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--- (Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: And the title you had was Mind, Brains, and Computers.

Jiny hlas: Pochopil jsem vase téma, o kterém mam mluvit, jako mysli, mozky a pocitace.

Jiny hlas: What | shall be talking about is really the traditional mind-body problem, or an aspect of that
rather, and computers is just a way of illustrating the points | shall be making.

Jiny hlas: O ¢em ve skutec¢nosti chci hovorit, je ten klasicky problém vztahu mezi télem a mysli nebo
mohlo by se také fict, ale uvidime v dalsim, mezi dusi a télem. Computer jako dalsi treti ¢len je tam jen
pouze proto, abych na ném ilustroval tu celou véc.

Jiny hlas: I shall be arguing from general materialist assumptions.

Jiny hlas: Bude argumentovat z takovych obecnych materialistickych pozic, predpokladd.

Jiny hlas: This of course is something we can discuss afterwards, but perhaps here | will just explain what
I mean by materialism.

Jiny hlas: O tom mUZeme samoziejmé potom diskutovat, ja ted vysvétlim, co myslim pod tim slovem
materialismus.

Jiny hlas: I shall assume that mind and brain are not two separate things.

Jiny hlas: Ja vychazim z toho, Ze duse a télo - prosim vas méjte na mysli tedy, Ze tam je mind, coz Cesky
znamena sice mysl, ale u nas ten vztah mysl a télo... Pardon, mysl. Ze jsou spojené, nejsou oddélené
entity.

Jiny hlas: Here is an analogy. | want to think of mental events - thoughts, beliefs, desires - relating to
neurophysiology as the solidity of a table relates to its molecular structure.

Jiny hlas: Chtél bych takovou analogii uvést, existuje vztah, analogicky vztah mezi mentalnimi pochody,
pranimi, myslenkami a neurologickymi pochody, podobné jako je analogicky vztah mezi molekularni
strukturou tohoto stolu, této desky stolu.

Jiny hlas: The point is this. We don't think of the solidity as something puzzlingly different from the
molecular structure. No more should we think of my having a certain thought as something puzzlingly
different from the neurophysiology of my brain. It's just there's two different ways of looking at the same
thing, two different levels of focus.

Jiny hlas: Tak jako neni néjaky propastny rozdil mezi pevnosti této desky a jeji molekularni strukturou, tak
také neni propastny rozdil mezi myslenkovymi pochody a neurologickym pozadim nebo tim, co se
odehrava v mozku.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So far nothing to do with computers. But I'm going to be considering the idea that the
human mind is a computer, is a biological computer.

Jiny hlas: Potud tedy se vlastné jesté nereklo nic o pocitaci, o computeru, ale ja tedy chci vyjit z toho, ze
lidska mysl je néco jako computer.

Jiny hlas: Or rather I'll be considering an argument due to John Searle, an American philosopher, against
the view that minds are computers. I'm going to be arguing against an argument.

Jiny hlas: Chci argumentovat proti argumentu amerického filosofa, ktery se jmenuje John Searle, psano
Searle, totiZ ten Searle tvrdi, Ze je tu rozdil mezi pocitacem a mysli.

Jiny hlas: So the idea which Searle is against, and | will be for, is that just like a computer, because of the
way it's made, can be said to add numbers or decide that it's time to turn the traffic lights to green.

Jiny hlas: A tak tedy to, co on chce hijit a proti ¢emu je ten Searle, to se tyka pocitace, Ze computer tak
jak je sestaven, jeho Ucelem je povéreni, to jest, Ze tedy tfeba dovede secitat ¢isla nebo dovede vypocist
urcité poméry dopravni.

Jiny hlas: Similarly people, when they have beliefs, desires, make decisions...

Jiny hlas: Podobné lidé, kdyZ maji sva presvédceni, sva prani, délaji rozhodnuti...

Jiny hlas: ...are best thought of as doing this because they're organized like computers. Their brains



organized like computers. Though of course in this case it would be because of the arrangements of their
neurons rather than because of some switches.

Jiny hlas: ...tedy to, co nas nejspis mize napadnout, Ze tedy to Cini, protoZe jsou organizovani podobné
jako computer. Samoziejmé u lidi je to proto, Ze to jejich jednani, rozhodovani vyplyva ze struktury jejich
neurond, tedy nerv(, nervovych vlaken, a nikoliv jako je to u pocitace, kde jde o ty bitové jednotky.

Jiny hlas: Okay. That's a thesis. Two immediate problems to discuss. Firstly, can computers or something
like a computer feel?

Jiny hlas: To je tedy ta moje teze, dva bezprostredni problémy, které je mozno prodiskutovat. Prvni
otazka, jestli mohou computery nebo néco podobného jako computery citit.

Jiny hlas: And two. Can computers have intentionality?

Jiny hlas: A zadruhé, jestli mohou mit computery to, cemu se fika intencionalita, byt zaméreni, sledovat
Cosi.

Jiny hlas: The first issue is a matter of subjective awareness. That it's like something to have pains, to feel
jealous, to feel sad.

Jiny hlas: Ten prvni problém se tyka subjektivniho védomi. To znamena mit néco podobného jako citit
bolest, citit Zarlivost, smutek.

Jiny hlas: The second problem, intentionality, is about aboutness. Aboutness. Well, I'm about. I'm about
to do this.

Jiny hlas: Ten druhy problém se tyka aboutness. Aboutness.

Jiny hlas: The sense in which words are about things. This is an analogy now, but a word, the word cup
say written on a piece of paper will be about this object, will refer to, will stand for.

Jiny hlas: To je v tom smyslu, v jakém se slova tykaji né¢eho.

Jiny hlas: A word refers to some object. Similarly, that's the sense of intentionality, aboutness.

Jiny hlas: To je ten smysl intencionality, aboutness. Ja jsem tu intencionalitu vysvétloval vice psychicky, to
znamena, Ze lidé maji sklon néco délat nebo véci maji néjakou tendenci.

Jiny hlas: No. It's the reference, the pointing to.

Jiny hlas: Ne, je to ten odkaz, to ukazovani k né¢emu. Tak on tu intencionalitu myslel prosté v pojmovém
slova smyslu, Ze slova odkazuji k predmétiim, Ze? To znamena, tykaji se predmétd. Ted ta otazka zni:
whether the computers have the possibility to be intentional. Zdali tedy computery, pocitace mohou byt v
tomto smyslu intencionalni.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps you could say, well, let me explain my sense first. You said about the words being about
things, reference? So similarly, my belief, my belief that Ronald Reagan is president of America is about
Ronald Reagan. It refers to Ronald Reagan.

Tak tady napriklad analogicky, kdyz vyslovim své presvédceni, Ze Ronald Reagan je prezidentem
Spojenych statu, tak tato vypovéd, toto mé presvédceni se vztahuje tedy k tomu Ronaldu Reaganovi.
Jiny hlas: So that's the sense of intentionality | shall be talking about. Some of you will be familiar with
Husserl's sense of intentionality and the relation between what I'm talking about and that we can discuss
later.

To je tedy smysl intencionality, o kterém mluvim. Nékteri z vas snad budou védét o tom Husserlové pojeti
intencionality a o tom vztahu k tomu, o ¢em ted hovofim, o ¢emzZ mizeme potom spolu diskutovat.

