-- a less optimistic
book by a guy who said computers are now so smart they're almost as
smart as we are. And pretty soon, they'll be just as smart as we are. And
then | don't have to tell this audience the next step. They'll be much
smarter than we are. And then look out because they might get sick of
being oppressed by us. And they might simply rise up and overthrow us
all. An_clut_ﬁ_i_s_,_;tﬁé_author said modestly—— | guess this is howyousell
books—- he said this may be the greatest challenge that humanity has

ever faced, the upcoming revolt of super-smart computers.

BTt —=R4% (AOFHTF) EN——=—NRBARTIUNSH, FER
HEAMEEKRREILFANBAT AT, MARR, EMMEx
M—HERR, T THRN—F, BENUDERELESNT . EMNERAE
REZ. REAEIALT, ANENTAIESRE TRIENEE. EfI1EE
ThReBFmE, ERERNEMER, MXUFE “RE F—RBHEMZE
RXAZHEN—AMIR, XAIRERARE RUREIRRISRAE: EIEE
KEVBREREITENNRR,

75 3E B R

THEER) BEHERARL
B, Z/RAVEM: XA RIESR
F7 "ERIREARERABHE
Bu 5 THENARLNE01E
B ZBERISFRR,

FRITROBED TBRRBEERIR
$ (BREE (AHHT) WL
BT SIBI (BREEE)) . Ut
BIRRRESHEX THFTFR
BRI BELETRE,

overthrow / owvar 'Orow/ v.

HE, BB (BUNEF)

oppressed /o'prest/ ad.
SZEB/H
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20:25
Now, | want to say both of these claims are silly. | mean, I'm speaking
shorthand here. There'll be plenty of chance to answer me. And | want to
say briefly why. The notion of intelligence has two different senses. It has
an observer—independent sense where it identifies something that is
psychologically real. So | am more intelligent than my dog Tarski. Now,
Tarski's pretty smart, | agree. But overall, I'm smarter than Tarski. I've had
four dogs, by they way—- Frege, Russell, Ludwig, and Tarski.

HAERRR, SMMMEHRRER. HEW, BXEWHSLERER, /K1)
SAEXRENESRRR K. BREERRER. “Bi" X MRS ERMAE
HNEX., ERE MBI TURENS X, BHNEEMEOE LREIEEN
RPG, PTDA, FREEFRROIIEEREEEREE, S, BHTERIRERY, o
Ao BEMAE, HECEMERR, INER—5, HFINFRE—HE
1B, TR, BRYER, CRERE.

21:08

And Tarski, he's a Bernese mountain dog. I'm sorry | didn't bring him
along, but he's too big for the car. Now, he's very smart. But he does have
intelligence in the same sense that | do. Only he happens to have
somewhat less than | do. Now, my computer is also intelligent. And it also
processes information. But—— and this is the key point—- it's observer—
relative. The only sense in which the computer has intelligence is not in an
intrinsic, but it's in an observer—relative sense. We can interpret its
operatlons in such a way that we can make—- now, watch this
terminology—— we can make epistemically objective claims of intelligence
even though the intelligence in question is entirely in the eye of the

beholder. T

BHREE—FERALA, RERFOKILEFE, BAERKT, EFEERR
T. EFERE, MAERANEEMNBENEERER—MEX LN, AT
HEMISLEHRD—LEXT ., MENITENBE “GaE 1N, SR ES.
BR—XEXEME—REENTUREMSH. HTENAEEREN
WX, TEAEEX LN, MEANTREENT X L. BT
AEMAIRBRENGE, MME—EFERXENRE—ATET A
MEAIMNRIE LEUNE RS, REMACHXMERETEFETUER
EHIIRF,

75 3E B R

ZRNOFBUFER. T,
ISR (HIFREME) . BHE
Gl MRS ITEFESH
REENEEANY), BETEER
RIHYER

ROER: JHNERES ANERE
2R—M (REN. WREMIL
1), RERREARE; T8N
MEge MsE2 2R
1, FETUEERS,

intrinsic /in'trinsik/ adj.
AEBERN (RFEEZOAIE,
5MEEERIEIIIL)

in the eye of the beholder
phr.

BATNRE, MCRE (RE
BIE MEAREL )
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22:03
This was brought home forcefully to me when | read in the newspapers
that IBM Héa_c_i-éé_iéﬁ_éa_a computer program which could beat the world's
leading chess player. And in the same sense in which Kasparov beat
Karpov so we were told Deep Blue beat Kasparov. Now that ought to
worry us because for Karpov and Kasparov to play chess, they both have
to be conscious that they're playing chess. They both have to know such
things as | opened with pawn to king four, and my queen is threatened on

the left-hand side of the board.

R—RILFRBMFE, BEBMRE LIERIBMIRITE—TEEE W RN
SEFATEAEFORR. MAMERIES XERFRIBRAIBIREX
£, BOMWER, RETWT FHBEZ X, XMZIEHNER, BRXNF
RIERFMFEIRE XKk, B FEMRRE, MIRESLAFERIRtAEE
o M, ARESAIABEXFRSENS, LNBFBE T TarxEm,
B REMEBZMZE T ED.

22:42

But now notice, Deep Blue knows none on that because it doesn't know
anything. You can make epistemically objective claims about Deep Blue. It
made such and such a move. But the attributions of intelligent chess

playing, this move or that move, it's all observer-relative. None of it is
intrinsic. In the intrinsic sense in which | have more intelligence than my
dog, my computer has zero intelligence—- absolutely none at all. It's a very
complex electronic circuit that we have designed to behave as if it were
thinking, as if it were intelligent.

BiFER, RENXLE—TMM, BNEH2EAME, (R AXREE
HINRIE EEWAIEHT. LEMEETRE—SH, EIE“ERETHET

E, TERXSHEHERHSHE, £H2ENTIAREN. KE—HFERNEE
i, MBLEHRNBERRBNBTAEEXNMNS, BREMEENT—
BYR—RILEIRE. ER—TIEEERNEFEE, EBNtHRL
EXRNSHFBRERE. FREERE—H,

75 3E B R
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FHIMRE X5 F/RIKKZE 1980—
90 FHNEFHAHENEEN, £
RigH DREDMREMAZ K]
REEMRT [T BEX:
RERATHMEASE TH.

brought home phr.

bring sth home to sb {5 AR
PR RE

pawn /pamn/ n.
(EPRRE) &5 EEHEHTF. #®
FAE

FRIVSFBERE) BIERAR
WY as—if (HUN) Tatt, 5
EREMEN ., ATMXREME
NpER (EETESH), B I8
g8 WAREEENREETN.
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23:24

But in the strict sense, in the observer—-independent sense in which you
and | have intelligence, there is zero intelligence in the computer. It's all
observer-relative. And what goes for intelligence goes for all of the key
notions in cognitive science. The notions of intelligence, memory,
perception, decision—making, rationality—— all those have two different
senses, a sense where they identify psychologically real phenomena of the
sort that goes on in you and me and the sort where they identify
observer-relative phenomena.

BEFEEX L, EFREAEEENIM MR TARENEN L, 8
NMENEENT, 2HEEANTUREN, MERTEENEE, EHFE
BT AMMZEMBNXBERE, BeE. 1012, A, RR. BUE—FR
BAREFSHBEMPAENS Y — S XENZOE EREXNIER, M
BREEMES LR, Z—FEIENEENTURENINR,

24:02

But in the intrinsic sense in which you and | have intelligence, the
machinery we're talking about has zero intelligence. It's no question of its
having more or less. It's not in the same line of business. All of the

intelligence is in the eye of the beholder. It's all observer—relative. Now,
you might say—— and | would say—- so, for most purposes, it makes no
difference at all. | mean, if you can design a car that can drive itself, who
cares if it's conscious or not? Who cares if it literally has any intelligence?

BEMRBHEEENIMAEEN L, FMNKISHXENFEENT, R
AAFHREERES —REED—RNEE, EERMARTR—1EhE,
FIENEEHFETURENRD. EHEEYTUREN. RAIERN
—HECERE—FMMN, MASHEENS, JRFFAXH,
=, ARMERTH—M=EDNEREF, EEFERRERIRRE?
EEFERTERNETATERENE?

75 3E B R

ICIEFELLHET - ERe. 1212, 0
. ORE, EE—IARIRIFR
EEMZOEDCHAE NOEE
5 TgmEEX) mMAE, B
REBIFEBIR,

line of business phr.
7Y, 8B (not in the same
line of business FEE)
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24:35

And | agree. For most purposes, it doesn't matter. For practical purposes,
it doesn't matter whether or not you have the observer—-independent or the
observer-relative sense. The only point where it matters, if you think
there's some psychological significance to the attribution of intelligence to
machinery which has no intrinsic intelligence. Now, notice the intelligence
by which we—- the mental processes by which we attribute intelligence to
the computer require consciousness. So the attribution of observer—
relativity is done by conscious agents.

HEAEX—R. MASHARNS, XXXEE, NERAREXRR, 1RA
HRAREMEBTURENS Y, TE2RNTURENS Y, #HELME.

W—EZMMAEET, MRMANESEITNSXESEEMOESE £
MNEX, MXBESHREAENERE. BEE, HME
BEEAT I BN HAVATL 0ETRE, BRRERIRN., I, WESE
AR R BEEIRRIEIRTTRAY,

25:16
But the consciousness is not itself observer-relative. The consciousness
that creates the observer-relative phenomena is not itself observer—
relative. But now let's get to the crunch line then. If information is

systematically ambiguous between an intrinsic sense, in which you and |
have information, and an observer-relative sense, in which the computer
has information, what about computation? After all, computation, that
must surely be intrinsic to the computer. That's what we designed and
built the damn things to do, was computation.

BERRAGHAFZENTUEEN, AIEEMRERNIURITEIR,
E$Ef#7ﬁze1‘ﬁiﬂ‘:_|:i)b$%ﬁ’\] BLAMAERARRXREE, WR1ER"

XTERAFGEMEFELY, —IRAENSY, EMIHAREENIMNS
X, —IRBERNTURENS X, BITENREESNHRTHEX, BitE
Xafane? 5, HELZETENAERRNIE. HINgitlHiExe
REA, MERTILENBITE,

75 3E B R
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08 MNitHE) —@AMmESIEX

25:58 ER 1950 FigX (itEiRS
But, of course, the same distinction applies. And | want to take a drink of £Bee) REEFREE (AR

iR) . LA computer —iFH TM
ETEMNAL (ZAATIHHE
7)), FRABERAEEER

computers,

water and think about history for a moment. When | first read Alan
Turing's article, it was called "Computing Machinery and Intelligence."
Now why didn't he call it "Computers and Intelligence"? Well, you all know
the answer. In those days, "computer" meant "person who computes." A
computer is like a runner or a piano player. It's some human who does the
operation. Nowadays nobody would think that because the word has
changed its meaning.

BEA, BFENXSBERTXE., HEBOK, IMERR—THE,
BRI - BRBEXEN, ErtndE (TEVSRSERE). it
FATRWE GHENSEEE) B? 18, RMNMBMEER, EBDE

X, “computer’f8HIZ “MItHMIAN", “computer” & ML E "B W=
BRE—F, BENERNTRIRENE DA, USRASRLET, AR
XMABZRETEX.

26:37
Or, rather, it's acquired the systematic ambiguity between the observer—
relative sense and the observer—-independent sense. Now we think that a
computer names a type of machinery, not a human being who actually
carries out computation. But the same distinction that we've been
applying, the same distinction that we discovered in all these other cases,
that applies to computation in the literal or observer—independent sense in
which | will now do a simple computation. | will do a computation using
the addition function.

HEE RN, ERETIHMAFENEN, MTHENTREENEX
M T MRENE X ZIE, MEBITAN B B2 M-S,
MAR— T ERHITIHENA. ERM—EEEANEITES, Bk
MNEMBEMBEZFRINBIXS, AFERTFESX L. BHESR
KT NREEX LRI E—IERMEM— TR ENITE. ZER
BRI — TR,
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27:21

And here's how it goes. It's not a very big deal. One plus one equals two.
Now, the sense in which | carried out a computation is absolutely intrinsic
and observer-independent. | don't care what anybody says about me. If
the experts say, well, you weren't really computing. No, | was. |
consciously did a computation. When my pocket calculator does the same
operation, the operation is entirely observer—relative. Intrinsically all that
goes on is a set of electronic state transitions that we have designed so
that we can interpret computationally.

