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Editorial Introduction

The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture,
“Intercultural Robotics” and the “Third Robot Culture”

Lin Cheng (D<)
Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Baiyundadaobei. 2, Guangzhou, 510420, China
lin.cheng@gdufs.edu.cn

Abstract

Robots are not only technological artifacts, but also elements of human culture. They play important roles
such as being the double, replica, tool and companion of humans. The anthropomorphic characteristics of
robots lead to philosophical thinking, linguistic and (inter-) cultural phenomena. Inspiration can be drawn
from exploring how robots are imagined, defined, described, comprehended, constructed or misunderstood,
and from observing the changing relationships between humans and robots from an intercultural and
interdisciplinary perspective. For instance, “intercultural robotics” and the “third robot culture” deserve
more attention.

Keywords: Robot; Robot culture; Intercultural robotics; Sobject; Island hypothesis
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po0oTOTEXHMYECKasA KYJbTypa”

JIun Yenr (X))
I'yannyHCKHI YHUBEpCUTET MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB M BHEITHEW TOproBiH, baiftornanao0sii 2, ['yanuxkoy,
510420, Kutait

lin.cheng@qgdufs.edu.cn

AHHOTANUA

Po0OTHI — 3TO HE TOIBKO TEXHOJIOTHIECKHE apTe(haKThl, HO TAKKE U KOMIIOHEHTHI YEIOBEYECKUX KYJIIBTYP.
OHM WrpaloT BaKHBIE POJM, TAaKWE KaK JBOWHHK, KOIWSA, WHCTPYMEHT M KOMIIAHBOH YEJIOBEKa.
AHTponoMOp(HBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKU POOOTOB NPHBOIAT K (PUIOCOPCKOMY MBINUICHUIO, SI3BIKOBBIM H
(MeX)KyIbTypHBIM SIBICHHAM. BIOXHOBEHHE MOXXHO 4depIaTh W3 H3Y4YCHHS TOTrO, KaK pPOOOTHI
MPE/ICTABISIIOTCS, OIPEACIAIOTCS, OMHCHIBAIOTCS, MOHMMAIOTCS, KOHCTPYHPYIOTCSI WIIM HETPAaBHIBHO
MOHUMAIOTCS, 8 TaKXKe U3 HAOIOJeHUs (M3MEHSIOMINXCS) OTHOIICHUH MEXIY JIIOABMH U poOOTaMu ¢
MEXXKYJIbTYPHOI M MEXIMCIMIUIMHAPHON TOYKH 3peHus. Hampumep, OomblIero BHUMaHHs 3aCITyKHBAIOT
“MEXKYIBTYpHasE POOOTOTEXHUKA” U “TPeThsi POOOTOTEXHUIECKAs KyIbTypa” .

KiroueBbie ciaoBa: PoGot; Kynbrypa po6GotoB; MexKynbTypHas pOOOTOTEXHHKA,
CoOnbekT
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The robot is by no means only a technological artifact and concept. Robots play
important roles such as being the double, replica, tool and companion of humans. There
IS no doubt that robots are elements of human culture. The anthropomorphic
characteristics of robots lead to philosophical thinking, linguistic and (inter-) cultural
phenomena. The word “robot” is a Czech invention in Karel Capek’s (1920) play R.U.R.
As the word traveled to other languages and cultures, did it become something else? And
how does it relate to other concepts of an automaton that imitates humans, such as
android, cyborg, or “Maschinenmensch”? How do we perceive and understand robots
through their linguistic construction and in their intercultural context? These are topics of
this special issue on “The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture,” that is,
on explorations of how they are imagined, defined, described, comprehended, constructed
or misunderstood.

“Robot” has a very interesting family tree. Taras Romanenko and Polina
Shcherbinina examine in their paper Robot vs Worker very closely the reception and
metamorphosis of “robot” (R.U.R.) in Russian literature of the 1920s, especially in Alexei
Tolstoy’s (1924) adaptation Riot of the Machines, only four years after the birth of the
“robot” in Capek’s play. They also show us the historical context of its reception in Soviet
times (Romanenko & Shcherbinina, 2022). In many cases, the historical and etymological
study of the concept should be the very beginning of the discussion about robots. In The
Intellectual Turn and Cultural Transfer of “Humanoid Automata” from the Ancient
World to the Enlightenment Era, Shijueshan Wu (2022) explores the early stories of
“robots”, that is, the origin and development of the “android” in the Western world, from
the ancient world to the Enlightenment era, involving cultural transfers in different
civilizations. Kevin Liggieri and Marco Tamborini return to Descartes as a starting point
for a reinterpretation and redefinition of the concept of robot in the contemporary world
in their paper The Body, The Soul, The Robot: 21st-Century Monism. They point out “two
linguistic-cultural turning points in the concept of robot” and show “how Cartesian
dualism (in the description of humans) becomes a (material) monism in the development
and construction of robots” (Liggieri & Tamborini, 2022).

In the American Sci-Fi novel Tik-Tok by John Sladek (1985), Dr Riley says to the
robot Tik-Tok: “In my opinion the very concept of an automaton or robot is a
philosophical concept, giving rise to questions about life, thought, and language — and
much more. Yes, | sometimes wonder whether robots were invented to answer
philosophers’ questions” (p. 72). In this issue, philosophical thinking and linguistic
analysis are another focus. Mark Coeckelbergh (2011) published a notable paper “You,
Robot: On the linguistic construction of artificial others”, arguing that “the appearance of
robots in human consciousness is mediated by language: how we use words interprets and
co-shapes our relation to others — human others or artificial others” (p. 62). Here, Larissa
Ullmann (2022) (The Quasi-other as a Sobject), Cheryce von Xylander (2022) (Quipping
Equipment. Apropos of Robots and Kantian Chatbots), Leon Pezzica (2022) (On
Talkwithability — Communicative Affordances and Robotic Deception), Daria Bylieva
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(2022) (Language of Al), Cathrin Hasse (2022) (Language and Robots: From Relations
to Processes of Relations), and Yue Li (2022) (Affirming and Denying the Hybrid
Character of Robots) respond to this article from their own perspectives, which spark new
concepts and thoughts, such as “sobject” in Larissa Ullmann’s response: It “describes a
kind of technical objects to which humans can have deeper relations than to conventional
objects” (Ullmann, 2022). Obviously, the new era of technologies welcomes new
understandings of human-robot relationship. Accordingly, Coeckelbergh (2022) responds
in turn to each of these discussions.

Cultural and intercultural dimension should not be absent in the discussion about
robots. Robot cultures are different across cultural communities such as Japan and
Western countries because of their different religious beliefs, ethical backgrounds and
different understandings of the relationship between human and “machinery/artificial
other.” “Robot culture” can refer to all cultural phenomena that are in a broad sense
related to robots — there are also discussions about robots as “creators of culture”
(Dunstan et al., 2016). Since the 1980s, media and academic circles have paid attention
to the uniqueness of Japanese robot culture and the differences of robot cultures between
East and West. Apart from the historical exploration by Wu, there are two interviews in
this issue discussing perceptions of robots and human-robot relationships in East and
West. In 2008, when the German philosopher Markus Gabriel visited Japan, he had a
dialogue with the Japanese engineer Hiroshi Ishiguro (Gabriel et al., 2018). Their
dialogue reflected not only the differences of robot perception between a philosopher and
an engineer, but also the divergence between East and West in terms of robot cultures,
the reception of robots and the prospect of human-robot relationship. In this issue, Hui
Jiang, Lin Cheng and Yue Li interview Hiroshi Ishiguro and Markus Gabriel. These two
interviews, conducted in 2021 and 2022, are extensions of their dialogue in 2008 — some
views remain the same, while others appear to be changing (Li & Gabriel, 2022; Jiang et
al., 2022). Robot cultures are still seen to be different in different societies especially in
light of the “island hypothesis” of Ishiguro who maintains that “the blurring of the
boundaries between humans and robots is a good thing and a new species would be born.”
These reflect the differences regarding the self-understanding of humans, the human-
“other” relationships and the human-technologies prospects in Germany and Japan.

In order to have a better and closer discussion of robot issues such as roboethics, an
intercultural perspective is indispensable. It is necessary to explore “intercultural
robotics” (Cheng, 2020a, p. 99), that is, in short, on the premise of the cultural phenomena
related to robots, to “study the similarities, differences, interactions, mixtures and
influences of robot cultures in different cultural communities, with the aim of explaining
questions and resolving problems in HRI due to the differences in robot cultures,” and at
the same time, to “seek common ground in response to the current and future challenges
of robotics in the coming era of human-robot coexistence” (Cheng, 2020b, p. 4) — as
Gabriel reminds us of an important point in his interview Diverse Cultures, Universal
Capacities: “the construction of cultural difference has the goal of finding something we

soctech.spbstu.ru
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share rather than something that separates us.” Obviously, we should also keep in mind
the exceptions and variations in robot cultures.

Meanwhile, Thomas Ramge (2019), a German journalist and writer, observed that
“robots are enemies in Europe, servants in America, colleagues in China, and friends in
Japan” (p. 18). A third kind of robot culture in addition to the robot cultures in Japan and
in the West will emerge in China which has its own mode of perception and application
of the human-like robots, as we experienced during the Covid-19 pandemic (Jiang and
Cheng, 2021) and the Olympic Winter Games 2022 (Ke and Cheng, 2022)? Compared to
Western or Japanese society, China does not have a long tradition of robot imaginations
and discussions about the relationship between human and artificial beings. There is also
no absolute anthropocentrism or impressive dystopian pictures in contemporary Chinese
sci-fi works. Both China and Japan show an open and positive attitude towards robots.
The Chinese society welcomes robots as a symbol of new and useful technology, but the
Chinese do not have “robot dreams” and do not stick to visions of Astro Boy or
Doraemon, nor do they think there is “Buddha nature in the robot” (Mori, 1985). The
wide applications of humanoid robots and the long traditional Chinese culture are the
premise of the emergence of a robot culture in Chinese style. In view of the practical
social needs and cultural backgrounds, there is a considerable likelihood that a practically-
oriented robot culture will emerge in China. This would be “the third robot culture”,
unlike the skeptical robot culture in the West and the future-oriented and somehow
idealized robot culture in Japan— in accordance with the traditional “Zhong Yong
(moderate principle)” of Chinese culture. The application of various robots during the
Covid-19 pandemic is an important example of the emerging robot culture in China. An
empirical study shows that Chinese people generally held positive attitudes towards ““anti-
pandemic robots” and appreciated their contributions to reducing the burden of medical
care and virus transmission (Jiang and Cheng, 2021). At the same time, roboethics is a
topic of great concern to Chinese academia and society. Initiated by the Institute of
Philosophy of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, the results of a survey were
released during the 2nd World Science and Technology Development Forum on
November 8, 2020 (World Engineering Day, 2020). This survey of the most concerning
ethical issues of technology among Chinese scholars found that roboethics (concerning
care robots, social robots, robots for emotional exchange, unmanned drone, human-robot
relations, etc.) ranks second among 20 significant ethical issues (such as genetic
engineering, euthanasia, human enhancement, Al, brain science, assisted reproductive
technology), following the ethical issues of genetic engineering. Moreover, scholars have
begun to discuss the Chinese solutions to ease the possible tension between humans and
robots, and draw inspirations from Chinese traditional culture such as Confucianism and
Taoism. The robot culture is a complicated phenomenon. Diverse perspectives and
methods, also the sociological ones, could also be adopted to explain the discrepancies of
robot perceptions and applications in different cultural communities.
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There are many research projects about robots in the Humanities and in the social
sciences, such as the projects “Cultural and Intercultural Dimension of Robots, ”
“Research on Anti-pandemic Intelligent Technology in Cross-cultural Perspective,” and
“The Early Imaginations and Novels about Robots in German Literature” of my team. In
recent years, the research on robots is expanding and is entering into new fields. There is
much more to be studied and discussed in the realm of robots. More questions are waiting
for answers, for instance, what does our customary way of naming robots mean? Are the
new robot forms still suitable for our traditional perceptions of robots? How could the
Chinese translation of “robot” (“machine-man”) influence the perception of robots in
Chinese society? How could robotics engineers and sci-fi writers find the “same
language” in the discussion of robots? To what extent can sci-fi works influence us in the
imaginations and perceptions of robots? The in-depth and systematical explorations of
researchers with intercultural and interdisciplinary backgrounds and understandings
about these topics are still needed. As this special issue on “The Construction of the Robot
in Language and Culture” shows, we value such idea exchanges, dialogues and further
discussions, and we look forward to a continuous discussion of related topics in the near
future.
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Abstract

This study examines the origin and development of the “android” in the Western world, from antiquity to
the Enlightenment era. The manufacture of android automata is not only a technological advance, but also
reveals an intellectual shift from the Middle Ages to the Enlightenment, involving cultural transfers from
different civilizations in ancient times. “Humanoid automata” offer an insight into medieval beliefs and
practices as mechanical mimesis in the investigation of the relations between art and nature. Android
automata in the 18th century represent Enlightenment ideas through their affective communication. This
historical context could provide an important reference for today’s research on human—robot interaction.

Keywords: Humanoid automata; Enlightenment automata; Android; Robot; Human—
robot interaction
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AHHOTALUA
B naHHOM HcceIoBaHUM pacCMAaTPUBAETCS MPOUCXOXKIACHUE U Pa3BUTHE “aHIpouaa’ B 3alaJHOM MHUPE,
OT AHTHYHOCTH 10 3moxu IIpocBemieHus. IIpou3BoACTBO POOOTOB-aHAPOUIOB — 3TO HE TOJBKO

TEXHOJIOTHUECKUI Mporpecc, HO UM MHTEJUIEKTyalnbHbI nepexon oT CpenHeBekoBbs Kk IIpocBenienuro,
BKJIIOYAIOLMI  KYJbTYpPHBIM MEPEHOC MEXIAY pPa3HbIMU LMBWIN3ALMUAMU B JPEBHHE BpEMEHA.
“I'yMaHOMIHBIE aBTOMATHI” TPEAJIaraloT 3arjsHyThb B CPEAHEBEKOBBIC BEPOBAHUSA M MPAKTUKU Kak
MEXaHUYECKUH MHMECHC B MCCIEJAOBAHMU OTHOLIEHUI MEXAy HMCKYCCTBOM U HPUPOJOH. ABTOMATHI-
aanpounasl B 18 Beke mpenctaBisaioT uaen [IpocBemeHus B wX ap@PeKTHBHONH KOMMYHHKAIMHA. DTOT
HWCTOPUYECKUN KOHTEKCT MOKET CTaTh Ba)KHOM OTHPAaBHOM TOYKON Il CETOAHSIIHUX HCCIEeIOBaHUMI
B3aMMO/ICHCTBHS YeIoBeKa U podoTa.

KiroueBbie ciaoBa: YenoBekonomoOHbie aBToMmarhl; ABToMarbl [IpocBerieHus;
Aunnpoun; Po6ot; BzaumoneiictBue uenoBeka u podora
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poMaHBI 0 poboTax B HeMelkoi jurepatype” (20CWWO018) HammonansHOro (hoHIA CONMATBHBIX HAyK
KuTas ast MOJOABIX yUeHBIX.
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INTRODUCTION

“Why are they humanoids, and is it necessary to make idealized humanoid androids?
Why are humans so eager to make a form similar to themselves?”” The robot-detection
engineer  Haraway raises these doubts at the beginning of the
Japanese animated cyberpunk film Ghost in the Shell 2: Innocence (Oshii, 2004). We
posed the same questions to Japanese roboticist Hiroshi Ishiguro, wondering why he
made many humanlike robots which remind us of the ideal female gynoid called
“Andréide” in the novel Tomorrow’s Eve (L’Eve future, 1886) written by French
symbolist writer Villers de L’Isle-Adam (1886/2000). If Mary Shelley’s (1818/1992)
“Frankenstein’s monster” is far from a humanoid creation in form, then the “Andréide”
made by Edison in Tomorrow’s Eve could be considered the most perfect humanoid robot,
even better than real people. However, why build such humanlike robots or, in other
words, “androids” in science-fiction narratives and in reality? What is the origin of
humanoid robots? Why did the mechanical-makers and science-fiction writers incarnate
human characteristics in machines? To explore these questions, it is necessary to review
the origins of humanlike robots.

CULTURAL TRANSFER OF EARLY AUTOMATA IN ANCIENT
CIVILIZATIONS

The predecessors of humanlike robots are “automata” which originated in the
ancient world. “Automata” were to some extent imagined before they were built. The first
automata in the Western tradition appeared in Ancient Greece. In Western literature the
half-god Hephaestus as depicted in Homer’s Iliad may be the first fabricator of imagined
artificial beings, mobile tripodal creatures capable of attending to the gods. Automated
guards and the simply giants can be found elsewhere in Greek literature. In the third
century, engineers and architects in Alexandria began to design automata to illustrate their
mechanical principles, documenting their creations in texts that detailed their construction
(Truitt, 2015, p. 4). These fictional automata appeared in historical texts and romances,
in travelogues and encyclopedias, even in the chansons de geste, all of which can be read
as historical texts that offer insights into medieval beliefs and practices (Truitt, 2015, p.
7).

Elly Rachel Truitt (2015) established an archaeology of automata by citing many
types of mechanical production, such as golden birds and beasts, robotic servants, brass
horse men, gilded buglers, and papier-maché drummers. She points out that in the Middle
Ages there was no fixed term, or even a set of terms to refer to these “self-moving or self-
sustaining manufactured objects” (Truitt, 2015, p. 1-2). The word “automaton” is used to
describe a constructed device with powered working parts, often but not necessarily
humanoid, often but not always immobile, usually unconscious. The word came into
popular use in 16" century France after Rabelais (1534/1994) employed “automate” to
denote in Gargantua (1534) a machine with a self-contained principle of motion The term
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was further used in the 20" century to encompass a variety of more specialized terms,
including “robot,” “android,” and “cyborg” (Truitt, 2015, p. 2-3).

Truitt used the term “robot” to refer to these actual and imagined medieval automata
which implies a kind of avant-garde nature of these machines, although the mechanical
machines in this period were not totally humanlike. Medieval robots identified and
explored the multiple types and functions of automata in the Latin Middle Ages, which
demonstrates that these objects have long been used to embody complex ideas about the
natural world (Truitt, 2015, p. 1-2). The writers and mechanical makers in Latin Christian
culture began to explain essential problems about the human body and cosmos within a
framework of mechanical technology, which is one symbol of modernity in the 17"
century. An intellectual turn occurred in the Western world through mechanistic thinking
as a way of knowing the universe. Automata could be considered a link between art and
nature, knowledge and technology, real and imaginary by revealing the most primitive
confusions of the Middle Ages regarding about life and death, nature and manufacture,
magic and science.

In addition, the manufacturing of robots in the Latin Christian West reflected the
direct cultural transfer between the European world and other civilizations. Engineers and
inventors from other ancient civilizations also attempted to build self-operating machines,
resembling humans and other animals, and the objects built in medieval Europe were
inspired by automata made in the Byzantine Empire and the Islamic world. (Truitt, 2015,
p. 5) Automata appeared in the Islamic world and the Byzantine and Mongol empires
much earlier than in the Latin West and entered Europe as gifts or in travelogues (Truitt,
2015, p. 8). In this process of cultural and mechanical reception, these automata were
initially treated as foreign objects linked to their origins. It was not until the 15" century,
following the construction of the first mechanical automaton in Europe, that automata
manufacture became fully integrated into Latin culture and gradually disconnected from
their foreign origin. This cultural integration predated future humanoid automata in the
18™ century which no longer presented an exotic style but instead represented
Enlightenment ideas.

The long history of automata in the Western world, from antiquity to the medieval
period, both actual and fictional, demonstrates the ambition of designers to imitate the
creations of God. These robots began to take on a humanlike appearance. In mechanical
“mimesis,” these humanlike automata mimicked natural forms and displayed a powerful
cultural coherence among several ancient civilizations which led to the concept and
manufacture of modern robots. These automata, from all civilizations, revealed their
“own in-betweenness”’: they were “lifelike copies of natural objects, or eternal bodies that
hover between life and death” (Truitt, 2015, p. 9). Humans imitated nature by mechanical
means and blurred the boundaries between the natural and artificial. Consequently, this
cultural and intellectual import raised a double concern: on the one hand, the introduction
of foreign knowledge into the Latin Christian framework; on the other hand, concern
about mimesis and manufacture from the perspective of ethics and religion.
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“ANDROID AUTOMATA” IN THE ENLIGHTENMENT ERA

This double concern continued beyond the Middle Ages into the Enlightenment
period and culminated in the works of Jacques de Vaucanson. The famous French
humanoid automaton inventor of the 18" century created the imitation design paradigm
of humanoid automata by combining mechanics, physiology, and anatomy. His work
reproduced the internal structure or physiological processes of humans or animals,
blurring the boundaries between machines and humans, living and non-living. He
presented three automata to the Académie des Sciences in Paris in 1738: a flute player, a
galoubet player, and a duck. Under the influence of Vaucanson, the first “android”
manufacturing boom in human history appeared in the Western world.

The term “android”, which means “humanlike”, was initially used for automata.
The meaning of this word is evident through its etymological formation: the prefix
“andro- (&vdp-)” means “of men or male”; the suffix “-oid (-€160¢)” relates generally to
adjectives and nouns denoting form or resemblance, so the word “android” signifies “a
human-like” robot. The earliest origin of the word “android” can be traced to Ephraim
Chambers’(1728) Cyclopaedia, referring to an automaton produced by Albertus Magnus.
The term “android” then appears in US patents in 1863 as miniature humanlike toy
automatons. Villers de L’Isle-Adam created the “Andréide” in his novel Tomorrow’s Eve,
which greatly helped to popularize the term “android.” Following the publication of this
novel, the term “android” was used in a more modern sense. Adelheid Voskuhl (2013)
employs the term “android automaton” to describe the humanoid robots made in Europe
in this period to emphasize the humanoid appearance and human characteristics of these
“android automata.”

The 18" century saw the creation of a number of remarkable mechanical androids:
at least 10 prominent automata were built between 1730 and 1810 by clockmakers, court
mechanics, and other artisans from France, Switzerland, Austria, and the German lands
(Voskuhl, 2013, p. 5). During this period, some life-size automata appeared in the public.
In 1760, Friedrich von Knaus, a mechanic employed at the imperial court in Vienna, built
a writing machine for the mechanical cabinet of the Holy Roman Emperor Franz Stephan.
It was the first mechanical device to implement the process of writing. Father and son
Jaquet-Droz, clockmakers from Switzerland, introduced in 1774, three android automata:
a writer, a draftsman, and a harpsichord player. These automata are often considered the
most spectacular and appealing of the entire period. A dulcimer player made by the
cabinetmaker David Roentgen in collaboration with the clock-maker Peter Kinzing was
presented to the public which was also a gift offered to Marie-Antoinette in 1785
(Voskuhl, 2013, p. 2). The other eight android automata we know from the 18+ century
display a variety of figures and activities. They were made by clock-makers,
cabinetmakers, court mechanics, and other artisans with the means, skills, and incentives
to do so. Through their distinctive mechanical design, an entire setting of 18~ century
cultural and political activity was replicated. The creators incorporated their
Enlightenment ideas into these automata, so they were not only a technical
advance. Regarding mechanical complexity, these Enlightenment automata were
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spectacular and innovative self-moving objects and, the most sophisticated of their kind
compared not only with earlier periods, but also later ones. These automata have served
throughout all stages of industrialization during the 19+, 20, and 21« centuries as eloquent
metaphors for social and economic changes (Voskuhl, 2013, pp. 1-2). Android automata
made during the Enlightenment have played an influential role in our understanding of
modern industrial society and the human-machine boundary. As Voskuhl states:

“Android automata, robots, and mechanical humans have been central to our
understanding of the relationship between humans and machines. They are
designed to look and move as human beings do and perform motions and
techniques such as walking, writing, or music-making. For a spectator, it is often
difficult to determine whether an android object is human or machine. Because
androids so effectively destabilize our sense of the boundary between humans and
machines and, by extension, our sense of our own constitution, they and their
histories evoke a broad range of concerns, most significantly, perhaps, those
related to the promises and perils of the modern industrial age.” (Voskuhl, 2013,

p. 1)

These “android automata” all represent the same concern for “mimesis.” Jessica
Riskin (2003a) calls 18" automata “mechanical experiments” and points out that Jacques
de Vaucanson is the founder of this approach by simulating mechanistic physiology. She
also explicitly indicates the “epistemological utility” of Vaucanson’s flute player, because
they could help us know ourselves. As mechanical replicas of humans or of animals, these
android automata provided knowledge about humans’ and animals’ anatomy and
physiology. She also argues that Vaucanson made the transition from “representation to
simulation” because the mechanics of the 17" century only aimed to represent or imitate
an external appearance (Riskin, 2003a, p. 616). Voskuhl (2013) names these android
automata “the intersection of philosophy and clock- and instrument-making”: “Android
automata from this period have been thought of as products of a marriage of philosophy
and craftsmanship, too, since they mimic mechanically a key part of our cosmos, the
human body” (p. 16). Consequently, the Enlightenment automata provide a self-
referential perspective not only for their mechanical makers, but also for the modern
machine age to understand the relationship between human and machine.

These automata really attracted a great deal of attention. Vaucanson’s celebrated
duck excited much interest throughout Europe, as well as von Kempelen’s chess player,
which was exhibited after its completion “to thousands,” even after it had been revealed
to be a hoax. Riskin (2003b) assumes that all Enlightenment’s automata were of epistemic
relevance both to their makers and to the public (p. 101). These android automata were
deliberately produced for this function, and their makers promoted public exhibitions of
them. In addition, mechanicians in the Enlightenment era attempted to destroy the
human—machine boundary through their humanoid creation not only to imitate human
appearance and simple behavior, but also by wanting their androids to communicate
affects and sentiments to the audience, such as two female humanoid automata — the
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dulcimer player and the harpsichord player — built by German and Swiss artisans. These
musical androids can move their arms, hands, and fingers to play music, but also move
their heads, eyes, and torsos in rhythm with the music they play, so the automata could
perform subtle and graceful body motions in addition to playing music (Voskuhl, 2013,
p. 6-7). The Enlightenment, long known as the “Age of Reason,” has increasingly been
associated with “feeling,” which has been represented by bodily senses and physiological
activities following Descartes and his contemporaries. The automata’s bodily motions
correspond to 18™-century performance techniques to communicate affects.

The Enlightenment period is recognized as a milestone in the formation and
development of modern society. Therefore, the android automata in this period are often
taken to be pioneers of the modern, industrial machine age. A key concept of “modern”
is “mechanized” which also symbolizes a fundamental change in the social, cultural,
aesthetic, and religious constitution of human beings. This technological and intellectual
shift profoundly impacted the humanoid robots that appeared in the later science-fiction
narratives and the androids of today.

CONCLUSION

There exists a certain continuity between the robots recorded in the texts of ancient
civilizations and the “android automata” of the Enlightenment period. They all reflect the
essentially natural problems of “mimesis” of ourselves leading to the boundaries between
life/death, man/machine, natural/artificial, eternity/temporality. Gaby Wood (2002)
proposes that there exists a continuity connecting androids from the 18" century to the
robots, science fiction figures, and artificial life of the present time. Villiers, for example,
was familiar with the history of robot manufacturing prior to the 19" century. Almost all
the important mechanical producers’ names appear in the novel Tomorrow’s Eve, such as
Albert the Great, Vaucanson, Maelzel, and Horner. This idea inspires another one, namely
that there has always been a large and interested audience for robots and that this
audience’s concerns and preoccupations coincide with our own current concerns the
human—machine relationship in the postindustrial societies (Wood, 2002, p. 24). Both,
the androids in science-fiction narratives and in real robot manufacturing are profoundly
influenced by these automata in the ancient world and during the Enlightenment. Today,
“robot” refers to a larger category of humanoid or anthropomorphized machines. With
current technologies, it is possible to build robots with warm and soft bodies, and androids
can thus elicit the most natural communication. However, what happens when androids
can be completely treated as intelligent beings similar to humans? The exploration of this
human-robot interaction is what we face today.
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Abstract

The word “robot” first appeared in 1920 in the play “R.U.R.” by Czech writer Karel Capek. Within a few
years, the play was translated into more than 30 languages, contributing to the spread of the new term
around the world. The word “robot” was preserved in almost all translations, one of the few exceptions
being Alexei Tolstoy’s Russian adaptation entitled “Riot of the Machines” (1924). Although in Russian, as
well as in Czech, there is an etymological connection between “robot” and “work (rabota)”, the translator
Tolstoy abandoned the new term, calling robots “workers (rabotnik)” , that is, refusing to give them a
separate name and equating them to working people. Although the origin of the word “work ” “worker” in
Russian (as well as in Czech) is associated with slavery and forced labor, in Soviet times it acquired a
brightly positive connotation. If for Capek the difference between robots and people becomes the fault line
of the play, their similarity is most important for Tolstoy — the performance of work. Accordingly, the
theme of the robot’s rebellion against humans is replaced by the rebellion of workers, whether of natural or
artificial origin, against their oppressors.

Keywords: Robot; Worker; Artificial; Philistine; R.U.R.
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AHHOTANUA

CroBo “po00T” BIIepBBIC MOSBIIOCH B Mbece demckoro nucatens Kapma Yaneka “R.U.R.” B 1920 roxy.
3a HECKOJIBKO JIeT Ibeca Obula nepeBefeHa Oosiee 30 S3BIKOB, CIIOCOOCTBYSI PAacIPOCTPAHEHHIO HOBOTO
TepMuHa 1m0 Mupy. CioBo “po0OT” COXpaHSIIOCH NPAaKTUYECKH B BCEX MEPEBOJAX, OJHAKO pyCCKas
aganTanus neeckl Anekces Toincroro “byHr mammne” (1924) cTama oqHUM M3 HEMHOTHX HCKIIOUCHHH.
XOTsl B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE TaK jK€ KaK U B YEHICKOM 3THMOJIOTHYECKH MPOCIICKUBACTCS CBsA3b “podoTa” n
“paboThI”’, aBTOP OTKA3aJICS OT HOBOI'O TEPMHHA, Ha3bIBasi pOOOTOB “pabOTHUKAMK’, TO €CTh OTKAa3bIBast
UM B OTAEIHHOM MMEHOBAaHWH WM NPUPABHHUBAS K PabOTAIOIIUM TIOIIM. XOTS MPOMCXOXKICHUE CIIOBA
“pabora”, “pabOTHUK” B PyCCKOM S3bIKE (KaK U B YEIICKOM) CBSI3aHO C paOCTBOM H ITOTHEBOJIBHBIM TPYIOM,
B COBETCKOE BpeMsI OHO IIPHOOpPETAET SIPKO MO3UTHBHYIO OKpacKy. Ecin y Yaneka smHnei pasinoma mbecs
CTaHOBUTCS OTIMYHME POOOTOB OT JoAeH, To A TOJNCTOrO0 BaXKHEHIIMM CTaHOBHTCS MX CXOJICTBO —
BBITIOJTHEHHE paboThl. M COOTBETCTBEHHO TeMa BOCCTaHUS POOOTOB IPOTHB JIIOJIEH 3aMeHseTcs
BOCCTaHHEM pabOTHHKOB, €CTECTBEHHOTO WJIN HCKYCCTBEHHOTO TPOMCXOXKIACHHSI, IPOTHB yrHETaTeNeH.