Jiny hlas: But perhaps this next remark is relevant to that issue, namely the relation between the first
problem, the problem of feelings, and the second problem, the problem of intentionality.

Moje dals$i pozndmka snad ma vztah k tomuto bodu, totiZ ten vztah mezi prvnim problémem, zda tedy
computery mohou citit, a druhym problémem, problémem intencionality.

Jiny hlas: I'm not going to discuss the first problem, except to say that it seems to me quite distinct from
the second problem.

Nechci diskutovat ten prvni problém, s vyjimkou toho, co chci poznamenat, Ze se mi zda ten prvni
problém zcela odlisny od toho druhého.



Jiny hlas: Feelings and intentionality are not much to do with each other. So for instance, pains are
mental states which obviously we're subjectively aware of, it's a feeling. But pains are not intentional.
Pains do not refer to any object.

Cit a intencionalita nemaji spolu moc spolecného. Napfiklad bolest, bolest je mentalnim stavem, je to
néco subjektivniho, pocitovaného subjektem. Ale bolest neni intenciondlinr. Bolest neodkazuje k
néjakému predmétu.

Jiny hlas: Conversely a belief, which is intentional, my belief that Ronald Reagan is president, need not be
conscious in a sense. | have believed Ronald Reagan is president of the United States throughout the last
four and a half years, but it hasn't been something in my consciousness all that time.

Zase naopak presvédceni, které je intenciondlné zaméreno, napfiklad mé presvédéeni, Ze Ronald Reagan
je prezident, nepotrebuje byt védomé v tom smyslu, Ze po posledni ¢tyri a pll roku jsem toto
presvédceni mél, ale nebylo to v mém védomi po cely ten ¢as.

Jiny hlas: Or again, there is the phenomenon of unconscious belief. | can have repressed some memory
yet still show that | have the information.

Nebo zase jiny priklad: je tu fenomén nevédomého presvédceni. Treba jsem potlacil néjakou vzpominku,
a presto se ukazuje, Ze tu informaci mam.

Jiny hlas: The point is simply that not all intentional states need involve conscious awareness. Or if you
don't like that, let me say at least this: intentionality and conscious awareness are different phenomena,
different things. And for the sake of this discussion | want to separate them out. And what I'll be talking
about is intentionality.

O co jde, jednoduse je toto: ne vSechny intenciondlIni stavy musi zahrnovat védomi. Anebo kdyz se vam
nelibi tato formulace, tak tedy jina: intencionalita a védomé poznani, awareness, jsou rozdilné véci. A
kv(li diskuzi bych to rozdélil. O ¢em chci hovofit, to je intencionalita.

Jiny hlas: All right. Now | want to - and this is the - that so far is introduction. Now I'm going to consider
an argument due to John Searle, American... What Searle thinks, what he argues, is that minds can't be
computers because computers can't have intentionality.

Dobra. To byl tedy Gvod. A ted budu uvaZovat argument v souvislosti s Johnem Searlem. To, co Searle
fika, jak argumentuje, je, Ze mysli nemohou byt pocitaci, protoze computery, pocitace, nemohou mit
praveé intencionalitu.

Jiny hlas: His argument for this conclusion is called the Chinese room argument. It goes like this: a man is
sitting in a room, and in the room are lots of bits of paper with squiggles, symbols, meaningless marks.
Further bits of paper with squiggles on are passed into the room.

Jeho argument pro tento zavér se nazyva Chinese room argument, argument ¢inského pokoje. Jde o toto:
¢lovék sedi v pokoji, jeden muz v pokoji, a v tom pokoji je cela fada papird popsanych takovymi symboly.
A dalsi papiry jsou vsunovany do toho pokoje.

Jiny hlas: The man has a book of rules specifying for each kind of squiggle that comes in, what kind of
squiggle he should pass out. Although the man doesn't know it, the incoming squiggles are Chinese
writing and the incoming squiggles are asking him questions.

Tento muz ma k dispozici knihu pravidel, podle které specifikuje ty symboly a kombinace, které mohou
vzniknout mezi témi symboly. A ten clovék nezna tu skutecnost, Ze ty papiry s témi symboly, které
prichazeji, jsou popsany ¢inskymi symboly, on nezna jejich smysl.

Jiny hlas: And the rule book is designed to ensure that the piece of paper he passes back out has got the
right answer in Chinese to the question he's just got in. A témi papirky vychazi pomoci téch symbold, jsou
na ného kladeny otazky. On ma k dispozici tu knihu pravidel, jak by mél na ty otazky odpovidat, a on na
né tedy pomoci té symboliky odpovida.

But, says Searle, this man inside the room clearly doesn't understand Chinese. Ale, a toto fika Searle, ten
muz, ktery sedi v tom pokoji, nerozumi ¢insky.

But he says such manipulation of symbols is all computers ever do. You mean Searle says? Not the man?



Yes, sorry, Searle. Ale ted Searle tvrdi, Ze pravé pocitace se zabyvaji tim, ze kombinuji nejriznéjsi
symboly.

So Searle concludes: computers must lack all understanding too. A z toho tedy Searle uzavira, ze podobné
musi i pocitace postradat jakykoliv smysl porozuméni toho, co délaji, jenom kombinuji.

Okay, that's argument. Say if people want to ask questions, interrupt, please. Kdybyste chtéli polozit
otazky, tak mlzete prerusit ten vyklad.

Hejdanek: Tedy ten argument toho Americana spociva v tom, Ze ty pocitace pracujou Uplné tedy
formalné pomoci téch symbold, které dostavaji, které tridi, kombinuji, anizZ rozuméji, podobné jako ten
muz, ktery sedi v tom pokoji, vlastné co ty symboly vyjadfuji obsahové.

Jiny hlas: And I don't think this is a good argument. Vas host se domniva, Ze to neni dobry argument. But
it has received much discussion. Vyvolal celou fadu diskuzi. Indeed, Searle has recently given the Reith
Lectures, which are prestigious lectures on British radio, annual lectures on this topic. V britském rozhlase
existuje fada prednasek Reith Lectures a v nich se také o tom hovofilo.

And | think, even though this isn't a good argument, it's difficult to see exactly where the trick is done,
exactly where the... A ja si myslim, i kdyzZ to neni dobry argument, je presto velmi nesnadné prohlédnout
ten trik nebo tu slabou stranku toho argumentu.

Okay, so what I'll give now is my own response to it. A to, co chce Fict nyni, bude jeho vlastni odpovéd na
ten argument. But other philosophers have analyzed it in different ways. Samozrejmé jini filosofové to
analyzovali jinym zplsobem.

My own response is that understanding Chinese isn't a reasonable first thing to ask a computer to do.
Moje vlastni odpovéd je, Ze porozuméni ¢instiné neni to, co bychom jako prvni véc mohli na pocitaci
rozumné poZadovat. Understanding Chinese is a very sophisticated ability. Porozumét ¢insky vyzaduje
neobycejné propracovany zplsob porozuméni.