BT, R ARFTH., —I—FT =, ERFTHRTIHENXMNE
X, BEMAEN. MEHTREEN. BAEFIIAELARK. IRE
MR, MELHRBEAENEITE—F, HHMEEIHE. ﬁ%ﬁgﬁﬂ
W7 =R E. MERNHEZITTERIITEENZEN, XTEEMT
EENTURENT . MAERE, RENRE— %ﬂ@%hum%ﬁ,
BANE IR, EBTEMITENRE X,

27:58
And, again, to repeat, for most purposes, it doesn't matter. When it
matters is when people say, well, we've created this race of mechanical
intelligences. And they might rise up and overthrow us. Or they attribute
some other equally implausible psychological interpretation to the
machinery. In comrr{é_r_c;i_éluc_:_dr_ﬁbuters, the computation is observer—
relative. Now notice, you all know that doesn't mean it's epistemically
subjective. And | pay a lot of money so that Apple will make a piece of
machinery that will implement programs that my earlier computers were
not intelligent enough to implement.

BEE—E, MAZHREMNS, XLXEE, ZRNRER, 2HAL]

B, BMNENSE T —TIWEERMIR, BRI,
& HAMGXENSFE F 3 NEHEAFRIEROEZ BN R, EEH
HENH, TEERENTUREEN. E5EE, (RMIFMAE, AT
BEANRIELRENR., B TADE, FILERQSEL —Q8EEBIT
ABLERZ RIS, TMIARTRERIERGEEEE, WAMPLERER.
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28:41 EHICIERHTE—<: BRATE

Notice the observer-relative attribution of intelligence here. So it's MBS AERRLEOITE,

absolutely harmless unless you think there's some psychological ERFMERIR. ATENLEERY

significance. Now what is lacking, of course, in the machinery, which we %E%%BHHA%*DEB%E’\]%E@U
=,

have in human beings which makes the difference between the observer
relativity of the computation in the commercial computer and the intrinsic
or observer independent computation that | have just performed on the
blackboard, what's lacking is consciousness. All observer-relative
phenomena are created by human and animal consciousness.

AR, XEXMERNEARMEBENTUREN, MUAXTELMAH, IR
FRANNREBETACEZ ENEX., B4, HSREAMRONERA—
SR, BHMNAXSERE—IEREER T AT ENPITENNRER
E, SEETERRLATHIRMAEN. M TRRENITEZ(E
MEHN—HATRDNFERIR. AN TURENNSR, #MEHAEM
RIREIER,

29:20
But the human and animal consciousness that creates them is not itself
observer-relative. So there's an intrinsic mental phenomena, the
consciousness of the agent, which creates the observer—relative
phenomena, or interprets the mechanical system in an observer relative
fashion. But the consciousness that creates observer relativity is not itself
observer-relative. It's intrinsic. Now, | wanted to save plenty of time for
discussion. So let me catch my breath and then give a kind of summary of
the main thrust of what I've been arguing.

BEISHEMNNARNNMNTIR, EARSGHAZENTUREN. U
FEMRAENOENSR, BEANTIR, ELIELEN TUEERIM
R, FEU-MMENTURENLAEBENMARS. BEISHNEER
SHERBITRIR, AEHAAZENTUREN, E2ANE. iF, HEHR
HREMNIERITIE, HEREOS, RAENE-—EERIINEENRME—
RIS
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29:59
And one of things | haven't emphasized but | want to emphasize now, and
that is most of the apparatus, the conceptual apparatus, we have for

mental and the physical, the difference between the social and the
individual, and the distinction between those features which can be
identified in an observer—relative fashion, such as computation, and those
which can be identified in an observer-independent fashion, such as
computation.

BE—REZENgARE, ENAEREE—T, AMERNARKITIEXER
AHASD TR, EMEHRSTIE, BEAXEINT. LESYENX
Al HESMEANKZ, MRABLEEUEXN FMRE S R IATEAFE
— LA E—5 AR BE AR T MR BRI A T AIAERVHFEZ [B]AY
Xo—rEEait &,

30:40
We're confused by the vocabulary which doesn't make the matters
sufficiently clear. And I'm going to end this discussion by going through

some of the elements of the vocabulary. Now, let me have a drink of water

and catch my breath.

REECUEBAIRZ, AANERBIEXLREHSEBFE. MBITEE
ZRXZIVICH, EXERLFN—LEERT—E, IE, LRBOK,

mOS.

75 3E B R

ZRERKMEBSITE 0/,
HE2/MEZD) BEEHN., X2
fib—53%: BIRBEMIR,
ABERS RN _TieiEC
FiTIe,

apparatus / apo'ratos/ n.

EKE; (5l8) #H2IA. #KR

obsolete / a:bsa'li:t/ adj.
TR, [EFAY
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31:00

Let's start with that old question, could a machine think? Well, | said the
vocabulary was obsolete. And the vocabulary of humans and machines is
already obsolete because if by machine is meant a physical system
capable of performing certain functions, then we're all machines. I'm a
machine. You're a machine. And my guess is only machines could think.
Why? Well that's the next step. Thinking is a biological process created in
the brain by certain quite complex, but insufficiently understood
neurobiological processes.

BAIMBE D EOBFE: NEEREIE? Fixd, XEELELENT.,
M AE"5 “N&E" XEREAGMELIN T, ARNMRNE"1EHNE—
TEEBHITRLINENERS, BABANMENEE. BENE. RE
Hl2g. MEBE, RBNETERE, Bt4? ZMET—DEHN. B
ER—MEWMIRE, BAMPREEIER. BRI TRSETBRIN
L EY AT TRRTT £/,

31:45

So in order to think, you've got to have a brain, or you've got to have
something with equivalent causal powers to the brain. We might figure out

a way to do it in some other medium. We don't know enough about how
the brain does it. So we don't know how to create it artificially. So could a
machine think? Human beings are machines. Yes, but could you make an
artificial machine that could think? Why not? It's like an artificial heart.
The question, can you build an artificial brain that can think, is like the
question, can you build an artificial heart that pumps blood.

FAINERERE, REE— 1AM, HEMRFEEMRERLENS KMEZHR
KRG, BABITFRERENEERNNTRFZIE., BTN KMEEAME
BIE T RS AGS. FRUAFNTEREEAATHEISE. 3P4, Hla5ER
Z13? AKHMZEN=E. M. BRESH—acBENAENEE? St
LAEENR? ZFBALOBE—#, “RERREEEL —TZBENALAR”
REE, M REENEEEH — M RER MAYA /OB X 1M a),
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RERZ4: ERFIE HER
BERE) 0E. BREERIT
ThEEtUMIE RS, BBAAFEN
7=, MAEME 'RENSTEER
) —RERZLEMIRE.

AL EE 2B R /RITIHH
AR BERBENNEMEER
MEVORE, WIS HIARMEE R
BB, BRISTETRAINTA, M
FRRN_ERRATRE,

causal powers phr.

EREEH (BRZROAE: Kl
FAERIRRISERREES)
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32:19 FE/EH) BRIME: AL
We know how the heart does it, so we know how to do it artificially. We IERMERD (E%), mitE
don't know how the brain does it, so we have no idea. Let me repeat this. HBEHRIMR BRI R G L

Elf&. HOITFEARRMAfE 4

We have no idea how to create a thinking machine because we don't
BE, MIMNEH,

know how the brain does it. All we can do is a simulation using some sort
of formal system. But that's not the real thing. You don't create thinking
that way, whereas the artificial heart really does pump blood. So we had
two questions. Could a machine think? And could an artificially-made
machine think?

BAE O EA LN, AAMBMNAEEAATHSIINE, Bf1ARH
BARMEEAMEIN, MUENTEREXE, LIBRBEE—E. H(]%
ETHEZIALNE—ERBENNEE, BABNTMEXMZEEAME
8, BAIREMBIREREMEARARHTR, BPAZREENES,
RERBMAREIELEE, MALORNZENERMD. AMUEIIE
M ERE, Hle3eBEND? NERINZEaERENG?

32:52
neurotransmitters / norow

Answer the question one is obviously yes. Answer to question two is, we renzmitors) .

don't know yet, but there's no obstacle in principle. Does everybody see SRR

that? Building an artificial brain is like building an artificial heart. The only
thing is no one has begun to try it. They haven't begun to try it because
they have no idea how the actual brain does it. So they don't know how to
imitate actual brains. Well, OK, but could you build an artificial brain that
could think out of some completely different materials, out of something
that had nothing to do with nucleo—proteins, had nothing to with neurons
and neurotransmitters and all the rest of it.

FTHENERERZEEN, B_TEENERZE, BIERAE,
BRN EAZFERR, ARFHARX—RB? BE— T ATARMEEES
—BALOME, E—REEEEEEAF AR, ST RERN, 2
E At ETERIENAREEAGERN., FRMNhIAAEZMEE
hESERIAR, FIE, FIREERRER—LEZENENMHEL—TEERE
AR, B—ENZREEZELRA. MHEIT. HRBRUREMER
BRXERFHEZTR AR
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33:32 Z/RIBMB TN ENE
And the answer is, again, we don't know. That seems to me an open TAHRENAAR, FERIRNIF
question. If we knew how the brain did it, we might be able to define—- | i AFRMAR—BERIRR
mean, be able to design machines that could do it using some completely iﬁﬁg;ﬁ*mw BIRAR

different biochemistry in a way that the artificial heart doesn't use muscle
tissue to pump blood. You don't need muscle tissue to pump blood. And
maybe you don't need brain tissue to create consciousness. We just are
ignorant. But notice there's no obstacle in principle. The problem is no
one has begun to think about how you would build a thinking machine,
how you'd build a thinking machine out of some material other than
neurons because they haven't begun to think about how we might
duplicate and not merely simulate what the brain actually does.

~

BREZE: BNANE, EHRERZZ—TRMARMNEE, ORI
BAMZEAMEN, BlBIFMEEX —ERNEERE, MeEithA
Eim 2 ARNEMHZNEIRTIMNEEZNNEE, MFLEATOREHRE
ZRNAARRRM—F., ROAAFENRAAR, LFEIERIREH
FEMALR., HMNARTAME, BiFERE, RN LA AFERR. B&8E
T, BRBATEREZANARE—a=EBZ8EE, WAREZTAN
HMRIEE—aRBENE, Rt e BEZ8(hzaaes)

— MM R ——RINSEFR RIS,

34:26

So the question, could a machine think, could an artificial machine think,
could an artificial machine made out of some completely different
materials, could those machines think? And now the next question is the
obvious one. Well, how about a computer? Could a computer think? Now,
you have to be careful here. Because if a computer is defined as anything
that can carry out computations, well, | just did. This is a computation. So
I'm a computer. And so are all of you. Any conscious agent capable of
carrying out that simple computation is capable, is both a computer and
capable of thinking.

FTAE)EE : HlaRRERE1E? NENRERENID? A2 RRNMAFIE
HRBIAIEN RS, BRLENZREEREND? HTRNEAZEMS LAY, 3B
2, WENR? HENAERER? XEMRS/NMN—R. EANRITENK
EXNEAERITITERRA, BERNFES T —RTE, XME X
8. MAEME—ait8l. MIMEABRESE. FAETIR. BEBR
TEMERTENER, BE—aitE, tEREZ8EN.
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35:09 9 .
ascribe /o'skraib/ v.

So my guess is—— and | didn't have a chance to develop this idea—- is that #_J3F (ascribe A to B)

not only can computers think—— you and me—- but my guess is that
anything capable of thinking would have to be capable of carrying out
simple computations. But now what is the status of computation? Well,
the key element here is the one I've already mentioned. Computation has
two senses, an observer—independent sense and an observer-relative
sense. In the observer-relative sense, anything is a computer if you can
ascribe a computational interpretation.

PRIABEYIBN R — R R R E RET X MY BERE
— AR B— M ERBE PR ENRAH L NEEHITHREITE
MIBEN . Bt EARGRMAINZHAE? XBRMEKREZRETAA—
R, WEAMMEN: —MEMITFUEENEX, —MEENTUESE
MEX, EEANTURENEX L, HORAREMRERFE—MITER
7%, eme—aitgil.