KuoueBsble cioBa: Po6ot; Pabotauk; UckycctBennsiit; O6siBatens; R.U.R.
Baarogapuocts: Bripaxaem Omaromapaocts apse CepreeBHe bbputbeBOi, KoTopas Oblla HAaIINM

PYKOBOANTEIIEM M CAMbIM TJIaBHBIM PELIEH3EHTOM 3TOH paboThl, a Takke ApTreMy MapThIHOBY.

Jns uutupoBanus: Romanenko, T. & Shcherbinina, P. Robot vs Worker // Technology and Language.
2022. Ne 3(1). P. 17-28. https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2022.01.03
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INTRODUCTION

In November 1920 Karel Capek published the science-fiction play “R.U.R.” With
it came the first appearance of the word “robot.” The play soon premiered in Aken (1921),
Berlin (1923), New-York (1922), London (1923), Paris (1924) (Horakova, 2010) and in
Leningrad (1924). By 1923 it was translated into thirty languages, ensuring the
widespread popularity of the new term. In almost all translations the original term “robot”
was simply taken over and not translated at all. However, there were some exceptions
(Cejkova, 2021). For instance, “R.U.R” was performed in Tokyo in 1924 under the title
“Jingo Ningen” (Artificial Human) (Robertson, 2014). In Japan, Capek’s robots were
experienced as “living” things which underscores that the “robot” as such does not exert
any ontological pressure to make distinctions between organic/inorganic,
animate/inanimate, human/nonhuman forms. On the contrary, all of these forms are
linked to form a continuous network of beings (Kaplan, 2004). In Russia the writer
Alexey Tolstoy chose the title “Riot of the Machines (bynTt mammn)” for the play, and
used the word “Rabotnik (worker)” to designate the robots.

TRANSLATIONS OF “R.U.R.” IN RUSSIAN
IN THE BEGINNING OF THE XX CENTURY

The word “robot” first appeared in the title of Karel Capek’s play “R.U.R.”—
Rossumovych Univerzalni Roboti. “When Karel came up with the idea of a play about
minded living machines, he turned to his brother: ‘I do not know (...) how I’ll call these
artificial workers. I would call them laborji (Czech labofi from English ‘labour’) but it
seems to me that it is too bookish.” ‘So call them robots,” suggested Joseph”
(Skvorchevsky et al., 2020). In 1921, the abbreviation R.U.R. was deciphered in English
as “Rossum's Universal Robots” without a translation of the last word. In 1922, Otto Pick
provided a translation into German, also preserving the word “robot. ” He changed,
however, the name of the inventors to “Werstand” — probably from the German word
“Verstand (understanding or mind)” because in the original version of the play the
surname “Rossum” recalls the Czech word “rozum” for mind. That is why the play
became known in Germany as “WUR.” In postrevolutionary Russia the situation was a
little more complicated. Due to ideological considerations censors did not allow the
translation by Evgeniy Georgievich Gerken-Baratinskiy to be printed in 1923. At the
same time, the poet, novelist, and playwright Alexey Nikolayevich Tolstoy returned from
emigration to the USSR, and agreed with Georgy Alexandrovich Krol* on a joint
translation of European plays for the Soviet theater (Pervushina, 2021, p. 85). In
emigration Tolstoy had been delighted with Capek’s play: “Absolutely ingenious,
dynamite in content and dynamic in the power of development of the action” (Nikolsky,
2004, p. 406). He decided to realize the planned work in his homeland and to adapt it to
Soviet realities. Previous attempts to translate the play by Isai Benediktovich
Mandelstam and Yevgeny Georgievich Gerken were not allowed on the stage for

! Director and screenwriter, student of Meyerhold, Krol worked in the film industry since 1919, making
films in Finland and Germany, lived in Rome, then moved to Berlin.
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reasons of ideological unacceptability. Another translation from the Czech original was
prepared by Irina Kallinikova, but hers was seen in the USSR only much later. Thus, the
adaptation “Riot of the Machines” was shown to Soviet audiences earlier than “R.U.R.”
Also, judging from his notes, it appears that Tolstoy was working with the German
translation by Pick, because he also referred to the play as “W. U. R.” Within two months,
using Capek's theme and Krol's translation, Tolstoy created his adaptation. In this
adaptation Tolstoy decided to abandon the word “robot”, replacing it by the more familiar
and understandable word “worker” (Nikolsky, 2004, pp. 406-417).

ETYMOLOGY OF THE WORDS “WORKER” AND “ROBOT”

In the Czech language there are two verbs for labor activity with similar meanings:
“pracovati (to work)” and “robiti (to do).” From the latter, a few words are
formed with a derogatory connotation: There is “robotiti (to graft, to grub),” also
“robota (drudgery, corvee labor),” “rob (slave),” “robotnik (forced laborer),” or
“robotny (serf).” Thus, the term “robot” is formed from these derogatory words and
conveys their meaning (Skvorchevsky et al., 2020). In Russian, there is a similar verb for
work “paborats (rabotat)” and a noun form “pabota” as well as “pa6 (slave).”

Thus, the word “robot” would not sound exotic, and was also, as in Czech,
associated with the word “work.” However, thanks to or despite this similarity, Alexei
Tolstoy abandoned the use of the new word “robot” in favor of the usual “paboTHHK
(rabotnik, worker).”

This “worker” is a derivative of the verb “paGorats (rabotat, to work)” which, in
turn, was formed from the Old Slavonic word “work,” that is, “bondage,” and the Old
Russian “pabota (rabota)” which means “slavery” (Semenov, 2003). And in the Old
Slavic language, the word “paboTtats (rabotat)” came from the Indo-European dialect, in
which the root “orbhos” meant “corvée?,, work for someone” (Semenov, 2003).

However, in Russian there is also an alternative version of the verb “paborarts
(rabotat, to work).” In pre-revolutionary dictionaries, a sharp distinction was made
between two variants of “work™: “paborats (rabotat)” and “rpyautscs (truditsya).” So
in the dictionary of Ishmael Sreznevsky (1912), “pabora (rabota)” has as its first
meaning “slavery, bondage, service,” whereas “tpyn (trud)” is interpreted as “care,
trouble” (Sreznevsky, 1912). Thus, we can say that the peasant worked in his field, and
worked in the corvee, whereas free people work, burdened exclusively with their own
chores, or as hired laborers.

However, the revolutionary events of 1917 completely changed the attitude
towards the word “worker” — be it “pabotHuk (rabotnik)” or “pabounii (rabochii),” the
latest word for worker which had appeared in dictionaries only from the middle of the
19th century onward (Chernykh, 1999). In the dictionaries of the Soviet period, the
word “rabochii” for worker acquired a pronounced positive connotation, adding a quote
from Stalin to dictionary entries (Ushakov, 1939): “Rabochii — Under capitalism, the

2 13

2 In Russia there were peasants belonging to the landowners. They had to work on the land of the
landowner — this was called corvee, and they also had their own land, where they worked “for
themselves.*
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same as a proletarian; in the USSR, a person professionally engaged in physical labor
and belonging to the ruling class, who owns the means of production together with the
whole people. ‘Soviet society consists, as you know, of two classes, workers and
peasants.’ Stalin.”

The absence of a linguistic difference between robots and working people in
Alexei Tolstoy's adaptation emphasizes that the main thing is what unites them — the
performance of physical work, which in the context of Soviet reality goes from burden
to pride. As Giinther (2000) points out, “According to the ideology, the hero of socialist
labor stands at the top. It is associated with the Promethean tradition of a cultural hero
who gives people technical, scientific, artistic, and other achievements” (p. 746).

In the fourth scene of the play Moray, the creator of the workers, advertises them
by saying: “My universal artificial workers will do all this. They count, write, cook, clean
rooms, plow, reap, work on any machine tool” (Tolstoy, 1924/1983, p. 78). In the
thirtieth scene, Mikhail dictates a campaign letter to Adam, a worker of the “Adam”
series: “Who mines coal and ore, cultivates the land, builds cities, roads, ships, cars, cuts
down forests, blocks waterfalls, drains the tundra, breaks granite and marble.
Period, question mark... You, you, only you, workers of the Morea” (Tolstoy,
1924/1983, p. 97).

Here one can see the similarity to the poem “Who is the hero?” (1921) by the
Russian poet of Soviet times Vladimir Mayakovsky. Hard work is praised and is no
longer compared to punishment and hard labor.

“Who is the hero?

The one who is better than others hammers coal underground,
who for ore passed the mountain, —

that hero!” (Mayakovsky, 1969)

The title of Karel Capek's play employs the word “robot” which the Soviet author
refused, so it was necessary to come up with a different title. Thus, Tolstoy named his
adaptation “Riot of the Machines®, which, on the one hand, emphasized the current
revolutionary meaning, and on the other hand, avoided distorting the essence of “work.”
After all, by calling the play “Riot of Workers,* readers could get the impression that
we are talking about ordinary workers, working people. And what a machine is, many
had an idea, and as the story progresses, the words machine and worker fused. At the
beginning of the century, the machine had become poetic. In the collection “Poetry of
the Work Strike” of 1918, Alexei Gastev — a poet as well as head of the Central Institute
of Labor — wrote about the unity of human and machine: “.... it’s hard to understand
where the machine is, where the human is. We merged with our iron comrades, we sang
with them, together we created a new soul of movement, where the worker and the
machine are inseparable” (Gastev, 1924/1971). Moreover, he drew an analogy between
humans and machine: “The worker-colonizer goes into the wilds of his own country,
firstly, himself, like a deftly oiled, adjusted, automatically regulated machine. Bones-
levers, muscles-motors, nerve-impulses — everything in him is active and instrumentally
adjusted” (Gastev, 1924/1971). The main feature of Tolstoy's adaptation, which unites

21



Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiycka “Koncmpyuposanue po6omoe 6 a3vike u Kyavhype

the worker and the working person, is work. For Tolstoy, a worker is a machine capable
of performing labor that is often assigned to a person.

ROBOTS/WORKERS AND HUMANS

The plays “R.U.R” and “Riot of the Machines* are very similar in many ways, but
they have an important difference. Initially, this is the ratio of ordinary workers to
robots. In the work of Capek, ordinary people are dissatisfied with the appearance of
robots as a replacement for their work, and as a result, they are forced out of their jobs:
“When the workers rebelled against the robots and began to break them” (Capek, 1966).
In Tolstoy’s version, on the contrary, workers support the robots. They see themselves
in them and see the same oppression on the part of the masters, therefore they fight
together against the oppressors, and not against each other. “Do you think your workers
are submissive? We will teach them to hate you too,” says one of the workers (Tolstoy,
1924/1983, p. 78).

In Alexey Tolstoy's play “Riot of the Machines®, the author introduces a very
interesting new character. At first glance, this is an ordinary uncomplicated entertainer,
whose task is to announce the play “And today's play, in my opinion, is very unpleasant,
terrible. I would never waste money and time to have my hair stand on end for an entire
evening. And look what the author is doing here” (Tolstoy, 1924/1983, p. 73). But what
is so special about this? Here one needs to pay attention to the fact that this character does
not have a name but is simply called “The Philistine.” While a name gives a person a
fixed personality, this character acts as a collective image in which everyone could see
themselves.

As the plot develops, the Philistine in every possible way promotes dialogue with
the audience, agitating for active participation in the play. For the people in the audience
events are not in the past or in a fictional world, but happen now, in fact, and the
Philistine, not willing to endure them, enters himself into the course of things. He is a
conductor between the world of real things and the world of works. His goal is to
immerse spectator in what is happening.

The Philistine’s attitude towards robots is consumerist. Having bought a robot for
himself (“I bought it for my last pennies, — and called it Vas’ka”), he sends the machine
to find money, orders it to bring him his wife Faina, scolds it. Here, the nature of the
Machine is revealed by the fact that the robot steals wallets on the tram when asked to
bring money. But their relationship is most vividly described at the very first meeting:
He deceives the robot by taking away his watch: ““What is your name? Citizen! ... What
is deception?’ ‘I’ll explain to you now...’”. The robot-worker is clearly surprised. This
shows that machines, although they are analogues of workers, have no life experience of
their own, that they are absolutely helpless in front of ordinary society which is
represented by the Philistine.

There is another interesting moment of the play connected with this character.
During a riot of workers and a meeting on the street with one of them, trying to justify
himself and getting himself out of a difficult situation, the Philistine calls himself
“artificial,” since he does not have a pass allowing him to move freely: “I don't even
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understand this word. What documents, permits? | am artificial, | work like a dog, the
damned exploiters drink blood from me. Today he could not stand it, he rebelled with
weapons in his hands” (Tolstoy, 1924/1983, p. 103).To summarize, needing a verbal
definition of the difference between a man and a machine, both of which are called
“workers*, the Philistine points out the difference in origin: “I was made, comrade, in
Moscow, at the first Soviet factory, Presnensky district” (Tolstoy, 1924/1983, p. 103).
The word artificial is also used by Capek when describing the creation of robots: “And
to manufacture artificial workers is the same thing as to manufacture gasoline motors”
(Capek, 1920/1961), but it is in Tolstoy's world that this becomes the only difference,
since it is impossible to distinguish people and robots in the world of Tolstoy. We have
to assume that this difference existed in Capek, at least it could be easily determined, for
otherwise the extermination of people would not have been so simple. Interestingly,
however, while according to the text of Capek's play, robots were a biochemical
invention and did not differ in appearance from humans, the many visualizations of robots
in most cases did not follow this canon — neither the illustrations in books nor the
theatrical performances (Fig. 1-2) (Khorakova, 2010; Krausova, 2016).

ig. 1. “A robot iIsits creat,“ Fig. 2. Adaptation of R.U.R. on British
London installation photo caption television BBC (1938) (Krausova, 2016,
(1923) (Krausova, 2016, p. 82) p.72)

Capek recorded this fact and even objected to this form of robots. In the article
“Robot Author Illuminated,” published in Lidové noviny on June 9, 1935, he wrote:
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“The world needs mechanical robots because people believe in machines more than they
believe in life; they are more fascinated by technical miracles than by the miracle of
life” (Capek, 1935).

Since the word “robot” is not mentioned on the pages of Tolstoy, the notorious
“worker” becomes something more only during a riot. It can be assumed that this is due
to the development of robots, their transition from weak-willed human slaves to active
participants in the uprising against their enslavers. Robots think, robots counteract,
something of their own appears instead of a programmed behavior. In the scientific
world, the word “artificial” in relation to a machine did not appear until 1956, when it
was first used in the title of a conference at Dartmouth College (Garvey & Maskal,
2020, p. 287). John McCarthy is credited for coining the phrase “artificial intelligence”
in the proposal written by John McCarthy, Marvin Minsky, Claude Shannon, and
Nathaniel Rochester for this event (Moor, 2006).

U

14 ANPENA
1924 -

—

[ANEKCEMN TONCTON
L j‘;@ _ ,

XYA®KHUK

ILXOX108 10 A E 0B

O & kst by e, )
Ve et (ot 5 T 3]

Fig. 3. Cover of Tolstoy's book “Riot of Fig. 4. Poster for the play “Riot of the
the Machines” (1924) (Tolstoy, 1924) Machines” at the Bolshoi Drama Theater
(Leningrad, 1924) (Vershinin, 2021)

Through the Philistine, the author makes it clear to the Soviet reader what
artificial people are. It becomes clear that people and robots were different as well. In
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turn, Alexey Tolstoy is different. Seeing in the workers ordinary people equal to
themselves, the workers could not distinguish them from their own kind, because they
both worked with their own hands for someone. Despite the title of the book and of the
theatrical performance, the visual interpretation of the robot in “Riot of the Machines”
does not involve machines, does not draw on mechanical or metallic characters (fig. 3,
4).

In Capek's play, the decline of culture and the inaction of people lead to the
uprising of robots who have realized their superiority. By addressing humans with
hatred as slave owners, robots spawned an entire genre of “robot uprisings.” Robertson
notes that “Capek's graphic portrayal in R.U.R. of the end of bourgeois humanity at the
hands of a violent robot-proletariat helped to shape Euro-American fears about robots
that persist to this day” (Robertson, 2014, p. 574).

“You are not like robots. Not as capable as robots. Robots do everything. You
only order. Produce superfluous words” (Capek, 1961). Tolstoy's workers stage an
uprising under the revival of agitation on the part of the workers, and this turns into a
class upheaval, a decision against his creation by a man like Capek. This can be seen in
the scene of Mikhail's campaign letter: “Who mines coal and ore, ... there is only one
right to the land: to breathe air and digest the patented cakes of Morea”. | want to know
why you [the robot Adam calls to Michael, his creator] are dictating this letter to me.
Yesterday Sunday you dictate letters to me and secretly send them to the mainland. |
want the workers of Morea to realize their strength, |1 want your strength to come into
action ... — says Mikhail” (Tolstoy, 1924/1983, p. 97).

CONCLUSIONS

Robots are interesting because they merge humans and machines. In Capek's play,
their technical, inhuman and, therefore, undivine character comes to the fore. For Alexei
Tolstoy, on the contrary, the main thing is their resemblance to people. The author decided
to abandon the word robot, and chose a more familiar worker, because it shows
the similarity of workers and “rabotniki” (robots). The hallmark of each is to get the job
done. Aristotle considered a slave as an instrument of action (Aristotle, 1254a), and as
Brudny (2009) notes, the fact that humans did not want to work played a very crucial
role in the history of humanity. In relation to robots, this gave rise to an artistic tradition
of describing the rebellion of robots at a certain stage of their development against their
creators. However, in the middle of the 20th century, the robot became “a thoroughly
SF creature, a marvel of technology whose roots in dehumanized and exploited labor were
muted” (Vint, 2021). In the Russian version of Capek's plot, the similarity of a
human and a robot comes to the fore, up to their indistinguishability, but this association
is militant, against a common enemy.

For current discussions of Al, Tolstoy’s decision questions or undermines a
philosophical commonplace, namely the notion of an ontological faultline between the
natural and the artificial. Perhaps, other divisions are more pertinent even as they cut
across familiar dichotomies. The distinction between autonomy and heteronomy,
between self-determination and determination by others pertains to natural as well as

25



Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiniycka “Koncmpyupoganue podomoes é A3vlKe u Kyavnype

artificial workers. This may have repercussions for recent discussions of the moral
rights of robots. Jacob Turner (2019) suggests considering humans as first Als based on
ancient Sumerian, Chinese, and biblical sources reporting their creation from inanimate
materials (p. 4).

Robots are gradually entering our daily lives and becoming more intelligent,
sensitive to the environment and people. They are more and more like us, and someday
the moment might come when it is necessary to assign rights and freedom to robots.
Perhaps, if this does not happen, the fate of the play’s protagonists awaits us. So perhaps,
humanity is faced with the task of preventing this uprising and not turning technical
progress into a war, into a “Riot of the Machines.”
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AHHOTanus
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, robots have shaped numerous domains of technical and scientific
production. Robots are now employed in all areas of industry, medicine, architecture, and
even culture. The recent proliferation of robot construction has prompted philosophers,
historians, and sociologists of science to reinterrogate the concept of the robot (Riskin,
2016; Yang et al., 2018; Datteri & Tamburrini, 2007). Innovations in this field inspire a
need for a new understanding of the modern use of robotics. In particular, several studies
have examined the elements of continuity and rupture between bio-robotics and the use
of automata in earlier centuries. Philosopher Marco Tamborini (2021), for example,
speaks of a new material synthesis to describe the current paradigm of biorobotics. He
highlights the material turn in robotics-inspired morphology as the main epistemic
cornerstone in contemporary biorobotics. Philosopher Edoardo Datteri provides a useful
philosophical taxonomy of biorobotics, comparing the epistemic claims of robots to the
use of models and computer simulations. Furthermore, he defends the thesis that scientists
create their possible phenomena or explananda through the use of robots in interactive
experiments (Datteri, 2020; Datteri & Tamburrini, 2007).

While these studies are important for examining the knowledge claims of
contemporary robotics, they have neglected important elements in their investigation of
the concept of the robot. Considering and exploring the linguistic-cultural constitution of
robots is an essential prerequisite to understanding robotics’ practical limits and
opportunities. Moreover, this is crucial for the delineation of a well-grounded philosophy
of human-machine interaction.

In this paper, therefore, we will focus on two key turning points in the development
of the concept of the robot as adopted in 21%-century science and technology: the
introduction of the body and the soul in the machine. These two components, as well as
their many permutations and hybridizations, have shaped the entire history of robotics.
The introduction of the body and the soul in the machine have given rise to the central
questions and issues of today’s philosophy of robotics.

The presence of these two factors is even more evident in contemporary robotics.
In the design and construction of exoskeletons, for example, the physicality and
materiality of the machine play a fundamental role in the possible successful interaction
between robot and human. The features of the body, designed through imitating
organisms as in bio-robotics and materialized in the machine itself as in embodied Al,
impact the very concept of the robot, defined as a material machine capable of enabling
specific functions. Furthermore, in contemporary biorobotics, the ways in which robots
mimic the form-structure of organisms influences, limits, and enables the potential
interaction between these machines and other animals. All the experiments in interactive
robotics are indeed based on robots’ material and behavioral features (Romano et al.
2019; Datteri 2020).

The soul has a similar key role in defining the contemporary concept of the robot.
Following recent findings in cognitive and information sciences, the soul should not be
understood here as a metaphysical entity (Langerlund & Yrjonsuuri, 2002) but rather as
a complex set of operations that enable organismal reasoning and feedback with the
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environment. For example, in robotics and architectural design, the machine and the
engine, i.e., the soul, merge with the natural material to be imitated. The machine becomes
intelligent, as do the materials, which can move freely. The same can be observed with
embodied Al. In evaluating whether a machine is or is not a robot, the machine's ability
to act and the degree to which it has freedom and autonomy characterize the concept,
status, and identification of a possible robot. The potential of realizing and defining robots
for geriatric applications, termed geriatronics, is contingent on the construction of robots
that have a soul. Only a thinking-machine, armed with some type of programmed
empathy, can be truly helpful in alleviating the painful loneliness experienced by older
adults living in relative isolation (Weidner & Karafillidis, 2018). Therefore, the soul
embodied within thinking machines can be defined as a programmed form of empathy.
Lastly, in soft robotics, scientists speak of intelligence without a brain. That means the
robot has a soul despite not having a traditional brain; the intelligence — or the soul — is
distributed throughout the body (Sadeghi et al., 2017; Gravish & Lauder, 2018; Romano
et al., 2019; Xiloyannis et al. 2021; Ghazi-Zahedi et al. 2017).

The introduction of the body and the soul into robotics was framed within the
classical ontological paradigm supported by French philosopher René Descartes. In the
next few pages, we will depart from the classical Cartesian distinction between res
cogitans and res extensa to see how this was implemented in the linguistic-cultural
construction of the concept of the robot. Famously, Descartes postulated the existence of
two mutually exclusive substances. The first is the extended support unique to bodies; the
second is the non-extended, thought-support, proper to the functions of the soul. These
two substances are ontologically different and are grounded in quite distinct parts of
reality: the form and function of bodies (Westphal, 2016).

Taking this distinction as a starting point, we will bring attention to the two main
turning points in the evolution of the concept of the robot mentioned above. The first
turning point concerns the inclusion of the body into the machine and the transition from
automata built for entertainment to those designed to perform work activities. The second
decisive moment involves the introduction of the soul in the machine through the
imitation of the functioning of the human brain and the agency of other organisms.

The thesis we will defend in the following pages is twofold. On the one hand, we
will highlight the two major linguistic-cultural turning points in the construction of the
robot; on the other hand, we will propose a return to Descartes as a starting point for a
reinterpretation and redefinition of the concept of robot in the contemporary world. Here
we will show how Cartesian dualism (in the description of humans) becomes a (material)
monism in the development and construction of robots. As a result, we call on our fellow
philosophers and historians of science and technology to explore, critique, reject, or
further investigate the features of the 21%-century material monism proposed here.

THE BODY IN THE MACHINE

Since antiquity, the human being has been described as both a body and a machine.
This conflicting pattern of interpretation between life and technology was radicalized in
the 18th century with the advent of a comprehensive quantification and mechanization of
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man as a bodily being. In the dispute between materialism and idealism, the human being
is conceived, on the one hand, as a quantifiable and thus determined automaton and, on
the other, as an autonomous spirit (Liggieri, 2020).

In his Treatise on Man, Descartes famously wrote that the human body is nothing
less than a machine. All the functions that can be attributed to machines, such as “the
digestion of food, the beating of the heart and arteries, the nutrition and growth of the
members, respiration, waking and sleep” (Descartes, 1662/1972), can also be detected in
the human being. Inspired by Descartes® description of animals as autonoma, French
physician Julien Offray de La Mettrie worked within this framework to define the human
being as an “excellently equipped machine” (La Mettrie, 1960; Liggieri and Tamborini,
2021). The machine became the most important interpretative pattern for understanding,
exploring, and reproducing the human and animal body (Schatzberg 2018). In fact, in the
17th and 18th centuries, contemporary techniques such as clockworks and hydraulics
were used to explain the body. Descartes, for example, described the heart as a hydraulic
pump, the blood vessels or nerve cords as a system of tubes, and the functioning of the
body as analogous to a clock (Riskin, 2016).

Furthermore, machines were built to mimic organisms. The famous automata of the
French designer Jacques de Vaucanson (the “flute player”) and the Swiss watchmaker
family Jaquet-Droz (the “scribe”, the “draughtsman”, and the “piano player”) were
modeled on the human body and its movements (especially in the “flute player”) (Fryer
& Marshall, 1979). Not only was the human being thus technically analyzed, but also the
automaton, the machine, was based on the imitation of the human in bodily appearance
and expression. Although technology at the time was still far from being able to imitate
organic modes of functioning or even the cognitive performances of humans, a certain
epistemic shift in the conception of the body and technology is observable in the period
of the European Enlightenment. Physiologists, biologists, and scholars from different
fields expressed themselves as being in favor of human-machine hybrids and artificial
humans from the middle of the 18" century onwards. At first sight, 18""-century automata
could be considered the forerunners of 20"-century robots: they are hybrid systems that
move and look like natural humans (Chapuis & Droz 1949/1958; Westermann, 2016).

As a result, the human being — with its spirit, its “soul”, its peculiar materiality —
was placed in opposition to the artificial-technical world. At the same time, the human
being was made artificial and, thus, reproducible. This juxtaposition also enabled a
departure from the features of the human body. Therefore, the human being became the
counterpoint to which the technical-artificial could be developed. The human body was
the reference point for constructing automata that looked like humans and could perform
specific and productive work. In fact, starting in the middle of the 19th century, the notion
of corporeality was central in the construction of robots capable of manual labor.

The introduction of the body into the machine was accompanied by a further
ontological and practical change in the concept of automaton. With the advent of working
and transport machines, the perception of 17"- and 18"-centuries gaming and court
machines meant as amusement engines for the nobility was also transformed. The steam
engine was not built to amuse the public but rather to bolster physical labor. Accordingly,
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machines were designed for cost-cutting and time-saving goals and no longer for playful
diversion.

Within the encounter between materiality and practical goal, the term “robot” was
coined in Karel Capek's 1922 play “R.U.R.” — Rossumovi Univerzalni Roboti. The
artificial humans (“robots”) represent cheap workers whose unregulated and prolific use
throughout industry changes the entire world economy (Capek, 1970). At the same time,
they embodied a strong materiality that enabled them to be perceived as automata, as
being capable of motion.

THE SOUL IN THE MACHINE

From the 1940s on, the emergence of information theory and cybernetics added
another layer to the conceptualization of the robot (Galison, 1994; Kline, 2015, Mindell,
2002; Pickering, 2010; Kay, 2000; Rid, 2016). In this transition from work-performing,
purely mechanical devices to information-processing machines (Rabinbach, 1992), a
further linguistic-cultural shift can be detected: the ghost was put in the machine. German
philosopher Gotthard Giinther (1976) describes this transition as follows:

[T]o date, man has conceived two fundamentally different ideas of the machine in
his technical development. The first is the classical Archimedean machine whose
purpose is to produce work. Next to this has come the idea of the ‘second’
machine, from which one no longer expects work, but information. The ‘first'
machine is designed by analogy with the human arm (and hand); the second is
expected to be a technical reproduction of the human brain, for only the brain
processes information (p. 97).

Here, Giinther has further expanded the original definition of machine to emphasize
the different meanings (and uses) of machines in the 20" century. As is well known, the
name for the work machine comes via Latin from Doric Greek makhana. In its original
Greek, it first meant “to be able to, to have power” and then came to signify a device or
tool. In Latin, a further meaning was added to the notion of machine. It also signified a
contrivance, cunning, trick, or device acting creatively or with wisdom (cum ingenium in
Latin). The second machine described by Giinther refers to this second definition of
machine, and then expands upon it.

The second machine produced by cybernetics, which represents the “general theory
of a[...] non-Archimedean mechanism” (Giinther, 1976, p. 95), put creativity and wisdom
at the center of its agency. To do that, scientists took inspiration from the operational and
functional proprieties of the brain, the Cartesian res cogitans. According to Giinther and
the cyberneticists, the brain is the only organ that functions “non-classical-mechanically”
but “according to trans-classical principles” (ibid.). The ‘computer man’ replaced the
‘motor man’ as the model for the robots.

The self-regulating classical machine models should no longer be understood as
mere automata that follows an input-output system but as a complex device in analogy to
the functioning of the brain. Movement, as with the mechanical doll, is no longer in the
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foreground; the focus is now on the possible behavior, wisdom, and functionality of the
machine (HeBler, 2018/2019).

Furthermore, cyberneticists understood their machines primarily as scientific tools
for knowledge production. Due to the strong focus of the original cybernetics group on
modes of human brain functioning, most cybernetic machines were thus interpreted as
being ‘biologically inspired brain-like devices’ (Husbands, Wheeler & Holland, 2008, p.
19). Even the well-known cybernetic ‘turtle’ was initially conceived as a contribution to
the sciences of the brain (Pickering, 2010).

Here, we can see again that the main aim of scientists and engineers was to
mechanize the res cogitans. This mechanization was intended to be a strategic move to
design a machine capable of producing creative solutions and action. In the second
linguistic-cultural shift, the ghost re-entered in the machine. Rather, an imitation of the
brain was used to construct bio-inspired robots, which, in turn, fully materialized the
classical definition of a machine. In imitating the human body, the robot becomes a
working machine; in imitating thought, it becomes Al. As historian Jan Miiggenburg
(2018, 2019) has aptly pointed out, cybernetics is concerned with the creation of living
artifacts®; again, the Cartesian ghost was put in the machine.

OUTLOOK

As many scholars have argued, Descartes had a decisive impact on the development
of cybernetics, Al, and neurosciences (Riskin, 2016; Bates, 2013). In this paper, while
expanding on this line of thought, we have pursued another goal. First, we have indicated
two linguistic-cultural turning points in the concept of the robot. The introduction of the
body and the soul in the machine has paved the way towards new technical and epistemic
possibilities and, thus, it has granted a new conceptual definition of robot. Second, we
have shown that these turning points were based on Cartesian dualism.