Not because Chinese is especially difficult, but rather because understanding any language is a highly
sophisticated ability. Ne proto, Ze by ¢instina byla specialné obtiZn3, ale spis proto, Ze porozumét jakékoli
cizi reci je neobycejné narocné.

It seems to me that by no means all intentional states, mental states with intentional powers, involve
language. Zda se mi, Ze v zadném pfipadé viechny intencionalni stavy, mentalni stavy s intencionalni
silou, nezahrnuji fe¢. By ho means, please once more... By no means all intentional states involve
language. Vsechny intencionalni stavy zahrnuji porozuméni néjaké reci.

For instance, a dog can remember where a bone is buried. Napfiklad pes se rozpomene, kde ma
zakopanou kost. A chimpanzee can believe there are a lot of bananas up that tree. Simpanz je
presvédcen, Ze na tom stromé je spousta banand.

Maybe dogs and chimpanzees are not fully self-conscious. Dejme tomu, Ze nejsou ani psi, ani Simpanzi
plné védomi sebe samych. But remember I've separated out consciousness from intentionality.
Rozpomerime se vsak, Ze jsem oddélil védomi od intencionality.

And so what I'm talking about is just the possibility of having beliefs about things. A tedy o ¢em ja
mluvim, je pravé ta moznost mit pfesvédceni o vécech, nebo to, co se vztahuje k intencionalité, o které
hovoril.

And it seems to me that one certainly wants to say that dogs and chimpanzees can have beliefs about
things. A zda se mi, Ze chceme fici, Ze psi i Simpanzi mohou mit prfesvédcéeni o vécech.

So such animals can have intentional states, even though they have obviously no language. The dogs and
chimps have intentional states, states about things, mental states. This is what they have. They have
beliefs about things. Tyto ZivoCichové bezpochyby nemaji Zddnou re¢, ale maji intencionalni stavy
vztahujici se k vécem. Maji presvédceni o vécech, ale nemaji re¢, kterou by to vyjadrili.

Similarly, it seems wrong to say that all human beliefs involve language. Podobné se mi zda nespravné
Fici, Ze také vSechna lidska presvédceni predpokladaji fe¢. When | believe there're bananas up that tree,
in what sense does my belief depend on my linguistic abilities? KdyzZ jsem presvédcéen, Ze tam na tom



stromé jsou banany, do jaké miry zavisi toto moje presvédceni na mé schopnosti reci?

If one does want to talk about language, one can think of understanding the language as a matter of
having beliefs about words. KdyZ chceme hovofrit o feci, mlizeme o porozuméni reci uvazovat jako o
zalezitosti mit presvédceni o slovech. To understand a Chinese sentence is to have the belief that a
certain string of symbols stands for a certain state of affairs. Porozumét ¢inské vété znamena mit
presvédceni, Ze jisty fetézec symbol( zastupuje urcity stav véci.

But this then only emphasizes the point that understanding a language is a quite special business,
because not all beliefs are beliefs about the representational powers of words. A to jenom zd(raznuje tu
véc, Ze porozumeéni reci je velice specializovanou zaleZitosti, protoZe ne vsechna presvédceni jsou
presvédcenimi o slovech. | am looking for Czech equivalent. [nesrozumitelné]

Hejdanek: Nejsou, ne vsechna tedy presvédceni maji reprezentativni schopnost slov.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Why then does Searle, why does Searle take it that the appropriate issue, the important
issue is whether computers can understand Chinese?

Hejdanek: Proc, a to je otazka naseho hosta, proc tedy to povazuje Searle za spravné a primérené
prokazat, zda-li pocitace maji, tedy mohou rozumét cinsky?

Jiny hlas: Presumably he thinks that whatever is the case for dogs and chimpanzees and humans,
computer operations are always the formal manipulation of symbols. So, Searle thinks, if a computer can
think at all, it surely ought to be able to understand its own formal symbols.

Hejdanek: Patrné proto, Ze mysli, at uz je to jakkoli se psy, s Simpanzi a lidskymi bytostmi, pocitacové
operace, operace pocitacd, jsou formalnimi manipulacemi se symboly. A tak tedy se domniva Searle,
jestlize tedy mGze vibec pocitac byt schopen myslet, pak by mél byt schopen rozumét takovym
symbolam.

Jiny hlas: Right. There's a sense in which Searle is right to say that computers spend all their time
manipulating symbols. But it seems a confusion to conclude that they must therefore understand those
symbols. Suppose | wanted to build an artificial chimpanzee.

Hejdanek: To ma smysl a je to spravné, kdyz Searle tvrdi, Ze pocitace spotiebuji vSechen sv(j ¢as na
formalni manipulaci témi symboly. Ale zda se, Ze je tu nedomyslenost nebo zmatek, kdyz se z toho
uzavira, Ze by musela rozumét tém symbol{im. Pfedpokladejme, Ze ja se pokusim vytvorit umélého
Simpanze.

Jiny hlas: What I'd do to start with would be to give it some structured internal state which was triggered
whenever its sense organs were presented with bananas and which led it to return to the bananas
whenever it needed energy. This structured internal state would consist of an array, an arrangement of
switches or at a different level of description, it would consist of a certain set of numbers in certain
registers in the chimpanzee's memory bank.

Hejdanek: Co musim na zacatku udélat, to jest, Ze ho musim vybavit néjakym strukturovanym vnitfnim
stavem, ktery by byl uveden v chod, kdykoli se néjakému smyslovému organu nabidne banan, a co
naopak by zase zprostfedkovalo spojeni s témi banany, kdykoli by tu byla potreba se Zivit. Tento vnitiné
strukturovany stav musi byt konstruovan tak, Ze tu bude svazek internich spoj(, switches. A nebo kdyz to
vyjadfime na odlisné roviné popisu, bude tu muset byt jakasi pamétova banka toho Simpanze a v ni bude
fungovat soubor Cisel v urcitych registrech v této bance.

Jiny hlas: And to this extent, one could think of the internal state as an arrangement of formal symbols.
And certainly having such a structured internal state is just the kind of thing that would incline computer-
influenced philosophers, computer enthusiasts to say that the robot chimp, the artificial chimp believed
that there were bananas up the tree.

Hejdanek: A v tomto rozsahu je mozno si predstavit tu strukturu vnitiniho stavu jako jisty druh
formalnich symbold, tedy svazku formalnich symbold. A kdyz budeme mit takovy vnitiné strukturovany
stav, pak tato véc bude u filosoft, ktefi jsou nadsenci nad pocitaci, Zze feknou, Ze takovy robot Simpanz,
ten umély Simpanz, véfi a je presvédcen, Ze na tom stromé jsou banany.



Jiny hlas: But such people wouldn't dream of saying that the chimp understood the structured array of
symbols inside its head. The chimp has beliefs about bananas. It doesn't have beliefs about the symbols
inside its head.

Hejdanek: Ale tito lidé nebudou mit néjakou predstavu snovou dokonce, Ze by to vedlo aZz k tomu, Ze by
rekli, Zze ten Simpanz rozumi tém formalnim symboltm, které jsou v jeho hlavé, tedy tento strukturovany
svazek té&ch spojtl. Simpanz je pFesvédéen o bananech, ale on nemé presvédéeni o téch svych symbolech
ve své hlavé.