35:47 BR TIHE) s=logt? )38
Watch. I'll show you a very simple computer. That computer just computed 5 BRI T I B ARER
a well-known function. s equals one-half gt squared. And if you had a REAMETEN, WHNETE

M— TRITEN F2DER

good-enough watch, you could actually time and figure out how far the
REREYE, MEEEFENEE.

damn thing fell. Everybody sees. It's elementary mathematics. So if this is
a computer, then anything is a computer because being a computer in the
observer-relative sense is not an intrinsic feature of an object, but a
feature of our interpretation of the physics of the phenomenon. In the old
Chinese room days, when | had to debate these guys, at one point, I'd
take my pen, slam it on a table, and say that is a digital computer.

BiF T, HARMNBT—EEEEENITEN., XETENNRTET —
PEBNRE: s FToZ— ot ¥hH. IRMBE—RBHIFNR, (RE
BIRTBATE, REBEEXMB/LET ZE, AREBERT . XZVFN
F. FAAANRZEITE, BAEMAREHRZITEN, RAEETTN
KRENEXLE, FRA—aTENARZE—TIENAERE, mERH(IX
Z—ISREEI ARSI, AEFRRPXENETFE, &AR
SAMPBLERIKARE, BRBERENE, FRL—H, 7 XME—
SEFIEN.
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It just happens to have a boring computer program. The program says
stay there. The point is nobody ever called me on this because it's
obviously right. It satisfies a textbook definition. You know, in the early
days, they tried to snow me with a whole lot of technical razzmatazz.
"You've left out the“éj_i_s_t_inction between the virtual rnachir_v:a“éﬁél_:c_ﬁé“non—
virtual machine" or "you've left out the transducers." You see, | didn't

know what the hell a transducer was, a virtual machine. But it takes about
five minutes to learn those things.

R EMISEITE— T REMNER. BFNRERE: FERILAIE,

XBAET, MERBEARBEIEX—R, BAXEARZNN., ERNGHM
BLENEX, BRE, RFEEMIIER—ARERARITIERIZERK, B R
BT EIMNAARERI 2 BXA", SHERZEE T REESR". 75, B
HIEPRATIERERZ T2 RERA, OAMEELNENT A4, BRXER

A HMEES.

10 45ig: TEARMUEMEE

37:04
Anyway, so now we get to the crucial question in this. If computers can
think, man-made computers can think, machines can think, what about
computation? Does computation name a machine, a thinking process?
That is, is computation, as defined by Alan Turing, is that itself sufficient
for thinking? And you now know the answer to that. In the observer-
relative sense, the answer is no. Computation is not a fact of nature. It's a
fact of our interpretation. And insofar as we can create artificial machines

that carry out computations, the computation by itself is never going to be

sufficient for thinking or any other cognitive process because the
computation is defined purely formally or syntactically.

%7, MEBNKIXEAZARNEE, WRITENERE, ANENT
BNEERE, NEERE, PHELRSRE? TEENE—MlE. —MHE
EUREE? iR, BRXE BRIEXNITE, EXFEUAME
13? MEMNELMEERT . AENTURENEN L, ERESE

B, ITETAZEARNERX., E2HMNOBERATENESL., BEMER(]EE
BHPTITENATLNES, TEAS KT E UMK EZ I EREMIA
MiITE, ENITEREFMZI LaaiE EE X,
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ZX—3iBEE DZHEEX #
(B . ERETEHITE

) : MR EAHIE T MR
, BATEMAZERE., £
WE NETEETERIBAE
1o

S

S

*

/.

WER

2l

;m\_

razzmatazz /' rezmotaz/ n.
TEIERIRSK; IR ARITTIE (JEIE
)

SNOW /snow/ V.

((fB) BRESHERR. IRE

transducer /trens'du:sar/ n.

Heess, (LRER

EPHEXLIL: BREX LT
BIRFETEAR, REETH
1133 BARRERRR D FHLiTEA
5Ka A B AR B E FEIA
Iz
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Turing machines are not to be found in nature. They're to be found in our
interpretations of nature. Now, let me add, a lot of people think, ah, this
debate has something to do with technology or there'll be advances in
technology. | think that technology's wonderful. And | welcome it. And |
see no limits to the possibilities of technology. My aim is this talk is
simply to get across, you shouldn't misunderstand the philosophical,

psychological, and, indeed, scientific implication of the technology.

BRIEEARRFEHAZN, ENFETRNYERNERZF. i
HEHR—T, REARSE, W, XHERBEAEHAXR, HERA
ZREHLHE., BIANNRARIFEEY . BHERAKR, HIANRARNA
eI BMR. BOXRRHBIBRNXZRILAKAR, (RIIAMIXIRE
RITERARELZ ., DEZ, DHERZFEE LS.

38:28
Thank you very much. [APPLAUSE]

FRRPAR. [EF]

N EEZEHMRIIH: FIRAEIEIE

JOHN BRACAGLIA: Thank you, John. JOHN SEARLE: I'm sorry | talk so
fast, but | want to leave plenty of time for questions. JOHN BRACAGLIA:
We'll start with one question from Mr. Ray Kurzweil. RAY KURZWEIL: Is
this on? [INTERPOSING VOICES]

A - ARAE: BHEIR, Q8. 98 -FR: BRBHFAKRT, B
BB e R RIAT BRI B, L8 - R RAINE: FATEE  FEEFHR
FER—TEE, & EEFHR BTAELR? [ZARNIE]
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ZRMBIRENM: WORAR, R
REARER, RS MEARBH
EHEIRNEFESNZEL, X
HEEES BRIIEMINZREE
TER,

get across phr. v.
B M=) #HEE, =k

T-ERER: RPAR. kEF
R, HESRIERE, (FalA
Y 1B, Tl Al JSTE 2029 &
KB ALK F—Ath 5 ZRF UL
FTIE- T4,
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RAY KURZWEIL: Well, thanks, John. I'm one of those guys you've been
debating this issue for 18 years, | think. And | would praise the Chinese
room for its longevity because it does really get at the apparent absurdity

responsible for something like thinking. And you point out the distinction
of thinking between its effects and the subjective states, which is a
synonym for consciousness. So | quoted you here in my book "Singularity
is Near,"

B-ELFR F, WK, A8, FMERLENRFICXNEBHAZ
—, KBS T18FETIE, HRERFGRNEICUNES, ANEHELLH
T—TRELNREZL: GHEXFNREETREARRETEGE
XFNERE, MBEMFREETEREN—TKS: —ORENIIMERR, —
EWRS, FEMERIRNENXE, MAABERND (FRIGIL) £5]
AT {REVIE,

39:41

At the equivalence of neurons and even brains with machines. So then |
took your argument why a machine and a computer could not truly
understand what it's doing and simply substituted human brain for
computers, since you said they were equivalent, and neurotransmitter
concentrations and related mechanisms for formal symbols, since
basically neurotransmitter concentrations, it's just a mechanistic concept.
And so you wrote, with those substitutions, the human brain succeeds by
manipulating neurotransmitter concentrations and other related
mechanisms.

ATHETHEARSNENFNE, TERERMBPBEIRIE—NHT4
MR BN AR EEREEMH A —AER BT T B &ik
AR, ARRRSENZFNN, BETRARGS BN HEEFR
BERBXNE", BARIE, HRBEOREERZ2— MRS, T
2, REREER, MENMERT : ARSEIHRIPLEFURENE
k=B SINI PS¢ SR
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longevity /lo:n'dzevati/ n.

K& AL

deterministic /dr, t3:rmo'nistik/
adj.

HWEMR (LREBMADSE—H
)

absurdity /ob's3:rdati/ n.

B, 17

EEFRNEBENFZFRF
2B BERICUEFR 2R/
AGS1 By TAR/MEEHR
RE, HH TARtARATREELE

g 1RiB4Ie.
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40:24

The neurotransmitter concentrations and related mechanisms themselves
are quite meaningless. They only have the meaning we have attached to
them. The human brain knows nothing of this. It just shuffles the
neurotransmitter concentrations and related mechanisms. Therefore, the
human brain cannot have true understanding. So—- [LAUGHTER] JOHN
SEARLE: There's something interesting variations, again, on my original.
RAY KURZWEIL: But the point I'd like to make, and that I'd be interested
in your addressing, is the nature of consciousness because, | mean, you
said today, and you wrote, the essential thing is to recognize that
consciousness is a biological processes like digestion, lactation,

photosynthesis, or mitosis.

HRBLORENAXNEI RS EELAEXHN. ENRBERINIEFENNE
Mo ABRSSEE—TCPrAl, ERRERFHEEFORENBXNEIME.
Itt, ABNARFIREB BIERIEME, FTIN—RFEILNH 2R XXENHK
RIGICIEN—ETBNER, & FLFR: BRERENVIUR, WEBH
BRENE, BRIRNAR, EXN, &I, RSRRY, fEEY, X
BEZNRFTIRZ—MEMIRE, MEHENL. WIL. AEERARELD

R—1%,

41:12
We know that brains cause consciousness with specific biological
mechanisms. But how do we know that a brain is conscious? How do you

know that I'm conscious? And how do you—— JOHN SEARLE: [INAUDIBLE]
RAY KURZWEIL: And how do we know if a computer was conscious? We

don't have a computer today that seems conscious, that's convincing in its

responses. But my prediction is we will. We can argue about the time
frame. And when we do, how do we know if it's conscious of it just seems
conscious? How do we measure that?

BAVFIE AR E S 5 EREMNEITERIR. BERENEARE—TKHNZ
ARIRNE? (REAMEHZERIRN? TBMELA—AH &R [If
REIE ELFR: &8, BIIEAME—aITENETE2RRIRN? &
MNESREAE—aBERERIRN. O AERETTE., EFRAFN
EHEREE, NEERENATNUSEIE, FP—XK, HMNELARMEERZ
NERIREZRUNBERERIR? HNEABERX—R?

75 3E B R

lactation /lzk'terfn/ n.
WEL

photosynthesis / fostow

'sifoasis/ n.

HEfER

mitosis /mar towsis/ n.

(4mpE) BLHHR

FEEZFRE@fhOE: FIRR
BEBE—ATRER, BAaKRK IEH
PERIR BOHENS TEER
R MAIXD? RENERILG
EAE&ARIER,
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JOHN SEARLE: Well, there are two questions here. One is, if you do a
substitution of words that | didn't use and the words | did use, can you get
these observed results? And, of course, you can do that. That's a well-
known technique of politicians. But that wasn't the claim. What is the
difference between the computer and the brain? In one sentence, the
brain is a causal mechanism that produces consciousness by a certain
rather complex and still imperfectly understood neurobiological processes.
But those are quite specific to a certain electrochemistry.

NE-ER: B, XEAEMITEE. —TE, NRMFERKBINEERE
BRERYE, REEFHXLEFMBRSRIG? SHRT, (RAIHREME, BE
BE(RAEM, BINNERATEXT, ITENMRME XS 2t
2? —BiERR, KEE—MERG, EBIEMEIER. ESNR
W EERNELEYAIREKTERIR, ERETEGERBRLZE
Hl EIFE R AT,

42:23

We just don't know the details. But we don't know if you mess around in

work? Well, it isn't because it's got a peculiar computational capacity.
Because it messes with the capacity of the postsynaptic receptors to

reabsorb quite specific neurotransmitters, norepinephrine—— what are the
other two? God, I'm flunking the exam here. Dopamine. Gaba is the third.

Anyway, the brain, like the stomach or any other organ, is a specific
causal mechanism.

BMNRZBEART BEPAT . BRNME, REEERMERELNF
B, ML EORN., I FEREEAEMFRN? B, ATERANESR
TABHRNITEREN . MEEAETINT REER A EF RN LY EH
2IBRAEET), LEANERE LRR—RNMEFAKE? R, HX
EEZUARET . ZEK. F=MZ GABA (y-2ETR). B2, K
G EEMEARE—F, B—MTENRERE.
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ZIRNEN: ARADHIIRET,
RENZRESTE B FRIERH
Hl, MEFREXS MR
A—(EOREAE P AR5
fft, RER_ENDE,

A REBEE A 2 B,
ERE LREFERNBERE
fER. ERNGEFRA: TR
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SKENTELE.

synaptic cleft phr.
SSfMERR (FRRIT 2 EfEIEER
H=FR)

mess around phr. v.
L5, BEEHS (mess around

in/with)

flunking /' flankm/ v.
flunk (EOIE) ZiE, TR

postsynaptic receptors phr.