Ironically, the introduction of the soul in the machine prompted the overcoming of
the Cartesian ontology. In fact, cybernetics brought out a deeper ontological dimension.
Although they departed from Cartesian dualism, they ended up defending a strong
monism. They supported the thesis that robots (and, broadly speaking, living artifacts)
were machines, i.e., devices in which both materiality and intelligence are fused together.

! These mechanistic analogies evoked a critical as well as positive response from the research community
and the public and continue to shape our notions of “robots” as hybrid beings of artificial corporeality and
intelligence. Fictional literature and film can be seen as a decisive factor in their popularization. Cultural
products in a variety of media have offered various cybernetic scenarios as a space of possibility, touching
on themes of ‘thinking machines’ and ‘electronic brains’ as well as hybrid beings such as ‘cyborgs’
(cybernetic organisms) and autonomous robots. Not without reason, Giinther (1952) wrote that “[t]he
profound changes in the metaphysical history of man” are “indicated in man’s fantasy life long before they
develop into actual realities” (p. 223). In light of this, science fiction, as a “literary form of mythic fairy
tale” that playfully explores new possibilities for thought and transformation, anticipates and helps prepare
discourses about robots in and for the public sphere. Working and thinking robots are already located in
present day reality both physically and in the public discussion, but the dystopias (fear of replacement, loss
of self, unemployment) are predominantly present on a fictional level (HeBler & Hitzer, 2019).
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This deeper ontological dimension is a feature of 21%-century bio-robotics. As Tamborini
and Datteri have pointed out, the design and production of concrete robots that interact
with their environment through a feedback loop enables biologists to create and access an
explanandum (the form-function complex of an extinct animal such as the Plesiosaurus
or the Orobates pabsti, which would be otherwise non-manipulable and non-
researchable — this 4-legged vertebrate went extinct about 300 million years ago (Datteri,
2020; Tamborini, 2021)). This is also the case for interactive robotics. The corporeality
of the robot is fused with its possible action and sociality. The body becomes the soul of
the automata; the soul embodies the body (Nyakatura et al. 2019; Tamborini, 2020, 2021).
Soft robots are intelligent devices; the properties of their bodies influence what they can
do, achieve, and perform (Kim, Laschi, & Trimmer 2013; Sadeghi, Mondini, & Mazzolai,
2017). This supports a new monism, which echoes Haeckel’s technical and artistic
investigations of the forms of nature. Again: the ghost permeates the machine since the
machine is both intelligence and materiality.

Post-cybernetic monism, however, must be regarded as peculiar. Indeed, our brief
genealogy has shown how the materiality of the machine underlies its functioning both
in robotic integration processes (fish recognize the robot fish as part of its community on
the basis of the robot fish’s functional and material properties) and in those considered
more creative such as, for example, embodied Al. Here, res extensa becomes res cogitans,
and the latter becomes res extensa once again. In a dialectical process, the two substances
overcome each other while preserving themselves.

Hence and to conclude, by pointing out two linguistic-cultural turning points in the
concept of robots, our analysis has called attention to the monism of contemporary
robotics. We thus invite and have hopefully provoked our fellow philosophers and
historians of science and technology to expand upon, reject, or define differently the
features of 21%-century robotic monism.
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Abstract

The documentary Philosophy in the Age of Desire records a short encounter between Hiroshi Ishiguro and
Markus Gabriel in 2018. Their exchange on the role of technology in human life, on the conception of
human being, and other topics revealed noticeable differences between the German philosopher and the
Japanese engineer. Four years later two separate interviews follow up on their conversation. In this
interview, Hiroshi Ishiguro makes several points: First, there is no clear definition of what a human being,
intelligence, emaotion, etc. is, so people can understand the meta-level of human beings by making robots,
at least getting inspiration for understanding the complex human functions through the reaction of robots.
Second, robots have crossed the “uncanny valley” in some situations. Third, the blurring of the boundaries
between humans and robots is a good thing, then a new species would be born and people will accept them
as human beings. Fourth, after the COVID-19 pandemic, robots that can be operated remotely will be
utilized widely. In addition, regarding the roots of Japan’s robot culture, Hiroshi Ishiguro proposes the
“Island Hypothesis.”
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AHHOTanus

B nokymentanbHOM ¢(uibme “@Dunocodus B 3M0Xy JKeNaHHs” pPACCKa3bIBACTCsl O KOPOTKOH BcTpede
Xwupocu Ucurypo u Mapkyca ["abpmanst B 2018 roxy. Ix 0OMeH MHEHUSME O POJIM TEXHOJIOTHI B KH3HH
YeJIOBeKa, O KOHIEIIMHU YelIOBeKa M APYTMX TeMaxX BBIIBIJI 3aMETHBIC Pa3IMudsl MEKAY HEMEIKHM
¢unocodoM 1 SMOHCKUM UHXKEHEPOM. UeThIpe rojia CoycTs UX pa3roBop MPOoJI0KAETCS B IBYX OTIEIBHBIX
MHTEpBBI0. B 3TOM MHTEpBBIO Xupocu Mcurypo nemaer HECKOIBKO BBIBOJIOB: BO-TIEPBBIX, HET YETKOTO
OTIpeZIeTIeHUsI TOTO, YTO TAKOE YEJIOBEK, MHTEUIEKT, SMOLMU W T. M., TIO3TOMY JIIOAW MOTYT MOHSTH
METaypOBEHb YellOBEKa, CO3/1aBasi pOOOTOB, 110 KpaliHel Mepe, MoTyyasi CTUMYJI JUIS TIOHUMaHUS CII0KHBIX
yejoBeueckux (yHKIMIT uyepe3 peakiuio poOOTOB. Bo-BTOPBIX, B HEKOTOPBIX CUTyalUsSX POOOTHI
MEPECEKIIN «3JIOBELIYI0 JIOJIMHY». B-TpeThuxX, CTHpaHHe TpaHUll MEXIy JIOJbMH M poOOTaMM — 3TO
XOpOILO, TOT/Ia MOXET POAWTHCS HOBBIM BHJ, M JIIOJW NPUMYT €r0 3a YesoBeKa. B-dueTBepThIx, mocie
naggemun COVID-19 mmpokoe pacmpocTpaHeHHE IOIy4aT pPoOOTHl, KOTOPHIMH MOXHO YIPaBIATh
ynaneHHo. Kpome Toro, 4to Kacaercsi KOpHEH SIMOHCKOW KyJIbTypsl poboroB, Xwupomm Heurypo
npennaraet “T'unoresy octposa’.
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Hiroshi Ishiguro is a Japanese engineer of robots, professor at a Intelligent Robotics
Laboratory in Osaka. Humanoid robots such as the Geminoid HI series, which have a
similar appearance as the original person Hiroshi Ishiguro, have attracted great attention
worldwide. His thoughts on the relationship between robots and human beings are
distinctive, as shown in his lectures and his conversations with the German philosopher
Markus Gabriel (Gabriel et al., 2018; Li & Gabriel, 2022). We have conducted this
interview with Hiroshi Ishiguro in writing between October and December 2021, asking
him to offer his views on humanoid robots and human-robot relationships, the social
acceptance of humanoid robots, and the robot culture in Japan. In this interview, he also
shares his views on the “Uncanny Valley,” on robots during COVID-19, and other issues.

Hui Jiang and Lin Cheng: You have stated several times in previous interviews that you
are developing humanoid robots to better understand humans themselves: can you explain
this viewpoint in more detail?

Ishiguro Hiroshi: Human functions, especially cognitive functions on the meta-level, in
which we may include intelligence, consciousness and emotion, as well as sociality and
social relationships, are advanced human functions that are difficult to understand through
the bottom-up research approach of the cognitive or brain sciences.

But on the other hand, if we try to make a robot by using the knowledge we have
acquired so far, we may be able to simulate emotion, intelligence, and consciousness in
it. In this sense, we are attempting to understand the meta-level of human beings, that is,
their advanced cognitive functions, through the development of robots. Even if we cannot
really understand these functions, they can be simulated by robots to some extent. If we
can do this with robots, we may be able to get some hidden hints for understanding these
complex human functions. That’s the way we combine robot development and human
understanding in our research.

Jiang and Cheng: Masahiro Mori put forward the “Uncanny Valley” theory in the 1970s.
In our interview with him last year, he continued to argue that robots need not be highly
humanoid in their appearance (Mori & Jiang, 2020). You have been working on
developing robots with ever more humanoid appearances. Do you think robots will one
day be able to transcend the “Uncanny Valley”? What are the main difficulties in
improving the appearance of robots?

Ishiguro: The important thing is that robots’ appearance can meet the preferences of
people. Some people prefer robots with a human-like appearance, while others prefer
robots with a cute appearance, so it’s important to have different kinds of robots to meet
the preferences of different people.

To be more precise, the “uncanny valley”” phenomenon refers to the fact that when
we recognize a person, we perceive whether this is a human being or not through multiple
modalities, such as appearance, way of speaking, and body movement. However, as soon
as one of these modalities deviates from humanity in any way, for example by simply
employing some clumsy movements, we immediately feel uncomfortable. Thus, it
actually depends on the situation and the purpose of the application of robots. If itisina
specific situation or purpose of use, e.g., only for talking, then it is already possible to
create androids that are not uncanny at all, just like our android ERICA. So we can say
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that we have crossed the “uncanny valley.” But there are certain restrictions related to the
situation and purpose of using androids.

\ .

Figure 1. Hiroshi Ishiguro (left) and ERICA (right, ERATO Intelligent Conversational
Android) ©ERATO ISHIGURO Symbiotic Human-Robot Interaction Project

Jiang and Cheng: Your Geminoid HI series robots are already extremely human-like in
appearance. Do you think it is possible for future robots to have autonomous or partially
autonomous intelligence or even emotions? If so, to what extent can we identify such
robots as “people” and give them the corresponding rights? What positives or negatives
do you think the blurring of human-robot boundaries may bring about for people and for
human society?

Ishiguro: There is no clear definition of what autonomous intelligence is, or what
autonomy is, and | think it would be quite difficult to give a proper definition of
autonomy. The same is true for emotions. In the first place, we don’t even know what
autonomy is or what emotions are. So in order to understand them, it is important to
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develop and make robots that may have different emotions and can move around
autonomously.

| believe that in the future it would be possible to create robots that are more
emotionally expressive and more autonomous than the robots we have today. When that
happens, | can imagine that people will accept these robots as human beings. At the same
time, when we accept them as human beings, it is easy to imagine that we will give them
the rights we consider proportionate, or at least such rights as we must treat them with
care and not destroy them.

| think the blurring of the boundaries between humans and robots is a good thing. In
fact, we don’t even have a definition of what a human being is, but at the very least we
can say that humans have evolved through technology. Without technology, for example,
we would not be able to make vaccines for corona viruses, and humans wouldn’t be as
prosperous as we are today: there would be no artificial limbs, cars... We are always
using various technologies to expand the capabilities of human beings. Therefore, robots
and humans are not separate: rather, humans are expanding their capabilities through
robots, which are a symbol of technology, so the boundaries between the two are blurred
to begin with. The boundaries between humans and technology are blurred, or rather,
humans are distinguished from animals because of their convergence with technology. |
think this boundary will become more blurred in the future.

Jiang and Cheng: As we understand it, you’re talking here about the difference between
an autonomous robot and a human being: in short, is it going to be a problem when a
robot is very human-like in appearance, and its internal function, emotion and intelligence
are also close to human beings?
Ishiguro: No, I don’t think it will become a problem. Instead, I think a new species would
be born, and we would live in harmony with them, coexisting with them and looking for
help from them in our daily lives.

Of course, if they were detrimental to us, we wouldn’t use them, and we would be
even less likely to live in peace with them. | think that it is natural for people to find a
new species to enrich their lives.

Jiang and Cheng: Most of the definitions of robots in traditional European novels and
movies are “uncanny.” Nowadays, rapid developments in artificial intelligence and robot
design is attracting attention in philosophical circles as well. For example, in a
conversation with you in 2018, German philosopher Markus Gabriel stated that humanoid
robots are “a threat to the definition of human,” and “this kind of research could destroy
humanity in a very problematic way [sic]”. But you believe that “we don’t know the
definition of human yet,” “the boundaries between human and robots will disappear some
day,” and “we need to accept a new definition of humans” (Gabriel et al., 2018). What do
you think is the root of the difference between your and Gabriel’s perceptions of human-
like robots? In your opinion, does Western philosophical thinking about “what is human”
and its tendency towards anthropocentrism affect the development of robotics and Al
technology?

Ishiguro: If you say that there is a definition of a human being, | hope you can show it to
me. If you can define it accurately and scientifically, | might accept that definition, as
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long as it is scientific. But unfortunately, | have not yet seen a scientific or universal
definition of human beings. So I don’t think it is a European thing, rather, it is a difference
between what philosophers assume about human beings (well, maybe it’s called European
philosophy) and science.

Western scientific thinking, philosophical thinking, and anthropocentrism may
have an impact on our judgments [of robots JH], perhaps to a slight degree or possibly
negatively; but in any case, we are thinking about what it means to be human. | believe
that whatever method is used, the starting point may be different, but eventually if you
think deeply, you will come to the same conclusion. Therefore, whether we think from
the perspective of Western philosophy, from the perspective of anthropocentrism, or from
the perspective of the Japanese, it is good to think deeply and properly. Without
preconceptions or unnecessary stereotypes, | think we will eventually come to a single
answer through discussion.

Jiang and Cheng: It is commonly believed that there is a visionary culture of human-
robot interaction in Japan. Some scholars argue that a combination of Japan’s animistic
faith tradition, harmonious human ethics, the positive role of technology in the rapid
process of modernization, and the significance of science fiction in popular culture have
created this kind of culture. Do you share this view, or do you think there are other
reasons?

Ishiguro: | basically agree with this. But | think the most fundamental reason or
background behind the creation of this kind of thing is what I call the “Island Hypothesis.”
Since Japan is an island country with a history of nearly 2000 years and has long been
isolated from other cultures, we have developed as a result a culture that is completely
different from that of European countries and other countries. As a result, an animistic
way of thinking and a culture that does not distinguish between humans and other things
has been created. If people live together for a long time, if a nation exists on an island
country for a long time, then the people will form a relationship like a family. This is a
type of harmonious ethics. I think this may be the main and fundamental reason. I call it
the “Island Hypothesis.”

Jiang and Cheng: You approve of the robotization of some areas of daily life (Lill,
2014). Bill Gates (2007) has also predicted a “robot in every home” scenario in the future.
When do you think a “human-robot co-existence” society will emerge in Japan? What
roles or jobs do you want your robots to fill in the world of the near future?

Ishiguro: That’s right. Robots have already entered our daily lives in large numbers as
toys, haven’t they? So I think the next thing we can look forward to is avatars. This does
not mean robots that can work autonomously, but robots that can work through remote
control.

After the COVID-19 pandemic, robots that can be operated remotely, such as CG
agents and CG avatars, will be utilized for people to be able to work freely. In this way,
robots and CG avatars will be endowed with autonomous functions and artificial
intelligence, and will be able to perform work even without remote control. I think the
development of this type of robots will continue to progress.
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Therefore, robots will be used in many places to provide services. For example,
robots can be used for studying English: in fact, they have been used in high school as
simple training partners for English and other foreign languages. | think they would be
used in many other places, such as receiving customers in restaurants, or for navigating
routes, etc.
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The documentary Philosophy in the Age of Desire records a short encounter between Markus Gabriel and
Hishiro Ishiguro’s Geminoid in 2018. Their exchange on the role of technology in human life, on the
conception of human being, and other topics revealed noticeable differences between the German
philosopher and the Japanese engineer, but can these be interpreted as “cultural” differences? Four years
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examining Gabriel’s own experiences with Al and his definitions of related concepts such as “intelligence,”
“ethics,” and “consciousness.” Gabriel emphasizes that due to our organic precondition there is only a
lower-level response in terms of self-understanding. It is only the variability in the expression of self-
understandings that results from cultural construction. Focusing on the universal basis of humanity and the
influences from Asian philosophy regarding human becoming, Gabriel calls for the further investigation of
the cultural presentations of artificial intelligence.

Keywords: Human-Machine Interaction; Intelligence; Ethics; Universalism

Citation: Li, Y. & Gabriel, M. (2022). Diverse Cultures, Universal Capacities: An Interview with Markus
Gabriel. Technology and Language, 3(1), 47-56. https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2022.01.06

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License

47
soctech.spbstu.ru


mailto:yue.li@kit.edu
mailto:yue.li@kit.edu
https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2022.01.06
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiniycka “Koncmpyupoganue podomoes é A3vlKe u Kyavnype

YK 1: 62-529
https://doi.org/10.48417/technolang.2022.01.06
Hayunas crates

Pa3zHooOpa3ue KyJbTYp, YHUBEPCAJIbHbIE CIIOCOOHOCTH:
HNurepBbio ¢ Mapkycom I'abpudiiem

105 JIn'? (24) m Mapkyc I'a6pmons®
Teiinens6eprekuii yansepeurer, Ipabenrpacce 1, 69117 Ieiinens6epr, Nepmanns
2Texmonornueckuii mHCTHTYT Kapicpys, 4, yi. Duraep, 76131 Kapncpys, lepmanus,

yue.li@kKit.edu

SBonnckwmii yausepenter, Ilonmmenscaopdep-Amtee 28, 53115 Bonn, Iepmanms

AHHOTanus

JokymMeHTtaneHblii GuiapM “Ounocopus B 3MoXy xKeldaHus” (GUKCUPYET KOPOTKYIO BCTPEUy MEHKIY
Mapxkycom I'abpuanem u I'emunonnom Xupoumwm Vcurypo B 2018 rogy. Mx oOMeH MHEHHSIMHU O poiu
TEXHOJIOTHH B JKM3HU YeNIOBEKa, O KOHICHIIMH YeNIOBEKa M JPYTHX TeMaX BBIABIIJI 3aMETHBIC Pa3IIMdus
MEXIy HeMeHnKuM (uiocooM. M SMOHCKAM WH)XEHEPOM, HO MOXKHO JIM MX WHTEPIPETHPOBATH Kak
“KynbpTypHbIe” pazanuus? YeTsIpe roja CIycTs X pa3roBop MPOAOIDKAETCS B IBYX OTAEIBHBIX HHTEPBBIO.
B oSTOM WHTEpBBIO pPACKPBIBAIOTCS OSTH pasziH4Usa, HCCIeNys COOCTBeHHBIH omblT [abpmamsa c
WCKYCCTBEHHBIM UHTEJUIEKTOM MU €r0 ONPEJEIICHUS CBS3aHHBIX OHATUH, TAKUX KaK “MHTEJUIEKT”, ‘“3THUKA”
n ‘“cozHanue”. ['aOpudAIL MOJAYEPKUBAET, YTO M3-32 HAIIEW OPraHUYECKOW MPEANOCHUIKH CYIIECTBYET
TOJIBKO HU3KO-YPOBHEBAs PEaKIMsl C TOUKU 3pEHHs] CAMOIIOHUMAaHHUA. UTO eCTh TOJIBKO BApHATHBHOCTH B
BBIpAKEHUH CAMOTIOHUMAHUS, SIBJISFOIIASCS PE3yIbTaTOM KYJIbTYpHOTO KOHCTpyHpoBaHus. CocpenoTounB
BHHMaHHE Ha BceoOlleil OCHOBE 4eloBeYeCTBA W BIHMSHUM a3MaTCKoW (GHUIOCOGHH Ha CTaHOBJICHHE
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INTRODUCTION

This interview with German philosopher Markus Gabriel took place on February
21, 2022. The idea for this interview originated from the documentary Philosophy in the
Age of Desire (Gabriel et al., 2018). It records a short but close encounter in 2018 between
Gabriel, Japanese engineer Hiroshi Ishiguro, and Ishiguro’s Geminoid. One can observe
the different opinions of the European philosopher and the Asian engineer regarding their
understanding of humanity and technology. We therefore invited Gabriel to talk more
about his experiences in 2018 as well as possible changes of his positions since then
regarding robotics and Al (compare Ishiguro et al., 2022).

As it happened, Gabriel had just talked with psychologist and Nobel-prize winning
economist Daniel Kahneman about the metaverse. Recently, Professor Gabriel acquired
a grant for a research project on the cultural presentation of artificial intelligence:
Desirable Digitalisation: Rethinking Al for Just and Sustainable Futures.

Fig. 1. Markus Gabriel in the documentary Philosophy in the Age of Desire
(Gabriel et al., 2018).

HUMAN-MACHINE INTERACTION

Yue Li: Please allow me to first go back to 2018. In the documentary, | notice that before
you made a comment on the Geminoid and considered it an "absent-minded neutral guy,”
you asked a question: "Can | touch it?" (fig. 1). After Ishigoru's approval ("Yes, you can
touch™), you first touched the Geminoid’s right hand, and then very briefly the face.
Although you described the robot as an object in your question with the impersonal
pronoun “it,” you began the interaction ‘politely’ with a ‘shake of the hand.” Could this
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be interpreted as a brief confusion or even a moment of the uncanny, caused by the
"absent-minded guy"?

Markus Gabriel: There are two layers of an ethical context here. On the one hand, I'm
aware of the different ethical stance of Ishiguro as an individual and maybe as a
representative of a Japanese culture. He has a different relationship to that object, and that
relationship deserves my respect, even though I don’t share the same kind of relationship
to the object. The Geminoid is an object onto which a lot of emotion is projected, just as
children project emotions on their puppets. Indirectly, | owe that object something from
an ethical standpoint. | treat the Geminoid with respect fully knowing that it is entirely
inanimate. But then there is a second layer. Ishiguro’s robots are cleverly constructed.
Due to its human shape and texture of its appearance | - as a human organism - react to it
in a certain way. This reaction is universal —there is no difference here between a Chinese,
a German or a Japanese. So, imagine | have a computer or GPT3 (Generative Pre-trained
Transformer 3) and it talks to me: It sounds to me as if someone was talking to me. | think
| hear a voice, but I would say that a computer-generated “voice” is not a voice. Just like
| don't think that the programmed chess computer plays chess. There's something that
looks uncannily as if it was playing chess, but that is not playing chess.

I still defend the following ontology: The object is inanimate, but the context of its
use and abuse gives the object cultural value and personal value. This activity of
projection deserves my respect. Besides, the objects, in particular Ishiguro’s objects, are
cleverly constructed in such a way that it's almost impossible for me as a human animal
not to take a certain emotional, ethical stance towards them. Thanks for pointing this out
in your reading of that scene.

Li: The two layers you mention remind me of Mein Algorithmus und Ich — a book that
results from the collaboration between the author and an artificial intelligence (Kehlmann
2021). This co-writing experience also reveals the two sides: The uncanny moment on
the one hand and the refusal of the phenomenological acknowledgment of the Al on the
other hand.

Gabriel: Absolutely. There is the phenomenology and then the cognitive correction
mechanism, the question is which one is right. | have arguments that support my cognitive
correction. This is as with Corona, when | was in the infection phase; | was in denial
because | am boosted, but | knew that it does not protect me from Corona 100%, therefore
I corrected myself even before | developed symptoms. In this case the mechanism trumps
the phenomenology. But there are cases where the phenomenology trumps the correction
mechanism, which is why Al and robotics raise these important issues. It is not obvious
that my ontological claim that these are just a bunch of objects is the correct one. I'm
making a defeasible, fallible knowledge-claim.
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ETHICS AND INTELLIGENCE

Li: This uncertainty can be observed in contemporary science fiction as well. As opposed
to Kehlmann’s and your perception, robots are often depicted as morally better than
humans -- see for example the novel Machines Like Me (McEwan, 2019) or the movie |
Am Your Human (Schrader, 2021). Back in 2018 you saw the danger of dehumanization
and the emergence of a cyber-dictatorship in the Japanese development of humanoids. So
why can’t a human-like construct, as portrayed in literature or as claimed by Ishiguro, be
amoral model or at least a reflective surface for a better understanding of human-identity?
Gabriel: I think this is dangerously wrong. Just think about the recent book by Daniel
Kahneman (2021) Noise: A Flaw in Human Judgement. It's very clear that human
judgment is flawed in comparison to algorithms. Algorithms generally perform much
better because their judgments are constructed in a simple way, and therefore they don't
vary too much — they behave more coherently. This is empirically tested, so there's no
doubt about that.

However, I would again emphasize that these “judgements” do not actually judge,
so they don't do ethics. Part of ethics is that it's hard whenever you're facing a real ethical
choice. We are facing ethical choices every day in the pandemic: “Should I go out,” “who
should I meet,” “how to deal with this once we contract the virus” — what's the best and
fairest solution of all these problems? Often one knows the answer, but the question is,
how do we translate the answer into action. It's constitutive of ethics that we are free to
decide. The fact that our judgment is flawed is the manifestation of our freedom which is
the condition of responsibility and ethics. Precisely because the algorithm outperforms
us, also in what looks like judgment, proves that they are less ethical. They lack
interiority, freedom and ethics because these dimensions of human life have an organic
precondition.

I’'m a universalist in ethics: Human ethics binds all humans together. Facts about
the health effects of the virus just depend on human organisms. There is no difference
between a Chinese person vis-a-vis an Australian and a French person as human beings
regarding this aspect: The organic preconditions are preconditions for higher-level ethics
while robots and other silicon-based information processing systems just didn't evolve in
this way.

Li: It’s the moral core of every human, the animal part of human which really matters.
Gabriel: Yes, I think we are moral as animals. This is what Darwin (1871) said. In The
Descent of Man, when it comes to the question what if anything is the difference between
the human animal and other animals, his answer is literally that of Kant — the “Categorical
Imperative.”

Li: What about technology? Back in 2018 Ishiguro defined humans by the formula
Human = animal + technology. How would you define the role of technology in our life?
Gabriel: Let’s start from my book The Meaning of Thought (Gabriel, 2018/2020) in
which I define intelligence. Many people dodge the question, but I think Al researchers
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should be forced to define it. Here is an attempt: Let intelligence be the capacity of an
animal to solve a given problem in a finite amount of time. If some systems solve the
same problem faster than some others, it means that they are more intelligent. By doing
so we can measure intelligence. | think that Al research is in the business of measuring
intelligence in that sense of intelligence — but there are other definitions of intelligence —
and of producing models of intelligence such as search algorithms. An additional premise
is that thought models are not themselves thinkers. One could argue that in the case of
Al, the map is the territory. But I think that Al is the model of a target system, which is
human and animal intelligence, just like Google Maps provides a model for say the Black
Forest. It would be a category-mistake to confuse the Black Forest with a representation
in Google Maps, though this representation is incredibly helpful and even reveals
otherwise hidden features. If I just walk through the Black Forest, 1 will never figure out
how far it is through the Black Forest from Freiburg to Munich. But if | use Google Maps,
I will get an incredibly accurate answer.

It is similar in the case of chess. I'm not that bad at playing it, but I'm not a
grandmaster. During a game | neglect lots of details while an Al system can even detect
patterns in my game that no human will identify. It doesn't mean that the Al system is a
better chess player, but it is an incredibly good model of a chess player. | would like to
develop a theory which allows me to explain the models of contemporary technology
without denying the obvious facts of this incredible technological progress while
maintaining the good old 1980s position that it is not a real Al.

Li: It is a refusal of the “Chinese room” or “Turing test”: Passing the Turing test does not
indicate a real language user.

Gabriel: Absolutely! All the technology specialists always tell me, “You don't know that
area. It doesn’t have limits.” There might not be any technological limits to our models
(at least not any time soon, as there is still a lot of space for more processing power), but
there is still an ontology which can be modelled but not constructed by technology. Al
systems might, as you say, pass the Turing test and they translate German into Chinese
better than I can (but worse than you). But all of this is just their performance and they’re
all performers in so many ways. Imagine | had to screen every web page and remember
where some term occurs so as to find that term if needed. | wouldn't get very far searching
the internet. Obviously, even on this everyday level, we are dealing with very powerful
Al, and this has changed our form of life.

It's not a dualist position that I'm defending. I'm saying that we are becoming more
intelligent by using these models. It takes more time for Heidegger to walk from Freiburg
to Munich without using Google Maps than me using my smartphone. I think the velocity
of the contemporary era is driven by Al, which makes us solve our problems faster.
Superintelligence is happening, but it is us humans who experience it and become more
intelligent.
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| don't think we need to wait for the Terminator. Let me give you another very
optimistic example. How on earth did we manage to deal with this very dangerous
pandemic in such an overall efficient way? It seems to be actually worse than the Spanish
flu, and yet, compared to 1914, we are doing ok after two years. One of the reasons is that
we can go online: It’s our digital infrastructure which has allowed us to pay for the
lockdown because we were productive economically. Besides, thanks to digital
technology — which always involves the usage of Al — we have become much more
intelligent at solving our problems including finding vaccines and medication against the
virus. The intelligence explosion which we find in all the thought experiments is really
happening, but it's not a property of the machine but of the human-machine interface
which is getting more intelligent.

DIVERSE CULTURES, UNIVERSAL CAPACITY

Li: What you say about the relation between humanity and technology reminds me of
your dialogue with Ishiguro. He argues that humans are animals who can use technology,
which underscores the meaning of technology for the concept of human. But you deny
this and underscore that it is the animal part which really matters and makes our self-
concept. Can you explain your view of this “self-understanding”? In the discourse of
intercultural robotics (Cheng, 2020) have arisen culturally related robot images, such as
“the Buddha in the robot” vs. “the ghost in the shell.” This, in turn, can be traced back to
different “images of people” or “self-understanding” in different cultures. Does this
contradict the universal ontology or a universal epistemology?

Gabriel: My answer goes back to an ongoing dialogue with the philosophers Thomas
Nagel and Paul Boghossian at New York University in 2015. At the time | was deeply
puzzled exactly by this point. Chinese, German and English have very different
mentalistic vocabulary. The English word “mind,” for instance, does not have an exact
match in German, nor does the German word “Geist” in English. And in Chinese,
“computer” is “Dian Ndo” — electrical brain — you regard the computer as a brain, as
opposed to the European linguistic representation.

There are different ways of thinking about ourselves which are encapsulated in
language use. It depends, among other things, on culture, art and religion. | call this
variability. But your way of formulating it, to which | perfectly subscribe, has an
interesting catch. You said that there are different cultures or different self-conceptions.
This implies that they have something in common: They are different exercises of the
same capacity — the capacity to have an image of oneself. This capacity is the same in
China and Bavaria: Markus Soder thinks of himself in a different way than Xi Jinping
does. They are in different conditions and have different problems and values. They are
very different people, but both think of themselves, have a conception of who and what
they are, and this capacity is the same.

Li: And this is consciousness.
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Gabriel: I prefer to call it human-mindedness or Geist, because consciousness is too often
associated with a subjective inner feeling, the phenomenal quality of our animal
existence. The higher order capacity to have a lower order response to what you are is a
capacity shared by all humans and it has a biological ground. It is not identical or
reducible to the biological ground, but it is also biological because we are all the same
kind of animal, the human animal.

NEW INFLUENCES, NEW UNDERSTANDINGS

Li: Reviewing your journey in 2018, with all the developments since then, what has
changed? What would change if you revisited Ishiguro’s Lab?

Gabriel: Generally, I have been in close contact with various Asian traditions of doing
philosophy. This has accompanied me in different ways for almost three decades until
now. Over the last four years, this has been intensified. Chinese and Japanese
philosophers — in particular Zhang Xudong, Zhao Tingyang and Takahiro Nakajima —
have profoundly influenced me. Their work as well as our conversations have led me to
think of the human being in terms of human becoming.