Jiny hlas: I might try to design a chimp that understood Chinese. To do this | might give it further internal
states such that it could be said to associate certain Chinese symbols with certain physical objects like
bananas. So for instance | might give it a further internal state which ensured that whenever it saw a
certain set of squiggles on a bit of paper then it would get into the original 'believing there's a banana up
that tree' state.

Hejdanek: Mohl bych se dokonce pokusit vytvorit nebo vymodelovat Simpanze, ktery by rozumél ¢insky.
A abych to mohl ucinit, tak bych mu musel dat dalsi vnitfni stavy strukturované, dlsledkem toho by bylo,
Ze by bylo moZno pospojovat urcité symboly ¢inské s témi nefeCovymi vécmi, jako jsou banany. Mohl
bych ho vybavit dalsimi vnitfnimi stavy, které by zajistovaly, Ze kdyz by vidél urcity soubor papirt s témi
symboly, tak okamZzité by se vytvofrila ta plivodni predstava u ného, Ze na tom stromé jsou banany.

Jiny hlas: Maybe, one would feel that this chimp understood the Chinese symbols to refer to bananas. But
again it would be a confusion to read this as the claim that the chimp understood the structured array of
switches which gave it this understanding of Chinese.

Hejdanek: Mozna, Ze bychom skoro nabyli dojmu, Ze tento sSimpanz rozumi tém ¢inskym symbolim. Ale
domniva se nas host, to by byla opét konfuze, konfuzni zavér, domnivat se, Ze z toho patrno, zZe ten
Simpanz porozumél tomu strukturovanému svazku spoju, které mu umoznily porozuméni ¢instiné.

Jiny hlas: This is—I'll say now—this chimpanzee has beliefs about marks on bits of paper and about
bananas.

Jiny hlas: Tento Simpanz by tedy mél porozuméni tém symbolim na téch papirech a tém bananim.

Jiny hlas: But it doesn't have any beliefs about switches inside its head.

Jiny hlas: Ale nem(iZze mit Zadné presvédceni o téch spojich ve své hlavé.

Jiny hlas: Okay, of course there's much more to languages, human languages, than associations between
words, symbols and bananas. Obviously.

Jiny hlas: Samozfejmé porozumét lidské rec¢i znamena néco vic nez porozumét tém asociacim nebo tém
predstavovym spojlim mezi...

Jiny hlas: ...symbols, words and bananas.

Jiny hlas: ...tém predstavdm nebo asociacim mezi slovy, vécmi a banany tfeba.

Jiny hlas: But the point of the computer analogy...

Jiny hlas: Ale ta véc s tou analogii, pokud jde o pocitace...

Jiny hlas: ...is that whatever kind of understanding anybody or any computer has of anything...

Jiny hlas: ...v tom, Ze cokoliv m(Ze ten pocitac¢, ten umély, ten Simpanz porozumét...

Jiny hlas: ...it's not supposed to be an understanding of arrangements inside its head.

Jiny hlas: ...Ize pfedpokladat, Ze to neni porozuméni té strukture téch spoju, které ma on ve své hlavé.
Jiny hlas: Rather, instead, the thinker is supposed to understand other things because it has a structure of
symbols inside its head.

Jiny hlas: A zase naopak je nutno predpokladat, Ze myslitel ma porozuméni jinym vécem, protoze ma
tento strukturovany svazek formalnich symbol( ve své hlavé.

Jiny hlas: Nobody, except perhaps the programmer, needs to understand the internal symbols themselves.
Jiny hlas: Nikdo, s vyjimkou snad programatora, nemusi rozumét tém internim formalnim symbolim jako
takovym.

Jiny hlas: And so arguments like Searle's...



Jiny hlas: A proto argumenty, podobné jako to pouziva ten Searle...

Jiny hlas: ...about what would or would not be understood...

Jiny hlas: ...o tom, co Ize rozumét a cemu nelze rozumét...

Jiny hlas: ...by a little man manipulating symbols inside the head or inside a Chinese room...

Jiny hlas: ...cemu mUze porozumét ten maly ¢lovék, ktery manipuluje takovymi symboly uvnitf té hlavy
nebo uvnitf ¢inské mistnosti...

Jiny hlas: ...such arguments miss the point.

Jiny hlas: ...takové argumenty se miji véci.

Jiny hlas: Okay, that's my response to Searle's argument.

Jiny hlas: To je tedy odpovéd na Searldv argument.

Jiny hlas: But having come this far, it should be admitted that we're left with a real philosophical problem.
Jiny hlas: Ted dosli jsme aZ k tomuto mistu, ale mélo by se pfipustit, Ze stale jesté stojime pred
problémem skutec¢né filosofickym.

Jiny hlas: If, as I've been suggesting...

Jiny hlas: Jestlize, jak jsem predpokladal...

Jiny hlas: ...having beliefs is just a matter of having some kind of structure, sentence-like structures inside
one's head...

Jiny hlas: ...jestlize plati to, co jsem predpokladal, Ze mit presvédceni je vlastné zaleZitost jenom toho mit
néjaké sentence-like, vétam podobné struktury ve své hlavé...

Jiny hlas: ...then we still ought to explain where the aboutness, the intentional power, the referential
power of mental states comes from.

Jiny hlas: ...pak jesté zbyva vysvétlit, nebo musime vysvétlit, odkud pochazi ta intencionalita mentalnich
stavd.

Jiny hlas: Let me point out the problem by...

Jiny hlas: Ted to ukazu na néjakém...

Jiny hlas: ...a familiar problem about how the word 'cup’, the written word 'cup' or the sound 'cup'
manages to stand for this object.

Jiny hlas: ...znamém problému, jak to vyslovené slovo nebo napsané slovo, to jest [nesrozumitelné], ne
hrnek, salek, salek se vztahuje k tomuto skute¢nému salku na stole.

Jiny hlas: A natural answer for words like 'cup’...

Jiny hlas: Ta pfirozena odpovéd tykajici se praveé slova, jako je salek...

Jiny hlas: ...is to suppose...

Jiny hlas: ...je to, Ze se predpoklada...

Jiny hlas: ...that people associate the word 'cup’ with the thing.

Jiny hlas: ...Ze lidé spoji to slovo salek s timto Salkem.

Jiny hlas: But that answer won't work for structured states inside the head.

Jiny hlas: Ale tato odpovéd nestaci, won't work, nestaci na to, aby vylozila ty struktury uvnitf hlavy.
Jiny hlas: If my believing that Reagan is a president of America...

Jiny hlas: Jestlize mé presvédceni, Ze Reagan je prezidentem Spojenych statu...

Jiny hlas: ...is a state of my brain...

Jiny hlas: ...je stav mého mozku...

Jiny hlas: ...then there's no further person, there's no internal person to associate that state of my brain
with the thing Reagan.

Jiny hlas: ...pak uz tam neni Zadny dalsi ¢lovék, Zadny vnitfni clovék, ktery by spojil tento stav mého
mozku s tou véci, Reaganem.

Jiny hlas: Let me explain to you...

Jiny hlas: Dovolte, abych to vysvétlil...