REEZRE
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43:01

And it functions on specific biochemical principles. The problem of the
computer is it has nothing to do with the specifics of the implementation.
Any implementation will do provided it's sufficient to carry out the steps in
the program. Programs are purely formal or syntactical. The brain is not.
The brain is a specific biological organ that operates on specific
principles. And to create a conscious machine, we've got to know how to
duplicate the causal powers of those principles. Now, the computer
doesn't in that way work as a causal mechanism producing higher level
features.

ERREENEAREIZE. MTENNERET, ESZMAINER
WMRHELRR. HA—FMIIMARNEBT, RBERMAITEFFNENS

R, BERAEERAMN, B REUEEN, MAMAZ, REE—
BFENEYSRE, BRREENREEE. BEEL—aBRIRNNE, )
MSAENAEFIXERENRERES , MITENATZNIMAEN
FFAEESRRASENRRNGIHSFR.

43:41 EREMOER: FEOHETIR

Rather, computation names an abstract mathematical process that we & MTRBAL, MERREN

have found ways to implement in specific hardware. But the hardware is TRUE—HRIUERES . B,
M, HERTEIRIEZ LS,

not essential to the computation. Any system that can carry out the

FRIMERIL.
computation will be equivalent. Now, the second question is about how do =

you know about consciousness. Well, think about real life. How do | know
my dog Tarski is conscious and this thing here, my smartphone, is not
conscious? | don't have any doubts about either one. | can tell that Tarski
is conscious not on behavioristic grounds.

R, "TEENE—MRROREERE, B2 T ESERG L
ENGE. BEEITERTHTIERREN ., EEUEBHITI—ITEN
RAAEMESFNH. 3o, BTRBEEXTIREAMERIRNEFE, 7,
BRMLEEIE, EAMERRAERE (Tarski) BRIR, MEFE
RPMRA—HNEEFIN—RERIR? IMRBHME AT, FHEeF
BRI ERRIR, AAEETITAEXMER,
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People say, well, it's because he behaves like a human being. He doesn't.
See, human beings | know when they see me don't rush up and lick my
hands and wag their tails. They just don't. My friends don't do that. But
Tarski does. | can see that Tarski is conscious because he's got a
machinery that's relatively similar to my own. Those are his eyes. These
are his ears. This is his skin. He has mechanisms that mediate the input

stimuli to the output behavior that are relatively similar to human
mechanisms.

Mz, BEEARENTIEA. EXRME. BIE, BIMRRIBLEA
BIBNNERI AP LRFBENTF. EEE., IMETR. BHNAK
MNAAFXME, BEHFER, HEFLEREERIR, BEEANERE—
ENHB BN BEMRNE . BEENRE, XRENER. ZZ2ENK
ik, ERF—EERMARBESAEEITHNEG, XLEEHIFALEH]
iERSEIEEINS

44:53

This is why I'm completely confident that Tarski's conscious. | don't know
anything about fleas and termites. You know, your typical termite's got

100,000 neurons. Is that enough? Well, | lose 100,000 on a big weekend.
So | don't know if that's enough for consciousness. But that's a factual
question. I'll leave that to the experts. But as far as human beings are
concerned there isn't any question that everybody in this room is
conscious. | mean, maybe that guy over there is falling asleep, but there's
no question about what the general—- it's not even a theory that | hold.

XMENT 2B EREEHREZERIRN. ETHENAN, BM—T
FRANTY . BAE, —RABNATCRERSE 10 B, X9515? 18,
— T IYNERMEERK 10 HTHETT, MABAMERES EUFTER
R, ERBZNSILOB, HMIEEBLERITE. EMAXTS, ELR
B, XTEEENSTAHZAERIRN. K2R, RIFBROIRMUERER
1TiEEE, (B L2RRE—XEZET LHRMFEN—MPIEL,
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It's a background presupposition. The way | assume that the floor is solid,
| simply take it for_é?gﬁ:{éa__fﬁé_f_éverybody's conscious. If forced to justify
it, | could. Now, there's always a problem about the details of other minds.
Of course, | know you're conscious. But are you suffering the angst of
post-industrial man under late capitalism? Well, | have a lot of friends who
claim they do. And they think I'm philistine because | don't. But that's

tougher. We'd have to have a conversation about that.

EE—THERMIR. MERMIMIRZEZN—1F, FIEMIRMINAE
PTABBRIR, MREZFICUE, Bthae®l. SR, X THAORNA
T, DEFECEN., S32, BMEREERIRN, EMRESEAZER
HRAEN 2 FREITWEHRALNBIHEERE? 17, HERSPREMM
MNEAEEZ, MEMNESERES, BABIRE. IR T . 3]
ST JHIEAR el

12 MigEE: &Il BIMSEIREZ

45:58
But for consciousness, it's not a real problem in a real-life case.
AUDIENCE: So you've said that we haven't begun to understand how
brains work or build comparable machines. But imagine in the future we
do. So we can run a simulation, as you put it, of a brain. And then we
interface it with reality through motor output, sensory input. What's the
difference between that and a brain, which you say you know is producing
consciousness? In JOHN SEARLE: In some cases, there's no difference at
all. And the difference doesn't matter.

BRMBIRAEMS, AUNLEFRNERSR, XIARE—TEEMNE-, W
R BERE, BNEKBFREREAMINTEEN, RERHSZHESH
BOlER. (BRIIERBANET . BARMNMAIURERIE, BT —
PARRMERI, REFNLEED G SR MAS TS TRy

#. BEMAMZBXEMHAXFIR? EiREMEAMEE~ERIR, B
NE-FR: AREFERT, T2REX, MAXMXHItTXE

=,
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If you've got a machine—— | hope you guys are, in fact, building it because
the newspapers say you are. If you've got a program that'll drive my car
without a conscious driver, that's great. | think that's wonderful. The
question is not, what can the technology do? My daddy was an electrical
engineer for AT&T. And his biggest disappointment was | decided to be a
philosopher, for God's sake, instead of going to Bell Labs and MIT as he
had hoped. So | have no problem with the success of the technology.

AREMNBE—aE—BFEMRNBEIZEE, RARE LRIMRI1E

B, ARMMNBE—1ERF, BEEREARIRNENNERL FAHRNE, 3
A#ET . BREGHRT AR, BERETRAREBRTA, HRERE AT&T
HBESTIREM, MERANKEMERERAREEZISEER, XS, M4
EEMEENIHEEIURIHRENMEET, FINRNERARNRIIZELE

UK
47:06 xF TAl #rEL) MEBRIEEEE:
The question is, what does it mean? Of course, if you've got a machine MBBEERIR, MEEREML
that can drive a car as well as |, or probably better than | can, then so #, WAL TRETEE). B

EfER, MEHEOEERT LB

much the better for the machinery. The question is, what is the
FEFERI.

philosophical psychological scientific significance of that? And if you
think, well, that means you've created consciousness, you have not. You
have to have more to create consciousness. And for a whole lot of things,
consciousness matters desperately. In this case of this book that |
reviewed, where the guy said, well, they got machines that are going to
rise up and overthrow us all, it's not a serious possibility because the
machines have no consciousness.

EEE, XEEETA? S, NRMBE—alE, FEFSNE—F
%F, WERATBELLIELF, BINBRIRMELT T . BEE, RELZE.
DEFNMZ EEHAREX? IRMFRIAN, XRKRERENEL TEIR, 3
RARE, BRERIR, (REREEZHGRA, MAXNRSRIEER
W, BIREXEE, MEBOTCINIARBRE, BRUR, HFFRUE
EAEBBEANAEA, ZAZ—HROATESE, BAflsfitaRiR.

o5 3 MIAME - B 40 |



7 3E bi R B & IFRIKANIZE - ASK THE BEST MINDS

47:44
They have no conscious psychological state. It's about like saying the
shoes might get up out of the closet and walk all over us. After all, we've
been walking on them for centuries, why don't they strike back? It is not a
real-life worry. Yeah? AUDIENCE: The difference that I'm interested in—
sorry, the similarity I'm interested in is not necessarily the output or the
outcome of the system, but rather, that is, it has the internal causal
similarity to the brain that you mentioned. JOHN SEARLE: Yeah, that's a
factual question.

EMNRAERRIRNOEIRS, XMFLbi, HFrIses MEHERLE,

RSKFRFAL L, R, BMNERKRTENFLITHET, EMnft
LAARENE? BAR—TIERFEBORIE, BH? AR BN
HNXFIR—QOO#, HREMBIBEMNZLL, FT—ERRANBLEE
R, M2, ERBRRINBHE ANEASERLBME. 495 =
RN, BBETELE-.

48:16 BRABRE: F8% 252
The question is, to what extent are the processes that go on in the INBHEZREM, SHFNE
computer isomorphic to processes that go on in the brain? As far as we HURETR, BRRERETRIE
--------------- . BEZE, NEERAER TER
know, not very much. | mean, the chess—playing programs were a good 5
B, ERRTEREURIE,

example of this. In the early days of Al, they tried to interview great chess

players and find out what their thought processes were and get them to e p——

try to duplicate that on computers. Well, we now know how Deep Blue By, LEA——STRIhY

worked. Deep Blue can calculate 250 million chess positions in one

second. See, chess is a trivial game from a games theoretical point of perfect information phr.

view because you have perfect information. ({BZE0) =eza: WANE
""""""""""""" EL R

[EERET, TEAPRITHOIRES KMPHITHERES ARZE L2EH
89? BBAIATA, EMREATS. B2, TMEHEFME—TREFHG
F. FATERENRE, tINXERBARLOETF, FEMMNNE%EERE
=t4, REAEETEN LIEEESILE, MIMAERNIERE"ZE
LBIENT . RE—DHEETE25 2 TMHEE, BERNE, MEFICHNAE
&, ESEENTEREY, BATREETEES.
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And you have a finite number of possibilities. So there are x number of
possibilities of responding to a move and x number of possibilities for that
move. It's interesting to us because of the exponential problem. And it's

very hard to program computers that can go very many steps in the
exponents, but IBM did. It's of no psychological interest. And to their

ones | know didn't claim it as a victory for Al because they could see it
had nothing to do with human cognition.

MERTREMENHERBRA, MUNSE—FSHE x MeJEE, mA—FH
REWME x WAk, EXRNRAEERE, BENEHRRIFNE=E, EH
HENEE, LEEESEERERSSZIFEEN, B BMHET. X
AELMEF FEXARX. BEMENZE, ALEEMBHNAFZEERXE
— I HEARNBEN—ZDHINRRIBLE B EMRXEA TE AR,

RANESLE, ZMARANNZELXR,

49:30

So my guess is it's an interesting philosophical question—— or
psychological question—— to what extent the actual processes in the brain
mirror a computational simulation. And, of course, to some respect, they
do. That's why computational simulations are interesting in all sorts of
fields and not just in psychology, because you can simulate all sorts of
processes that are going on. But that's not strong Al. Strong Al says the
simulation isn't just a simulation. It's a duplication. And that we can refute.

FAIESS, XER— T EBNEFEE—E /O o) —AIAMT
IR ENESRAESAEE ESHTERIEXN, SR, AEMNEE LR
SENLE, BRMEAMF AT ERMESHIGHRRERR, MAUXZED
HPAGUE, RAMRAIURLSMIEERENTRE. BIRFEBATERE,
sSBATERELRZE, BHUNMUNZEY, MEEH. MX—KREMNZIT N
B,
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problem EEIRNE )R

to their credit phr.
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AUDIENCE: Could you prove to me that you understand English? JOHN
SEARLE: Yeah, | wouldn't bother. (SPEAKING WITH BRITISH ACCENT)
When | was in Oxford, many people doubted that | did. | happened to be in
a rather snobbish college called Christ Church. And, of course, | don't

speak English. | never pretended to. | speak a dialect of American, which
makes many English people shudder at the thought.

AR fERERBOLAREIERIENG? V8- TR g8, TIHIMSIER, (R
PRIAOT) BAFEFZORER, RSABPRBAIERIE, FSASHH
ISE—FIEHBANSERR, WEBESM (Christ Church), ST,
WHRAZE (RE) RiE, BMRREERYT. FRiRNE—FEARIES
=, XRSEREA-BEMEREX,

50:36

AUDIENCE: So you've said you understand English, but how do | know
you're not just a computer program? JOHN SEARLE: Well, it's the same
question as Ray's. And the answer is all sorts of ways. You know, if it got
to a crunch, you might ask me. Now | might give a dishonest answer. Or |
might give an honest answer. But there's one route that you don't want to
go. And that's the epistemic route. The epistemic route says, well, you
have as much evidence that the computer is conscious as that we have
that you are conscious.