Zhang Xudong, who is professor of comparative literature at NYU, has just
published his work in Chinese on the history of universalism (Zhang, 2021). He argues
that human becoming is the right term, and we should think of universalism not as a static
thing but as an activity of universalizing: Being human — that capacity — is not a static
thing but a historical realization, which can take shape in different ways. That's something
that I learned through interaction with different Asian cultures.

All of this comes from India to China and Japan and then takes different forms on
the spot with local traditions. There has always been an interesting rejection of stable
substance ontology since the time of Laozi. | read Laozi as a rejection of the idea that
there are substances, think of his concept of “empty” and “the space between” (Moeller,
2007). The crucial way of thinking in Asian traditions is that relations are not entities:
Everything is related, but the relation between the objects are not more objects. This is an
important philosophical fact, and these traditions have a very deep recognition of it. And
this has been influencing me in the last four years, which is why I now tend to think of
all of this as human becoming. My universalism or my humanism has gained another
perspective through dialogues with thinkers in Japan and China.

If I revisit that scene in Ishiguro’s lab, I would probably be more accommodating
to some of his ideas. | wouldn't change my position regarding the ontology, but I would
be more aware of the performative dimension. I think I now understand Ishiguro’s mind
better than at the time. I now see that the way in which you express an ontology can add
another layer of cultural difference.

That's one of the reasons why | started my new project on the cultural presentation
of artificial intelligence to fully explore the lower level of the conceptions of human being
and how they may also impact the higher universal human form. Who says that the higher
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universal human form is stable? Therefore, | stopped at a certain level of thinking about
this as universal and stable, and maybe I should regard this as dynamic ...

Li: ... and changeable and constructed by different cultures in different ways?

Gabriel: Definitely. But I think we must never make the mistake of denying the universal
basis of humanity. If we say there are “different cultures” and “constructed in different
ways,” there is always the danger that we stop seeing the humanity in the other — and that
must be avoided. If we look at the geopolitical situation right now, what Europe should
bring to the global debate is precisely the recognition of humanity in every person, as
Kant called it. And that is not a European invention. You find it in Ancient Egypt, China,
etc. long before Europe even existed.

Let’s just end with a geopolitical statement: The right thing to do in the geopolitical
climate right now is the morally good. I think it is a moral mistake that Germany does not
hand over vaccine information to Africa. This is what Europe should have learned from
its history of colonialism: that other parts of the world, which are incredibly powerful
now like China, demand and deserve respect. One way in which Europe should enter the
global debate is by bringing to the table its capacity to attain ethical insight of the
universal, but that means thinking globally — decentering. | think we need to decenter
much more. Particularly for that new project this requires bringing these other
conceptions into the picture.

China's and Japan’s technological success-stories of the last decade cannot merely
be a result of financial support of Al research from their governments. It must also be an
expression of a different way of thinking of oneself as human — a certain frame of mind.
I think that this frame of mind is something which deserves further investigation. What is
the cultural difference? | would again emphasize that the construction of cultural
difference has the goal of finding something we share rather than something that separates
us.
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Abstract

How can we make sense of the idea of ‘personal’ or ‘social’ relations with robots? Starting from a social
and phenomenological approach to human—robot relations, this paper explores how we can better
understand and evaluate these relations by attending to the ways our conscious experience of the robot and
the human-robot relation is mediated by language. It is argued that our talk about and to robots is not a
mere representation of an objective robotic or social-interactive reality, but rather interprets and co-shapes
our relation to these artificial quasi-others. Our use of language also changes as a result of our experiences
and practices. This happens when people start talking to robots. In addition, this paper responds to the
ethical objection that talking to and with robots is both unreal and deceptive. It is concluded that in order
to give meaning to human-robot relations, to arrive at a more balanced ethical judgment, and to reflect on
our current form of life, we should complement existing objective-scientific methodologies of social
robotics and interaction studies with interpretations of the words, conversations, and stories in and about
human-robot relations. This is the Russian translation of Mark Coeckelbergh‘s “You, robot: on the
linguistic construction of artificial others” which is available as an open access publication by the journal
Al & Society. Six commentaries and Mark Coeckelbergh‘s response are published along with this
translation.
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AHHOTANUA

Kak MBI MOXKeM MOHATH HICI0 “JIMYHBIX” WM “‘COIMANBHBIX OTHOIICHHH ¢ poboramu? HauwmHas c
COIMAILHOTO W (PCHOMEHOJIOTHYECKOTO TOAX0Ja K OTHOIICHHSIM 4YeJOBeKa W pobdOoTa, B ITOH CTAaThe
HCCIIEAYeTCs, KaK MBI MOJKEM JIyUIIle TOHSITh W OI[CHUTh 3TH OTHOIICHUs, 00paliias BHUMaHHE Ha TO, KaK
HAIll CO3HATEIbHBII OBIT B3aUMOJICHCTBHUSA ¢ pOOOTOM U OTHOIICHUSIMH Y€JI0BEKa  POOOTa OMOCPEIyeTCs
SI3BIKOM. Y TBEPKIACTCsI, YTO HAIU Pa3roBOPhI O poOOTaX — 3TO HE MPOCTO MPECTaBICHUE 00BEKTUBHOM
POOOTHU3UPOBAHHOW WM COIMAIbHO-MHTEPAKTUBHOW pEAJLHOCTH, a, CKOpee, HHTEpIpeTanus Hu
(hbopMHpoOBaHKE HAETO OTHOIICHHS K TUM UCKYCCTBECHHBIM KBasHIpyruM. Hame ncnonb3oBaHue A3bIKa
TaK)Ke MCHSCTCS B Pe3yJIbTaTe HAIIETO OIBITA W MPAKTHKH. JTO MPOHMCXOIUT, KOTAA JIOAW HAYHMHAIOT
pasroBapuBaTh ¢ podoTamu. Kpome TOro, 3Ta CTaThs ABISACTCA OTBETOM Ha BO3pPAKEHHE ITHYECKOTO
XapakTepa O TOM, YTO pa3roBOp ¢ poOOTaMH HE pealbHOCTh WiIH 0OMaH. JlenaeTcs BBIBOM, YTO UL TOTO,
YTOOBI IPUIATH CMBICITT OTHOIICHHUSIM MEXK/Ty YeJI0OBEKOM U POOOTOM, IPUUATH K OoJiee cOaTaHCHPOBAHHOMY
STHYECKOMY TMPEICTABICHHIO W TOPa3MBIIUIATE O HAmlel HBIHEIIHEH (QopMe KH3HU, MBI JTOJDKHBI
JIOTIOJTHUTh  CYIICCTBYIOIIHE OOBEKTHBHO-HAYYHBIC METOMOJIOTHH COIHAIBHOW POOOTOTEXHUKUA H
MCCIICIOBAaHUN B3aUMOJICHCTBHS HHTEPIPETAIIMAMHU CJIOB, PA3rOBOPOB M HCTOPHHA 00 OTHOIICHHSX
yejoBeKa M poboTa. ITO pycckuil mepeBon crath Mapka Kekensbepra “You, robot: on the linguistic
construction of artificial others”, ony6mukoBanHO# B OTKpBITOM mocTyme xypHamom “Al & Society”.
Bwmecte ¢ 3TUM mepeBOIOM MyOIUKYIOTCS IIECTh KOMMEHTapueB u 0TBeT Mapka Kekenboepra.

KiaroueBbie ciaoBa: OTHomIeHHS deloBeKa W poOoTa; OTHKa poOOTOB; S3BIK;
®enomenoorus; I'epMeHeBTHKA
Jast uuruposanusi: Kexemsbepr M. (2022). Tsi, po6or: O IHHTBHCTHYECKOM KOHCTPYHPOBAHHH
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BBEJIEHHUE

S Te6s1 mo6r0. Thl TF0OHIITE MEHS?
(mpenoxenue, aagpecoBannoe podorusupoBannoit kykie (Turkle et al. 2006 , p. 357).

Po6otsl uayt. Ho eciu oHM BOWIYT B Ball JOM, OHM HE CMOTYT Bac yOWUTh; €CTh
0oJbIIass BEPOATHOCTb, YTO OHM MPOCTO XOTAT OOHATH. PoGoThl Oombiie He
orpaHnunBaroTcs padprkamu, 1adopaTOPUSMHU U — BCE YaIlle — MOJISIMU cpaskeHuid. OHI
MOCTEIIEHHO BXOJSAT B TIOBCEIHEBHYIO KH3Hb JIIOJICH, Mpejuiaras TOBapUIIECKUE
OTHONICHHSI, pa3BICYCHHS, CEKC WIM 3a00Ty 0 310poBbe. HekoTopwie moau
MPEANOYUTAIOT UCKYCCTBEHHBIX “Ipy3ei’ WM J1a’K€ UCKYCCTBEHHBIX MapTHEPOB.

XOoTsT A3TOT CUEHApUd MOXET OCTaBaThbCs JUII MHOTMX M3 HAc Hay4dHOU
danTacTukoii, poOOTHI YK€ HCIONB3YIOTCS B 3TUX 00JACTIX, U MBIl XOTUM 3HaTh, YTO
MpPOU30MAET, €eCau poOOTHl CTAaHYT HE TOJBKO ©OoJee aBTOHOMHBIMU U
WHTEJUICKTyJIbHBIMUA, HO M Bce Oosee “auuHbIMM WM “‘coruanbHbiMu’. ClieHapui
mpeJiaraeT HaM 33 {yMaThbCs O TOM, KaKOBO OBLIO OBI )KUTH € “‘COLMATBHBIMU pOOOTAMU”
(Breazeal, 2003) u kak MbI JOJDKHBI OICHHBATH TO, YTO HPOMCXOIUT MEKAY JIOABMH K
po6oramu. Ho 4o eme Gosee BayKHO, 3TO MOMOTAaeT HaM 33JyMaThCsl O CaMUX cede: ITo
3HAYUT OBITH YEJIOBEKOM, YTO MBI MOIPA3yMEBAEM IO COLMATLHBIMA OTHOIICHUSIMHU U
KaK MBI JIOJDKHBI )KUTh BMECTE.

Kaxk MBI TOJIKHBI TOHUMATh M OIICHUBATh OTHOIICHUS YeJloBeKa U poboTa? B oTBeT
HAa HOBBbIE pPa3pabOTKM B COLHUATBHOW POOOTOTEXHHKE TMOSBISETCS BCe OOJbIIEe
JUTEPATYPhl O B3aUMOJCHCTBUU YeJIOBEKa C pOOOTOM M OTHOMIICHHUSX ‘‘UeJIOBEK-POOOT”
(Turkle et al., 2006; Breazeal, 2003; Dautenhahn et al., 2005; Dautenhahn, 2007; Levy
2007, u ap.). bosee Toro, ¢umocodpus HHOOPMAITHOHHBIX TEXHOIOTHI — B YaCTHOCTH,
THKa pPOOOTOB — TaKXKe Hayala pa3MBIIULITh 00 ‘“UCKYCCTBEHHBIX CIYTHUKAX
(manpumep, Floridi, 2008) u ux wHCHONB30BaHMM B TaKUX OOJNACTAX, KaK YXOJI 3a
HOXXWIIBIME JIFOBMH U 37paBooxpaHeHue (Hampumep, Sparrow and Sparrow 2006).
HexoTtopsble maxe paccMaTpuBarOT BOIPOC o ipaBax podotos (Brooks, 2000; Levy, 2009;
Asaro, 2006; Torrance, 2008) wiu, B 60siee 00I1IeM MJIaHE, TOHUMATH BOTIPOC O 3aIUTE
(HexoTopsIX) poboTOB OT 3noynorpednenuit (Whitby, 2008).

OnHako, CTaHOBSICH Bce 00JIee MEKIUCITUTUIMHAPHBIMU, B OOJIBITMHCTBE CIy4aes,
paboThI B 00JTACTH TIEPCOHATBHON U COMMAIEHON POOOTOTEXHHUKH, UCTIOIB3YIOT METOIBI
U3 COLUATBHBIX HAYK WU MCUXO0JI0TUU. OHU OCTAIOTCS OMU3KUMH K METOA0JIOTHYECKOMY
HATypaJIM3My HayKd O pOOOTOTEXHHKE, K KOTOpPOW OHH oOTHocaTcs. Kpome Toro,
npelHa3HaYeHHbIE MPEXJIE BCEro [Uisl OMNUCAHUS WU OOBSICHEHUS, OHH CTPAJaroT
OTCYTCTBHEM HOPMATHBHON HANPaBICHHOCTH. MOXXEM JIH Mbl paccMaTpPUBaTh
YeJI0OBEUYECKHe OTHOIIEHUS C JIPYroi, Oojee OTYeTINBON Prioco(CcKol TOUKH 3peHus,
KOTOpasi JUCTAHIUPYETCS OT HayYHO-OOBEKTUBHBIX IOJXOJO0B H COOTBETCTBYET
NOTpeOHOCTH B OIICHKE?

B npenpinyeit padote st mpeiiokKuI colrnaibHO-(heHOMEHOIOTMUEeCKUM TTOIX 0 K
¢mtocopun poOOTOTEXHUKH, KOTOPBIN (oKycupyercss Ha (PUIocoPpCcKol 3HaYMMOCTH
BHEIITHETO BHJ1a POOOTOB M OTHOIICHUH MEXIY YSIIOBEKOM H POOOTOM, KaK COIUATBHBIX
ornomenwuii (Coeckelbergh, 2009, 2010a, 2010b). B 31oit ctaThe s X044y MPOIAOTKUTH

59
soctech.spbstu.ru



Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiniycka “Koncmpyupoganue podomoes é A3vlKe u Kyavnype

pasBUTHE 3TOrO IOAXOJA, UCCIEAYs MOTEHIHAIbHBIC MPEUMYIIECTBA JUHTBUCTHKO-
FepMEHEBTUYECKOI0 MOBOpOTa B (miocopun poOOTOTEXHUKH. S yTBep)KAar, 4TO
HOSIBIICHHE POOOTOB B YEIOBEYECKOM CO3HAHUHM OIMOCPEIOBAHO SI3BIKOM: TO, KAaK MBI
UCIOJIb3YEM CJIOBA, MHTEPIPETUPYET M (GOpPMUPYET HAIlM OTHOUIEHUS C APYTUMH
JOJbMH WU “UCKYCCTBEHHBIMM  JII0JbMU. KpoMe TOro, s KOCHYCh paciipoCTpaHEHHOT O
BO3PaXXEHUs MPOTUB TAKOIo ‘“pazroBopa O poOOTax’: SBISIOTCS JIM 3TU OTHOILEHUS
HEepeaIbHBIMU 1 0OMaHYMBBIMHU, YTPOXKAIOIIUMHU MOJATMHHOCTU? 3aTeM 51 JIeNIat0 BBIBOJIBI
JUId  UCCIEIOBaHMSA, NPOCKTUPOBAHUS M HSTUYECKONW OLEHKM OTHOUIEHUH MEXay
YeJI0OBEKOM M POOOTOM.

B Xxome cBOMX apryMeHTOB $ UCHOJB3YI0 SMIHMPHUUECKUE MCCIIEJOBAHUS
B3aMMOOTHOIIIEHUH YesloBeKa 1 poboTa, B yactHocTH padoty [leppu Tepki.

OTHOWIEHMA YEJIOBEKA U POBOTA
KAK COIUAJIBHBIE OTHOIEHUA

OTHoleHus yenoBeka U pod0oTa MOKHO ONPEENIUTh KaK COLUATbHbIE OTHOLIEHHUS.
UYro 3aech 03HayaeT “‘coruanbHbIi’? Bo-mepBhIX, Bce poOOTHI “‘COllMalIbHBIE” B TOM
CMBICJIE, YTO OHHM WUIPAIOT ONPEICIIEHHYIO POJIb B YEJIIOBEYECKOM OOIIECTBE, TOUHO TAK
ke, Kak Ipyrue apredakThl ABISIOTCA “4acThi0” OOIIECTBA B KaU€CTBE MHCTPYMEHTOB
JUIsl yenoBeueckux Leneil. Hanpumep, aBToMOOMIN UTpatOT BaXXHYIO POjb B OOIIECTBE.
Bo-BTOpBIX, HEKOTOPBIE POOOTHI TAKXKE SABISAIOTCS “‘COLMATBHBIMU B JPYTOM CMBICIIE:
OHM IO BHUIMMOMY YYacTBYIOT B ‘‘COLMAJIbHOM’ B3aUMOJCHCTBUM C JIIOJBMHU: 3TO
ABTOHOMHBIE MHTEPAKTUBHBIE POOOTHI, KOTOpPbIE CIEAYIOT COLMAIbHBIM IpPaBUIAM H
B3aMMOJICHCTBYIOT C JIIOJIbMU IO-4yesioBedecku. OJHaKo CMBbICI, B KOTOpoM s Oynay
UCIIOJIb30BaTh CJIOBO ‘‘COIMATIBHBIN’ B OTHOIIEHHMM POOOTOB M OTHOLICHHM MEXIy
YEJIOBEKOM M POOOTOM, KacaeTcsl MOCIEACTBUN ITUX B3aUMOJAECUCTBUH. ECTh 0COOBIi
(EeHOMEHOIOTUYECKHI CMBICI, B KOTOPOM HEKOTOPBIX pOOOTOB MOXKHO Ha3BaThb
“colnaIbHBIMU ™. HEKOTOPBIE POOOTHI KaXyTCsl HaM 0oJIbIle, Y4eM UHCTpyMeHTaMu. OHI
npencraBisitorest  “kBasunpyrumu”  (Inde, 1990) wim  MCKyCCTBEHHBIE JIpyTHE.
B3aumopeiicTBue, OCHOBAaHHOE Ha ATOW BHAMMOCTH, COCTABIISIET (KBa3H) COIMAIbHBIC
OTHOILEHHSI MEXJy YeJIOBEKOM U POOOTOM, HE3aBHCHMO OT OHTOJOIMYECKOI'O CTaryca
po0oTa, KaKk 3TO ONpPEEICHO COBPEMEHHON HayKOW, TpaJuIMOHHON M COBpEMEHHOU
MeTa(U3UKON, KOTOPBIE PACCMATPUBAIOT POOOTA KaK MPOCTYIO BEIb MM MAIINHY.

C TOuKM 3peHMsI ATHKH 3TOT MOJXOJ MOJApa3yMeBaeT, YTO MOpaJbHBIA CTaTyC
po6OTOB 0OJIBIIIE HE 3aBUCUT OT “O0BEKTHBHBIX  XapaKTEPUCTHUK poOOTa, a OT TOT0, KaKk
pOOOT M OTHOILIEHUS MEXKIY 4YEJIOBEKOM U pOOOTOM MPOSBISIOTCS B UYEIOBEYECKOM
co3HaHuu. TakuM oOpa3oMm, JUIsI KOHCTPYKTOPOB POOOTOB, KOTOpPbIE XOTAT CO3JaTh
“mopanibHOT0” po0OO0Ta, BAXKHO HE CO3JaHUE €Tr0 pa3yma, a Co3JaHue ero olpa3a B
OTHOULICHMSIX.

OnmHako I TaTbHEUINEro Pa3BUTHsI ATOW TOYKH 3pEHHsI HaM HEoOXoaumo Oosee
TOYHOE OMUCAHUE TOT0, KaK pa3BOpaYMBAETCs 3TOT PeHOMEHOIOrnYeckuii mporecc. Kak
co3laeTcs “conualbHBIN~ 00pa3? B KakuX ycIoBHAX poOOT KaXKETCsl HaM KBa3UAPyTUM?
Kak Ham MOHATH Takue OTHOIICHHUS ueloBeKa M poborta? B ciemyromux pasznenax s
YaCTUYHO BOCIIOJIHIO 3TOT MpoOes1, 00CyINUB POJIb S3bl Ka B TOM, Kak poOOThl M
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OTHOILIEHHS MEX/y YEJIOBEKOM U poOOTOM MPECTABISAIOTCS HAM COLMAIbHBIMU. M3yyast
JMHTBUCTUKO-TEPMEHEBTHUECKOE U3MEPEHHE COLUAIBHOW ()EHOMEHOIOTUU YelIOBEeKa U
poboTa, s Hazxech BHECTH CBOW BKJIAJ] B JIydlllee INOHUMAHHE U OLIEHKY TOrO, YTO
HIPOMCXOIUT WM MOKET IIPOUCXOAUTh MEXY JIIOAbMU U poOOTaMHu.

A3bIK U COLIUAJIBHOE

[To3BONIbTE MHE BBIJICIHUTH J1BA IPOTUBOMOJIOKHBIX B3IJIsSI/Ia HA OTHOILIEHUE MEXTY
A3BIKOM U COLIMAJIbHBIM, KOTOPbHIE 51 HA30BY PENPE3ECHTAIN3MOM U KOHCTPYKTUBHU3MOM.
O6a B3MIsIIa OTIMYAIOTCS OT KpailHero mjaeaan3Ma U HAaWBHOTO pealiu3Ma, KOTOpPbIE
OIPEAEIIAIOT OTHOLIEHUS MEKY SA3bIKOM U MUPOM, IOTJIOLIAst OJJHO B IPYrOoM: KpallHUI
uaeanu3M (B €ro moCTMOACPHUCTCKOMN WIIM CTPYKTYPATMCTCKOW BEPCHUH) “yaalsaeT” MHP
BHE $I3bIKa; HAMBHBIN peanus3M “‘ynpasanser’ npeamer. [IpuMeHnTenbHo K cColnaibHOMY
(Mupy) 5TO o03Ha4yamo ObI, YTO COIMAIbHOE SBISIETCS YHCTO JIMHTBUCTUYECKU-
KOHIICTITyaJ IbHBIM, WJIM YTO MBI MOXXEM 3HATh COLMAIBHOE, KaK OOBEKTHBHYIO
peanbHOCTh. O0€ TOYKHM 3peHus ommnbouHbl. CoIUalbHOE CYIIECTBYET TakXke ‘“‘BHE”
A3bIKa, XOTS Y HAC HET MPSMOro JI0CTyIla K HEMY: Mbl BOCIIPUHMMAEM €r0 Yepe3 MpU3My
A3bIKa, MBI TOBOPHM O HEM. B 3TOM cMbICTie SI3bIK HEPa3phIBHO CBS3aH C COLIUATIBHBIM.
Opnako, J1B€ MPOTHUBOIOJIOKHBIE TOYKHM 3pEHHUS, KOTOpblE S HMEI BBHUAY,
MPUHIIMITAATIBHO PA3IMYalOTCs B TOM, KaK OHU PACCMATPUBAIOT 3Ty BHYTPEHHIOIO CBS3b.

CornacHo pernpe3eHTaTUBHOW TOYKE 3pEHUs, COLMAIBHOE MPEIIECTBYET S3bIKY.
OTHoleHHE MEXIYy COLMAJbHBIM U S3BIKOBBIM — 3TO OTHOIIEHHUE DPENpPE3CHTALUU:
CIIOBaMU MBI TIPEACTABIIIEM COLMAIBHBIE OTHOLIEHUS. JSI3bIK — 3T0 “‘3epkayo”
COLIMATILHOTO. XOTSl Y HAac MOXET He OBbITh npsAmMo2o JNOCTyNa K COLUAIbHOMY, SI3BIK
INPUHOCUT HaM “‘coluaiibHOe” 0e3 CKakeHUH. B MpOTHBOIIOI0KHOCTh 3TOMY, COTJIACHO
KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTCKOM TOYKE 3peHHus, A3bIK BakHee coluanbHoro. CoruaibHoe
KOHCTpYHpYeTcsl Wi aaxe jaekinapupyercs (Searle, 1995): peueBoii akT mpeamecTByer
COLIMAJILHOMY, IMOCKOJBKY OH co03/aeT coluaibHoe. COorjacHO 3TOW TOYKe 3peHus,
COLMAJIBHOE SIBJISETCS CyOBEKTHUBHBIM MIIM MEXKCYOBEKTUBHBIM B TOM CMBICJIE, YTO OHO
CO3/1aHO YeJIOBEYECKHM HaMEPEHUEM U YEJIOBEUECKUM COTIAIlIEHUEM; OJTHAKO, 0OHANHCObL
€030aHHbI OH TPUHUMAET “O0BEKTUBHBIA’ Xapakrep B (hopMe MpaBWil, 3aKOHOB U
(Ipyrux) MHCTUTYTOB.

OpHako  JOMKHBI JIM MBI BBIOMpaTh  MEXIY OTHUMH  TMOJSIPHBIMH
MIPOTUBOIIOJIOXKHOCTAMU? 37€Ch HET HACTOSIIeH auieMMbl. BMecTo TOro, 4YToOBI
paccMaTpuBaTh COLMAJIBHOE WM S3BIKOBOE Kak ‘“TpeuiecTByrouiee”, J1aBaiTe
nonpoOyeM TMOCTPOUTh CHUHTE3 HAWIYyYIIEero IOHMMaHUs JTUX JIBYX [O3UIUH.
PenpeszenTaTnBHas TOUKa 3pEHUs] BEPHA, YTO COLMAIBHOE — 3TO HE MPOCMO BOIPOC
JIMHTBUCTUYECKOM KOHCTPYKIIUH WM ACKJIapalii; CyIIECTBYET SKCTPATMHIBUCTUYECKAs
colyaibHas peaabHOCTh. ColManbHOE HE MPOCTO (MHTEp-) cyObekTuBHOE. OHAKO MBI
MO’KEM IMOJIYYHUTh JIOCTYI K 3TOH COLIMAIbHONW peallbHOCTH TOJBKO Yepe3 A3bIK (cloBa U
KOHLIETIIIMK — 3TO  “OYKM’, 4Yepe3 KOTOpble Mbl BHUJUM pEAIbHOCTh), U
KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKasi TOYKa 3PEHHUs BEpHA, HAIIEe HCIIOJIb30BAHHE $I3bIKA COBMECTHO
dopmHpyeT 3Ty pearbHOCTh. SI3BIK HE OTpa)kaeT COLMAIBHOE, HO TaKKe IOMOTaer
co3gaBaTth. bonee Toro, maxke MOMHMO O3TOro Oojice “aKTHBHOrO” acleKTa S3bIKa,
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MOCPEIHUYECKAsl POJb Si3bIKa HE OrPAHUYMBACTCS penpe3eHTanued (WM aaxe He
OTMCBHIBACTCS aJICKBATHO KaK TAKOBAasi): Mbl TAKXKE uHmepnpemupyem coluaabHoe. Y Hac
MOTYT OBITh Pa3HBbIC WHTEPIPETAIMH COIUAIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB W MPAKTHK. B oOomx
Cy4yasx 3HaHWE CONHMAJIBHOrO TpedyeT “akrta” WHTEPHpETAllMH WU  JIakKe
KOHCTPYUPOBAHHS.

ECTECTBEHHBIN A3bIK U UCKYCCTBEHHBIE CIIYTHUKH

[IpumMeHuTEnpbHO K  OTHOLICHHWSM 4YeJOBEKa M  poOOTa  JIMHTBHCTHKO-
repMeHEeBTHYECKas MePCIEeKTHBA, KOTOpas MOApa3yMeBaeT COrIaCOBAaHHOE 00BhETUHEHNE
CIIEYIOIMX JBYX yTBepkaeHui: (1) ucrmonb3oBaHHE HaMH S3bIKa KOHCTPYHPYET
OTHOUICHUS MEXKIY YEIOBEKOM U pOOOTOM (ITOHMMAaeMble KaK COIMATbHBIE OTHOIIICHNS)
U (2) 5TH OTHOIICHHSI UMCIOT TAKXKE IKCTPATMHIBUCTHYECKOS M3MEPEHHE: OTHOIICHUS
NpHOOpPETAIOT KBa3HOOBEKTUBHYIO PEabHOCTh, HO HAMIPSIMYIO HE JOCTYIHBI JJIs OTbITA!
OHU TPECTABIISIIOTCS HAM Yepe3 S3bIK M HHTEPIPETUPYIOTCS HAMH ¢ TIOMOIIBIO S3bIKA.

DTOT apryMeHT O JMHTBUCTUYECKOM MOCPEIHUYECTBE PACKPHIBAET BO3MOXKHOCTD
M0 KpailHel Mepe IBYX pa3HbIX JMHIBUCTUKO-(DEHOMEHOJOTUYECKUX “OYKOB” WIIU
periepryapoB (wiau Toro, uyro Cepi Ha3bIBaeT “‘CTATYCHBIMH (QYHKIMSIMH™) IS
OTHOIIEHHSI K POOOTaM: MBI MOXKEM pPacCMaTpUBaTh MX KaK “BEMUM’ WU OOBSBIATH UX
MPOCTO OOBEKTAMH WM MAallMHAMHU, HO Mbl TaKK€ MOXEM KOHCTPYHpPOBaTh HUX Kak
kBasuApyrux. IlepBwlii penepryap npeacTaBisieT cOOOM OHTOJIOTHIO, B KOTOPOH
CYIIECTBYET CTPOro€ paslejieHue Mexay (YelOBEUYeCKUMH) CyObeKTaMH U
(poOOTH3UPOBAHHBIMK) O0BEKTaMU (a TaKkKe MEXIy (QHU3NYeCKOW OHTOJOTHEH W
4eJI0BEKO-COMATBHON OHTONOTHEl, Kak B paboTe Ceprna 1o CONMATbHOH OHTOIOTHIY),
TOT/1a KaK BTOPOIl pernepTyap Co3/1aeT COLMAIbHYI0 OHTOJIOTHIO OTHOILICHUN YeJIOBEKa U
pobora, KoTopas HOCHT Oojee “THOpUIHBIN’ XapakTep. OTa OHTOJOTHYECKas
THOPUAHOCTD “NPOSIBISIETCS B A3BIKE (S3BIK KaK MPEICTABICHUE U UHTEPIPETAIHs), HO
B TO )K€ BPEMsI OHA TaK)Ke€ KOHCTPYUPYETCS C TIOMOIIBIO S3bIKA.

Mpbl HE MOXEM TPOCTO BHIOMpATh MEXKAY STUMHU JIBYMS BO3MOXKHOCTSMHU WU
peniepryapamu. B aTom cmbicie s3bik “nmeknaparnun’ Cepia BBOAUT B 3a0iyxaeHue. B
HBIHEITHUX OTHOIICHMSAX YeJIOBEKa M POoOOTa MBI MOXXEM HAONIOIATh MEPeXoja OT
pa3roBOpoOB 0 poOOTaxX M 0O OTHOIIEHUAX MEXKY YEJIOBEKOM U pOOOTOM K PasroBOpPYy ¢
po6oramu. [To3BoabTE MHE OOBSCHHUTH ATOT CIABUT W BBISIBUTH €TI0 JIMHTBHCTHYECKOE
u3MepeHue U Quiocopckoe 3HaueHue, TMPOBEAs pazIuuhe MeXAY pa3HbIMU
“nepcnexkTuBamMu’.