Jiny hlas: ...the position I'm now at is that the state of my brain that refers to Reagan stands to Reagan



like the word 'cup' stands to cup.

Jiny hlas: ...Ze je to vlastné analogie, Ze ten stav mého mozku, v némz konstatuji, Ze prezident Spojenych
statll je Ronald Reagan, je analogicky k tomu konstatovani, Ze slovo $alek je tenhle Salek.

Jiny hlas: But I've now insisted that there's no internal homunculus, little man, reading my brain to see
what it stands for.

Jiny hlas: Ale trvadm na tom, Ze tam neni Zadny ¢lovicek, ktery by vycetl z mého mozku, Ze toto je mé
presvédceni.

Jiny hlas: Many cognitive scientists take for granted in this context the terminology of sentences or
symbols or representations.

Jiny hlas: Mnozi védci, ktefi se zabyvaji cognitive, mnozi psychologové, ktefi se zabyvaji tim, jak probiha
nase poznani v mozku, mluvi o té terminologii o vétach, symbolech nebo predstavach.

Jiny hlas: But it's not clear at this stage of the argument that they're entitled to this terminology, that this
terminology is legitimate.

Jiny hlas: Neni ale jasné v tomto stadiu argumentace, zdali ta terminologie je legitimni.

Jiny hlas: Because without any further internal little men to understand

Jiny hlas: protoZe, jestlize tu neni Zadny dalsi - jak fika ten clovi¢ek uvnitf mozku, ktery by to mohl
interpretovat.

Jiny hlas: What makes them stand for anything? What makes them have representational powers?

Jiny hlas: Co tedy z téchto symbol( a vét cini reprezentanty véci?

Jiny hlas: And to this extent it seems to me Searle has indeed located a problem.

Jiny hlas: A v tomto rozsahu se domnivam, Ze Searle...

Jiny hlas: The problem is not detected?

Jiny hlas: No, he's, how to put it, | mean he's located a problem is what | said. They have not located, he's
pointing to a problem.

--- (Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Podle naseho hosta se zd4, Ze ten problém nepredklada v té primérené podobé.

Jiny hlas: Where | disagree with him,

Jiny hlas: v tom, v éem ja s nim nesouhlasim,

Jiny hlas: is in his conviction,

Jiny hlas: to se tyka presvédceni toho Searla,

Jiny hlas: that an explanation will somehow be possible for humans,

Jiny hlas: Ze toto vysvétleni by bylo do jisté miry mozné pro lidi,

Jiny hlas: that wouldn't work for computers.

Jiny hlas: ale Ze by nestacilo pro komputery.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Right. Now | will kind of point towards my solution to this problem.

Jiny hlas: A ted k jeho feSeni toho problému.

Jiny hlas: A natural suggestion is that the aboutness - are we using this word? - the referential powers of
internal structures... A natural suggestion is that the...

Jiny hlas: Pfirozend domnénka je, Ze ta referenc¢ni schopnost téch pojm( odkazovat k vécem,

Jiny hlas: is to do with their causal relations to external objects.

Jiny hlas: ma co Cinit s jejich pri¢innym vztahem k vnéjsim objektiim.

Jiny hlas: So for instance, the arrangement of switches inside the robot chimp's head

Jiny hlas: usporadani spoji uvnitf toho robot-Simpanze, v jeho hlaveé,

Jiny hlas: could be argued to be about bananas

Jiny hlas: by se mohlo, jak se argumentuje, tykat pravé banana,

Jiny hlas: precisely because it was caused by the presence of bananas.

Jiny hlas: protoZe to bylo vyvolano pravé pritomnosti banan, tedy pric¢inné vyvolano.

Jiny hlas: As it happens, | think this suggestion is much less straightforward than it seems.



Jiny hlas: Ale tato domnénka je méné primocara, méné schiidn, nez jak se zda.

Jiny hlas: But let's leave that perhaps for the discussion.

Jiny hlas: Nechme to tady mozna pro diskusi.

Jiny hlas: For if there is anything to this line of thought,

Jiny hlas: jestliZe tu je néco v linii této myslenky,

Jiny hlas: then clearly it ought to work as well for artificial computer brains as for our biological ones.
Jiny hlas: pak by to mélo umoznit fungovani umélych, artificial brains, jako by to fungovalo u nasich
prirozenych.

Jiny hlas: My thought is that in both cases, a state of this brain can be caused by some external state of
affairs. And what I'm saying is that this suggestion as to the basis for referential powers will work as well,
as I've been presenting it, for the robot chimp's artificial brain or indeed the actual brain of a real chimp.
In both cases | want to say there's an internal state which is about bananas because it's caused by
bananas.

Jiny hlas: Moje myslenka je, Ze v obou pfipadech stav mozku... ten protiargument se tyka kauzalniho,
pricinného vztahu mezi vnéjsim objektem nebo vnéjsimi objekty a nasimi slovy nebo vétami,
predstavami, které se k nim vazi. Jestlize by ten argument platil, Ze by tu existovala pric¢inna souvislost,
pak je Ihostejno, jestli by to platilo o umélém Simpanzovi, o jeho struktufe v umélém mozku, nebo jestli
by to platilo o nasem lidském mozku.

Jiny hlas: Okay, | think I'm going to stop in a moment, but | have two points | want to make perhaps to
avoid confusions about what I've said.

Jiny hlas: Dobr4, ted bych mohl skoncit, ale chci jesté dvé pozndmky, aby se zamezilo nedorozuméni.
Jiny hlas: Firstly, it's important and it follows from the last point,

Jiny hlas: Zaprvé, je to velmi dulezité a uz to plyne z toho posledniho bodu,

Jiny hlas: that there's nothing in what I've said to suggest that existing computers, laboratory computers,
office computers, have states with intentional power.

Jiny hlas: Ze pokud se tyka existujicich pocitact, laboratory computers, office computers, ze ty laboratorni
pocitace nebo ty, které se pouzivaji v Uradech,

Jiny hlas: they won't have states with intentional power...

Jiny hlas: nemély ty stavy s intencionalnimi schopnostmi.

Jiny hlas: Because if reference, referential powers, depend on causal relations with external objects,

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe jestliZe je referencni schopnost zavisla na pri¢inném plsobeni vnéjsich véci,

Jiny hlas: then it's important that existing computers aren't designed to respond to specific features of
the external world,

Jiny hlas: pak je dllezité, Ze existujici pocitace neodpovidaji a nejsou modelovany tak, aby odpovidaly na
specialni rysy nebo Gdaje z vnéjsiho svéta,

Jiny hlas: but simply to be easily adjustable labour-saving devices, multi-purpose calculating machines.
Jiny hlas: ale umoznuji pfizplsobivost pomoci zaFizeni, ktera Setfi praci, multi-purpose... mnohoulcelové
kalkulaéni stroje.

Jiny hlas: And in this respect they contrast with my story about the robot chimp's brain and for that
matter | would suggest with our brains.

Jiny hlas: V tomto smyslu kontrastuji s tim, co jsem rekl o vymyslené postavé robota-Simpanze,

Jiny hlas: and they're different from our brains too. Our brains are designed to respond to specific
features of the external world.