MR BRI RERIE, ERELAMELRRZ—TITENERE? A8
ZE/R: B, XHMRayWEBAZ—HH, BERE, BEMWSHNNE, (R
B, WREETXRERZ, RAIMEREK. 52, HAEREL ML
HEE. BARELALNSENEE ., EF—FRBRRTAME. BHMIINRIL
BEEF. IMRIENBEFRER, RE, MEFHNXTITENAERIRMLE,

MEARAENXTRERIRNIEHE—1F%.
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No, not really. | mean, | could go into some detail about what it is about
people's physical structure that make them capable of producing
consciousness. You don't have to have a fancy theory. | don't need a
fancy theory of neurobiology to say those are your eyes. You spoke
through your mouth. The question was an expression of a conscious
intention to ask a question. Believe me, if you are a locally produced
machine, Google is further along than | thought. But clearly, you're not.

A, EXAERE. BNERZE, BUNFAHHAANSFENFRER
HAILMNBEBTERIR, (RAABEMFTABRNER. BAFTEFLER
AR EYF I AR R AL R IRAREE . (RRAERIER. X TREIXRIEA
THERIRNEE, hMERIRRNEE., BEK, MRFEEFMED
HKAUNER, FGoogleRHRLEIBRNERGFZ, BER, RARE,

JOHN BRACAGLIA: We're going to take a question from the Dory. JOHN
SEARLE: Is he next? JOHN BRACAGLIA: We had some people——
AUDIENCE: Almost. JOHN BRACAGLIA: We had some people submit
questions ahead of time. JOHN SEARLE: OK. JOHN BRACAGLIA: So we're
going to read those as well. JOHN SEARLE: OK. All right. Right. JOHN
BRACAGLIA: So the first question from the Dory is, what is the definition
of consciousness you've been using for the duration of this talk? JOHN
SEARLE: OK. Here goes. JOHN BRACAGLIA: Please be as specific as
possible.

A - AR BARE—TKBEDoryrya)@, HN&-E/R: T—1T=2
fthl3? W& - HARAL: B—EA—WR: RET, N8 -HARF
I: B—EARARR T B, A8 2R F19. A8 AR B
MEATEZIZ—THLRRA, A5 FR: ¥, 17, FH. A8 - HAFF
I: Dory ERE—TEEE: BEXpEHT—EERNTIRNEXZE
A? NE-FR: . BeRitiR, N8 -HRFNL: BRERSFAEK—

/AN o

&
=
=32
b
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JOHN SEARLE: It is typically said that consciousness is hard to define. |
think it's rather easy to define. We don't have a scientific definition
because we don't have a scientific theory. The commonsense definition of
any term will identify the target of the investigation. Water is a clear,
colorless, tasteless liquid. And it comes in bottles like this. That's the
commonsense definition. You do science and you discover it's H20. Well,
with consciousness, we're in the clear, colorless, liquid, tasteless sense.

WE-ER MEERBIAREEX . BERFREIZEXN. B1gH
MEEX, BATRMNEKENZAEL, HARNENEIREEXEBZIERH
RIBR. KE—MEH. TR, TRARE, MEEREXFRF
B, IMEFRMEEX, MEMENRR, MERIEEH20. BBLXTE
R, BATELETFH. Tl RIF. TR BIBTHE.

52:46

But here it is. Consciousness consists of all those states of feeling or
sentience or awareness that begin in the morning when you awake from a
dreamless sleep. And they go on all day long until you fall asleep again or
otherwise become, as they would say, unconscious. On this definition,
dreams are a form of consciousness. The secret, the essence, of
consciousness is that for any conscious state, there's something it feels
like to be in that conscious state. Now, for that reason, consciousness

always has a subjective ontology.

BEXZXFN, RIRAMARLRZ ., BRANRTRIPRSHL, XLEIR
SMERIRMTZRER PEERIT TR, REHE—BR, BERBRA
i, SEGAMNTRBE, MANARNRERTIR, BREXTEX, ZHE
BRN—MEZR, BIROBE. BIRNARET: YTEETERIREAR
S, EBTIRNSHHBEEMENZZ ., EENAL, SIREEEEEN
AUASIARIE
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Remember, | gave you that subjective—objective bit. It always has a
subjective ontology. That's the working definition of consciousness. And
that's the one that's actually used by neurobiological investigators trying

to figure out how the brain does it. That's what you're trying to figure out.

How does the brain produce that? How does it exist in the brain? How

does it function? AUDIENCE: I'd like to propose a stronger bound on your

observation that we do not know how to build a thinking machine today.

ICRIE, HATEATERSENIB—ER. ESEERFEMNREIL, X5
E'l,\E’JIﬂEEX MXWERHEEMZMRELFMERNEX, 1]
BB RAME EAMEIX—REY., XMESIRERFEEE, K2

@FE,%JRE’\]? ERMAFETARTHN? ERWDSIER? WR: K&

HERIMEIN— T ERRIRTE, BRBANMSERMEELAELEERERN

23

Even if we knew how to build it, because, | mean, our thinking machine
was built by the process of evolution, I'd like to propose—— well, what do

you think about stating that, actually, we may not have the time? And that

it actually may not matter. The reason we may not have the time is the
probabilities that need to happen, like the asteroid falling and wiping the

dinosaurs and whatnot, may not happen in the universe that we live been.

artificial consciousness somewhere else.

MBBNFMEEAE, BN, HER, BMNECXE " BENR SHENL
HiREHRAN, FERRE—R, BEAFEIHE—MIE: SRR LA
BEIRABLZHE? MEAXGEHEIABEANER, RHAATEEIRETE,
ERPBLEDFRENIMRREM, LEal/IVTEEMIR BT 2 220
E, ERNFAANFEEAERARRE. BURRBETFTFHERL, 3
LAERE A MEEEMATIRIR,
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54:23 ML SENILZS: 10 Lt
JOHN SEARLE: Yeah. OK, about we may not have the time, well, I'm in a TERREFEI L7

MEIL, BEMLEERMBEA

hurry. But | think we ought to try as hard as we can. It's true. Maybe some
AR, ERIER: BIRERRLE

things are beyond our capacity to solve in the life of human beings on

MEHEAREBE R,
Earth. But let's get busy and try. There was a period when people said,
well, we'll never really understand life. And while we don't fully understand Nitalistsle e,
it, but we're pretty far along. | mean, the old debate between the EHEE (FREGEEIEYR
mechanists and the vitalists, that doesn't make any sense to us anymore. MEdr711)

WE- 2R B, i, XTRAITERNEX—®R, B, HECERER
B9, EBIANABNMZRENESN, FSTALE, hiFaLEEEH T
MEARFET IR FTEERRIVERE,. BRINEER[/HFEL. BL
B—ERIFEIANR, BALKEREZRIEEBEED, SABITRETEE
fre, BRERMNEZETRIZT. K2R, NMICENENILEZEIHE
ENFIL, WHNKRBLELXEXT .

54:53

So we made a lot of progress. There was another half to your question.
AUDIENCE: It may not matter because all universe—— JOHN SEARLE: Oh,
yeah. Maybe conscious doesn't matter. Well, it's where | live. It matters to
me. AUDIENCE: Philosophically speaking. JOHN SEARLE: Yeah, but the
point is there are a lot of things that may or may not matter which are
desperately important to us—— democracy and sex and literature and good
food and all that kind of stuff. Maybe it doesn't matter to somebody, but
all those things matter to me in varying degrees.

FRAFRATIENS T RAER . (RIEEER B —F., VUK ATEREE,
ERAMBFE—AH R B, X, OFRIRHARER, 7IZ, IEHK
ZHIMMS ., EXHREE, AR BERMEZHEH, N8 =
R 2, BEXBETARSHFACHERDFAEE, EXNHAIRIEE
WMEBZ—RE. . X2, ZRFFXEFRA, UIFGEEARRT
FTig, EXLERANFEFRHPRZSHMREE,
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AUDIENCE: Your artificial heart analogy that you mentioned. | think you
included the idea that it's possible, just like with the artificial heart, that
we use different materials and different approaches to simulate a heart
and, in some ways, go beyond just—— come closer to duplication, that we
might, in theory, be able to do the same thing with an artificial brain. I'm
wondering if you think it's possible that going down the path just trying to
do a simulation of a brain accidentally creates a consciousness or
accidentally creates duplication, even if we don't intend to do it with exact
same means as a brain is made.

AR BRI REBIBIA TIOBERISEEE . FICHRIREIT X —Fh AT BENE,
MEBAT O, BAIBARNMEMNENG ERELOR, FEE
EMiEE L, BERAN—ERITES, EEEHNBFENALX
HERFNSE, FHBMERESIANNEXMAEE: BENOUAERMK
B FIEE TR, SRIMIBIEHEIR, ETIMESZIMEH, BMER
MNATTERNAREETERAENGRAEM.

55:57 RN R B RIAT S E38
JOHN SEARLE: | would say to believe in that, you have to believe in eIV (LIRFRTE R H A 6E

BRVH I FE—FR A Te =8
IR EFINA, 1BIEEEE
BANERIRETREST.

miracles. You have to—— now think about it. We can do computer
simulations of just about anything you can describe precisely. You do a
computer simulation of digestion. And you could get a computer model
that does a perfect model of digesting pizza. For all | know, maybe
somebody in this building has done it. But once you've done that, you
don't rush out and buy a pizza and stuff it in the computer because it isn't
going to digest a pizza.

N -BR BRW, BEERX—R, (FMSBETBE. RE—RFFE
8o JVFHEAIREEBRERRRE, HEHERITENMEM, iR
HEARBUHAERE, (RAIMEEI—MTERE, STRIRIBUELREE
PR, RAEXHREESZBEAMI T, BTG, RASEHES
MEFEEHITENE, RAEHTZREIHLHE,
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What it gives you is a picture or a model or a mathematical diagram. And |
have no objection to that. But if my life depended on figuring out how the
brain produces consciousness, | would use the computer the way you use
a computer in any branch of biology. It's very useful for figuring out the
implications of your axioms, for figuring out the possible experiments that
you could design. But somehow or other that the idea that the computer
simulation of cognitive behavior might provide the key to the biochemistry,

well, it's not out of the question, it's just not plausible.

EAMHNRAZ—IEESR. —MMRE, FEKNZFER. MUHHKBED
FW, BMRFEHEGIRTRBFZARAOLTTERIR, BEEEDF
EADZBERTENIFERERE. EIFEER, JUERESAEN
HIE, BIRRITEMAIERISTR, BARAEEAR, BMIAANKTINAITARY
T EIEDITREIRMEMNH FEEKRBEE, B, AFRETERR
BB, RZAKIRGE.,

57:02 @A KiEveiINg
JOHN BRACAGLIA: Humans are easily fooled and frequently overestimate
the intelligence of machines. Can you propose a better test of general

intelligence than the Turing test, one that is less likely to relate false

step is to distinguish between genuine intrinsic observer—independent
intelligence and observer-relative intelligence. And observer—relative
intelligence is always in the eye of the beholder. And anything will have
the intelligence that you're able to attribute to it.

WE-MARANL: AXREZHNIE, MELESMENRENERE. TERY
— P HEERMAEFAERE NN, —TEAEZTEIRRAIINNG?
WE-FR: B, RNEMERZNEENEE: F—HPEEXTEIE
B9, RERY. MREIEENE AN TURENERE, MEXN TS
ENERSENATUREELE. FORAEHSABERER T SR
=18
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| just attributed a great deal of intelligence to this object because it can
compute a function, s equals one-half squared. Now this object has
prodigious intelligence because it discriminates one hair from—- | won't
demonstrate it, but in any—- take my word for it that it does, even in a
head that's sparse with hair. So because intelligence is observer-relative,
you have to tell me the criteria by which we're going to judge it. And the
problem with the Turing test—— well, it's got all sorts of problems, but the
basic problem is that both the input and the output are what they are only

relative to our interpretation.