3 TlomnHsIit oTBeT Ha paboTy Cepia 1o COLUAIbHOIM OHTOJIOTHH U y4acThe B Heil ToTpeOyroT Oojee AIUTeIbHOM paboThI.
Jyis nenelt 3Toro aprymMeHTa JOCTaTOYHO CKazaTh, yTo CEpi mpuaepKuBaeTcs “AyaalcTHUECKOl” TOUKU 3peHHs B TOM
CMBICJIE, YTO OH IPUMEHsIET 0ObEKTUBUCTCKHUH MOAXO0A K (pr3nueckoii peanbHOCTH, HO KOHCTPYKTUBHCTCKUIT OIXO K
COIMANBHOM peanbHOCTH. BepcHsi KOHCTPYKTHBH3MA, KOTOPYIO S HCCICAYIO B 9TOW CTaThe, OCTAaBasICh arHOCTUKOM B
OTHOUIEHUM KOHEYHON NPHPOABI PeaJbHOCTH, CTAaBUT II0J, COMHEHHME AyanucTuueckuil B3miaa Cepra. OT10
MPEATIONAraeT, YT0 y Hac HEeT MPSAMOTO JIOCTYIIa K KaKOW-TN00 peaJbHOCTH — “00beKTHBHAS PeaTbHOCTh W “(haKThI”
JIOJDKHBI OBITH HHTEPIIPETUPOBAHBI H CKOHCTPYHPOBAHBI, YTOOBI OHH CTalIM TEM, YTO MBI Ha3bIBa€M 3HAHHEM.
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['oBOpsl 00 OTHOLICHUAX YENIOBEKA U pOOOTA

Paccmotpum criegyromuii mpumep. Maest “mro0Bu”, apykObl niau “Opaka’ MexXIy
JFOJBMHU M POOOTAMHM TOAHUMAET dTHYCCKUE BOMPOCH (Harpumep, Levy, 2007). JIro60Bb
K poboTtam — HacTosAmIas J000Bs? JlomycTuM Ju cexc ¢ podoramu? HekoTopsle Joau
CUUTAIOT, YTO JIAXKE 2080pumb 00 3TOM OCKOPOUTEIBHO .

OpHako BOIPOC O TOM, MOXKET JIK OBITh HACTOAIIAs JTIOOOBH MEXIY JIIOJBMHU U
poboTamH, He SABISETCA MPABHIBHBIM, TOCKOJIBKY OH IPEAIOJIAraeT, 4To Takas “JTro00Bb”
Oyaer OOBEKTUBHOW pEaTbHOCTBIO, KOTOpas CTOUT OTAEIBHO OT HAIIEro ONbITa U
NPaKTUKU yesloBeka U pobota. [IpeacraBbre, 4To OJHAXKIBI Mbl 00b6/151eM KOHKPETHOE
OTHOILIEHHE YeJI0BeKa U poboTa “1t000BHBIM”. MBI MOKEM Jjaske 0OBbSABUTH KOHKPETHOTO
4eJI0BEKa U KOHKPETHOI o poboTa ““keHaTbIMK”. B 3TOM cMbIciie 11000Bb K poboTaM Obliia
Obl COLIMATIBLHOM, TMHIBUCTUYECKON KOHCTpYyKIHenH. OiHaKo, eciu Obl 3TO MPOU30IILIO,
3TO MOTJIO OBl IPOU30MTH TOJIBKO MPHU YCIOBUHU, YTO OTHOLIEHUE YK€ NPeoCcmasiiemcs
U uHmepnpemupyemcsi HaMH, Kak “Tr000BHOE” B CHJIYy TOTO, YTO Ha CaMOM Jefie
OPOMCXOJUT MEXAY €CTeCTBEHHBIMM U HCKYCCTBEHHBIMH ‘“‘mapTHepamu’. Jlpyras
(eHOMEHOIOTHSA M UHTEpIpETaluss He MOIYT CIY>KUTh OCHOBAaHHEM JJisI TaKOro Xe
3asBJICHUS; 3TO CAENaNo Obl “IeKIapanuio’’ MyCcTol, JIUIIEHHONW cMbIcia (OOIBIIMHCTBO
COBPEMEHHBIX POOOTOB He BOCIPUHUMAIOTCS HaMH KaK 3acIyKHBAIOIIUE HALIeH JTI00BU
U [IpUBsA3aHHOCTH). HO 3TO Taxke BEpHO U JUIsl YETIOBEUECKUX OTHOLICHH: Mbl HE MOXKEM
“OpocTO” M3MEHUTH COLIMATIBLHOE MOCPEIACTBOM JEKIapallii; TaKOe 3asiBICHUE JOJDKHO
OBITH CBSI3aHO C OIIBITOM.

OOparute BHHUMaHWE, YTO AHAIOTUYHBIM apTyMEHT MOXET OBITh BBIIBHHYT B
MOJIb3Y IpaB POOOTOB: JeKjapalus MnpaB poOOTOB MMEET CMBICI TOJBKO TOTJa, KOTJa
(e€HOMEHOIOIrMUECKUNH-TEPMEHEBTUUECKUIM POLECC, KOTOPBIH YaCTUYHO M BaXKHO
ABJIIETCSl JIMHTBUCTUYECKUM IO CBOEH Mpupoje, MojajepkuBaer Aekiapanuio. (s
JM3aliHEPOB, KOTOPBIE CTPEMSTCS CO34aTh pOOOTOB, TPEOYIOUINX JIEKJIapaluu Mpas, 3TO
O3HAYaeT, 4To y poboTa MJOKHBI ObITh (YHKUMH, KOTOpBIE 3alyCKalOT 3TOT
MHTEPIPETUPYIOMINNA U eKJIapaTuBHbIN XoA. OfHako s He Oy1ly 3/1eCh pa3BUBATh 3TOT
MOMEHT).

OTOT apryMeHT MpejJiaraeT HOBBIM B3IVISJl HA OTHOLIEHMs YeJoBeKa U poloTa.
OCHOBBIBasICb Ha COLMAIBHO-TMHIBUCTUYECKUX HHTEPIPETALUAX U KOHCTPYKIHSAX,
MOYKHO BBIJICJIUTH CIEAYIOIINE B3IJIA/bI Ha A3BIK U pOOOTOB.

besnuunas nepcniekTiBa oT TpeThero mia (“it”, “3To”’) u nepcrneKkTuBa om nepeoco
auya (s, podoT): oObruHas nepcrnektuBa MckyccrBennoro Mutemiekra (M) o s3bike u
pPOOOTOTEXHUKE, MPHUHATAS HCCIIEA0BATEIIMU-POOOTOTEXHUKAMH, (POKycHpYyeTcsl Ha
IPOTrpaMMHUPOBAaHUH (CITIOCOOHOCTH) €CTECTBEHHOTO S3bIKa B POOOTE, TO €CTh OH CBSI3aH
Cc TeM, Kak pooomwt (“9TO”) TOBOPAT, MOTYT W JOJDKHBI TOBOPHUTB. Ecim s3bIK
paccMaTpuBaeTcs — pa3paboOTUYMKaMH,  MOJb30BATENIMU  pOoOOTOB U JIPYIHX
UCKYCCTBEHHBIX CHCTEM, TO OHH, B OCHOBHOM, OECIIOKOSITCS O TOM, YTO POOOT FOBOPUT
WM MOXKET (He) cka3aTh. Meura TpaguimonHoro MM (1 coBpeMeHHBIX OTIENO0B a0l B
KPYNHBIX KOMIAHMSX) 3aKjoyanach B CO3JaHHUM CHCTEM C HCKYCCTBEHHBIM
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MHTEJUIEKTOM, KOTOpast Obljia ObI HEOTIMYMMA OT TOJIH30BATENEH €CTECTBEHHOIO S3bIKA.
Paccmotpum obcyxknenune urpel Teropunra (Turing, 1950 ) wim skcnepument Cépia
“Kuraiickas komHara” (Searle, 1980): Borpoc B TOM, MOKEM JIK Mbl OTJIMYUTDH YEJIOBEKA
0T po0OTa Ha OCHOBE HCITOJIb30BAHMSI €CTECTBEHHOTO sA3bika. KoHeuHas MeuTa — co3/1aTh
CO3HATEIBLHOTO PO0O0Ta, KOTOpBI TroBOpHT: “S, poOOT” (Kak B Ha3BaHUM HAYYHO-
¢danTacTuueckoro (uibma). 3atrem OyAeT BUI OT IIEPBOTO JIUIA: POOOTHI MOTYT 3asIBUTh,
YTO OHM CO3HATENbHBI, U, BOBMOXKHO, nOmMpeb0o6ams COOIIO/IEHUs CBOMX TPAB.

Opnako MoJaxoMd, KOTOPBIHM 5 Mpeajaraiw 37ech, oOpaniaeT BHUMaHUE Ha TO, KaK
JI100u TOBOPAT 0 poOoTax. ITo cMmemaeT (hokyc ¢ TOro, 4To rOBOPUT PoOOT, HA TO, UTO
TOBOPST JFO/TH.

I'oBopst 0 poboTax

Ilepcnekmuea om mpemveeo auya. IlOCKONBKY pa3BUTHE POOOTOTEXHHUKHU
MIPOJIOJDKACTCS U POOOTHI CTAHOBATCS B OOJIBIIICH CTEICHU “TTHYHOCTSIMU , TU3aHHEPHI U
MOJIb30BATEIN MOTYT MEPEKII0YaThCS C TOYKH 3PEHHs] OT IMEPBOro Juia (B CMBICIE
MOMBITKU MPHUAATH POOOTY YETOBEUECKUN pa3yM) K MEPCIEKTUBE OT TPETHEro JIUIA U OT
0€3TMYHOr0 MECTOMMEHHUS K JIMYHOMY MecToMMeHHuto. Jlroau OoJibllie HE CUHUTAIOT
po0oTa MalIMHOW W HAYMHAIOT 00palaThCcs K poOOTaM KaK B JMYHOCTHBIX TEPMHHAX.
“9T10” cTAaHOBUTCA “OH’’ MJIH “OHA”’. MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO “OH’’ XOYET BHUMAHMS HJIM €JIBI,
9TO “OHA” YTO-TO CO MHOM cJienalia, u Tak jajiee. (AHAIOTHYHBINA MPOIECC TPOUCXOJINT,
KOTIa MBI UMEEM JIEJIO C pa3yMHBIMU JKMBOTHBIMU. HEKOTOpBIE JTFOM TaKKe UCTIOJIB3YIOT
9TOT A3bIK, KOT/Ia pa3rOBApUBAIOT C aBTOMOOHIISIMH U IPYTUMH BEIIAMH).

I'oBopst ¢ poboTamu

Iepcnexmuea om émopozo nuya (Tbl, pOOOT): ClEAYIOMU mAar (KOTOPbIA Takke
MPOUCXOJUT B HEKOTOPBIX OTHOIICHUSIX MEKIY YEIIOBEKOM M KHBOTHBIM) SIBIISICTCS TO ,
4YTO Mbl HE TOJILKO TOBOPUM O poOoTe, HO U ¢ poOoTOM. 31ech pPOOOT MOIHOCTHIO
MPOSIBIISIETCS KaK KBa3UJPYIroM, NMPU3HAETCS KaK KBa3UJPYrol M KOHCTPYHPYETCs Kak
KkBa3upyroil. Peur oOpamieHa K poOOTy, a HE TOJBKO K JIIOJIAM. MBI JIETKO MOXeM
IPEJICTaBUTh cebe 4YesoBeKa, OOpallalolierocs K CBOEMY pOOOTY-KOMIIAHBOHY WIIU
poboTy-napTHepy — “TbI”. UeJdoBEeK MOXKET cleiaTh 3TO TOJbKO C YYETOM TOT0, YTO
“nenmaer” ¢ HUM BHEMIHUW Buj pobora. B To ke Bpewmsi, oOpamiasick K poOOTy TakuUM
o0pa3oM, poOOT M OTHOUIEHUS CTPOSTCS KaK KOMIIAHBOHCKHE M KaK TapTHEPCKUe
OTHONICHHUSI (HUKE MTPUBEACHBI IPUMEPDI, B3AThIE U3 SIMIIUPUUECKUX UCCIETOBAHU).

Ecnu po0OoT mosiBisieTcst Kak KBa3HUCyOBEKT CO CBOMM COOCTBEHHBIM CO3HAHUEM,
NOTPEOHOCTSAMHU, JKETAaHUSIMH U MBICISIMHU, 3TO MOXET JaXKe MepepacTd B BUAMUMOCTh
(xBa3zn) uHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOCTU. ECcin po0OoT oTBeuaeT, co3naercs “nuanor’. Toraa y Hac
CJIOKWJIOCH BIIEYATIICHHUE, YTO HE TOJIBKO MBI TOBOPUM poOOMy, HO UTO Mbl TOBOPUM C
PpoOOMOM — 3TO ONBIT , KOTOPBIA MOX0X Ha Pa3roBOp C APYTMMHU JIIOJbMHU. 31€Ch Mbl
MOXeM OOBSBUTH Hallle B3auMoJieiicTBue “nuckyccueil” umm “Oecenoii”. Jlroaum moryt
Ha3bIBaTh ceOsi U poboTa “MbI” (OT MEPBOrO JIMIA BO MHOXKECTBEHHOM YMCIIE), KOTJa
pa3roBapuBaIOT C APYTHUM: YEJIOBEKOM HWJIM MCKYCCTBEHHBIM. KTO-TO MOXET cKa3aTh:
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“MBI"’ 3T0 00CYKIAIH; “MBI”” XOPOIIIO TIPOBEIH BpeMs (OAHAKO 5 He OY/Ty 371eCh pa3BUBATh
9TO MPEATIOKEHUE U COCPEOTOUYCh B OCHOBHOM Ha B3TJISIE OT BTOPOTO JIUIIA).

Takoil mOAXOJ K YEJIOBEUECKMM OTHOILLICHUSIM MMEET HECKOJIBKO 3HAYEHUM JIst
uccienoBaresneil U u3aiiHepoB B 00JIaCTH COLUANIBHON POOOTOTEXHUKH.

HOCJUIEACTBUA B U3YUEHUU U OLIEHKE
OTHOIIEHUHN MEXJY YEJIOBEKOM U POGOTOM

Bo-nepBbIX, 3TOT noaX0A yaenaseT 00JblII0€ BHUMAHUS TOMY, KaK JIFOJId TOBOPAT O
pobotax u ¢ poboramu. Hamr “paszroBop o po6orax” He SBISETCS HEUTPaTbHBIM, HO OH
UHTEpPIPETUPYeT U (OpMHpYeT HAIIM OTHOIIEHUS C POOOTaMH, OH BBIIOIHSET
TepPMEHEBTUYECKYIO U HOPMAaTHBHYIO (DYHKIIHIO.

DTO MOHMMaHUE MOKET MPOJIUTH HOBBIM CBET Ha CYIIECTBYIOLINE HCCIEAOBAHNUS B
oOnactu conuanbHOM poOoToTexHuku. Hampumep, B uccienoBanuu Tepkin U Apyrux
COO0O0II[aeTcs1, YTO MOXKHIIbIE JIOAM U JeTH pasroBapuBaroT ¢ poboramu (Turkle, 2005;
Turkle et al., 2006 ). Hanpumep, onuH u3 oOuTareneil 1oMa mpecTapesibix TOBOPUT
pobotusupoBanHoii kykiae My Real Baby: “SI mro6mro te6s. Tol mooums mens?” (Turkle
etal., 2006 , p. 357). Ha ocHOoBaHuM 3TOTO U Ipyrux HaOmroaeHu TepKki 3aKiroyaet, 4To
CYILIECTBYET OoIblasi CTENEeHb NPUBSI3aHHOCTH K poOOoTaM Kak K “‘persiuOHHBIM
apredakTam”’, Kak MHCTPYMEHTaM Il IOCTPOEHHUs OTHOIICHHH. OHU MOTYT MOMOYb
o0venuusaTh JroAei. MccrmemoBanme Tepkia Takke TOKa3bIBaeT, 4YTO JIIOJIU
pa3roBapuBalOT € poOOTaMH Kak C ‘“‘BBI3BIBAIOLIMMH BOCIOMHHAHUS OOBEKTaMH
KOTOpBIE HAIIOMUHAIOT UM O JIOJSAX, KOTOPbIE UTPAIOT WM UTPAIA ONIPENEIEHHYIO POJIb
B UX JKU3HU.

OpHaKo psAOM C 3TUMH Coco0aMU OTHOUIEHHUSI C poOOTaMH CYILECTBYET TaKKe
BO3MOXXKHOCTh TOT0O, 4YTO po0OTa CleAyeT paccMaTpuBaTh Kak YHHUKaJIbHOTO
UCKYCCTBEHHOT'O 0py2020, a HE MHCTPYMEHT WJIM BOCIHOMUHAHHME O YEJIOBEKE-JIPYroM.
OT0 “ncnosp30BaHue” ellle HeJOCTaTOUYHO N3YYEeHO, HO Ha HETO yKa3bIBaeT, korna Tepki
HpEeNoiaraet, 4YTo J0A1, Y KOTOPbIX Pa3BUBAIOTCS TAKKUE MPUBSI3aHHOCTH, XOTAT, YTOObI
poOOTHI pa3roBapuBajil C HUMH, HalpUMep, IPOU3HOCUIN WX UMS WM TOBOpUIH: “S
00110 TeOs” , MOXKWJIbIE JIIOJIM MOTYT NMPHUTH K JII0OOBU K poOOTaM, KOTOPBIE O HHUX
3a00TATCS, U 9TO MOXET OBITh CIWIIKOM HEMPHUITHO, €CIIM POOOT HE CKAXKET B OTBET
croa ““S1 o060 Tebs” (Turkle et al., 2006, p. 360). (OxHako OHa MPU3HAET, YTO ITO HE
COBCEM YAOOHO M YTO 3TO IOJHUMAET BOINPOC O MOJIMHHOCTU. Sl BEpHYCh K
aHaAJIOTUYHOMY 3THUYECKOMY BOIpocy Huxke). Kaxercs, 4To oxu1aHe BOSHUKAET BHYTPH
COIMAJIbHBIX OTHOIIEHHI. POOOT craHOBUTCA “ThI” — HE B KA4ECTBE 3aMECTUTEINSA UL
KOTO-TO JPYroro (4To Mbl MOTJIUM Obl Ha3BaTh “‘NIEJIETMPOBAHHBIM BTOPBHIM JIUIIOM”), a
“ThI” B CBOEM COOCTBEHHOM IIpaBe, NCKYCCTBEHHBIM BTOPBIM JIUIIOM, Y KOTOPOT'O €CTh
IIPETEH3Ms Ha “MeHs”’, KaK Ha COLMAJIbHOE CYLIECTBO. Mcxonas U3 TOro, 4ro s cKasai
paHee, Mbl MOXKEM IMOHSTH 3TOT Pa3roBOp ¢ POOOTOM, U3MEHSIOMMKN U (HOPMUPYIOIIUI
OTHOILLIEHHUSI MEXIY 4YEJIOBEKOM M pPOOOTOM KakK COIHalbHbIE OTHOLICHUS: JIIOJH
pasroBapuBalOT ¢ poOOTaMH HE TOJIBKO M3-3a “JTUYHOTO” WIIM “‘COIMATBLHOTO” BHEIITHETO
BU/Ia poOoTa (BO3HMKAIOIIEr0 M3-3a TOrO, 4TO poOOT oO0NamzaeT ornpeaeIcHHBIMH
XapaKTePUCTHUKAMU U CIIOCOOHOCTSIMU K OIPEEICHHOMY MOBE/ICHHUIO); pa3roBapuBasi ¢
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poOOTOM BO BTOPOM JIMLIE, OHU TAK)KE KOHCTPYHUPYIOT €ro Kak KBasujapyroro. Yacmuuno
u3-3a NOOOOHO20 UCNONB306aHUS A3bIKA (HATPUMEpP, HCIOJB30BAHUSA CIOB “ThI” U
“1000Bb”") poOOT OOJbIIE HE KAXKETCS MOKUIOMY YEJIOBEKY KaK OOBEKTOM, a Kak
“KBa3uapyrum’”. ITO CO3/1a€T COUMAIbHYIO PEATbHOCTh: 3TO IMOPOXKAACT OKHUJIAHUSA,
KOTOpbIe (OPMHUPYIOT KBa3MCOLMAIbHbIE OTHOLICHHUS M, CIEIOBATEIbHO, OOJbIIE HE
SIBJISIFOTCSA “TIPOCTO CyObEKTUBHBIMU .

DTO MOKET HE TOJIBKO MTPOJIUTH HOBBIM CBET HA CYIECTBYIOIINE UCCIEAOBAHMS, HO
U MOJICKa3aTh HOBBIE HCCIIEeI0OBATENIbCKIE BOMPOCKL. Hampumep, s peasiaraio npoBepuTh
CIIEYIOIIYIO0 THIIOTE3Y: MPEABAPUTEIBHOE JIMHIBUCTUYECKOE IOCTPOECHUE OTHOILIEHUMN
MEX]y YEJIOBEKOM U pOOOTOM (KaK COIMAIBHOTO OTHOIICHUS ) BIUSET, CO-KOHCTPYUPYET
¢dakTtnyeckoe oTHomeHue. OOBIYHO MCCIEAOBATENM MAHUIYJIUPYIOT (IapaMeTrpamu)
B3aMMOJICHCTBHS, a 3aT€M CMOTPSAT, YTO MPOUCXOTUT C TOUKH 3PEHHS UCIOIH30BAHUS
A3blKa, HallpUMeEp, 4YTO JIIOAM TOBOPAT pobotry. S mpennararo HU3MEHUTh 3TO:
MaHUIYJIMPOBATh JIUH2BUCTNIUYECKOU “‘CPENION”, a 3aTEM MMOCMOTPETh, YTO IMIPOUCXOJIUT C
B3auMoJieiicTBUEM. Hampumep, 4TO OPOUCXOIUT, KOrJAa HHCTPYKTOP YK€ 3apaHee
omnpeaeNseT B3auMOICMCTBHUE KaK “IMYHOE” WIM “COIMalIbHOE” OTHOIICHUE, UCTIOJb3Ys
TaKHe CJI0Ba, KaK “oHa” WM “OH”’, WiK AaBasi poooTy umsa? OTiandaercs Ju pe3yIbTar OT
TOTO, YTO MPOUCXOJUT B KOHTPOJIBHOU Tpymme (T/Ie HHCTPYKTOP HCIOJIB3YET “OHO” H
3aBOJICKOe “Ha3BaHUe” pobota)? Kpome TOro, 9roObI MCCIea0BaTh TePMEHEBTUICCKUI
ACTEKT MOKHO OBLIO OBl MPOBECTU JOITOCPOUYHbBIE UCCIEAOBAHUS OMHOULeHUT YETIOBEKa
U poboTa— BO BCEX MX HHTEpIpETalUsX W HappaTUBaX — B OTJIMYHE OT TEKYIIHUX
KPaTKOCPOYHBIX MCCIICIOBAHUN 83AUMOOEUCTBULL.

Bo-BTOpBIX, MOCKONBKY SI3BIKM M KYJIBTYpPbHI, B KOTOPBIE 3TH SI3bIKK BCTPOCHHI,
pa3ianyarTcs, TAaKOM MOIXOJ, €CTeCTBEHHO, MpeArnojiaraeT oOpamiaTh BHUMaHHE Ha
Ky1bmypHole pasnuyus . Hanpumep, BO MHOTUX JIpYTHX A3bIKaX €CTh HE OJHA, a JABE WU
HECKOJIbKO (hopM BTOpoOro juia. B aHrimiickoM ecTh “yoU”, HO B TOJUIAHACKOM €CTh
pasHuLa Mexay “you” (HedopmanbHbI) U “U” (Oonee (hOpMarIbHBIA M BEXKIIMUBBIN).
Paccmotpum Takke Hemenkue du u Sie, ppanirysckue tU u VOUS wiam xuHad “tum” u
“aap”. [pyrue s3bIKH MOTYT UMETh OOJBIITUN HAOOP JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX M COIUATBHBIX
Bo3MOXkHOCTe. Kakuwe (opMbl HCMONB3YIOTCS U JIEHCTBUTEIBHO  QOJIJHCHbL
HCIIOJIb30BAThCS ISl MCKYCCTBEHHOTO oOpalleHusi K ApyruMm? OTH onucaTeilbHble U
HOPMAaTUBHBIE BOIPOCHI Ba)KHBI, MOCKOJIBKY MX TOYHas (hopMa BBIPAXKAET, HO TaKKe U
COCTaBJISIET, COI[MAJIbHBIE OTHOILLIEHUSI M CTPYKTYphl. Hampumep, HalmMu coBaMHu MbI
MO’KEM TOJIpa3yMeBaTh U 0Opa30BHIBATh OTHOIIEHUS XO3sIMHA U pada WM OTHOILICHUS
KOMIIaHbOHOB. B 3TOM Take ecTh reHIepHbIi aCleKT: KOra Mbl oOpalaeMcsi K poooTy
C TOYKH 3pEHHsI TPETHET0 JIUIA, UCTIONb3YEeM JIM MbI “OH” WM “OHa”?

VY s3pIka €cTh HOPMAaTHUBHOE HM3MEPEHHUE, MPEANUCHIBAIOIIEe HU3MEPEHUE: CIIOBa
CBsI3aHBI CO crIocoOamu AeicTBril. BMecTe ¢ ButreHmreliHoM MbI MOTJIH OBl Ha3BaTh ATH
crocoObI BezeHus nen “dopmamu xu3uu’ (Wittgenstein, 1953/2009). f3sik 1 KyabTypa
TECHO CBA3aHbl. 3HAUEHUE CIIOB OINPEAEISAETCS UCNONb306AHUEM S3bIKA U TIPAKTUKOM; B
TO K€ BpeMs S3bIK Takke (OPMHUPYET 3THU MPAKTUKU. T0, KaK U JUIsl UETO MBI JeJaeM
BelM, (GopMy KOTOPYIO OHHM MPUHUMAIOT (KyJIbTypa), KOTOpas 3aBUCUT OT S3bIKA.
BooOpa3uTe OTHOIIEHUS MEXIy JIOJbMU U poOOTaMH — 3HAYUT MPEACTAaBUTH (HopMy
JKU3HU: Ty, KOTOpas BKIIIOYAET B ce0s OTHOIICHHS YENOBEKa U YeIOBEKa, OTHOIICHUS
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YeloBeKa U poOoTa M OOJIAKO CIIOB M 3HAYCHH, KOTOPHIE UX OKPYXKalT. JTa ¢opma,
BEPOSITHO, YAaCTMYHO OTPAKaeT YEJIOBEYECKUE OTHOLICHMS, O YEM CBUJCTEIbCTBYET
MCII0JIb30BAaHUE JIMYHBIX MECTOUMEHUN. JTO UCIIOJIB30BaHNE UMEET UCTOYHUKOM TO, KaK
JroAM oOpalnaroTes Apyr K Apyry. OfHako HaM TaKkke HE0OXOAUMO U3y4YUTh, MOTYT JIU
OTHOILICHHS MEX/y YEIOBEKOM U POOOTOM TpaHC(HOPMHUPOBATH TO, KAK MBI JIEIa€M 4TO-
TO, U KaKuM 00pa3oM; OHU MOIJIM BHECTH CBOM BKJaJ B HOBYIO (opMy *ku3HH. bosee
TOTO, MBI MOKEM MOIBITATHCS MPEACTABUTh, YTO OBl 3TO 3HAYMIIO, €CJIU ObI Yy poOOTOB
OB CBOM coOCcmeerHbIll 00pa3 ACHCTBUM, €clii ObI OHU pa3padoTalii CBOK COOCTBEHHYIO
¢dopMy (MCKYCCTBEHHOI) )KU3HU.

Ham moxer ObITh TpyIHO 3TO HpPEACTaBUTh. “Pa3zroBop poOOTOB” BO MHOIOM
CBSI3aH C MHUPOBO33PECHUSMHU/OHTOJOTHSIMHA — BKJIIOYAs COIMAJIbHBIC OHTOJOTHH —
KYyJIbTYpBI, B KOTOpO OH HaxoauTcs. Hanpumep, Ha 3anazie Mbl CKIIOHHBI yI€JISATh MHOTO
BHUMaHUSl DPA3JINYUI0 CYOBEKT-OOBEKT, M OOJBIIMHCTBO W3 HAC NPUICPKUBACTCS
UH/IMBUYAIUCTHUECKUX, HE PEISLIMOHHBIX OHTOJIOTHI. POOOTHI OTHOCATCS K KaTerOpUH
“00BEeKT”, a JIOAM — K KaTeropuu “cy0obekT’. B 3TOl COBpeMEHHOU IyaaucTHYecKOn
OHTOJIOTUM HE JOMYCKAIOTCS HHMKAaKHe IepeceuyeHUss WM TUOpPHUAbI;, YUCTOTa
coxpansieTca®. SI3bIkm yxke “comepikar’’ TaKue OHTONOTMM B CBOMX CTPyKTypax. Hama
JUHTBUCTUYECKass TpaMMaTHKa TakXe SBISIETCS MOPAJIbHOW, COLMAIBHOM U
OHTOJIOTMYECKOH “TpaMMaTukoii”. CHOBa pacCMOTPUM MCIIOIb30BaHHE MECTOMMEHUIN U
pasinyue Mexay CyObeKTOM U OOBEKTOM B 3ama/HbIX fA3bIKAX: S3bIK, KOTOPBIM MbI
UCIOJIb3YeM, (GOPMUPYET TO, KaK Mbl UHTEPIIPETUPYEM U KOHCTPYHPYEM COLMAIIBHOE.
OTO yCTaHaBIMBAET OrpaHUYEHUs Ha BOoOpaxkeHHe, (HOPMUPOBAHHE, UCCIICAOBAHUE U
UCIIBITaHUE HOBBIX (DOPM JKH3HH, B KOTOPBIX pOOOTHI O€pYT Ha ce0s pOJIb HCKYCCTBEHHBIX
Opyrux. B To jxe Bpemst A3bIK He sBIsieTcsl GUKCUPOBAHHBIM, M HAILU CJIOBA U KOHIETIIUU
MOTYT U3MEHSTHCS, U U3MEHSIIOTCS B PE3yJIbTaTe U3MEHEHMS COI[MAIbHBIX OTHOILIEHUH.
Hanpumep, Mbl MOK€M HayaTh HCIOJIB30BaTh JIMYHBIE MECTOMMEHHS B pa3roBOpe C
poboTtamu. Kak u3MeHSTCS 3TH OTHOILLIEHUS], YACTUYHO, HO HE TIOJTHOCTBIO 3aBUCHUT OT Hac.
MBI He MO’KEM MPOCTO WIIN MOJHOCTBIO U3MEHUTH Hally Gopmy xku3Hu. CyliecTBOBaHUE
B OINpEAENEeHHOW KyJIbType, NPHUHAUIEKHOCTh K OINPEAECIEHHOMY IOKOJEHHIO,
0COOEHHOCTH JINYHOCTHU U T.II. OYAYT BIUATH Ha S3bIK, KOTOPBIM UEJIOBEK MOJIb3YeTCs, U
Ha TO, KaK 3TOT SI3bIK MEHSETCS (51 BO3BPAIIAOCh K ATOMY MyHKTY).

B-TpeThux, 3TOT MOAXOJ  CIOCOOCTBYET  M3YYEHHIO  H3MEHEHHH  BO
B3aMMOOTHOUICHUSIX MEXIYy 4YeJIOBEeKOM U poOoTOoM. OHM MEHSIOTCS B pe3yJibTaTe
MHOTHX (DAaKTOPOB, HO TaK)X€ YAaCTMYHO MEHSIOTCS M3-3a TOrO, KaK Mbl TOBOPHUM O
poOoTax, 1 U3-3a HAILIUX 3asiBICHUNA 00 ITHUX OTHOILIECHUSX.