Jiny hlas: a lisi se i od nasich mozk(l. Nase mozky jsou uréeny k tomu, aby odpovidaly na specifické rysy
vnéjsiho svéta.

Jiny hlas: But not the computers, not the desk computers, not office computers. I've got two kinds of
computer now. I've got the computer | designed to put in the little robot chimp's head and that was
designed to respond to bananas.



Jiny hlas: Ale ne ty pocitace, ne ty stolni pocitace, ne ty kancelarské pocitace. Mluvil o dvou typech
pocitacd. Jednak ty, které existuiji, ty laboratorni, ty Gfedni pro Gcely obchodni. A o tom pocitaci, ktery by
byl v pfedstavé toho robota-sSimpanze vloZen do jeho hlavy, aby odpovidal na vnéjsi podnéty. Na pozadi
je myslenka, Ze vnéjsi podnéty jsou pric¢inou prace toho pocitace. Pocitace, které mame, ty nejsou takto
modelovany.

Jiny hlas: You might put it like this: commercial, | mean laboratory computers don't have beliefs, but not
because they're computers, but because they're the wrong kind of computer.

Jiny hlas: Dalo by se to Fici takto: komercni pocitace nemaiji presvédceni, ne proto, Ze jsou pocitaci, nybrz
Ze jsou Spatnym druhem pocitace.

Jiny hlas: Prosim?

Jiny hlas: Tak to je tedy - chce tim vlastné Fict, Ze je moznost si predstavit jesté jiny typ computerti nez ty
komercni, které mame, u nichz tedy nedochazi k té interakci nebo k té referenci k tém vnéjsim objektim.
A druhy bod.

Nothing I've said touches on the question of computers having feelings. Nic z toho, co jsem rekl, se
netyka otazky, zda pocitace maiji cit, nebo nemaji. To prosté ponechal. As | said, | wanted to separate out
the question of referentiality, intentionality from the question of conscious awareness. Jak jsem rekl, chci
oddélit otazku referenciality, intencionality od otazky védomého poznani. And all I've been concerned to
argue is that computers could have referential states, not that they could have any kind of subjective
awareness. A na ¢em mi zaleZelo, bylo to, Ze jsem chtél fict, Ze pocitace mohou mit ty referencni stavy,
nikoliv Ze by mohly mit néjaky stav subjektivniho védomi.

[nesrozumitelné] She would like to ask a question. Whether for instance a thermometer has something
like intentionality?

First let me emphasize once more that I'm not talking about feelings. Jesté mi dovolte zd(iraznit jednou,
Ze nemluvim o citech. And to some extent I'd be inclined to say that the absurdity of a thermometer
being said to have intentional states is due to our knowing, as of course we do, that thermometers don't
have feelings. A do jisté miry jsem naklonén fict, Ze absurdita v tom, kdyZ Fekneme, Ze by mohl mit nebo
zda ma tedy ten teplomér intenciondlni stav, totizZ je v zavislosti na tom, Ze se domnivame, Ze teplomér
ma néjaky pocit. A much fairer question would be: Does the mercury being at a certain height mean that
the temperature is 50 degrees? Daleko dalsi otazka by byla: Jestlize je rtut v zajisté teploté, kdyz se
pohybuje, jestli to znamena, Ze teplota je tfeba 15 stupi(i? There's a sense in which it's natural to say
yes. A v tomto smyslu je pfirozené fict, Ze ano. | don't think that thermometers really do have intentional
states because | think the sense in which the height of the mercury means that the temperature is 50
degrees centigrade is derivative from the use to which we put thermometers. Ja si nemyslim, Ze by
teplomér mél ty intenciondini stavy, protoze se domnivam, Ze ta vyska toho rtutového sloupce znamen3,
Ze teplota je 15 stupn(, je odvozena od uzitku, ktery prosté ocekavame od toho teploméru. But if the
thermometer were a more complex mechanism or part of a more complex mechanism, a mechanism
which not only responded to the external world, but then on the basis of such information went on to act
on the external world, it didn't only take information in, but acted back, then sure it would have

na zakladé takové informace by sam aktivné jednal na ten vnéjsi svét, pak by vskutku mél intenciondlInr
stavy. Or better, it wouldn't be the thermometer that had intentional states but the whole system of
which the thermometer was now a part. Nebo |épe, vlastné by to nebyl ten teplomér, kdo by mél ty
intenciondlini stavy, ale ten cely systém, jehoz by byl ten teplomér soucasti.

Hejdanek: Termostat, to uz by mél intencionalni stav?

Jiny hlas: Thermostat regulator?

Hejdanek: No, tak ted termostat, thermostat regulator.

Jiny hlas: No, thermostats are still too stupid. Termostaty jsou stale jesté pfilis blbé. But the question is a



fair one. Thermostats and even thermometers - what | said in my talk does not explain why they do not
have intentional states. The answer | would give would be in terms of their insufficient complexity. Ale ta
otazka je na misté. Termostaty a i samozrejmé teploméry - to, co jsem fekl, nevysvétluje, pro¢ nemaji
intenciondlini stavy. Odpovéd, kterou bych dal, by byla v tom smyslu, Ze postradaji - nejsou dostatecné
slozité, aby mohly mit intenciondlni stav. Je to otazka sloZitosti.

Jiny hlas: A nejsou dostatecné sloZité teda napfriklad pocitac, ktery Fidi néjaky vyrobni proces? Is there
sufficient complexity by a computer running let's say a furnace?

Jiny hlas: I would say that the complexity required ought to involve the system doing something like in
some sense making decisions on the basis of its information about what actions will best satisfy certain
aims. Rekl bych, Ze ta poZadovana sloZitost by méla v sobé& zahrnovat systém, ktery by byl schopen udélat
néjaka rozhodnuti na zakladé informaci o akcich, jaké akce by nejlépe uspokojily urcité cile.

Jiny hlas: ...and perhaps a system ought to be one such that the aims change from time to time. A ten
systém by dokonce mél i reagovat na to, Ze cile se od ¢asu k ¢asu méni. But of course all that could be
satisfied by a computer controlling a furnace. A to mUze byt skutecné tedy uspokojeno takovym
pocitacem, ktery kontroluje nebo Fidi tuhle vysokou pec. But is that so implausible? That's a rhetorical
question. Je to tak nepravdépodobné? To je fecnicka otazka. One might feel happy saying... one might
quite comfortably say that the computer controlling a furnace... Let me change the example. It's not a
furnace because a furnace is too simple, because then it's just a thermostat, say. But say a computer
running operations in a chemical plant. Mohlo by se tedy fict, dalo by se jesté uspokojivé, jestlize tedy
ten pocitac fidi vysokou pec... Dovolte, abych zménil priklad. Ta vysoka pec je prece jenom jesté stale
jednoducha. Reknéme pocita¢, ktery Fidi technologické procesy v chemické tovarné.