HRAMEREEER Y T ML, BNEETE—TREY, sFT -5
Z—HFH . METENRABIZANERE, ARNEEDH—IRERH
—HMANERT, EFREEF—FRERERTRNE, MREE—
B ABRAAMSR L. A, BRRAEEEENTUREN, FMESER
B, BMNEERMAWERTHE, MERMXNEE—E, ENEES
SR, BRAEFET, WAMELEREENTRAINERT BE N
ANHlEg.

58:15
You have to interpret this as a question. And you have to interpret that as
an answer. One bottom line of my whole discussion today is that the
Turing test fails. It doesn't give you a test of intelligence. AUDIENCE: So
you seem to take it as an article of faith that we are conscious, that your
dog is conscious, and thatoonsmousness comes from biological material,
the likes of which we can't really understand. But forgive me for saying
this, that makes you sound like an intelligent design theorist who says that
because evolution and everything in this creative universe that exists is so
complex, that it couldn't have evolved from inert material.

RIAFHEX T ER N — T, BOTIERTERA—TEZ., BSRE
MIBH—TELTGEME: BRMAZRNN. ERATERIR—TERLE
BUEREMNL, MAR: PANEMFEZSE—FMESR: BIRENBERIR, BN
BHLERIR, MABMEIRREEDH, HERBAIEITIEER. B
MBEES, XIHRITERGTEEIRITEE, WIEERAECMURIX DT
WEENNFERFEN—IIHMALLE R, RAENTEMNTEREIR
BT,

75 3E B R

prodigious /pro'didzes/ adj.
IRAR, BEXRE

sparse /spa:rs/ adj.
WA, O

RREE IR R RIS
BIRAT TOAEBAEH

B, IEREEERITEEMNE
FMETING, XBEERER

BEARNEIRMBRS BN,

article of faith phr.
5% MIIREMEZNER

inert /1'n3:rt/ adj.

FTEME; (1EF) 1B
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58:58

So somewhere between an amoeba and your dog, there must not be
consciousness. And I'm not sure where you would draw that line. And so if
consciousness in human beings is emergent, or even in your dog at some
point in the evolutionary scale, whycouldnt|t emerge from a computation
system that's sufficiently distributed, networked, and has the ability to
perform many calculations and maybe is even hooked into biologic
systems? JOHN SEARLE: Well, about could it emerge, miracles are always

possible.

BATEFIREBIRAA Z BNE M, MOENFERIR, MEAH
EMZEPFLEEME., FAUMNRALZNZIRZRBIL RN, EEMREY
BEHRMRE LNETRZBRALE, BRIRATAREM—TITERR
FRNERE—REERBD M. EBMEML, BEDHITRELT

8, EEFREEREBANTAEMARS? A8 /R B, XTEETERIL
¥, FMEERAEN,

59:30

How do you know that you don't have chemical processes that will turn
this into a conscious comb? How do | know that? Well, it's not a serious
possibility. | mean, the mechanisms by which consciousness is created in
the brain are quite specific. And remember, this is the key point. Any
system that creates consciousness has to duplicate those causal powers.

That's like saying, you don't have to have feathers in order to have a flying

machine, but you have to duplicate and not merely simulate the causal
power of the bird to overcome the force of gravity in the Earth's
atmosphere.

REBEARBAFERMAETRE, GEXTER—EERIRNFAT? &HE
2FER? 18, ARABFR—MESAENGHNIREYE, ZBNEEE, K
it ERIRANE A SIS ER, 1S, X2XEME, EEETER
IRNASREOFEFBLERRES . XiGix, (FAFEAPETEEL
®i7ER, BIRORER—MMUNBEU—SEEIKKSPRRE
JBABFH AR AE

75 3E B R

amoeba /o'mi:ba/ n.
FREH, THH (R4HRELE
)

emergent /1'm3:rdzont/ adj.
BRI (BEBEREFESEM
=)

FTELEREHEENNERR
7w WAFERE, BLFE
#l (MIFEM) SRRENNE
REE BSFIRE, ERIR
M=zEE: EFRIRRNEEN
R
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60:07
And that's what airplanes do. They duplicate causal powers. They use the
same principle, Bernoulli's principle, to overcome the force of gravity. But
the idea that somehow or other you might do it just by doing a simulation
of certain formal structures of input—output mechanisms, of input—output
functions, well, miracles are always possible. But it doesn't seem likely.

B RFHLAEIER - ASK THE BEST MINDS

That's not the way evolution works. AUDIENCE: But machines can improve

themselves. And you're making the case for why an amoeba could never
develop into your dog over a sufficiently long period of time and have
consciousness.

X ERZ SHAREY. ENESTERESD. SlMERRFNEFRE, B
2RBAEE, KRRED, BIMINVIREREMS I, XIGBIEM
NS EALE . SN\ - R R R L SR MR X — REV R E—
13, FLDErRER. BEEEAKAE. AT XFIEFEN, UR:
BTN B, MIRZEICIENTARKERKEA R R
YR B SR ARV HAERIR.

60:40

JOHN SEARLE: No, | didn't make that case. No, | didn't make that case.
[INTERPOSING VOICES] JOHN SEARLE: Amoeba don't have it.
AUDIENCE: You're refuting that consciousness could emerge from a
sufficiently complex computation system. JOHN SEARLE: Complexity is
always observer-relative. If you talk about complexity, you have to talk
about the metric. What is the metric by which you calculate complexity? |
think complexity is probably irrelevant. It might turn out that the

BWBIAET: ERMRIR
M EAKERAIEER IR
—BMNESMBERIRNITE
M. fREFEL T2 BEN

KERNH, RPFMEEE.

mechanism is simple. There's nothing in my account that says a computer

could never become conscious.

NE-BR: T, FREXAIRIL. £, HERARIE. [FEEE] Y
-2 FERERKAERIR. AKX REEREEIRAIUMN—TEHER
T ERATEILE. 98- 2R ERMPKEEBRNTREEMSM.
MRRBIRE RN, MMSREENE. MBTAEERERITEER
4? WIANNERMRABILREE, RAERERKMIP T EIESTRE
B, ARNCRE, RBETARERTENKTAAEEEEREIR.
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61:16

Of course, we're all conscious computers, as | said. And the point about
the amoeba is not that amoebas can't evolve into much more complex
organisms. Maybe that's what happened. But the amoeba as it stands—— a
single—celled organism—- that doesn't have enough machinery to
duplicate the causal powers of the brain. | am not doing a science fiction
project to say, well, there can never be an artificially created
consciousness by people busy designing computer programs. Of course,
I'm not saying that's logically impossible.

SR, ENFEREH, BMNERSHMERERIRATEN, XTRERERN
BERATZFREBREEECHRERFSHNENR, OFSBERRIHER
£8, MERMREEMERSME— T REREY—RBEBEHN
MEIREFAMNERED . BARERMTAMLIME, R4, FEAM
ICERITTENER, MKEARATEALEEEEIR, SR, HAZRI
2 EAAIRE,

61:50
I'm just saying it's not an intelligent project. If you're thinking about your
life depends on building a machine that creates consciousness, you don't
sit down your console and start programming things in some programming
language. It's the wrong way to go about it. AUDIENCE: If we gave you a
disassembly of Google Translate and had you implement the Chinese
room -é;b_e_fi-ment, either it would take you thousands of years to run all
the assembly instructions on pen and paper, or else you'd end up

decompiling it into English and heavily optimizing it in that form.

BRZRBAZ—TRENDTE ., WRIRESRAVBERTISE—S6EF
ERIRNLEE, RAZLEERISH], FEAEMNREESERERF. B2
EIRIEE, IR MRFAVGIR—1 Google BMFRISILHNE, LR
KR XFEESEE, BEAMRGE LV TERRERTMEINCREES,
BARRARTIEERFFMIE, AEPBHENTHEREMRL.

75 3E B R

M TRERFAFIE: FLER
HEmBRFEREERTIR, 1=
B, e RSN
B1 — BRI, EBRRMA
ZEMZNERNFIANTF,

disassembly / disa'sembli/ n.
(&) RCHR

decompiling / di:kom ‘pailiy/ v.

decompile R4RiF
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62:26

And in the process, you'd come to learn a lot about the relationships
between the different variables and subroutines. So who's to say that an
understanding of Chinese wouldn't emerge from that? JOHN SEARLE:
Well, OK, | love this kind of question. All right. Now, let me say, of course,
when | did the original thought experiment, anybody will point out to you if
you actually were carrying out the steps in a program for answering

questions in Chinese, well, we'd be around for several million years.

MEXTERER, (RERZERSKXTAIEDRENFEF ZEXRRNERT,
BB X BRI P IR R RS MR SRIE? 98- ER: FIE, BEXR
XEE—, 789, AELBIR—T, SR, SBR&DEHBTEBBZILN
&, EAASZEIMREL, MRIFENEZIIT—TRAFXEZEEBES
BRBESR, 1B, BENSTLLERE.

62:54

OK, | take their word for it. I'm not a programmer, but | assume it would
take an enormous amount of time. But the point of the argument is not
the example. The example is designed to illustrate the point of the
argument. The point of the argument can be given in the following
derivation. Programs are formal or syntactical. That's axiom number one.

notion same implemented program defines an equivalence class specified
entirely formally or syntactically.

SFIE, HABEMANRN, HAZREFR, ERBRZEHEAENNE, B
XMENBLSANETIBNF. FlF20 T RAISIENERMIRITH,
WWIENERAINEL TEXT#HSSL, BRI, RERTIEN.
REF—FRE, BEFMRABRXERA, REHHEREFE—<, “B—"
WELMPER" X MRZEX T — T2 B DEMMENFME,
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BARTRIMVREIEE T2
5B TR NLFERTHMAL
Google BNFAICRENA, EiES
AEMAEI? ERIEEEEE
RN IBEMEE,

subroutines /'sabru:ti:nz/ n.

(BF) FHIF2, Fi2F

WWIERARARAE: AE—, 72
FRAN/GIEN, MtiRREF
(X FEE) R2HE, IR
SR—MEEES, WhFFH
TS,

derivation / dera'verfn/ n.

(B%) #S, BE

pretentiously /pr1'tenfosli/ adv.

ERZIESEM, BIESRMD
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63:34

But minds have a semantics, and—- and this is the whole point of the
example—- the syntax by itself is not sufficient for the semantics. That's
the point of the example. The Chinese room is designed to illustrate axiom
three, that just having the steps in the program is not by itself sufficient
for a semantics. And minds have a semantics. Now, it follows from those
that if the computer is defined in terms of its program operations,
syntactical operations, then the program operations, the computer
operations by themselves are never sufficient for understanding because
they lack a semantics.

BORBEIEXN, M—MRXEEXTHFNESRER—AEELGH
RMUFEEX, ZMERXMIFHNER. PXEEHMERRRAE=FZN
Hp, BB REFTHOBLELSE, AFATRUTEIEL. MORE
BIEXH, BABLFIMHEL, MRITENEREEFCEREXN, 1
MEaEEE, BaiEFEE, tMEENEEERS, KIZTBUTE
HiE, RNENRZIEX.,

64:13

But, of course, I'm not saying, well, you could not build a machine that
was both a computer and had semantics. We are such machines.
AUDIENCE: You couldn't verify experimentally what the difference might
be between semantics and what would emerge from thousands of years
of experience with a given syntactical program. JOHN SEARLE: | think you
can—- | don't inherit this. He does. | think you don't want to go the
epistemic route. You don't want to say, well, look you can't tell the
difference between the thinking machine and the non-thinking machine.

BER, HHARR, FATEELE—SREHTENXEEIEXAIEE
BAIECHME XA, MR RRERTSLRRIIEEY S —?éﬁ?i
E’\J’EU%Ef'%'é%ﬁJ'L:FEE’\LIBMRE%ﬁﬁﬁIJ"JH:'.ﬂ%E@fFEZI‘EﬂEJ“"ﬁH'/AIZ
A, A8 ZFER: 1£7
EINRISHBFREE ., (RAXR, RE, 7D #)#71' tH%F‘E\%E’WL %IPFEU%
BOHER 2 B EI X5
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HITHS: DRBIEX UES
BTRERMUFEEY (RERFX
BRERRNAES); BUREE
BEEXNITENGE KT E
AR IRAR .
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64:48 BB RGFRE MARARRT
The reason that's the wrong route to go is we now have overwhelming Ay THEEE, ERHEGER
evidence of what sorts of mechanisms produce what sorts of cognition. SRR Al S WAERAI L A5

When | first got interested in the brain, | went out and bought all the SATE

W R EAYIEERT

ME1E X FRI0A9 )RR,
textbooks. By the way, if you want to learn a subject, that's the way to do e

it. Go buy all the freshman textbooks because they're easy to understand. overwhelming evidence phr.
One of these textbooks, it said cats have different color vision from ours. AR (2HEER)
Their visual experiences are different from ours. And | thought, christ,

have these guys been cats?