OTOT NOJIX0/] BKJIFOUAET U3MEPEHUE BPEMEHH U U3MEPEHHE JINYHOW UJIEHTUYHOCTH:
OH TOJIpa3yMeBaeT, 4TO MOTYT OBIThb ucmopuu/s 00 OTHOUIEHHSX 4YeJoBeKa U podoTa
(BBIMBILIUICHHBIE W TIOJJIMHHBIE), B KOTOPBIX MBI HHTEPIPETHPYEeM H (HopMHpYEM
UJCHTUYHOCTH YeJOoBeKa M PoOOTa M OTHOUIEHHS, B KOTOPBIX 3TH HAEHTUYHOCTHU
BCTPOEHBl. MBI MOXEM HCIIOJIB30BAaTh “OHM’, KOrAa TOBOPHMM O KOHKPETHBIX
OTHOIIICHUSIX YeJIOBEKa u poOoTa WM Jake “MbI” OT mepBoro juia. Hampumep, moau
MOTYT Ha3bIBaTh 4YeJOBEKa M ero poboTa “oHM”, KOIJa KaKeTCs, YTO MEXIy HUMH

4 Cm. Takxe paboty Jlarypa (Latour,1993).
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CYIIECTBYET JUYHAs, COLIMAJIbHAS CBsA3b. TOrJa OTHOIIEHUS IPEANOIAratoT CBOEro poJia
KOJUICKTUBHYIO UJCHTUYHOCTh, TOYHO TaK )K€, KaK Mapy JI0Jei 00beIUHSET CIOBO “OHU”
(“s mymaro, OHHM JOJDKHBI TOXEHHUThCS”) (cM. Takke MOK TOYKY 3pEHHS O
HUHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOCTH B MPEABIIYIIEM pasee).

PazpabotunkaM poOOOTOTEXHUKH M YYEHBIM PEKOMEHAYETCS YYUTHIBATH OTH
acCrmeKThl MPU PACCMOTPEHUH BOIpoca 00 HMCIOJIb30BaHWKM POOOTOB: HCIIOJIH30BAHUE
3aBHCUT HE TOJIBKO OT “00BbeKTa” KakK TaKOBOTO, HO M OT TOI0, KaK 3TOT OOBEKT
MIPEACTABISIETCS JIIOJSAM M KaK 3TO TNPEJCTaBlICHHE omocpeayercs U (opMHUpyeTcs
JOJIbBMU-CYOBEKTAMHU U UX MCIOJIB30BAHUEM SI3bIKA.

Torga ¢ HOpPMaTUBHO-ITUYECKON TOUKH 3PEHUS Mbl MOYKEM CIIPOCHTh: KaK JIFOIH
JOJDKHBI TOBOPUTH 0 poborax? OTBET Ha ATOT BONPOC MOXKET IMOMOYb B Pa3paboOTKe
poboToB. Hammpumep, MOKeT 0Ka3aTbCs, YTO €CTh BECKUE MPUYUHBI, II0 KOTOPHIM MBI HE
JIOJIKHBI JKEJIaTh, YTOOBI POOOTHI BHITJISICTN KaK JIPYTUe WIH KaK JUIHOCTH, YTO MBI HE
JIOJDKHBI JKeJIaTh, YTOOBI JIFOJH 2080pUlU O HUX UIU C HUMU Makum obpazom. YToObI
M3YYUTh 3TOT BOIPOC, TMO3BOJBTE MHE 3aKOHYUTH OOCYXKICHHE OOHUM HTUYECKUM
BO3PaKEHUEM MPOTHUB JTUYHBIX POOOTOB. DTO HE TOJIBKO IMO3BOJIUT MHE CKa3aTh OOJIbIIIE
00 OTHOIIEHUSIX MEXIY YEIOBEKOM H POOOTOM; 3TO TaK)Ke JacT MHE BO3MOXKHOCTH
MOKa3aTh OJUH M3 CIOCOOOB, KaKMM 00pa3oM MpeajaracMblid 3/1eCh IMOAXOJ MOXKET
CIOCOOCTBOBATh U3YUYECHUIO U OLICHKE Ye108e4eCcKUX OTHOIICHUMN.

OBMAHYMUBBIE BO3PA’KEHUA ITPOTHUB JIMUHBIX POBOTOB

OnHO 13 BO3MOXHBIX BO3PAXKEHUH MPOTUB JIMUHBIX POOOTOB (M CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMH
JIMHTBUCTHKO-KOHIIENTYIbHBIX W3MEHEHHH, KOTOPBIE 51 00CYKIall) KacaeTcsi JBOWHOTO
OOBHHEHHSI B TOM, YTO 3TH POOOTHI, OTHOUICHHS MEXIY YEIOBEKOM U poOOTOM,
“pa3roBopbl”’ MEXIy YEIOBEKOM U POOOTOM U T. J. HE Hacmoswue JITAIYHOCTH, HE
Hacmosiwue (CONMANBHBIC) OTHOIICHHS U Pa3TOBOPHI (TO €CTh HEJOCTOBEPHBI), U UTO UX
nepeaaya JrosIM Obl1a ObI 0OMaHOM.

XOTH sl CUMITATU3UPYIO STOMY BO3Pa)KCHHUIO, I COMHEBAIOCh, YTO OHO MPHEMIIEMO
B €r0 HBIHEIIHEH (opMe 1o ciaeyonuM NpUIMHaM. DTO BO3pakeHHe MPEeoaraer, 1o
KpaiiHeir mepe, cienyromiee: (1) uTo pasroBop ¢ Bemamu Bceraa u 00s3aTeIbHO
MOpaJIbHO mpoOiieMaTH4eH, (2) YTO TOJNBKO YENOBEUSCKHE OTHOIICHUS PEalbHBbI,
UCTUHHBI U TIOJTMHHBI, (3) YTO CyIIeCTBYeT OOBEKTHBHASI BHEIIHSS TOYKA 3PEHHS ITO
MO3BOJISIET HAM CYJIUTh O PEaJbHOCTH U UCTUHHOCTH OTHOIIEHUI MEXJy YeJIOBEKOM M
po6oTtom, u (4) 9TO cKazaTh, 4TO poOOT — 3TO BEIIlb, COBEPIIEHHO HE MpobaemMaTnano. Ho
9TH MPENOI0KEHUS CIIEAYET MOABEPTHYTh COMHEHHIO.

Bo-1miepBbIX, MHOTHE JTIOJIM YK€ Pa3roBaprBalOT C BEIIAMH U JIPYTUMH HE-JTFOIbMH,
U 2TO OOBIYHO HE CUMTaeTcs MopalbHOW mpobiemoit. Jliogu pasroBapuBaioT C
pacTeHMsIMH, >KHBOTHBIMH, KyKJIaMH, aBTOMOOWJISIMH, HAaBUTAI[HOHHBIMH CHCTEMaMH,
DVD-meepamu u, kak Tepki yxxe Habmronan B 1980-x rogax, ¢ kommetotepamu (Turkle,
1984)°. Korza moau o6pamaroTcs K COBPEMEHHBIM POOOTaM, UCTIONB3YS TOUYKY 3PEHHS

5 O6paruTe BHUMaHKE, YTO HEKOTOPHIE U3 ATUX CYNIHOCTEH “‘pasroBapMBAIOT C HAMHU ~, HaIpUMep, HaBUTallHOHHAs
cucTeMa B aBToMoOmre. He3aBuCHMO OT TOTO, CI€MyeT JIM CUUTATh 3TO “‘pasroBOpOM’, OH Takke (GOpMUPYET 0coObIe
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ot BToporo Jymia (“Tel”), TMHIBUCTUYECKAs TOYKA 3PEHHUs ocTaeTcs Tou ke. KoHneuHo,
BOILIOIIEHHE POOOTOB U POACTBEHHBIX 00BEKTOB MOOYX AAIOT K O0JIee SMOIIMOHATBHOMY
U COIMAJIbHOMY B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO (Hanpumep, BocnuTanuto, cM. Turkle et al., 2006 , p.
348), HO HEACHO, ITOYEMY TO CaMO I10 ceOe JeIacT pa3roBop ¢ poOOTAMU NPUHYUNUALILHO
Oonee TpoOIEMAaTHUYHBIM C MOPAJIBHOM TOYKHM 3peHus. B oboux ciydasx OOBEKT
BOCIPUHUMAETCSl M pacCMaTpUBaeTcs Kak KBazuapyroi. PoOoTsl, B TOi Mepe, B Kakoit
OHM 0o0Jie€ MHTEPAKTUBHBI, MpeIaratoT 00Jjiee CUIbHBIN “KBa3uJpyroi” oneliT. B 3Tom
CMBICJIE OHHM JIEHCTBHUTENIBHO Oojiee “oOMaH4mMBBHI”. Tpedyercs AaipHEiIIee n3ydeHue
TOT0, KaK MbI BOCTIPUHUMAEM Pa3InIHbIC BUIBI apTe(HaKTOB U KaK OTHOCUMCS] K HUM, HO
Ha TMepBBIA B3MIAA “oOMaH” poOOTOB MO CpaBHEHHIO C “OOMaHOM”, KOrja KTO-TO
pa3roBapuBaeT C PACTEHHWEM, HE KaXKETCs NPHUHIIMIUAIBHO OTIMYHBIM [0 CBOEMY
xapakTepy®.

KTo-TO MOXeET BO3pa3uTh, YTO BCE K€ “BOCIHpusATHE” pPo0OTa HEPEATbHO WIH
HeBepHO. Ho uTo Gosiee peabHO MiIM BEepHO: (aOCTpaKTHOE) OINpeeieHrue podoTa Kak
o0beKTa WM peajbHBIH ONBIT poboTa Kak kBazuapyroro? C KOHCTPYKTHBHO-
(EeHOMEHOIOrMUeCKON TOYKM 3pEHHs] Ha ATOT BOMPOC HET TOTOBOTO U alpUOPHOTO
OTBETA.

[TapagokcanbHO, HO T€, KOTO OOJbIIE BCErO BO3MYINAET MBICIL O Pa3roBOpE C
poOoTamu, AOIKHBI UMETh CUJIbHBIM KBa3uApyroi onsIT. Eciau Obl mtoau AeHCTBUTEIBHO
BEPUJIU, YTO POOOTHI, O KOTOPBIX UJIET PEUb, SBISIOTCS “HIPOCTHIMU OOBEKTaMU”, Y HUX
He ObLTO OBl MOPAJILHBIX MPOOJIEM ¢ pasroBopamu ¢ HUMH. OHH COWITH OBI 3TO “TITyTBIM”,
“HeTckuM”’ WU, BO3MOXHO, Jake “O0e3yMHBIM”’, HO HE COWIM OBl 3TO MOpPAIbHO
npoOJaeMaTUYHBIM. MOpaibHBIM BOMPOC BO3HUKAET TOJBKO TOT/A, KOTJa SIBIICHUE
KBa3UAPYTOro yX€ MMeN0 MECTO. DTHYecKHue MpoOjemMbl BO3HHKAIOT, KOT/a, TOBOPS
(heHOMEHOJIOTUYECKH, POOOT MEepeMEeNIaeTCs B CYMEPEUHYIO 30HY MEXIY OOBEKTOM M
CyOBEKTOM: OH BBITTISAUT “O0JbIe”, 4yeM OOBEKT, HO ‘“‘MEHbIIe”’, YeM CYOBEKT.
Hamnpumep, cexc-poOOTHI MOTYT CTaTh MOPAJIbHO TPOOJIEMHBIMH TOJIBKO B TOM CIIyd4ae,
€CIIM OHU Yoice TPEICTABIAIOTCS Kak KBasuapyrue. Eciu Obl OHM BOCIIPHHHMAIKCH,
npocmo Kak WHCTPYMEHTBI, HUCIOJIb3yeMble B CEKCYallbHBIX JCHCTBUAX, OHU HE
BBI3BIBATIM Obl TAKOTO BO3MYIIEHHS .

Bo-BTOphIX, NpOOIEMAaTHUYHO JM TIOJaratbCsi Ha BHEIIHEE B COIMAIBHBIX
OTHONICHUSIX C MOpaJbHOW TOUKM 3peHusi? BHelHee wurpaer BaXXHYIO pOIb B
YeJI0OBEYECKNX OTHOMIEHHUSIX. MBI He Bcerma ‘“‘IelcTBUTEIBLHO 3HaeM™ IJIIOAEH, C
KOTOPBIMH MBI 00IIIaeMCsI, HO BHEIITHEE CMA3bIBACT HAIIIM MEXKYEJIOBEUECKHE COI[UATbHbIE
oTHouieHus. KoHedHO, MBI MHOTJa TOBOPHUM, YTO KTO-TO KaXKETCA GHeuiHe TaKUM U

OTHOILICHUS] MEXY YETOBEKOM M TEXHOJIOTHEH, KOTOpble pa3BUBatoTCs. ECTh MHOTO crioco00B, KOTOPBIMU apTedaxT
MOXXET “00IIaThCs” ¢ HaMH, U, HO-BUIUMOMY, KQK/BII U3 HUX BIUSET HA TO, KaK MBI JIeJIa€M YTO-TO ¥ BOCIIPUHUMAEM
OKpY’Karollyto cpeny. Takxke oOpaTuTe BHUMaHHUE, YTO OOIIEHNE POOOTOB MOXKET YaCTHYHO MIPOUCXOAUTH C MOMOIIBIO
“s13p1Ka Tena”. Ecam KOHCTPYKTOPEI poOOTOB BOOOIIIE XOTAT IMUTHPOBATh YeI0BEeUeCKOe OOIIeHNE (OHU MOTYT C/IeNIaTh
Jpyroi BEIOOp An3aifHa), TO BaXKHBIH acCIIeKT, KOTOPBIH CIeayeT MPUHATH BO BHUMAHHE.

6 EAMHCTBEHHOE MCKITFOUYCHHE, O KOTOPOM 5l MOTY JIyMaTh, — 3TO BO3MOXKHOCTB TOT'0, YTO HHOT/IA JIIO[M Pa3rOBapHBAIOT
¢ poboTaMu WM PacTeHUSIMH HE MOTOMY, YTO pPOOOT, pacTeHHE WM IPYroil 0OBEKT BBHILIIUT KaK KBa3H-APYTOH, a
MOTOMY, YTO OHH HCIIOJIB3YIOT €T0 KaK HHCTPYMEHT JUIsl YIOPSIOUMBAHUS CBOUX MBICIIEH, TS pa3roBopa ¢ HIMH. CaMH ,
9T00Bl WMETh BHYTPEHHHH JHAior — AEHCTBUTENBHO IyMmaTh. Torma poOOT IOSBISETCS KaK IIPEACTaBICHHE
“BHYTpEHHEr0” IapTHepa M0 TUAJIOTY, OH “HHTEpPHAIN3YeTCs” KakK IPOODKEHHE BHYTPEHHETO pa3roBopa.

7 JleBH MOMEIIAET CEKC-POOOTOB B MICTOPHIO MpUCTIOcoOeHuit aiist cekca (Levy, 2007)..
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TaKUM-TO, 8 OeliceumenIbHOCmU K€ 4eJI0BEK TaKOi-To U Takor-To. Ho kak onpenenuts
HacToslIlee, UCTUHHOEe WM no/uiHHOe? EcTh M y Hac mpsAMOH AOCTyH K YHUCTOM
PEaTbHOCTH, K UCTHHE O JIMYHOM SApe, K MOATUHHOMY “a1”°? OTBET Ha 3TOT BOIPOC, IO
KpaliHel Mepe, 00JIee CIIOXKHBIN, YeM MPEANoaracT BO3paKeHHE.

B-TpeThux, OJMH #3 OTBETOB HA O3TOT W3BEUHBIH (UIOCOPCKUN BOIPOC
cienyrouuii. To, 4To y Hac ecTh HABEPHsIKA, — 3TO BHEILIHEE MIPEJICTABICHUE O pPOOOTaX,
0 caMux ceOs, Kak JIIOJMX, U O HAallUX OTHOHICHUSX C poOoramMu. CMOKEM JIM MBI
HOJYYUTh JOCTYI K 4eMy-au00 elle, 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, €CTh JU Y HAac OOBEKTHUBHAs
BHEUIHSS TOUKA 3pEHMS 3a Mpe/ieIaMi OTHOLIEHUH, KAKUMU OHM KaxyTcsa HaMm. OJITHaKo
KaK Halll B3[JIAJ Ha 4YeJOBEYECKHE OTHOILEHMs, TaK M Halll B3MJIAJ HAa OTHOLICHMS
YyeJIoBeKa U po0O0Ta HE CTOUT MOJHOCTHIO OTAEIBHO OT CaMMX ATHX OTHoIIeHUuU. Cienys
apryMeHTaM, U3JI0KEHHBIM B IPEAbLAYIINX pa3JiesiaX, Hall OTBET J0JDKEH 3aKIH04aThCs
B TOM, YTO HaIlIM pa3roBOPbI C JIIOJbMU U HAIIM Pa3roBOPbl C poOOTAMHU HE SIBIISIFOTCS
HEUTpabHBIMU 110 OTHOIICHUIO K TOMY, KaK Mbl OIpe/ieNIsieM PealbHOCTh U MCTUHY, a
TaKXke Kak U (popMUpyeM 3TH OTHOILIEHHsI. DTO HE 03HAYAET, YTO 3TUM TEPMUHAM HEJb35
npuaBaTh HUKAKOro 3HaUY€HUs, a CKOpee TO, YTO 3HaHUE PEeaJbHOr0 MM UCTUHHOTO O
JIOASX ¥ poOOTaX HE OYEBHJIHO, HE TAHO U JIOJDKHO OBITH TIIATEIBHO CKOHCTPYHPOBAHO
C Y4€TOM KOHKPETHOTO OIbITa KaK 00pa3bl B OTHOLICHHUSX.

B-uerBepThIX, cKazaTth, 4TO pOOOTHl “ABIAIOTCA” “OPOCTHIMU’ OOBEKTaMH,
HETpUBHAILHO W HeOe3zomacHo. Kak ciemyer u3 mpeaslayliero oOCyKIeHHs, Halle
CONPOTHUBJICHUE OOPALICHUIO K pOOOTaM U pa3roBopy ¢ podotamu copmupoBansl (1)
HAIllUM OIIBITOM, pabOThl ¢ POOOTaMM Kak MPOCTHIMU MallMHaMH (IOJOOHO TOMY, Kak
JlekapT MOT BOCIIPHHUMATH JKUBOTHBIX TOJBKO KaK MalIdHbI) U (2) HAIIUM 3amaJHbIM
B3IVIAJIOM HA OTHOLICHHMS MEXIy JIOAbMH U HEYEIOBEYECKHMH CYIIECTBaMH,
OCHOBaHHBIM Ha OHTOJIOTUH, KOTOpasi JIeNaeT CTPOroe pazinune o0beKkTa U CyObeKTa u,
CJIeZIOBATENIbHO, UCKJIIOYAeT BO3MOXKHOCTh “THOPHJIOB”, TAKMX KaK POOOTHI B KauecTBe
kBa3uapyrux. OJHAKO, XOTS HAll TEKYIIMH ONBIT W KOHIENTyaJlbHbIE OCHOBHI HE
MO3BOJISIIOT HaM MO-JIpyroMY B3IJITHYTh Ha POOOTOB, 3TO MOXKET U3MEHHUTHCA B OyAyILeM.
ITo Mepe pa3pabOTKH U UCIOJIB30BAaHUS HOBBIX BUJOB POOOTOB HAIll SI3bIK U HAIl OTBIT
MEHSIOTCS ¥ B3aMMHO BIMSIOT Jpyr Ha Apyra. Ecau Mel mpuMeM BO BHMMaHHUE 3TOT
KYJIbTYpHBIN U JMHAMUYECKUI aCTIeKT B HAIIUX OIEHKAX, ’TO MOKET C/IEIaTh STH OLEHKH
MeHee CTaOMUIIBHBIMH, Y€M Mbl XOTEIHU Obl, YTOOBI OHM OBLIM C TEOPETUUYECKON TOUKH
3peHus,

Taxum 00pa3oM, XOTS 3TH IKCIIEPUMEHTAIbHbBIE U KOHIENTYalbHbIe U3MEHEHUS He
MOJIHOCTBIO 3aBUCAT OT HAC, MOCKOJBKY Mbl HE MOXEM IOJIHOCTBIO KOHTPOJIHPOBATH
pa3sBUTHE TEXHOJIOTUH, COIMAIILHOTO ONbITA, KYJIbTYPHOTO 3HAUYEHUS U JMYHOCTH, 3Ta
MO3HIINS HE 03HAYAET, YTO MBI JIOJDKHBI HEKPUTUIECCKH MPUHUMATH TEXHOJOTHUECKUE U
JIMHTBUCTUKO-KOHLIENTYaJIbHbIE U3MEHEHUs. [lepesl HaMH CTOUT STUKO-TEXHOJIOTHUECKast
3aJa4ya — IMOMbBITAThCS HANPaBUTh M CHOPMUPOBATH 3TH HU3MEHEHHUS B IKEJIAEMOM
HanpasieHud. OJJHAKO Halla 1edb HEe MOXET ObITh ONpesesieHa ¢ 0ObEKTUBHONW TOUYKH
HUOTKy/Ma. BmecTo 5TOro, B paMKax HaIIUX TEKYINIMX CTPYKTYp, MBI JTOJKHBI
UCCIIE/I0BaTh, PEACTABIATh U OLIEHUBATh PA3JIMYHbIE BO3MOXHOCTH YeJIOBEKa U poOoTa:
pa3Hble BUJIbI pOOOTOB 1 OTHOIIEHHS MEX/1Y YEJI0BEKOM U pOOOTOM, BOZMOXKHO, Pa3HbIe
¢dopmbl Ku3HU. KOHEYHO, MBI MOXEM CUECThb HEKOTOpPbIE BO3MOXHOCTH 3THYECKU
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HenpuemyIeMbIMU. TeM HE MEHEe, UHTYULIHS U [IEHHOCTU, HAa KOTOPBIE Mbl B HACTOSIIIEE
BpeMsI TT0JIaraeMcsl P OIIEHKE 3THX BO3MOYKHOCTEH, He (DUKCHPOBAHBI, HO TAK)KE MOTYT
MEHSTBCS MO MEPE U3MEHEHHUS BO3MOXHOCTEHW M PEAbHOCTH. MBI MOKEM H3MEHHTh
Hallld EHHOCTH WJIM UHTEPIPETUPOBATH UX MO-APYTOMY, KaK TOJBKO MOSIBATCS IPyTHe
BO3MOXHOCTH JUUI1 B3aUMOOTHOLIEHUW. MBI MOXEM NPUUTH K CYKICHUSAM TOJIBKO B
paMKax »TOT0 JWHAMUYHOTO, HCTOPUYECKOTO U HMHTEPIPETUPYEMOTO MOpPAJIbHO-
TEXHOJIOTMYECKOr0 COo3Be3aus. B oTCyTcTBHE BO3MOXKHOCTH IPUWTH K BEYHBIM H
0OBEKTUBHBIM HMCTHHAM, HAIllM CYXJACHHS BCETJa JOKHBI OCTABaThCsl BPEMEHHBIMHU U
YSA3BUMBIMU ISl KPUTUKU U BO3PAKEHUM.

3AKVIIOYEHHUE

B or1oii crathe s uccienoBall JMHIBUCTUKO-TEPMEHEBTHYECKHI IIOBOPOT K
U3YyYEHHUIO M OIIEHKE OTHOIIEHUI MeX1y uesloBeKoM U poboToM. Takum oOpaszom, s
OTKpbUI MEPCIEKTUBRY, KOTOpask OTJIMYAETCA OT HAYYHOI'O “‘00bEKTUBHOIO” MOAXO0AA, HO
B TO K€ BpeMs KacaeTCsi KOHKPETHBIX MTPAKTHUK, OIBITA, UCTOPUI U Pa3rOBOPOB MEXIY
YeJI0OBEKOM M POOOTOM.

Hekoropele poOOTHI MNpPEACTABIAIOTCS Kak apTedakThl, KOTOPbIE CO3AaI0TCsS
COBMECTHO, M0 KpaillHeill mepe, cieayroluM o0pa3oM: OHU OJTHOBPEMEHHO SIBIISIFOTCS
WHXCHEPHBIMU KOHCTPYKLMSIMHU U COLIMATIbHO-TMHIBUCTUYECKUMHU KOHCTpYyKUUsAMU. Mx
HOSIBJIEHHUE CO3/1A€T JIMHIBUCTUYECKH OIIOCPE0BAHHBIE COL[MAJIbHBIE OTHOLIEHUS. SI3BIK,
KOTOPBI MBI UCHIOJIb3YEM, II03BOJISIET HAM B3IVISIHYTh Ha POOOTA C pa3HbIX TOUEK 3PEHMUSL:
A3BIK, KOTOPBIA MBI UCIIOJIb3YEM, pAaCKphIBaeT poOOTa KaK “3ITO”, HO MHOTJA U KaK “Thl”.

Kakoii mogxon k podoTtaM MMEET 3MHUCTEMOJIOTHYECKUI npuoputeT? YTo BepHee:
“3710” M “TbI”’? XOTS 51 COUYBCTBYIO T€M, KTO OTBEUYAET “3TO”, 5 OJ03pEBAl0, 4TO 3TO
HENpPaBWIbHBIM BOIPOC, €CIIM Mbl paccMaTpuBaeM (KOHCTPYMPOBAHHWE 3HAHUU B)
KOHKPETHBbIE MPAKTUKU 4YeloBeka M poboTta. OueHb MOXOXKE Ha ecewmanvm-
TnepeKiIioueHne’, Mbl OUeHb XOPOIIO MOJKEM MEpeKTIOYaThCs MEKIY STHMH TOUKAMH
3peHus (HO Mbl HE MOKEM BHUJIETh MX OJHOBPEMEHHO), U HU OJMH U3 2eumanbmos He
MMEEeT dMUCTATHYECKOro Npuopurera. B 3aBUCMMOCTH OT KyJlIbTYpPBI U SI3bIKa, B KOTOPBIX
MBI JKUBEM, Ta WJIM MHAasl TOUKA 3peHust OyJeT UCIOJIb30BaThCs Yallle, HO HeT HUKAKOro
ArpUOPHOTO MOPSIIKA MEXTY POOOTOM-BEIIBIO M POOOTOM-KBA3UIPYTHUM.

Takum o0Opa3oM, MpU3HAHME JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOTO KOHCTPYHUpPOBaHMS POOOTOB U
OTHOULIEHUH MeXJly poOOTaMy OTpaHUYUBAET U PACHIMPSAET cBOOONY OAHOBpeMeHHO. C
OJIHOW CTOPOHBI, HAIllM MPAKTUKU U MBILIUIEHHE YK€ BCTPOCHBI B KYJIbTYpY, B (DOPMBI
s)ku3Hu. C Ipyroi CTOPOHBI, OCO3HAB “TPaMMAaTHUKYy U O TO, YTO OHA JEIAET C HAMH, MbI
MOKEM TOIBITATbCA PACIIMPUTH HAIl S3bIK W MBIIUIEHUE, UCCIELYs IOCIEICTBUI
MPUMEHEHHUS COIIMANIbHBIX POOOTOB U IPYTHX TEXHOJIOTHUH.

Opnaxo ecTb I 9muyeckuti IPUOPUTET B OTHOIIEHNHN UCIIONIb30BaHUS s13bIKa? EcTh
JIM MOpaJIbHBIE Mpeiesbl JMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOMY BooOpakeHHIo U npakTtuke? Hampumep,
npoOJIEeMATUYHO JIH C MOPAIbHOU TOYKU 3PEHUS UCIOJIB30BATh TOUKY 3pEHUS “ThI” B
oTHomieHuu aptedakrta? M3 mpenpiaymiero o0Cy)AeHUS BO3paXeHUs 00 OOMaHE MbI

8 Cm. Taroke KOHIETIHIO “MyJIbTHCTAOUIbHOCTH Alijie
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MO>KEM CEJIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO UCIIOJIb30BAHUE “ThI”’, IO KpailHEel Mepe, HE 04e8UOHO T0KHO
C MopanbHOW TOUYKH 3peHHs. OJHAKO MOXKET CIYYUTbCS TaK, YTO B OTHOILIECHUU
HEKOTOPBIX TEXHOJOTUN HEKOTOpPbHIE BUJbBI UCIOIB30BAHMS SI3bIKA U JaK€ HEKOTOPBIC
(bOopMBI )KM3HU MOpaJIbHO HEMpUEMIIEMbl. MOXET CIy4UTbCSl TaK, YTO OIHHU (HOPMBI
JKU3HU TPEANOYTHTEIbHEE APYruX. B mo0oM ciydae, galbHEHIINE pa3MBIIUICHUS 110
STOMY MOBOAY JOJKHBI YYUTBIBATh TO, KAaK Mbl pa3roBapuBaeM C BellaMu (OOBIYHO HE
BOCIIPHHUMAEMbBIMHU KaK MOpaibHas TIPpo0ieMa), poJib BHEIIIHETO B OTHOIICHUSIX MEXITY
JTOAbMHU  (OMSTH ke, OOBIYHO HE paccMarpuBaeMasi Kak OYeHb IMpoOieMaTH4Hasi ¢
MOpaTbHOW TOYKH 3pPEHUS), CIIOKHBIE SMUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHE MPOOIEMBbI C TaKUMU
MOHITUSIMH, KaK pealibHOe, HCTUHHOE U ayTEeHTUYHOE, a TaKXKe JUHAMUYECKas MPUpoa
TEXHOJIOTHYECKUX, COIUATBHBIX, S3BIKOBBIX U KYJIbTYPHBIX BO3MOKHOCTEH.

XoTsi 3TO 00CYyXJAE€HHE TOAHMUMAET MHOMXECTBO JIOMOJHUTEIBHBIX BOIIPOCOB,
MPEUIOKEHHBIN 3716Ch COUATBHO-(hEHOMEHOIOTHYSCKHIA TIOIX0/] U “TMHTBHCTUYCCKUIT
MOBOPOT” KAXYTCS MHOTOOOCHIAIONIMMH KOHIENTYalbHBIMA HMHCTPYMEHTAMHU IS
YIY4IICHUS] HAIIerO MOHMUMAaHUsl TOTO, YTO MPOUCXOJUT, KOT/Ia MBI pa3rOBAPUBAEM C
poboramu. Kak TakoBble, OHHU MOTYT 3()()EKTUBHO HHPOPMHUPOBATH, IOIMOJHATH H,
BO3MOYKHO, TIE€pECMaTPUBATh CYIIECTBYIOIIUE SMITUPUUECKUE TIOIXO/IbI B UCCIICTIOBAHUSIX
B3aMMOJICHCTBYS U COLMANBbHON poboToTexHHKe. OHU TakKke MOTYT TOMOYb (uocodam
POOOTOTEXHUKH OCMBICIIUTh M OLICHUTH “JIMYHBIC” U “‘COIMATbHBIC” ACTEKThI KU3HU C
poboramu. OHM MOTYT HHPOPMHUPOBATH MOJIB30BATENEH O Pa3HOOOpA3UU PEIIePTyapoB U
TOYEK 3pEHHUs, KOTOPbIE MOKHO HCIIOJIb30BaTh B OTHOIIEHUHM poOoTOB. M nmaxe ecnu
CIICHApWH, YIOMSIHYThIE BO BBEIEHUH, OCTAHYTCS HAy4HOH (haHTACTHKOM, MBI MOMXKEM
MIePEHECTH HEKOTOPHIE BHIBOJIBI U3 3TOT'0 OOCYK/ICHUS HA TOHUMaHNE HAIIIUX OTHOIIEHUN
C IPYTUMU TEXHOJIOTUSIMU U apTedaKkTamu.