The computer, one might say, believes that the most efficient way of producing this reaction... It believes,
it believes... The computer judges, the computer decides that this way of technological production is the
most efficient is to make the temperature such and such. Ten pocitac, dalo by se fict, véfi, ze
nejefektivnéjsi cesta k vyvolani této reakce... Tady nemluvime o citéni... V&fi, véfi... Ten pocitac soudi, ten
pocitac usoudi, rozhodne, Ze tento zplisob technologické vyroby je nejefektivnéjsi, rozhodne o vysi
teploty, za kterych to ma probihat. One might say 'The computer's wrong to judge this', it might have
been badly programmed. Je mozné samozrejmeé fict, Ze ten pocitac se dopustil chyby, protoZe byl
nedobre programovan. The computer might make a certain judgment, but we might say the computer is
mistaken in this judgment. Ten pocitac prosté muze udélat urcité rozhodnuti, usoudi, ale my mizeme
zase posoudit, Ze to neni spravné.

Take another example. There are computers now that can play chess as well as all but the top, I'm not
sure, 500 grandmasters. One can say of a certain such computer, or rather the program, that it believes
it's important to control the center of the board. Vezméme jiny priklad. Jsou pocitace, které mohou hrat
Sachy az na Uroven takovych mistr(i, velmistr(, kterych je ted asi 500 na svété. D4 se fici, Ze takovy
pocita¢ nebo ten program véfi, Ze je dllezité kontrolovat centrum Sachovnice. Or in another example, the
program is very disinclined to castle on the queen's side. Nebo Ze m(iZze rozhodnout, Ze ta situace na té
strané kralovny prosté... neni k tomu naklonéna.

Let me say, these machines are still very simple machines. They certainly aren't people, they have no
moral standing... we have no obligations towards them. They certainly don't have feelings, it would seem
to be. They have no moral standing is what | said, i.e. they are not part of a moral community, we owe
them no moral considerations. Je tfeba Fici, Ze to jsou stale jesté velmi jednoduché stroje. Rozhodné to
nejsou lidé, nemaji Zadné moralni standing, nemaji zadné moralni... my vic¢i nim nemame jaksi moralni
zavazky. Rozhodné nemaji tedy pocity. To znamena, nejsou v kontextu moralniho svéta a my nejsme vaci
nim zavazani k néjakym moralnim ohled(im.

Because | think what people are worried about is the feeling that we should treat them somehow in a
special way if they really have beliefs. But of course not. The only question I'm addressing is whether one
can sensibly say that this machine has beliefs about its castle, about its queen... TotiZ co lidi znepokojuje,



je to, Ze kdyby tedy byly tohoto druhu, Ze by byly na té Grovni, Ze bychom je museli respektovat jako ty,
ktefi maji specialni nebo zvlastni tfeba i psychickou moralni vybavu. Ale to samozrejmé neexistuje. Ta
jedina otazka, kterou jsem tedy vyslovil, je, jestli ma smysl viibec fikat o téchto pocitacich, Ze by mély
néjaky soud - a on fika belief a ja jsem si to potom ujasnil, Ze to belief znamena Usudek, usouzeni, prosté
minéni - o vézZi nebo o kralovné.

In English too, the word belief or knowledge, certainty or opinion, all carry more weight than what | want
to talk about. | want to talk just about the phenomenon of aboutness of one thing standing for the other.
V anglictiné ten termin belief je v blizkosti s knowledge (poznani), opinion (nazor, minéni). On ovsem se
pokousel pouzivat tohoto slova v tom vyhranéném spoji, tedy pokud se tykalo té reference k tém vné;jsim
objektlm.

Hejdanek: Je mozné mluvit o intentionalité u bakterii?

Jiny hlas: Is it possible to speak reasonably about the intentionality of bacteria? No, but the discussion
would go the same as in response to the previous two questions. Certainly ants will have intentionality...
take beetles, any insect for instance. And | think probably snails, I'm not sure. The question is just, do they
have internal states which register certain external states of affairs and then in combination with other
such internal states, direct their behavior. Ne, ale ty diskuse jsou jaksi podobné jako u téch
predchazejicich otazek. Rozhodné mravenci budou mit intentionalitu, vezméte brouky, jakykoliv hmyz... i
hlemyzdé, nejsem si jist. Ta otazka je, jestli maji interni stavy, které by registrovaly néjaké vnéjsi stavy, a v
kombinaci s jinymi internimi stavy Fidily jejich chovani.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize by tomu tak bylo u téch bakterii, pak je moZné fici, Ze ty interni stavy jsou orientovany
na ty vnéjsi a registruji a také se jim pfizplsobuji. Perhaps | can put to you this question. Snad bych mohl
polozit vam tuto otazku. | suspect that many of you feel that one can't really have intentionality without
consciousness, real intentionality. Mam takové tuseni, domnivam se, Ze mnozi z vas citi, Ze nemuze byt
skutecna intentionalita bez védomi. But | disagree. Ale ja nesouhlasim. And this is why | took so long or |
took such care to separate out consciousness and reference and intentionality. A to je ddvod, proc jsem
tak dbal v tom svém vykladu na to, oddélit védomi od intentionality. But perhaps | should ask you to
think about this question. If there's a problem about intentionality, if one's puzzled about how one thing
can stand for something else, why should the first thing being conscious help with the problem? Put it like
this: why should conscious events be better at standing for other things, more able to stand for other
things, than anything else? Snad bych se mohl zeptat vas, abyste premysleli o otazce: jestlize je tu
problém, ktery se tyka intentionality, to jest jestliZe je tu takova zahada, otazka, jak mize jedna véc
zastupovat druhou, proc by ta prvni véc musela byt védoma? Jak by mohla tato skutecnost, ze ta prvni
véc je veédoma, byt pomoci pro rfeseni toho problému? PoloZzme to takto: pro¢ by mély byt védomé
procesy nebo pochody pfimérenéjsi, schopnéjsi zastupovat, odkazovat k tém druhym vécem nez jiné?
Hejdanek: Moje odpovéd by byla nepfima k vasi otazce, ale chtél bych zd(iraznit, Ze pro nas nesouvisi
intentionalita pfimo s védomim. Nemame potiZe s rozlisenim védomi a intentionality. Ale co by se mélo
odlisit, co doposud odliseno nebylo, je subjekt a védomi. ProtoZe to také neni totéz. Ja ¢esky rozumim,
nejsem tak popletenej v tom prekladu. Je tfeba rozlisit otazku subjektu a otazku védomi, protoze to neni
jedna véc. Ale naopak je velka souvislost mezi subjektem a intentionalitou. Kdyz otazku védomi dame
stranou, tak nemUZeme fict, Ze otazka subjektu je Gplné jina nez otazka intentionality. Intentionalita
mUzZe byt pouze u subjektu.

Jiny hlas: Otazka tedy zni, kdy se stava pocitac subjektem? Pokud se to stane, pak intentionalita je u
pocitace a u svéta bakterii. Jedna bakterie je pfirozenym subjektem, a proto mizeme vyvodit, Ze je tam
intentionalita.

Hejdanek: Predpokladal jste, ze vEédomi je spojeno se subjektem. To neni ten pripad.