ZFRLARBRREEES T, BRRNBNMEE SRR, MEFARN
MBI SF=EARRIIARD, BRI AR MBEHE, FHIBHEIE
FIEMNERPEMI TER. IMER—, WRIFEZE—TEN, MiZX4
. RIEMBAR—MENBNBLEK, BAENESEE. HF—FHH
B, BWHBEMEANOA—, ENOARAIRMIEANINRE, i
18, R, XLEASTIEG?

65:21

Have the other cats mind problem? Do they know what it's like to be a
cat? And the answer is, of course, they know completely what's the cat's
color vision is because they can look at the color receptors. And cats do
have different color vision from ours because they have different color
receptors. | forget the difference. You can look them up in any textbook.
But if in real life we're completely confident that my dog can hear parts of
the auditory spectrum that | can't hear. He can hear the higher
frequencies that | can't hear.

MR REEE T “EIEOR " E? thES —RIER AR
13? MERZE, MMNSATEMNEHRNERITAHE, BAfhITNE
MBI EREZE, MENERRSMENNA—1F, EAelTER—H
BErRZiE, AREFRET ., (RANERT—ARENBEER, EEHN
SEAER, B2 RERIDEREIT ISP RITAZINE D . et
TR T AR E SR,
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65:51

And cats have a different color vision from mine because we can see what
the apparatus is. We got another question? You're on. JOHN BRACAGLIA:
This will be our final question. JOHN SEARLE: OK. I'm prepared to go all
afternoon. | love this kind of crap. AUDIENCE: So at the beginning of your
talk, you mentioned an anecdote about neuroscientists not being
interested in oonsoiousﬁ_éé_s_._;&ﬁa, of course, by this time, a number of
neuroscientists have studied it. And so they'll present stimuli that are near
the threshold of perceptibility and measure the brain responses when it's

above or below.

MENERNENT—1F, RARNEEIPERMKERTLFN. &
BREIEE? ZIRT . A -HRAFFHL: XFEHNRE—TER, L8
R 0, BESEW—BITFT . BMEWXMIE)L, WAR: EIR
BEHIITTK, RREI—HHE, RALMERYRIRTRANE, SR, F
oS, ERRFAPHANZERMAIRIRT . LAtz M —EiRaA
RANEERRIS, FHNERHEREZ L Z TRARNR,

66:21

What do you think about that? Is that on the right track? What would you
do differently? JOHN SEARLE: No, | think one of the best things that's
happened in my lifetime—- it's getting a rather long lifetime—- is that
there is now a thriving industry of neuroscientific investigations of

consciousness. That's how we will get the answer. When | first got
interested in this, | told you | went over to UCSF and told those guys get
busy. The last thing they wanted to hear was being nagged by some
philosopher, | can tell you.

RSLEEAE? RFBEXN TI83? REBHTATEMIE? N8 FR:

A, BNNERR—AFREINRIFNSHEZ —BREX—EELEH
SRT—MEIAER T — T IRERN. BEENFMRARIRTIL.
BATEHLFEER, SRV XIS, I HEEMmM
AZHEWDR (UCSF), WFRLENEZRTIEENR, MIIRIEENME
WENTEERGY, BAASIFIR.
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anecdote /' @nikdowt/ n.

B®E, BE

threshold /'6refhowld/ n.
BE, [

perceptibility /par septa'bilati/

n.

IR, AIRERE

thriving /'Oraviy/ adj.
EIRRH, FEEHY

nagged /nagd/ v.
nag 5], ™MEEGE. &R
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66:50

But one guy said to me—- famous neuroscientist said—— in my discipline,
it's OK to be interested in consciousness, but get tenure first. Get tenure
first. Now, there has been a change. | don't take credit for the change, but
I've certainly been urging it. You can now get tenure by working on
consciousness. Now, neuroscience has changed, that now there's a
thriving industry in neuroscience of people who are actually trying to
figure out how the brain does it. And when they figure that out—-- and |
don't see any obstacle to figuring that out—- it will be an enormous
intellectual breakthrough, when we figure out how exactly does the brain

create consciousness.

BE—TANBER—AZE BIHERERE—ER(XT, JEIR
RliR O, BEXRZIEZSHIR, KL HRB/R. A, Wi
BRETEMN, ITEHNFREENING, BRBI—EEHRIE. AR
AMEMARRIREILRSHIRT , WSHENZERET, WNEMEHE
FE—TEDRENGE, A—AEEREELIEFFREAME EAME
X—Rl, FNFBEE T —HRETLFFEXUSZHHARIE—R
BER—RERNEIRRE, MEIENFBFEARRZTZNCEATER
IRAYRHR

AUDIENCE: But in particular, that approach they're using now—- | use the
example of presenting stimuli that are near the threshold of perceptibility

and looking for neural correlates, do you think that's going to be fruitful?

What particular questions would you ask to find out? JOHN SEARLE: |
happened to be interested in this crap. And if you're interested in my

views, | published an article in the "Annual Review of Neuroscience" with a

title "Consciousness." It's easy to remember. You can find it on the web.

MR (BEAKE, thIIMERNIBMAE—RE1EF, LS IE
ITRAFRAIRIH, REFHHEEXY), RRESXEBIBRRIB? 1R
SIRBMLE B AN ETRRERX—R? A8 E/R: BRITWXLERE)LE
B, NRIFBTHRENONR, HE (BERFEE) (Annual Review
of Neuroscience) EARFRI—REXE, @EMI (FiR)
(Consciousness) , fR¥FiC. TRTEM _ERBEHKE,
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MEELSHER, BARER
2 1980 FHHERFRIET
RS, ERER. MifFEAR
RIRFARGEN, ERERER
NEIRHEFZ—,

tenure /'tenjor/ n.

(RZ) Z5HIR

neural correlates phr.
XY (BIRMRAIE, 48
5 NCC)

fruitful /' fru:tfl/ adj.
=B MR
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67:58

And what | said is, there are two main lines of research going on today.
There are guys who take what | call the building block approach. And they
try to find the neuronal correlate of particular experiences. You see a red
object. Or you hear the sound of middle C. What's the correlate in the
brain? And the idea they have is if you can figure out how the brain
creates the experience of red, you've cracked the whole problem. Because
it's like DNA. You don't have to figure out how every phenotype is caused
by DNA.

HAEXHR, SSEBAMFMRELE. B—HARBREARN"IR
"7k, TR ERRSEARRAERZTAXY) ., LRER—TLErn
MR, NEIMRIFEIFRCHFEE, KPS ZNIBXMZTA? f1(]
HRER, WRMREFFREAMBUATEL RN, R TE
PN, EANZFMEDONA—1E, RADFBEE—MREZACHEDNAR
ERY,

68:28

If you get the general principles, that's enough. Now, the problem is
they're not making much progress on this what | call the building block
approach. It seems to me a much more fruitful approach is likely to be
think of consciousness as coming in a unified field. Think of perception

not as creating consciousness, but as modifying the conscious field. So
when | see the red in this guy's shirt, it modifies my conscience field. |
now have an experience of red | didn't have before. Most people—— and
the history of science supports them—- use the building block approach
because most of the history of science has proceeded atomistically.

REZET—RRE, MEBT. HEET, XMBIRZN"TRARN A
EHRBEBRRZEAER. ARER, —FURERRBNEBELERIRE
ERM—THR—ZRE A LI, FAREMREEFZ2ELIERIR, MEE
REREXTRIRG ., MUSBREIXUERSEC LNLEN, BEX8T
BNRIRG, BIERS T —MZENENAern, XSHA—mEH
FEOSFFMT—RARAAGE, BEARZEE LRI REEHERER
FIURR IR,

75 3E B R

R (RIR) —RERT (1
ZPFET). MAARXBEZ 8
FHEERR (BRLE. 7
R C) MFREMEXY (NCC),
= ERAFTH,

phenotype /'fi:nataip/ n.

(BfE%) KA, RMWE

EREEY 5—1t5) BEZE: B
ME—BRER, ARTZ2E
ERIR, MEEBHEFENEIR
19, RERFTBEAMUNET4E
BM7, MIERTAER,

unified field phr.

gi—i7 (ERNEIRER: FiR
E—ERE—N17)
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69:08

You figure out how little things work, and then you go to big things.
They're not making much progress with consciousness. And | think the
reason is you need to figure out how the brain creates the conscious field
in the first place because particular experiences, like the perception of red
or the sound of middle C, those modify that conscious field. They don't
create a conscious field from nothing. They modify an existing conscious
field. Now, it's much harder to do that because you have to figure out how
large chunks of the brain create consciousness.

MAFBRNRARELAEEN, REBEMRARA, EERIREHA
£, tHRAKR, BNNERERET, REAFEFFEAMINALE
HEIRZN, RARIPLERENARR, tENIENMRFRCHES,
ENAREEEBTIEIRG. ENHAZEMLEBEEL —TRIRGE.
EMNREER—TBELFENRIRG, Y, XFEMERSS, ENMRND
MFBERARRMA /X2 A= EEIRM,

69:41

And we don't know that. The problem is in an MRI, that conscious brain
looks a lot like the unconscious brain. And there must be some differences
there. But at this point—— and | haven't been working on it. I've been
working on other things. But | want somebody to tell me exactly what's the
difference between the conscious brain and the unconscious brain that
accounts for consciousness. We're not there yet. However, what I'm doing
here is neurobiological speculation. | mean, I'm going to be answered not

by a philosophical argument, but by somebody who does the hard
research of figuring out exactly what are the mechanisms in the brain the
produce consciousness and exactly how do they work.

MX—R[/BATERAE, [EEE, ERiEtR (MR) T, BRIRAIAM
BEFRNILTEIRNARIFERMN, ERMESEFERELEER. TEFERH
NIE—TMEEECSRERRZ T, B—EEILAINER. BHRFE

AR SRS, BRIRNARNLEIRNAMZBRERTAEREE
BRERTIRNTE, BIIERAI—F. T, HEXEMNIAZHIRE
MZEEEREN, BRHNERE, RELEFBRNAZE—1TEFIRLE, M=
BEMURESDIEARBOA, EHWIHFHFBZEAMP=ETIRAEI 2
2, URENRERMTIEIEN,

75 3E B R

BEKEREE: MR TEERIRS
TEIRHNAMELERERN T K,
ERERELEEE: HFICIUER
LRk, REBRESIIIHE
RIZEH,

speculation / spekja'letfn/ n.

N, B (EFSEIE AR

78)

MERRER - 8B 60 |



7 3E bi R & IFHIKANIZE - ASK THE BEST MINDS

JOHN BRACAGLIA: John, it's been an immense, immense honor to be here
with you today. Thank you so much for your time. And thank you for
talking to Google. JOHN SEARLE: Well, thank you for having me.

[APPLAUSE]

A - MR N8, SREEXESERR, BEANRE, FER
WEHLATE, BRSERGoogleffiIXIRIAR, L8 -Z/R: 17, SR

1&EH. [EF]
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F_8ln OB - EREHHRIA

1. be systematically ambiguous between X and Y

“They're systematically ambiguous. between an epistemic sense and an ontological sense”

B—TMEAERME X ZERRMIER., FASERFTBIEXAMEDR, A{FE: The term is ambiguous between
A and B,

2. X only exists insofar as ...

“They only exist insofar as they are experienced by a subject”

insofar as & MYX7E...BIREMW., EXPEIE. BT HBRREREGBAMIINSGEM, b only when BEZR,

3. Unknown to me, ...
“Unknown to me, the boxes are called a database, and the rule book is called a program.”
BEFBANE, E TEEATHE NARE, NEPER. FEEM: Unbeknownst to him, ...,

4. All the same, ...

“All the same, | don't understand a word of Chinese.”