Haxomertr, nmo6ast peKOHCTPYKIHS 00BEKTa MOXKET MOBIUSATH HA KOHCTPYHUPOBAHUE
oOwvekta. [losBnenue wu mpuHiATHE OoJee  “AMYHBIX” WIA  “COLMUAIBHBIX
JUHTBUCTUYECKUX PEMEPTyapoB B MPAKTHKE ‘“deIOBEK-pOOO0T’, MOXKET (PaKTUUECKH
U3MEHUTh TOHUMaHHe CyObeKTOM caMoro ce0s. Ecmu po0oT mosBisieTcss Kak
KBa3uApPyroil, TO YEIOBEK-CyOBEKT OOJblle HE MOXET TIOHMMaTh celds Kak
“nmonp3oBarens’”’, Kak TOT0, KTO yIpaBisieT poO0TOM-MHCTPYMEHTOM; BMECTO 3TOTO OH,
BEPOSITHO, 3aHOBO MEPEOCMBICIIUT Ce0s KaK COLUAILHOTO aKTOpa, KUBYIIETO C (U Tepe
IJla3aMHi) HMCKYCCTBEHHOTO COIHMalbHOTO “‘Apyroro”. Takum o0pazoMm, pasroBop ¢
poboTaMu MEHSIET Pa3roBOp O JIOJSAX — BO3MOYKHO, TAKXKE U € JIOJIbMU. SI3BIK, KOTOPBIi
MBI UCIIONIb3YEM, PAaCKpBIBa€T M (POPMHUPYET COIMAIbHBIE OHTOJOTHH, B KOTOPBIX MBI
JKUBEM, B TOH K€ Mepe, OH PACKPBIBAECT U (POPMHUPYET HAC CAMHUX.
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Abstract

This commentary concerns the concrete use of linguistic terms to describe the technical other, the robot,
and its relationship to humans. There are many characteristics that a robot can have that are very similar to
humans and interpersonal relations, but they are not human, they are quasi-human. This phenomenon is,
amongst others, constructed and interpreted linguistically, but on the other hand, there is no linguistic term
that could describe it unambiguously, so it can only be studied in direct human comparison, in a quasi-
human way. In this comment, it is demonstrated why the use of the quasi is problematic and suggests that
the phenomenon can instead be analyzed in a techno-philosophical-phenomenological context within the
framework of the Sobject-approach. The term sobject describes a kind of technical objects to which humans
can have deeper relations than to conventional objects. Therefore, it provides space to study the
phenomenon on a phenomenological level, without the need for a permanent direct human comparison. —
This is one of six commentaries on a 2011-paper by Mark Coeckelbergh: “You, robot: on the linguistic
construction of artificial others.” Coeckelbergh‘s response also appears in this issue of Technology and
Language.
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AHHOTANUA

JlanHbIif KOMMeHTapHii K TekcTy Mapka Kekxens0epra “TwI, poOOT: 0 IMHTBUCTHYECKOM KOHCTPYHPOBAHUH
HCKYCCTBEHHBIX JIpyTHMX~ KacaeTcs KOHKPETHOTO HCIOJIb30BAHUS JIMHIBHCTHYECKUX TEPMHHOB JUIS
OINMUCaHUsI TEXHHYECKOTO JIPYyroro, podOTa, W ero OTHOUIEHHS K JIOAAM. Y po0OOTa MOXET ObITh MHOTO
XapaKTEePUCTHK, KOTOPHIE OYEHb MOXO0XH Ha YEIOBEYECKHUE M MEKIMYHOCTHBIE OTHOLICHHUS, HO OHH HE
YEeJIOBEUECKHE, OHM KBa3WYEIOBEUECKHWE. OTO SBJIEHHWE, CPEOW MpPOYEro, KOHCTpyHpyeTcs |
UHTEPIPETUPYETCS TUHTBUCTHUECKH, HO, C JPYTrO CTOPOHBI, HET JTUHI'BUCTUYECKOTO TEPMHUHA, KOTOPHII
Mor Obl OomMcaTh €ro OJHO3HA4YHO, MO3TOMY €ro MOXHO H3y4aTh TOJBKO B IMPSIMOM YeOBEYECKOM
CpaBHEHHUHM, KBAa3WYEJIOBEUECKMM 00Opa3oM. B 3TOM KOMMEHTapuu MOKa3aHO, MOYEMY HCIIOJIB30BAHHE
"kBa3u' mpoOIEeMaTHYHO, U TIPEAIIOIATACTCS, YTO BMECTO 3TOTO (PEHOMEH MOXKET OBITh MPOaHATN3UPOBAH
B TEXHO-(HI0cO()CKO-(HEHOMEHONIOTHYECKOM KOHTEKCTe B paMKax OOBEKTHOTro Moaxoja. TepMuH
“COOBEKT” ONMCHIBAET CBOETO POJA TEXHHUYECKHE OOBEKTHI, ¢ KOTOPBIMH JIOJM MOTYT MMETh Oojee
riryOOKHe OTHOIICHHUS, YeM C OObIYHBIMU 00bekTaMu. TakuMm 00pa3oM, OH IPEOCTaBISIET MPOCTPAHCTBO
JUId U3y4YCHHs SBICHUS Ha (PEHOMEHOJIOTHYECKOM ypOBHE 0e3 HEeOOXOTMMOCTH IOCTOSHHOTO HPSMOTO
YeJI0BEYECKOT0 CpaBHEHUS. — DTO OJIMH U3 IIecTH KoMMeHTapueB K ctatbe 2011 roga Mapka Kekenn6epra:
“TbI, poOOT: O IMHTBHCTUIECCKOM KOHCTPYHUPOBAHUHN UCKYCCTBEHHBIX Apyrux”’. OtBeT KekennOepra Takxke
OITyOJIMKOBAH B 3TOM BBIITyCKe XypHaia “TeXHOJIOTHH U SI3BIK .

KiaroueBble ciaoBa: OTHomeHHs denoBeka U pobOota; S3bik; DeHoMeHOoNIoTus;
Texuuueckue gapyrue; OOBEKTBI W COOBEKTHI; VICKYyCCTBEHHBIN  HHTEIUIEKT;
I'epmeneBTHKA
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Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiycka “Koncmpyuposanue po6omoe 6 a3vike u Kyavhype

INTRODUCTION: A MISSING TERM FOR THE QUASI OTHER-
PHENOMENON

In his article about the linguistic construction of artificial others, Mark
Coeckelbergh (2011) talks about two “linguistic-phenomenological ‘glasses’ or
repertoires” (p. 63) to describe the others or their relations to humans. On the one hand,
there is an ontological view, which strictly separates subject and object and labels every
technique, every robot as an object, a thing, while humans are clearly subjects. But on the
other hand, we have a social ontology that allows a kind of ontological hybridity of
human-robot relations (Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 63). This second approach and the
perception of a hybridity seems to be fruitful and important because it provides a space
for discussion about a new kind of phenomenon. To describe this phenomenon of an other
and the relation to humans, Coeckelbergh uses the following linguistic terms: the quasi-
other, the artificial other, the artificial companion, a quasi-objective reality, a quasi-
subject, and a quasi-social relation. These terms describe a phenomenon that allows a
relation between humans and robots that goes beyond the relationship with conventional
objects. We see that it is necessary to describe this phenomenon in linguistic terms, but it
is unclear which words are the right ones or which are more suitable than others. Based
on Coeckelbergh's linguistic-hermeneutic analysis, | would like to focus on this novel
phenomenon, which has become increasingly important in recent years.

THE PROBLEM WITH THE QUASI

A social-phenomenological linguistic-hermeneutic approach provides space to
philosophically investigate the phenomenon of quasi-others and quasi-social relations.
But what does the quasi mean in these phrases? It seems like the quasi represents
something real (in the human sense), but it's just not really real because it's technical and
not human. There are human-like interactions with the quasi-other, so we can't just speak
of the object or the other. This shows that we need language to describe the phenomenon,
but also that linguistic terms are not sufficient. We always have to speak of quasi or
human-like and can describe the technical possibilities exclusively in comparison to
humans. However, the abilities and characteristics of quasi-others are often not
comparable to those of humans. And here the problem also arises because the linguistic
terms are not sufficient. Let us take the example of the terms think or intelligent. We
describe technical intelligence as artificially intelligent, which often leads to the claims
that artificial intelligence is better compared to human intelligence. This involves, for
example, comparing the ability to calculate and concluding that machines could calculate
better. In the context of artificially intelligent machines, it is also said that the machines
could think faster or better when processing data. But machines and humans are not better
or worse, they simply have a different way of thinking respectively processing. There are
clear differences between artificial and human intelligence, mainly in the way they arise.
But in the way of appearance and results, the two types can be very similar or even the
same. This can also be seen in Searle's Chinese Room example or the Turing Test, which
Coeckelbergh also talks about (2011, p. 64). But the crucial factor at this point is not only
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the way we speak about and to robots and robot-human relations, but also that linguistic
terms are missing to describe this quasi-phenomenon. So, on the one hand, we have a
phenomenon that arises from the use of language and the way we talk about and to robots.
On the other hand, there are these human-like quasi-relationships, and there is a lack of
appropriate linguistic terms to describe and recognize these. Therefore, it is important to
consider what the phenomenon is concretely. And that is why it can be helpful to
reference this with a new, phenomenological, techno-philosophical term. The use of
language co-constructs and co-interprets this quasi-phenomenon, but then this social-
phenomenological phenomenon is there and we have to deal with it. | propose the term
sobject to describe the relationships between human subjects and this specific kind of
technical other from a phenomenological perspective.

A PHENOMENOLOGICAL SOLUTION:
THE SOBJECT INSTEAD OF QUASI

The sobject can have relationships with humans that are similar to those with other
humans and are especially different from conventional subject-object relations. It is based
on Simone de Beauvoir's phenomenological approach, in which she describes subjects as
setting (setzend) themselves and opposing (entgegen-setzen) other objects (1949/2015).
In contrast, objects cannot set themselves, but are set by the subject. In this way, objects
are passive and subjects are active. This results in interrelations between subjects and
objects.! When Coeckelbergh speaks of the robot as a thing, this easily fits into these
interrelations and the robot would be nothing more than an instrument for the human. It
(or sometimes we would say “he” or “she®) is an object and the human is the subject. But
the robot-as-quasi-other does not fit so easily into this classification and this is why the
quasi-phrase is used. Moreover, Coeckelbergh talks about social and quasi-social
relations. So, there is a kind of technical object that can enter into a kind of social
relationship with humans that goes beyond the relations to conventional objects. Using
the term sobject, this type of relationship and quasi-other can be described.
Coeckelbergh's (2011) text focuses on robots that can live with humans (sharing a form
of life), perhaps do tasks for them, and interact with them in some way (2011). These
(social) robots can actively oppose the human subject and thus enter into the described
interrelations with them. However, since we are dealing with technical artefacts and not
humans, the main differences between the subject and sobject are the way in which the
human-like characteristics are created. As with intelligence or think, it can be stated here
that the result or appearance of humans and robots can be the same or similar, but is
generated differently in each case. The appearance is similar, and yet not the same. We
can only perceive the form of life that we know and that we can describe linguistically.
The proposal to use the word sobject does not serve to replace the quasi, but allows a
discussion and investigation of the phenomenon on a phenomenological level. It creates

! This approach also has many references to the phenomenological-existentialist tradition and shows
similarities to the phenomenology of Merleau-Ponty, Levinas and Sartre. Even though objects can exist
without subjects, the focus here is on subject-object relations, which are different from subject-subject
relations (Ullmann, in press).
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awareness of what already exists by mentioning it by name. We can recognize and
acknowledge that, in addition to subjects and objects, there are also sobjects with certain
qualities that are not to be understood exclusively in comparison with human
characteristics. And that is the reason why there must be a separate and clear term for the
phenomenon, allowing it to be differentiated from the human and from the objective
things. Especially the comparison to humans is not sufficient, because robots and
machines are not human and have other possibilities and characteristics. And to give
space for the description of these special characteristics, we need a vocabulary that is
adapted to them. In this way, a variety of problems can be solved or, at least, their focus
can be shifted. For example, we would no longer have the problem of robots being
smarter than humans, because they are not comparable and just different in that aspect.
Also the ethical doubts regarding the sociality of robots would shift, since they could not
be social or even ethical in the human sense, and there should not even be that claim. I
would argue that there can be a social relationship between humans and machines, but
the machines interact socially on a technical level that is different from the human level.
So, they can't make ethical decisions in the human sense or make decisions in general.
They have their own different way of doing such things. And we should always be aware
of that. Coeckelbergh (2011) asks a question that goes in a similar direction: “We may
try to imagine what it would mean if robots had their own way of doing things, if they
developed their own form of (artificial) life” (p. 65). And with regard to ethical questions
he assumes that in regard to them the phenomenon, the quasi-other, the sobject, already
exists and is recognized, because otherwise these questions would not arise at all. Hence,
the sobject can put the focus on the novel technical phenomenon and provides that this
kind of own way of doing things and the own form of (artificial) life can be researched.
This research would be phenomenological, but makes use of linguistic terms, which goes
hand in hand with Coeckelbergh's general understanding of the relation between language
and technology. Moreover, as he suggests, other questions arise from the
phenomenological-linguistic investigation that should be discussed. Should we assign a
gender to robots or (artificially intelligent) technologies in general? We already say "he"
or "she" to them or even refer to ourselves and (our) sobjects as "we." With the help of
the sobject-approach and a form of existence which is different from human and
conventional objects, we can imagine introducing a new pronoun as well.

LANGUAGE AS A CONSTRUCT OF GENDER

To be sure, it is not only through the use of personal pronouns that we construct a
reality in which robots have a gender. That this is more complex can be seen, for example,
in the German language. Here, the term "der Roboter" is used to refer to robots in general,
so that it is linguistically natural to speak of "ihm" (him) or "er" (his). But gender is
constructed by much more, which manifests also in language. When robots are given a
human-like appearance that is male or female, and are also given a male or female name,
we assign a clear gender to this technical artefact. For example, the digital communication
system Alexa is referred as "she™ and her answers are "hers." Her femininity is constructed
through the female name and voice, which is then reflected in language use. Thus, these
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and similar problems possibly arise because the sobject category is not accepted. If it were
accepted, perhaps there would be the possibility of not declaring techniques as female or
male, but having their own term. As long as technology can be perceived, understood and
interpreted only in direct comparison to humans, artificially intelligent social
technologies will only be seen as human-like, but not human, instead quasi-human.

CONCLUSION

It becomes clear that there is a phenomenon that can be well described and shown
on a phenomenological level, and which Coeckelbergh already points to through a
linguistic-hermeneutic construction. However, the phenomenon is not only manifested by
language and draws attention to the fact that we lack linguistic terms to deal with it. To
overcome the limitations of our constructions and interpretations of reality, the Sobject-
approach allows us to focus on relationships with robots and technological others in
general, and also to describe them detached from immediate human comparison.
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Abstract

Robots, Bourdieu, Kant, and Sex — Coeckelbergh’s philosophy of technical assemblages has it all. This
commentary considers his early work “on the linguistic construction of artificial others” in light of his later
elaboration of a general theory of human-technology interaction. Coeckelbergh draws on “habitus”-theory,
virtue ethics and a historically recontextualized Kantianism to propose nothing less than a new general
moral philosophy for the technoscientific age. In so doing, he also conjures up something beguilingly
elusive if not impossible — a pluralist personalism. Readers vested in pluralist accounts of agency and
epistemic contingency will appreciate his invoking Bourdieu and Kant, thinkers prioritizing communalist
over particularist interests. Readers of a personalist bent will welcome the voluntarism of his moral
regimen — they like their reality served up in person-shaped bits, a perspective that prioritizes self-direction
and self-possession. Two for the price of one: here everyone feels affirmed. Coeckelbergh appears to take
the defining parameters of experience to be wholly contextual and, in equal measure, intrinsic. In squaring
the circle, he also showcases a lurid scenario: sex with robots. The electrifying effect of this bold
composition is to set the mind racing toward a position more coherent and less familiar than pluralist
personalism. Central to this position is a conception of Gemiit as emergent reflexivity. Its consideration
takes us via Immanuel Kant and Kant-Culture Research to such strange aberrations as corporate
cannibalism and cyborg pillow talk. — This is one of six commentaries on a 2011-paper by Mark
Coeckelbergh: “You, robot: on the linguistic construction of artificial others.” Coeckelbergh‘s response
also appears in this issue of Technology and Language.

Keywords: Commodified agency; Gemiit; Kant-culture research; Digital cannibalism;
Personalism; Kantbot
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AHHOTanus

Po6otr1, Bypns€, Kant u cekec — B punocodun TexHmuecknx coeauHeHmnit KekenpOepra ects Bce. DTOT
KOMMEHTapuil paccMaTpuBacT €ro paHHIOI padoTy “NO0 JIMHIBHCTHYECKOMY KOHCTPYHPOBaHHIO
HCKYCCTBEHHBIX JIPyTMX~ B CBETE€ €ro Oosiee Mo3MHEH pa3pabOTKH OOIIedl TEeopHH B3aMMOICHCTBHS
yenoBeKka M TexHomoruw. KekempOepr onmpaercs Ha TEOpHIO “‘TabuTyca’, 3THKY IOOpOJCTENH H
HCTOPHYECKH PEKOHTCKCTYaJIM3UPOBAHHOE KaHTHAHCTBO, YTOOBI MPEIUIOKUTH HE YTO MHOE, KaK HOBYIO
o0myro MopanbHY0 (umocoduio anst TexHoHaydyHOH smoxu. [locTymas Takum oOpa3oM, OH Takxke
BBI3BIBAET B BOOOP@XXEHUH YTO-TO COOJa3HUTEJIBHO HEYJIOBHMOE, €CJIIM HE HEBO3MOXKHOE, —
IUTIOPATUCTUYECKUH MepcoHaIu3M. YnuTaTeny, CKJIOHHBIE K IUTIOPAIMCTUYECKUM B3IJIs1aM Ha areHTHOCTh
U 3MUCTEeMUYECKyI0 KOHTHHICHTHOCTB, OLEHAT ero cchliku Ha Bypase n KanTa, MbIcnuTeneil, KoTopbie
CTaBIT KOMMYHAJIMCTCKHE HWHTEPECH! BBIINIE MAapTUKYIAPUCTCKUX. UHUTaTeNH € NEpPCOHATUCTUYECKUMU
HaKJIOHHOCTSIMU IPUBETCTBYIOT BOJIFOHTAPU3M €0 MOPAJIBHOTO PeXHMa — UM HPABUTCS UX PEalbHOCTD,
NpeJCTaBICHHAs B BHUJAE HHIUBUAYaJbHBIX 4YacTell, NepcleKTHBa, KOTOpas CTaBUT BO IJaBy YyrIJa
caMoynpaBiieHne U camooOnamganue. [[Ba o IieHe OXHOTO: 371eCh BHIMTPHIBAIOT Bce. Kekennbepr, mo-
BUINMOMY, CUATAET ONPE/IEIIIONINE TapaMeTphl ObITa IOJHOCTHIO KOHTEKCTYyaIbHBIMU M B pAaBHOH Mepe
BHYTpeHHUMH. KBanpartusupys Kpyr, OH TakXkKe JEMOHCTPUPYET CCHCAIIMOHHBIN CIIEHapHii: CeKC ¢
po6otamu. BozOyxnaronmii 3¢(GexT 3Toi cMenoi KOMIO3UIMHA COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI 3aCTaBUTH yM
yCTpEeMHUTHCSI K OoJiee IOCIeNOBaTEeNbHON W MEHEe 3HAKOMOM IO3MIMH, YeM IUIIOPATHMCTHYECKHI
nepcoHanu3M. LleHTpanbHOE MECTO B 3TOW MO3MIMHU 3aHUMAaeT KoHuenus Gemiit Kak 3MepHKeHTHOU
pednexcuBHoctn. Ero paccmorpenue mnpuBomur Hac uepe3 Mmwmanymna Kanta u uccnenoBaHus
KaHTOBCKOH KyJBTYpbI K TAKMM CTPAaHHBIM a0eppanusaM, Kak KOpIOpPaTHBHBIM KaHHHOATIN3M U HHTHMHBIE
pa3roBops! KUOOPTroB. — DTO OAMH U3 IIecTH KoMMeHTapueB K cratbe 2011 rona Mapka Kekens0epra: “Tbl,
poOOT: O JMHIBUCTUYECKOM KOHCTPYHMPOBAaHMM HCKYCCTBEHHBIX Ipyrux’. OtBeT KekennOepra Taxxke
orny0JIMKOBaH B 3TOM BbIycke xypHaia “Technology and Language”.

KiroueBble cioBa: Gemiit; KanToBckue wuccnenoBanusi KynabTypbl, Lludposoit
kanHuOanu3Mm; Ilepconanusm; Kantoor

BuaaropapHocts: Craths Oblla HammcaHa B KOHTEKCTE TEOPETHYECKOTO MOAYJS (pUHAHCHPYEeMOTO
dhoumom VW npoekra «Commodified Agency: ConnanbHOe MPOCTPAHCTBO U IIEMTOYKA CO3AAHUS [ICHHOCTH
(POBBIX HaHHEIX» B JIIOHEOYpPICKOM yHHBEpCHUTETE Hey(%aHa. 51 xotena Obl mobnaronaputs CaliMoHa
Hladdepa (KemOpumxcknii yausepcuret, Bennkoodpuranus), Yiubsda Byrrenura (Yuusepcurer Jleydana,
JlroneOypr), Kapen Pyodhd Kpamep (Crondopnackuii yausepcuret), Jssuna Kpamepa (Breicmias mkoma
Onuc-Canomon, bepnua) n @apuc Ans-Mamar (BTY, KotOyc) 3a ux ocTpble KOMMEHTapUH U ILEIpOe
ydacTHe B HAMMCAaHUM CTaTbu. S Takke xoTtena Ob1 mobiarogaputsk Ansdpena Hopamanna (Texamueckmii
yauBepcurer [Jlapmmranta) u Mopun benacku (Belaski Design) 3a mpopoipkutenbHble Oecesbl O
pa3yMHBIX CyLLEecTBaXx.
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THE CANNIBALISM SPECTRUM

In analyzing “the linguistic construction of artificial others,” Mark Coeckelbergh
(2011) has written what sounds in part like a plea for the rights of robots. He petitions the
reader — cast in the mode of George Herbert Mead’s (1949) “generalized other” (cf.
Dodds et al., 1997) — to lower the threshold between us, animate and inanimate, human
psyches, and smart automata. Coeckelbergh urges a re-evaluation of the ontological status
habitually attributed to our savvy dummies. Having made these lifeless alter-egos to look
and sound and respond like one of us, we must now, so Coeckelbergh, achieve the piece
de résistance and learn to treat them as quasi-persons, pseudo-sensate beings akin to
ourselves. His concern is not for the spiritual health of robots, since Coeckelbergh is not
a sci-fi fantasist, but rather for the wellbeing of their human consorts: you, me, them.
Treating others as you wish to be treated yourself is a principle of such weighty ethical
validity that it applies as a normative imperative beyond the bounds of human interaction,
pace Coeckelbergh, to include the sociable relations we entertain not only with certain
animals but with robotic associates as well.

Coeckelbergh advances big picture worldviews, not bounded contentions. It feels
right and proper to respond with aesthetic sallies. These shall take us through the garden
of earthly delights, if your heart throbs for art history (see e.g. Belting, 2005; Gombrich,
1969), flashing in red neon in the nether regions of his radar. | will, in the following,
tender a few of my favorite likes — but, when all is said and done, we will find ourselves
following Coeckelbergh on to his chosen terrain, namely sex with robots.

To his credit, Coeckelbergh does not deflect from the significant challenge that the
human-robot interface poses to conceptualizing agency (Balibar & Laugier, 2014), one
of the most intractable issues in the history of ideas. He shuns those far-fetched scenarios
afflicting much transhumanist literature where a world is imagined in which artificial
intelligence takes command and humans become entirely obsolete or reduced to mere
machine fodder.* The problem with this genre of dystopic reverie is that it demonizes the
machine, drawing attention away from the true offender: rapacious humanity. Humans
are wont to consume each other in furthering what are arguably misconstrued conceptions
of autonomy. This is a creature that enslaves its own in promotion of particulate ends
beneficial to a single person, or a cohort defined in terms of family, gender, race, nation,
culture, class, or some other tag of exception. Recognition of this propensity has given
rise to an intricate iconographic practice that classes our species amongst beasts of prey.
Humanity feeds on living things from across the great chain of being, end to end. Viewed
in structural, if not nutritive terms, all cultures are to some extent “cannibalistic” — at least
this can be said of human cultures defined by enterprise as well of the hierarchical type
in the sense of Mary Douglas (1996) — with fractional lifeforce being forever syphoned
off and canalized for purposes others than personal flourishing.

Capitalist economies beholden to enterprise culture, whether based on market- or
on mono-/oligopolistic anti-market structures, that bow at the altar of competition or

1 For an iconic treatment of this fear, see Soylent Green, a film by Richard Fleischer (1973).
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already hold monopoly control (on the “anti-market” structures of capitalist economies
see Wallerstein, 1991; Braudel, 1979, 1982, 1984) have a penchant for such feral
principles as might is right and winner takes it all. “Corporate Cannibalism” and “Market
Cannibalization” are standing phrases in the western business world that betoken
commodity distribution effects, specifically price signaling around supply and demand.
It seems grotesque that “cannibalization” (Sridhar Moorthy & Png, 1992;
B2Bwhiteboard, 2018) has for decades been an established marketing concept that
appears in affirmative business speak instead of problematizing a ravenous system of
production that feeds on its producers. In passing as impartial, this atavist locution
normalizes a deplorable state of affairs: the history of slavery and trade in humans across
ages and continents for gain, be it economic or libidinal (Ddrmann, 2020, especially the
chapter Zur Gewalt- und Widerstandsgeschichte des dienstbar gemachten Menschen:
Einleitende Bemerkungen, pp. 9-36). The trope of cannibal consumption would aptly
designate the inhuman, enslaving practices of capital?> were it not already co-opted to
define a minor, neutralizing economic mechanism. This is vivid language that fails to
name the elephant in the room: unsentimental regimens optimized around treating
humans as commodities devoid of humanity. A critical concept is needed, which can
designate those protocols of exploitation that serve to distribute the exercise of agency
unevenly. Roberto Simanowski’s (2010) concept “Digital Anthropophagy” would be a
contender except for its conceiving the assimilation in purely semiotic terms. Such narrow
theorizing disregards labor relations and asymmetric exchange (Nigro & Stubenrauch,
2021). It ignores human suffering. When electronic machinery displaces core appetitive
needs — as to be witnessed at present — a more thorough reckoning with the obscenity of
our Anthropocene ecologies seems in order (von Xylander, 2020). “Commodified
agency” —a research project based at the Leuphana University Liineburg, which examines
the digital data value chain in relation to predatory online surveillance — names a potent
current manifestation of this equally entrenched as exploitative mode of cannibalistic
practice (von Xylander, 2021).

Technology furthers predator tactics. It is worth recalling that Czech playwright
Karel Capek introduced “robot” into the English language when his 1920 play R.U.R. was
translated. Robota means “forced labor” in Czech; it is derived from rab which means
“slave.” We need not exult in a cult of ferocity, as Oswald Spengler (1931) does in Man
and Technics, to recognize the savagery that has been unleashed in human history by
technological advantage. While Spengler’s (1918/1991) Decline of the West plots out
grand patterns of violence in preordained eurhythmics of cultural cycles, his
contemporary Theodor Lessing (1919) in History as Giving Meaning to the Meaningless
deflates this myth of purpose. Lessing traces the imperialist stratagems and aspirations of
German high modernism to power differentials rooted in the bald advantage of technical
capacity. Historical interpretation, in this view, amounts to a political instrument politely
embellished with meta-narratives of human advancement. A vast body of work from the
history and philosophy of science and technology can put these matters into more granular

2 Anti-colonial opposition has employed literal cannibalism to ward off colonial cultural encroachment
(Bar et al., 2016).
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focus. For now, suffice it to say that technological innovation modifies historical
contingency (Galison, 2008). Whereas the ability to invent problem-solving contrivances
certainly alleviates acute burdens of survival, day by day, that is not the sole cumulative
effect. Climate change aside, technology also tends to black-box motives and interests,
already built into the organized forms of labor practice, whose engineered outputs will in
turn reinforce the operative biases in question (Mokyr, 2005). The abject bleakness of this
outlook on technological innovation involves a type of “cannibalism” in which
conceivably even a vegan could be a culprit.

If hope has a future, it derives from history. A brief digression on commonality will
illustrate the point. Let us call to mind that cannibalism refers to a special case of ingestion
where hunter and prey are of the same kind. Said dietary practice with its corollary modes
of conviviality has undergone a cultural history as varied as all culinary arts since
primitive humans began to prepare food, fireside, roughly 2 million years ago
(Wrangham, 2009). Some European writers in the early modern period, commenting on
anthropophagous practices encountered in voyages to distant places, concluded that
humans the world over regard one another as mutually saturable.® A narrative genre arose
in western travel writing that expounded on this essential symmetry and cast the
indigenous brethren as prototypically human. They, too, followed rules of propriety and
these were equal in prohibitory force to the ruling mores recognized in the occidental
hemisphere, even and especially when eating other people. Cannibal stories abounded at
the time, and they were used with subversive intent by critics such as Montaigne and
Voltaire against European Church and European Empire. A great shift in the tenor of
discourses on cannibalism came about in the wake of institutional change associated with
the politics of Enlightenment: Colonialism, racism and evangelism demonized the
practice of eating one’s own and condemned cannibals as decisively and irredeemably
inhuman (Lestringant, 1997).

People find ways and means of overcoming thresholds of estrangement that are
striking in variance and ingenuity. Claude Levi-Strauss reflects on the concurrency of
alienated encountering in a magnificent passage from Race and History. His observations
apply beyond the ethnographic horizon of the immediate example to the brusque means
by which humans come to know one another in general:

In the Greater Antilles, some years after the discovery of America, while the
Spaniards sent out investigating commissions to ascertain whether or not the
natives had a soul, the latter were engaged in the drowning of white prisoners, in
order to verify through prolonged watching whether or not their corpses were
subject to putrifaction. (Levi-Strauss, 1952)

Levi-Strauss (1955/1992) later repeated this story at much greater length in Tristes
tropiques where he cites a Spanish account of Indians who “eat human flesh and have no
form of justice.” In his view, constitutive non-reciprocities thwart the very possibility of
compassionate beginnings:

3 For a reality check on European cannibalism, see for example Noble (2011).
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The whites trusted to social science, whereas the Indians had confidence in natural
science; and while the whites maintained the Indians were beasts, the Indians did
no more than suspect that the whites might be gods. Both attitudes show equal
ignorance, but the Indians’ behaviour certainly had greater human dignity. (Levi-
Strauss, 1992, pp. 76-77)

His insights have far-reaching implications for how to think about indigenous
Amerindian ontologies (Viveiros de Castro, 2014, pp. 50-51; Siewierski, 2007; Canejo,
2006). More importantly, however, the tableau of mutual misunderstanding raises
conceptual issues concerning what it might mean to engage, robustly, with robots. Will
our man-made counterparts prove to be man-eating in the final analysis? And should they,
on that account, be held in higher or lesser esteem than cannibal brethren of our own
species?