Jiny hlas: All right, and so consciousness is not an issue. We both agree to leave that to one side. | have
no strong views about the nature of a subject, what's required for there to be a subject. | suppose one
needs some element of self-awareness - exactly what that means - I'm going to... | presume if we're



leaving consciousness to one side, it's not a matter of some kind of inner light, inner illumination.
Presumably it's on the side of the content, the intentional... let's use the word content... of a judgment
that it should somehow involve a reference to the being that's making the judgment. If that's the kind of
thing one has in mind, but perhaps you could say more about what it is. I'm quite happy for you to say
that one doesn't have a subject unless one has such a self-referential aspect to a thought. Védomi nebo
védomi prosté neni problém, to mGzeme nechat stranou. Nemam vyhranénou predstavu o tom, co je
subjekt, povaha subjektu. Myslim si, Ze je potrebi, kdyz mluvime o subjektu, mit jisty stupen sebevédomi,
self-awareness. Jestlize tedy nechdme védomi na jedné strané, patrné tim neni minéno néjaké vnitrni
svétlo, vnitfni osviceni. Jde patrné o ten obsah, o ten intentional obsah toho usouzeni, ktery zahrnuje ten
odkaz, jak je toto usouzeni tvoreno. JestliZe to je o tom, o éem se domnivame, mozna byste o tom Fekl
vic. Pak by mné stacilo Fict, ze subjekt je tam, kde je tento sebeodkazujici, self-referential aspekt.
Hejdanek: Aspect to the thought content, jo.

Jiny hlas: But then I'm not at all sure why intentionality should require subjectivity. Ale pak tedy mné neni
jasné, proc by intencionalita vyZadovala subjektivitu. Why should not a chimpanzee, who at no level can
be thought of being... well, who can at no level be thought as having thoughts about itself... Pro¢ by
napfiklad Simpanz, ktery v zadném pripadé, na Zadné Urovni se o ném neda predpokladat, Zze by mél
myslenku sebe sama...

Hejdanek: Moment, moment, thoughts of self.

Jiny hlas: Ano. Yes. A chimpanzee has no thoughts of self. Simpanzi nemaji tedy to sebevédomi, védomi
sebe, no, mysleni.

Hejdanek: No, they have self-awareness, but no thoughts.

Jiny hlas: The chimpanzee has self-awareness... Well, suppose it doesn't. | mean, let's go down to... |
don't know... a thing that... awareness... it... it means thoughts...

Hejdanek: A bacteria... is it... is it self-aware?

Jiny hlas: No.

state nebo psychical state as such. Self-awareness je pouze possibility, the ability, sebevédomi je
schopnost self-reference, sebeodkazovani k sobé, nikoliv vécné myslenky, the ability to relate himself to
himself.

Jiny hlas: Right. Okay. But | take it that certainly bacteria and arguably chimpanzees... On se domniva, ze
zcela jisté bakterie, nékteré bakterie, a snad Simpanzi... don't have self-awareness in that sense. ...nemaji
self-awareness v tomto smyslu. Put that slightly to one side. The question at issue is whether... Dejme to
tak stranou. Ta otazka, o kterou jde, je, anything which stands for something else must per se involve self-
awareness, self-reference, say self-reference. ...zda jakakoliv véc, ktera je tu zastupné za tu druhou, musi
per se uz tim faktem zahrnovat self-reference.

To plati i o tom termostatu. That has its validity for the thermostat. Fine, okay. Let me say, alright, the
thermostat being like this... Prosim, budiz. Termostat, ktery je takovy, means that it's too hot. ...Ze je pfilis
horko. I will argue for the sake of argument that the state of the thermostat is about the temperature. Ja
bych tedy argumentoval, abych zachranil ten sv(ij argument, Ze ten stav toho termostatu se vztahuje
nebo odkazuje na tu teplotu. There we have, in my sense, intentionality. A tu tu mame v tom mém
smyslu tu intencionalitu. Okay, but certainly the thermostat is not conscious. Ale zcela jisté ten termostat
neni védomy. And also certainly the thermostat, while it might be thought of as having states that refer
to the temperature... A taky zcela jisté, i kdyz si mGzeme myslet, tedy mizZzeme ho pochopit tak, jakoze
ma vztah, referencni vztah k teploté, there's no reason to think of it as having states that refer to

itself. ...ale neni tu Zadny dlvod, pro¢ bychom se méli domnivat, Ze termostat ma vztah k sobé.
Hejdanek: No moment, tak tedy v pripadé toho termostatu je mozno mluvit o intencionalité...

Jiny hlas: ...ale ne o vztahu k sobé.

Hejdanek: There is no issue of the self-referential state, but the issue is whether the thermostat has



intentionality.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | say yes. On fika ano. And also the chairs and the cups? Can the chairs, the cups be
thought as intentional? Oh, certainly not. Ne, zcela jisté ne.

Hejdanek: Ale ty také reaguji na teplotu... i na ty salky. To se nemluvi o reakci, Ze pouze odkazuje...
odkazuje... but they have something like referential status. Tady jde o néco jiného. Vnéjsi okolnosti nebo
véci na ni pasobi tak, Ze v nich se néco stane.

Jiny hlas: But that would be every case of causality in the universe.

Hejdanek: Ne, to bych fekl... KdyZz mluvime o... to ma preklad... ty ses prekladatel... jak chces... anglictina
nebo cestina? If we speak about some external states causing some reaction, for instance, of
thermometer, then it's quite normal case of causality. Every causality in the universe is referring from
effect to its cause.

Ale tim neni minéna intencionalita. Intencionalita je moZna jenom tehdy, jestlize teplomér je predevsim
schopen odkazovat sam k sobé. A teprve touto schopnosti, to je predpoklad, je schopen odkazovat k
nécemu jinému. Ale teplomér neni schopen odkazovat k sobé, a proto také neodkazuje k jinym vécem.
To znamen4, Ze neodkazuje ani k teploté venku. Neni to Zadny odkaz toho teploméru na tu vné;jsi
teplotu, nybrz je to jenom vztah Gcinek a pricina. J4 naprosto souhlasim s vami, Ze je nutné, ma-li to byt
odkaz k teploté, Ze teplomér musi byt aktivni. A tato aktivita nemuUze byt interpretovana jako kauzalni
Gcinek jenom. Proto je nutné oznacit néco, co neni pouze kauzalnim Gcinkem.

Jiny hlas: Zvenku, z vnitrku, které umoznuje teploméru délat rozhodnuti. Ja to feknu ted c¢esky. Omluvte
mé, nejdriv to prelozim.

Hejdanek: [nesrozumitelné] interpretovatelny tak, Ze odkazuje na néjakou vnéjsi teplotu, aniz by to byl
pouhy kauzalni efekt, dlisledek. Aby bylo moZno mluvit o tom, Ze teplomér odkazuje na néco venku, tak
predpokladem je, Ze teplomér je schopen odkazovat nejprve k sobé, k tabulaci v sobé. Teprve skrze tento
vztah a jeho aktivitu je schopen odkazovat k ¢emukoli vnéjsku. Neni-li tam tenhle primarni vztah k sobé,
neni mozny zadny referenéni vztah k né¢emu vnéjsimu. Aby tam néco takového bylo mozné, tak tento
vztah k vnéjsimu tedy musi byt oddélen od pouhé kauzality. To znamena, Ze ten vztah k né¢emu
vnéjsimu, ta reference k nécemu vnéjsimu, nemuze byt disledkem kauzality, ani né¢eho vnéjsiho, ani...