RibHeEih TREWLL,, Eb however B, Lk anyway IE. FBERIARIR A GETIRISEICH,

5. The bottom line is (that) ...

“The bottom line is if | don't understand the questions and the answers on the basis of implementing the
program, then neither does any other digital computer”

MARER. KREZNLSICZE ). BHPRRKICE. SEZO0ERNSNIN.

6. What goes for X goes for Y

“And what goes for intelligence goes for all of the key notions in cognitive science.”

MERT X NERERFERT Y1, EBIEFEEEBIEATEMIERIE, L the same applies to EAR),

7. The question is not ..., the question is ...
“The question is not, what can the technology do?. The question is, what does it mean?”

BEHRNEEBER, BLAEIERDE., MeSEHRD IERINE NREEEFEN.,

8. It's (about) like saying ...

“It's about like saying the shoes might get up out of the closet and walk all over us.”

JFBKLE: EBIAMURBIER—TEARARBNSFMHE RENNOERARSE, TRIESEFILN,

9. there's no obstacle in principle
“But there's no obstacle in principle”

MRN_EARFERERS . in principle 5 in practice 8%, XOEICARES EHIVIK, FARINSHE,
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& BiR HE BXY HI
abbreviate /a'bri:viert/ V. w5, 85 2:27
absurdity /ob's3:rdoti/ n. B, |71 38:55
admit of — phr. BHE, B (EXBE, FBEZAEY) 314

ambiguous Jeem ' bigjuas/ adj. BIEXH, BRHETH 1:49

amoeba /2'mi:ba/ n. fakEd, THE (BREAEY) 58:58
anecdote /' @nikdost/ n. e #E 65:51
angst Jamnst/ n. (FEEXAN) &8, MR (FEEIE) 45:29
appalled /a'pa:ld/ adj. =R, ZRN 7:11

apparatus / pa'ratas/ n. KE; (5/8) BRIA. KR 29:59
article of faith — phr. B%; TIRBMEZHNER 58:15
ascribe /o' skraib/ V. #...)37F (ascribe A to B) 35:09
attributions / &etra’bju; fnz/ n. AR, IR (EEMRETE) 22:42
axioms /' &ksiomz/ n. NI, NEBBRIRTIR 56:26
behaviorism /b1 hervjorizom/ n. (IMEZ) T REX 8:37
breathtaking /"bredterkin/ adj. TRARY, SAIRAMIER (t4bARIN) 14:43
brought home — phr.  bring sth home to sb {EREARTMARE 22:03
burned to a crisp — phr. RISER, BEEER 9:57
causal powers — phr. EREES (BRZOAE: KEF-ERIRMERREEN) 31:45
cognition /ka:g'nifn/ n. INED, INIREFE 7:45
contempt /kan'tempt/ n. 2B, &M (with contempt R &) 15:18
crunch line — phr. KN, EEL (crunch FEXEETZY) 25:16
decompiling /,di:kem'parliy/ V. decompile ZRiF 61:50
derivation / dera'verfn/ n. (1Z%E) S, BER 62:54
deterministic /dr t3:rmo nistik/ adj. REMN (REMALEE—MHmL) 38:55
disassembly / diso'sembli/ n. &) =C%H 61:50
duplication / du:plr'kerfn/ n. S#l, EM (5 simulation {&EHERT) 14:02
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emergent
epistemic
equivalence class
exponential
fallacy

false positives
feeble

flunking

fruitful

get across

implausible

in the eye of the beholder
indistinguishable
inert

insofar as
intrinsic
isomorphic
lactation

line of business
longevity
marginal revenue
mediate

mess around

mitosis

nagged

neural correlates
neurotransmitters

obsolete

/1'm3:rd3ant/

/ epr1’ stemik/

/ ekspa'nenfl/

/' feelasi/

/'fi:bl/

/" flankiy/

/ fru:tfl/

/im'plo:zabl/

/,mdr stiggwifabl/

/1'n3:rt/

/mn'trisik/

/ a1sa ' mo:rfik/

/leek "terfn/

/lo:n"dzevati/

/'mi:diert/

/mar’ towsrs/

/naegd/

/ norow treenzmitorz/

/ a:bsa'li:t/

adj.
adj.
phr.

adj.

phr.

adj.

adj.

phr.

adj.
phr.
adj.
adj.
phr.
adj.

adj.

phr.

phr.

phr.

phr.

adj.

) B 4F A9 3k A% $2 8]

BN (AEREREFESREMR)

INRIHY, SEMRAEXM

(BF) Fhe

$E5EUHT; the exponential problem 5% YE B1ER

BIR; fallacy of ambiguity I XiBi%

=R, REAME (BB ABERE)

FTHE, WEMERIRS (F2AIEIE)

flunk (EOIE) &, TRIE

RGN

£ UR) #HiER, EE

EMERN, FEIFEN

BATNRE, RMCRE (REIZE NEAREHANMRI)

TEXDHY (+from)

FEmR; (%) 1BI%AY

E.HREA; RES... (EXPEIE)

ANEEEN (FAHEZOARE, 5SNEEENEIIII)

EHR, SEH——INAY

WFL

174, &85 (not in the same line of business ANEREIZE)

KF; FHARED

(£275F%) PRl

&%, N& (EREZEERNER)

EL5, BEELS (mess around in/with)

(4BRR) Bap®

nag W), TMEECE.

MEEXY (RIRMAR

B

TR, EFH

f&fE

ARiE, %45 NCC)

MIRRER -

- ASK THE BEST MINDS

58:58

1:49

12:13

48:58

4:05

57:02

16:36

42:23

67:33

37:56

27:58

21:08

11:40

58:15

3:14

21:08

48:16

40:24

24:02

38:55

71

44:20

42:23

40:24

66:21

67:33

32:52

29:59

® 64 W
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ontological

ontology

oppressed

out of the question
overthrow
overwhelming evidence
pawn

perceptibility
perfect information
phenotype
philistine
photosynthesis
platitudes
plausible
polysyllabic
postsynaptic receptors
preclude
preposterousness
presupposition
pretentiously
prodigious
razzmatazz

refute

semantics
sentience

shudder

shuffle

snobbish

/. anta'la:dzikl/

/a:n'ta:ladzi/

/9" prest/

/ owvar'Orow/

/pom/

/par septa biloti/

/'fimatarp/
/'filasti:n/

/ fostow 'smbasis/
/"plaetotu:dz/
/'plo:zabl/

/ pa:list'lebik/

/prt 'klu:d/

/prt pa:storasnas/
/ pri: sapa'zifn/
/pr1tenfasli/
/pro’didzes/
/'reezmotaez/

/i1 fjut/

/39 'maentiks/
/'senfans/

/' fador/

/' fafl/

/'sna:bif/

adj.

adj.

phr.

phr.

adj.

adj.

phr.

adv.

adj.

adj.

) B 4F A9 3k A% $2 8]

KL, SEEHARNEXRN

AMKIE; AT (subjective ontology EMEIEES
)

ZEEHN

ATRERY, FTMIKEER)

HE, BE (BUEF)

EEIMERIIESE (% BHBE)

(EFrsiE) &5 WistF. WABE
RN, AREE

(1BFie) T2ER: XANBEZHAR
(&f&%) KRB, RMWE

BA, TR, TXABEREA
HETER

PriEimif, ZERIR

FROEEN, RSB

ZETH (EREMERAKIE)

e

bl

HEBR, fEAREIEE (preclude A from B)

i
Wi

2, ML

g, BIRIBRE

RREIERM, MIESRU

IRAR, EXK

IEANRSL; IRARYTIE (FFER)
B, BB

B 1BXE (5 syntax GiEEN)
RFNGES, BN (Al LIRS SMIE)
£%58; shudder at the thought —#8ZIF R E M
Wzh, REHEF (RAFEHE)
BAW, BRI

HLRAE IR

- ASK THE BEST MINDS

1:49

52:46

19:37

56:26

19:37

64:48

22:03

65:51

48:16

67:58

45:29

40:24

8:37

56:26

1:49

42:23

4:39

14:43

45:29

62:54

57:34

36:32

11:02

12:53

52:46

50:03

11:40

50:03

- Ee5 ™
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snow
sparse
speculation

stormed out

subroutines

subscribe to

synaptic cleft
syntactical
tectonic plates
tenure
termite
threshold
thriving

to their credit
transducer
unified field
vitalists

whatnot

£

[HE VAV

&

/snow/

/spa:rs/

/ spekjo'lerfn/

/"sabru:ti:nz/

/smtaektikl/

/"tenjor/
/'t3:rmart/
/'0refhowld/

/' Orarvig/

/treens ' du:sor/

/'vartalists/

/'watna:t/

adj.

phr.

phr.

phr.
adj.

phr.

adj.

phr.

phr.

) B 4F A9 3k A% $2 8]

(E18) BRSINERR. WRE
MRS, HOR
N, B (ELLEFNER)

RS IFRHIF TS

(&) FHIfE, FEF

B7E, 5% (Hit. UR)

REEIRR (27T 2 [BIE BB RN =5)
AN, BN (51EXEY)

() MERIR

(KZ) Z5HIR

SEN

e, [tk

EYRRER, FITRY

ERRENRZ, NEHR

fi—ip (BRNTIRER: BIRE—BRA—M17)

EMEE (EREMFTEIRMER TEa01)

B EMNZRA (and whatnot %)

MIRRER -

- ASK THE BEST MINDS

36:32

57:34

69:41

9:57

62:26

53:51

42:23

12:13

3:14

66:50

44:53

65:51

66:21

48:58

36:32

68:28

54:23

53:51

%66 W
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FEMUEks EEEEN - 8 &

1. BIREFIHBORARMX D ZHA? ENAITLAEE?
- BRSSO ISR O HERE,

N

w

N TRAEN (RBMEEEERHY) ERMERE?
4. BRAMF2RRETHRIBES X DA OEEEX ?

(&)1

CBRINNALBEREEZEENANENS? FEZHA?

»

BRGUENRIRTEEXZTA?

~

CERAAEN MREAMERERIRMFIIRE 89t E?

[00]

ERIRAHERZEMR L, EREFFMRERIR? ATA?

W

EER

1. —FINRICHEN/EM (FHRFERKET I FSERKRIE), —2RMMSHEN/EN (FERTSMRBEMRAK
%), SENREMI/MEBEBN 2D (E3—12E) . BANRE: AR ENNEIR D HIARISEW AR
FHR.

2. BEREAAEN; ODRBIBY; GEASABUFEIEY; B YEETRER (TieRNSEF. EEEIAR
M) KmA B LAY IEfR (5817—22. 102—103E%).,

3. BEIFfIA—#TEMEEBARIEY; REBEER, STERBEOREFES—TEIR, MIMMMRIRHAELE

(%24_25E§)0

4. RBEEESVA25ZRNERNITERKE, X TBSAETH) —XMA; SENEERAETEEMERERI,
EAERX LENEGERNE (5834—35, 76—77E%) .

5. RN ERA, WRIATIOIE—EXRES (MIEUENN) KEF=EEIRNERESD; BrIERRHEITEA
HMEAREIEME, FRMTEMTF (554952, 96ER) .

6. NEZERPERESIBRNEZ BN—)RZ, BAONSEERS (BthE); HARELTZRE MBEM
ENRZ, FAETIREEREMNERMFIE (55845).

7. AETRNE, MEERRNGEELYE: BES ABMUNRENGZNG; tMHESAEE NHEEZ 89IA
RILEL, EAASEFONENEEAHTIFR (5568—69. 80—81F).

8. 18X MRAARIN FHENMARMWEEXY), thEREF [fi—17) B SREEAROGUTERITEIRG,
REBHRERAZENFEENE, MIEMTHELIERIR (B1M1-N13EKR),

|23

MIAREIR - ¥ 67 I
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FhEls BHMXIZSEC

3114 That is epistemically subject. So we have epistemic objectivity and subjectivity. Underlying that is a
distinction in modes of existence. Lots of things exist regardless of what anybody thinks. Mountains, molecules,
and tectonic plates have a mode of existence that is ontologically objective. But pains and pickles and itches,
they only exist insofar as they are experienced by a subject. They are ontologically subjective. So | want
everybody to get that distinction because it's very important because—— well, for a lot of reasons, but one is
lots of phenomena that are ontologically subjective admit of an account which is epistemically objective.

INRIE LR E SR EN
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