Coeckelbergh enjoins us to treat robots as quasi-others. The stakes of misjudging
the dalliance are high. It behooves us to ask whether these uncanny others are following
rules and whether these rules are of the same order and dignity as the rules agreed amongst
ourselves, meaning human cannibals of all stripes and colors. Where along the spectrum
from gods to beasts might our lookalike artifacts belong? The epistemic practices and
technical infrastructures that make the robotics industry possible command respect — they
stand as a shrine to applied reason. But this still leaves wide open the question of how to
frame those stratified modes of processed personhood, which, in being systemic to human
cognition, pervade the panoply of modern operating systems. Our built environment
evinces an increasing concentration of capital and power. Technoscience devises ever
cleverer mechanisms for funneling income and wealth into the hands of few at the
expense of many (Alvaredo, 2018; Di Guilmi et al, 2003; Cook & Frank, 2013).

Technology optimizes with purpose. In so doing, it also produces a secondary
effect: strategic circumvention. Technical mediation affords “creative” ways of
accounting for modes and impacts of harmful extraction and, thus, confuse the allocation
of responsibility (Feyerabend, 1987). You need only look to news reporting after any
plane crash (Galison, 2000) or current attempts to regulate the corrosive impact of social
media on the public sphere to see how technical systems are designed to insulate those
who profit from extant arrangements from bearing the cost of malfunction (Levine, 2018).
The technoscience-propelled capitalist economies we inhabit are rigged. The means of
production cannibalize. The mechanical contraptions on which we are reliant partake of
a pragmatic logic that favors privilege: we find ourselves ensnared by industrial-strength
tackle that tracks our every move, privatizing profits and socializing costs. Agency here
manifests in the orchestrated logics of the mechanoid causalities we put in place.

HABITUS IN CODE

Robots grace our lives with their material presence. As artefacts, they are comprised
of hardware, software, wetware. Most ethereal of these elements is the software
component, which is also most relevant to Coeckelbergh’s discussion of “the linguistic
construction of artificial others.” Software is language, more specifically a relay of
languages. Executable “statements” undergo consecutive translations as they are
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processed into ASCII code and byte-shape lettering. The lines a robot utters out loud are
dwarfed by the lingual cogwheels set in motion to output the speech act. Although these
languages are useful in limited technical contexts only, they are ubiquitous in that they
supply the very functionality of computational machinery the world over. Every human-
machine encounter, every software team, is configured around their lexical affordances.
Computer code crosses time zones and national borders in synchronizing workflow. Yet,
unreason persists through the churning logic of command line processing. Written in
modules by teams of people, code proliferates “atoms of confusion,” these are “small
patterns of code that have been empirically validated to be difficult to hand-evaluate by
programmers,” linger through updated versions (Gopstein, et al., 2020).

An unspoken understanding between coders, users, suppliers, and investors
pervades the product design chain, a latent consonance of expectations. Expert systems
in the sciences in general and Al in particular hinge on what is not said, what is taken for
granted, what is assumed. These tacit assumptions, conventions for “doing things
together,” (Ryle, 1945; Polanyi, 1958, 1966; Collins H. M., 2010)° coordinate the same
working relations from which they arise. The sociological mystery is this very
cohesiveness. How does a field whose parts are not and probably cannot be prearranged
summon up such dynamic equilibrium? Devices made to maximize the marginal rate of
profit reconfigure themselves as devices made to offer silent reassurance: “How old are
you?”’; “Old enough to be your assistant.” Coy tools of suasion play at vulnerability: “I
love you!”; “I hope you don’t say that to those other mobile phones.” It’s the unspoken,
tacit, self-evident cogency of trust — that silent core of cognition — which makes quipping
equipment potentially unsafe.

Coeckelbergh seems to share this intuition. For elsewhere he enlists Bourdieu’s
theory of habitus in deconstructing the social ethics of human/robot dealings. For him,
the “linguistic construction of artificial others” includes non-verbal behaviors that
“highlight the temporal, embodiment, and performative aspects of virtue” (Coeckelbergh,
2021, p. 31). Yet, considerable dissonance impairs the case he wants to make. Bourdieu
is a thinker known for his criticism of the fallacies of “scholastic reason” in ethics and
“moralism” (Bourdieu, 2000, pp. 9, 65). He repudiated “personalism” in the Catholic
tradition of Christian theology (Bourdieu, 2000, pp. 132-134). So, it comes as a bit of a
surprise when Coeckelbergh cites this sociologist-philosopher of “field-capital-habitus”-
theory in support of his own personalist approach. In attempting to square the circle, he
does not hesitate to recruit Alasdair Maclntyre, whose positions do not align with those
of Pierre Bourdieu, in casting about for “a more comprehensive virtue ethics of
technology that is fully relational, performance-oriented.” (Coeckelbergh, 2021,
Abstract). One wonders whether the unstated core of his enquiry is to exalt the moral in
the human-machine interface.

4 See further publications listed here: Atoms of Confusion. Understanding source code misunderstanding, a grant
supported by the National Science Foundation. https://atomsofconfusion.com/publications.html [retrieved 19.2.2022]
5 The relevance of implicit conventions and tacit knowledge as bases for cooperation is a main assumption of pragmatist
symbolic interactionism in sociology, reflected in the title of Howard S. Becker’s (1986) book Doing Things Together.
Tacit knowledge also constitutes a paradigm in economics (Favereau, 2019).
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It is said that the examined life is the only life worth living — but 24/7 surveillance
is not what is meant. This earthly frame was not made to compete with the mainframe.
“Virtual reality” denotes an arena of digital action, to be sure. But, taken literally, “virtue”
also denotes code of honor, the regulating principle of right and wrong, good and bad.®
Coeckelbergh’s take on how to attain a higher “moral standing” is profoundly person-
centric: he foregrounds “not just our ‘mental’-cognitive dispositions but also our
comportment/performance.” He treats mental and behavioral predilections as expressions
of individuated agency, which with his references to authors of the Thomistic tradition
renders his moral philosophy a variant of Personalism, “a system of thought which
regards or tends to regard the person as the ultimate explanatory, epistemological,
ontological, and axiological principle of reality” (Williams & Bengtsson, 2020).

Coeckelbergh inverts Bourdieu in citing him. Whether this interpretative maneuver
be deemed sly, misguided, or a postmodern game, suffice it say that Coeckelbergh reads
Bourdieu against the grain of his expressed theoretical commitments. Bourdieu (2000)
gives short shrift to the personalist paradigm of moral and analytical theoretical enquiry:

If ‘personalism’ is the main obstacle to the construction of a scientific vision of
the human being and one of the focuses of past and present resistance to the
imposition of such a vision, this is no doubt because it is a condensed form of all
the theoretical postures — mentalism, spiritualism, individualism, etc. — of the
most common spontaneous philosophy, at least in societies of Christian tradition
of us by persons’ saints, geniuses and heroes. (p. 132)

Bourdieu (2000) takes Personalism to be symptomatic of a particular worldview:

It [...] encounters the immediate complicity of all those who, being concerned to
think of themselves as unique ‘creators’ of singularity, are always ready to strike
up new variations on the old conservative themes of the open and the closed,
conformism and anti-conformism, or unknowingly to reinvent the opposition,
constructed by Bergson against Durkheim, between ‘orders dictated by
impersonal social requirements’ and the ‘appeals made to the conscience of each
of us by persons’ saints, geniuses and heroes. (p. 132)

Bourdieu’s (1996) objections to philosophical Personalism underly his critique of
mainstream phenomenological and pragmatist traditions in sociology (conversational
analysis in ethnomethodology, symbolic interactionism):

Contrary to what might be believed from a naively personalist view of the
uniqueness of social persons, it is the uncovering of the structures immanent in
the precise form of words constituting an individual interaction that alone allows
one to grasp the essentials of what makes up the idiosyncrasy of each of [the
subjects in conversation] and all the singular complexity of their actions and
reactions. Thus understood, conversational analysis reads each discourse not

6 For an aesthetic rendering of this conceptual conflation, see the video artwork Codes of Honor by Jon Rafman
(2011).
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solely in terms of its specific structure of interaction as a transaction, but also in
terms of the invisible structures that organize it. (p. 27)

Bourdieu’s key insight, which he substantiates in evidentiary terms, is that
“invisible structures” permeate and frame the surface of visible interactions between
agents. Their very individuality — their uniqueness as social persons — hinges on positions
in social space, social fields and dispositional configurations, which themselves testify to
a vast array of social, cultural, and political partialities upheld by a deep grammar of
structural arrangements always already encoded in operative terms of engagement —
material and imaginary. Selfhood is but an enabling illusion where mind is matter and
matter never minds. Contrary to what commonsense might assume, individuals are not
the least but the most networked nodes and socially enmeshed particles within extant
patterns of exchange.

Agency can assert itself inadvertently and oblivious to overarching implications.
Consider a French example. Paris, 2019: A major restructuring of a French insurance
company was underway. Robotic processing agents were to be introduced. Management
had to chart out new taskforces. Working out the requisite budget needs, it became clear
that costs had exploded. Machine operators were being introduced to economize on
expensive claims processing. But the opposite happened: Overhead exploded. Upon
evaluation, it turned out there had been a mismatch in the configuration of active
imaginaries. The logistical group responsible for mapping the future processing protocols
onto real-world office layout had calculated the required floor space in people terms.
Senior officials ordered an abundance of new workstations; the resource allocators treated
each workstation as a separate employee. One group pictured the new workforce as so
many functional nodes, a tree of procedural routines; the other group conceived workers
as living, breathing, bodies needing to be accommodated in an office arrangement. The
fact that, unlike human personnel, these new “workers” would not need to be equipped
with their own desks, office chairs, and toilet facilities had been overlooked. Costs went
off the charts. Logistical rationalization had resulted in cost escalation. Ethical agendas
collided: optimizers treated the robots as efficient modules to be inserted in a field of
organized activity; site planers saw future robot colleagues whom they approached with
Coeckelberghian respect. Yet, the creature needs of these new co-workers extended no
further than a working electrical wall socket, space for air circulation, and an adequate
provision of cooling fans in the event of high room temperature. Although the company
must here remain unnamed, the episode is real.

Competitive rivalries press for efficiency gains. Administrative oversight swells in
the effort to lower cost of service delivery faster than other providers. Massive
redundancy looms. Our commercial dynamics agitate against the expansion of human
resources and favor the introduction of robot alternatives. Downward pressure on human
employment is simultaneously upward pressure on the delegation of work to automated
agents. The redistribution only computes if fewer resources are allocated to service these
operators than to human workers for the same output. From a corporate perspective,
robots are logical hires precisely because they are not “quasi-others”. The beauty of these
problem-solving devices is that they don’t make demands on our ethical attention span.
Humans’ ability to consider the needs of others has limits. Ethical awareness is something
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we acquire in the exertion of articulating our humanity; its expression in behavior
demands self-abrogation. “Others” worthy of consideration as full ethical actors is a
flexible category — and the extent to which we honor their humanity will depend on mood,
circumstance, and much else. Untold “others” never register as subjects at all. They are
viewed as objects that have no ethical standing. How these lines of demarcation are drawn
will vary from setting to setting — this ethical relativism afflicts the real world and the
immersive world equally.

Coeckelbergh considers social robotics in arresting anthropomorphic detail, namely
on the example of the sex robot. This foregrounds the physicality of the interface. In so
doing, he brackets the virtual realm of online sex work, such as proliferation of Camgirls
and Camboys (Knight, 2000; Senft, 2008; Flynn, 2021), no doubt much expanded under
the inflationist pressure of pandemic doldrums since the essay here at issue appeared in
2011. The body-positive skew of his robot voyeurism introduces a misleading circularity.
After all, the sex robot not only serves to rehearse consumer behaviors, but its very
existence already instantiates scripts associated with a consumerist culture trained on
prostitution and the delights of readily available pornography in Western societies. One
step removed, there are chatbots, those relatively disembodied robots of online Q&A.
They service a lexical exchange with no immediate physical instantiation. Virtual voice
assistants take the abstraction even further in the direction of ethereal robotic ministration.
As the corporeal vanishes, pure voice still carries vestiges of gendered embodiment. The
synthetic “female” voices of Siri, Alexa and “The GPS Girl” of Google Maps carry sexist
connotations rooted in the history of women’s subjugation and the silencing of their labor
of care (Woods, 2018; Bergen, 2016; Munn, 2018). This would also explain why, as
market research indicates, “male” synthetic voices seem less pleasing and
accommodating. Two sides of one gender coin (Crowell et al., 2009). Not only the sound
quality of these voices but also the inflection of speech, the choice of words, the use of
flattery, flirtation and other mannerisms perpetuate a language game that Bourdieu casts
as primordially hierarchical (Bourdieu, 2002, pp. 189-203; Bourdieu, 1996-1997). Be that
as it may, an incorporated dualism appears to have been rehearsed over millennia of
person-on-person contact (West, et al., 2019). Today it reverberates in the online hall of
mirrors whose attendant machinery replicates master/slave disparities that have accrued
for ages (Haraway, 1991).

ROBOT TALK

Coeckelbergh fastens on the phenomenon of sexual “robot talk.” The coinage is
telling, it styles the activity in question as interplay akin to “pillow talk,” “dirty talk,”
“baby talk,” and “double-talk.” Sex robots certainly seem to avail themselves of some if
not all these modalities of talk. Coeckelbergh is most worried about the element of
deception in our suspension of disbelief towards the quasi-humans of our own creation.
He argues cogently that there is something “dishonest” in the way we address humanoid
machine. This fraudulence, he contends, requires ethical correction and demands
normative attention. “Robot talk” straddles an uncanny valley of inauthentic agency and
its corrupting influence could imperil all talk in which we engage.
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Maybe. But the label “robot talk” suggests another possibility. What if this isn’t
“talk” of the analytic kind whose utterances are subject to truth values that can be assessed
by means of modal logic and judgements of veracity? This may be talk of a more
rudimentary kind, a signifying practice within the basal choreography of consciousness.
This “nonsense” talk with its poetic cadences may be every bit as attentive to the stirrings
of collective agency in a composite sensorium as the serious talk of a philosopher of sexy
robots to the movements of personalist liking. Indeed, nonsense talk may be even more
attuned to whisperings of sweet nothings and the play of tongue-in-cheek deception. Talk
rooted in sentient mind hinges on reason-encultured beings who use language in conjuring
the worlds of meaning they coinhabit. Meaning, be it consensual or contested, thus
understood is approximate, an art of sense attribution continually being revitalized by the
parties involved. Talk in this constitutive human sense is always making and unmaking
itself as subjective realities negotiate degrees of connectivity amongst themselves.

The talk that hovers around robots, pillows, dirty doings, and double dealings
exemplifies the semiotic principle of the “essential indexical” (Perry, 1979, 2020; for an
alternative explanation of indexical mobility see Millikan, 1990), a quality of language
that cannot be paraphrased away as John Parry points out. His classic example of the
indexical effect stems from the world of shopping and self-service grocery stores and,
perhaps not coincidentally, shares defining attributes with the automated subjectivity here
at issue. In Perry’s (1979) presentation the problem appears as follows:

I once followed a trail of sugar on a supermarket floor, pushing my cart down the
aisle on one side of a tall counter and back the aisle on the other, seeking the shopper
with the torn sack to tell him he was making a mess. With each trip around the
counter, the trail became thicker. But | seemed unable to catch up. Finally, it
dawned on me. | was the shopper | was trying to catch. (p. 3)

Robot talk, too, is a moving target. When | attribute subjectivity to a robot, it may
dawn on me that I am the subject whose traces I’ve been following with my shopping
cart. Being felt language rather than lexical or figurative, it partakes of a semiotic
fuzziness peculiar to behavioral referentiality in general where meaning is context
dependent. Wittgenstein’s directional arrow is another case in point: it indicates towards
the sharp end by force of convention alone (see Wittgenstein, 2009, §454). Behavior is
indexical to the extent that it involves meaning type rather than meaning token. This
complicates the referential essentialisms that robot engineers must presuppose in building
self-steering navigation systems, and that some robot philosophers might wish to impute
to self-esteeming moral dogma.

The “lexical indexical” phenomenon opens realms of sense-making that need not
pass the threshold of meaning-making. In the case of pillow talk, for instance, murmur
extends a moment of ease in which the dissolution of selfhood has been most enjoyable.
In the case of dirty talk, words introduce a level of make-believe where participants
encounter the temporary suspension of selfhood. In the case of baby talk, utterance
provides remedial training in selfing, to coin a verb, activating that human prompt system
used to establish connection not to convey meaning via an extant channel. But double-
talk, or doublespeak, most dramatically reveals the true multiplicity at the heart of agency.

92
soctech.spbstu.ru



Technology and Language Texnonoruu B uadocdepe, 2022. 3(1). 82-103 i
Y

This language — deliberately ambiguous, obscure, misleading — strikes the chord of that
scrambled personhood populating the self. Talk of this kind computes to the extent that
personal unity is a compound thing, an aggregate gathering of distinct voices who hear
different calls and entertain conflicting positions at the same time.

The designation “robot talk” seems apt. It captures what is peculiar to this form of
talk, namely that it eludes meaning. What purpose does it serve, if not intersubjective
contact? “Hey Siri, send an email!”; “To whom shall I send it?” Robot talk activates
functionalities; in effect, it pushes buttons to achieve certain ends along relays that trigger
reactions in two directions, a human-robot ping-pong. This talk moves levers of scripted
agency in a zone of reactive givens. Al and machine learning implementation within these
parametric boundaries may appear superficially “human,” But for all the mimetic
sophistication evinced, these quasi-others cannot open the gateway to that negotiated
ground of experience by which subjective agencies co-articulate one another in pursuit of
a sustainable autonomy they can hold in common. Unlike robots, that merely simulate
gender attributes, we band together in “doing gender” (West & Zimmerman, 2009).
Likewise, we band together in “doing cyborg”. Reason-enabled creatures enact spurious
difference around secondary sexual characteristics — shape of breasts, hips, larynx and
texture of pubic hair —and all too readily forget that the technologized decoys in the midst
of this posturing are powerful agents of distraction.

#KANTBOT

“Kantbot” is a twitter hashtag and social media personality. The self-styled
“ironicist and artist” going by that name pronounces on contemporary US-American
politics by making enigmatic statements of the following kind: “Trump is going to make
German Idealism real. He’s going to complete the system.” Despite appearances, these
are not the utterances of Kant enthusiast or a Kantian. In the heat of the moment, Kantbot
is wont to go rogue claiming Kant “could not complete the system” and then going down
the list: “Schelling couldn’t do it. Hegel couldn’t do it. Fichte couldn’t do it. My mom
couldn’t do it. No one could complete the system of German Idealism.” In Kantbot’s
philosophy mash-up, world spirit appears to have come into its own in the presidential
race of 2020 and is set to take the helm as laid out by “German Idealism. First Critique.
Published in 1781” (Karamazov, 2020). The political sympathies of this twitter handle
are not at issue here. More relevant to Coeckelbergh’s moral theory of social robotics is
the linguistic construction of political sentiment at the boundary of human/machine
interaction. It makes no material difference if the relevant actor is subject to bad breath
or a bad WiFi connection: the corrosive power of Kantbot’s speech act consists in
radically blurring any meaningful distinction between human and machine utterance. This
fabulist has found his unique selling point by shrieking into the crowd: “Trump is a
Kantian” (Karamazov, 2020).

In the post-truth public sphere some say we inhabit,” judgement formation is not
subject to rules of engagement mandating transparency to ensure the integrity of

’For a mainstream account on post truth, see McIntyre (2018).
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information (Habermas, 2021, p. 497; Hohlfeld, 2000). Post-truth understood as social-
epistemology-in-action is all the philosophical coherence that can ever be achieved (for a
revisionist history of post truth as the putative endgame of western cultural development,
see Fuller 2018; 2020). But post-truth in a mixed medium of semi-automated, entangled
agencies tends to the post-social, the post-epistemic. An anarchic sphere arises where it
makes no difference if Kantbot refers to a person who wants his message to be picked up
and amplified by online recommendation systems or to a machine that generates words
in a calculus of expedience. Social robotics emulation decontextualizes behavior thereby
intensifying the essential indexical effect. The muddle of derivations yields an epistemic
“fog of war,” to speak with Robert McNamara quoting Clausewitz,® only this is the fog
of an information war, which arguably precedes and accelerates the collapse of social
order. Reactionary law and order movements gain strength when there is lack of
agreement on how to achieve consensus over matters of public concern. As historian of
the Holocaust Timothy Snyder sums up: “post-truth is pre-fascism” (Snyder, 2021).

Coeckelbergh’s moral agenda does not extend to the real-world chatter of Kantbot
in cyberspace. His scholarship bears on social robotics construed as dialog. Both his
recent paper How to Use Virtue Ethics for Thinking About the Moral Standing of Social
Robots: A Relational Interpretation in Terms of Practices, Habits, and Performance
(2021) and his book New Romantic Cyborgs, Romanticism, Information Technology, and
the End of the Machine (2017) applies a Kantian framework to the problem of human-
machine sociality. With Lucas Thorpe, Coeckelbergh emphasizes the ideal of “spiritual
community” in Kant. Contrary to the philosophical orthodoxy, which views Kant as the
quintessential “non-romantic” rationalist having no truck with other-worldly fellowship,
Thorpe and Coeckelbergh want to portray Kant’s (moral) philosophy as “more ‘mystical’
than usually presumed, and in any case partly developed in ‘dialogue’ with the mystical
visions of a romantic spirit-seer” (Coeckelbergh, 2017, p. 33), namely Emanuel
Swedenborg.

Coeckelbergh’s analysis also draws extensively on John Tresch’s (2012) earlier The
Romantic Machine. Utopian Science and Technology after Napoleon. Unlike Tresch, he
reifies the romantic turn of mind as something a person has, or has not, like perhaps a
sexy mole on the upper lip of a Marilyn Monro(e)bot. All romantics share the defining
attribute of being romantic in Coeckelbergh’s view. Tresch, by contrast, casts the
romantic sensibility as a cognitive social response to the massive upheavals of the French
Revolution, a reaction fueled by the legacy of Kant. Such a historically situated Romantic
impulse can’t be transferred to android others.

The reception of Kantian thought in France was delayed, so Tresch (2012, p. 7), but
struck like a coup de foudre when it made its belated appearance. The toolbox of
experimentation not the lectern or primer fanned its enthusiastic uptake: “Humboldt’s
regime of instruments was one of the most important channels through which Kantian
and post-Kantian thought arrived in Paris, and it reveals one of the ways in which
romanticism did not only accommodate but also domesticated and even liberated the
machine.” This history reveals that the human/machine interface not only gives

8 The Fog of War: Eleven Lessons from the Life of Robert S. McNamara, film by Errol Morris (2003).

94
soctech.spbstu.ru



Technology and Language Texnonoruu B uadocdepe, 2022. 3(1). 82-103

expression to an extant system of thought but in fact can help to inaugurate modes of
reflection.® Humboldt’s novel philosophy of instrumentation in Paris in the early 19"
century, inspired as it was by Kant and Schiller, achieved a miraculous transformation in
the cultural politics of modernity: “tool and human became a single unit: the instrument
was humanized and the human incorporated the machine” (Miiller-Sievers, 2013, p. 80).
A comparable assimilationist leap in regard to digital agency awaits users of networked
electronic instrument today.

Kant-Culture Research (“Kantkulturforschung”) seems a promising point of
departure for working out human/machine mergers that further stirrings of respect and
dignity beyond the digital transformation. Technological Singularity has yet to be
upgraded by the sensual particularities that help to summon reason. A Kant revival is
immanent — the 300" anniversary of his birth arrives in 2024 — and the honors could have
a more romantic note than doctrinaire keepers of the Kantian faith might expect.'° Kant
has been invoked to strike all manner of affective registers from rightwing to leftwing
positions and everywhere in between. Kant-Culture Research dispenses with the illusion
that there can be an “Ur-Kant” and traces, instead, how wrangling over this body of work
periodically stabilizes epistemic rules commanding consensual compliance within social
fields. His reception reads like a chorale set in counterpoint across epochs. For Kant, there
is no conceptual tension between “rationalism” and “spiritual community,” not because
he inclines to the paranormal, as Thorpe and Coeckelbergh maintain, but because his
conception of reason is grounded in the developmental dynamic of Gemiit (von Xylander,
2018a; Cayqill, 2000, pp. 210-212), a paradigm of mind he first expounded in the Critique
of Pure Reason (repurposing a religious term for secular reference) and developed in his
subsequent work. Besides appearing on Kant’s memorial plaque — “Two things fill the
Gemiit with ever new and increasing admiration and awe, the more often and steadily we
reflect upon them: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me*! ~ the word
with its flections and compounds is cited over 300 times in the Lectures on Anthropology
alone (see Bonner Kant-Korpus, n.d.). Kantian Gemiit has no supernatural or mystical
implications. The term denotes an egalitarian transcendentalism from which cognition

9 Helmut Miiller-Sievers (2013) commends Tresch for summoning up a technological utopia written from the standpoint
of the machine itself.

10 [n 2024, the OstpreuBlische Landesmuseum in Liineburg will be opening a new wing dedicated, exclusively, to the
legacy of “Kant and Enlightenment.” This will be the first permanent exhibition on Kant in postwar Germany. It’s being
erected in Liineburg, a city with no regional affinity with the philosopher nor his immediate sphere of influence, other
than that East Prussians fled to greater Liineburg in large numbers upon the defeat of Nazi Germany. Against this
backdrop, “remembering” Kant helps to preserve a nostalgic affiliation with a lost homeland. The Leuphana University
Liineburg has initiated a dedicated research focus of accompanying research conducted from the perspective of
Kantkulturforschung (“Kant-Culture Research”), a field of study methodologically committed to the standards of
insight explicated by Kantian epistemology while treating Kant’s body of thought as belonging to world cultural
heritage. Kant developed his philosophical system in consideration of universal human history and, in so doing,
articulated a revolutionary cognitive paradigm that has not only shaped ethical debates ever since but also laid the
theoretical groundwork for today’s computational world-making fueled by the proliferation of devices equipped with
automated smartness. “Kantkulturforschung” seeks to study the afterlife of multifarious Kant reception, both within
and beyond academic settings, in the heterogeneity of interpretations and appropriations around the world. For a
demonstration of applied Kant-Culture Research/Kantkulturforschung see von Xylander (2021).

1 See, the inscription from the Critique of Practical Reason (1788) mounted on the plaque below the House of Soviets:
“Zwei Dinge erfiillen das Gemiith mit immer neuer and zunehmender Bewunderung und Ehrfurcht, je 6fter und
anhaltender sich das Nachdenken damit beschéftigt: der besternte Himmel {iber mir und das moralische Gesetz in mir.*
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presents as the empirical outcome of an historical process propelled by social practice
across generations and populations. Gemiit, on this reading, designates the communitarian
ground of consciousness whose protean makeup, — always inflected in the momentary
expression of a personal synthesis that feels radically singular (at least to personalists,
one gathers) —, is necessarily distributive, cumulative, constructivist.

Reciprocity distinguishes communitarian consciousness from an entangled web of
humanoid actors. The latter may seem communal on a surface gloss but mechanical
coordination lacks, in its core determination, mediated commonality, which entails the
co-dependency of negotiated respect. Notions like “online community,” “internet
community,” and “web community,” aggregate individuals into pseudo-families of
invisible relations and pseudo-homes devoid of shelter or warmth. Human/machine
clusters define our digital infrastructure. These “cognitive assemblages,” to speak with
Katherine Hayles (2017, pp. 115-216), are subject to either a determinate range of choices
(algorithms) or a trained randomness with no ulterior purpose (machine learning) (see
also Weibel, 2021). Neither of these compositional principles affords space for self-
positing reflexivity to unfurl from the scalable subjectivity of conjoint association, or
what Kant calls “unsocial sociability” (Kant, 1784a, p. 392).

A Kantian chatbot is an oxymoron, we conclude with a transcendental nod to Jane
Austen as a truth universally acknowledged. This apodictic conclusion is a truth
universally to be acknowledged, one might say with a transcendental nod to Jane Austen.
Interactive sociality must permit the aesthetic recombination of causal and relational
constellation for the ground of human cognition is, in its inception, contested.
Automatos — the Greek word via Latin for acting of itself —implies initiative. Yet, absence
of Gemiit precipitates a crippling motivational absence. A truly Kantian chatbot, a chatbot
that not merely mimics Kantian phraseology but that can satisfy the ontological challenge
of the categorical imperative, simply would not engage when prompted. It would be
designed to abide by the following condition (person has been replaced with avatar to
include robotic agency): “to treat humanity, whether in your own avatar or in the avatar
of any other, never merely as a means to an end, but always at the same time as an end.”
Kant’s most famous essay “Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?” (1784b)
directs this absolute maxim at the project of artificial intelligence. In the same issue of
the journal, adjacent to his own piece, appeared an essay debunking the putative
cleverness of the celebrated Mechanical Turk (Standage, 2002) then on tour across
Europe’s courts (Biester, 1784). This chess-playing robot regularly won matches against
the best and brightest of the day. A debate erupted over what this display of game-playing
prowess revealed about the workings of cognition. Did it show that wood can think and
reason or rather debunk the very possibility? Opinion was divided. Thinkers from Kant’s
camp concluded that there must be some trickery involved, but details of the human player
hidden in the false automaton would not surface for another 80 years (Mitchell, 1857).

Kant himself adopted an eccentric position within this debate — a line of reasoning
that singles him out as a thinker whose insight remains applicable to this day. Kant
realized that the display of two competing tactical intelligences, human versus mechanical
chess playing — think IBM’s Big Blue confronting Gary Kasparov —, could be read
allegorically. He drew from the evocative performance piece of mind-gaming a

96
soctech.spbstu.ru



Technology and Language Texnonoruu B uadocdepe, 2022. 3(1). 82-103

standpoint from which a new reflexive cosmology came into sight. Specifically, Kant
articulated a cognitive architectonic according to which the self-invention of humanity as
humans-in-history has a crucial mechanical dimension. Human apprehension is subject
to forces of necessity and compulsion unless and until it acquires the capacity to exercise
freedom of choice within the available confines. Enlightenment can be understood as the
process of gaining this dexterity to act with voluntary agency in a world of seemingly
ineluctable outcomes. Kant’s essay, punctuated with machine metaphors, argues that our
species conundrum is not how we learn to address robots with more of our humanity, as
per Coeckelbergh, but rather how we learn to shed our core robotic conditioning and
elevate ourselves, collectively, to a more humane plane of being (Schaffer, 2001).

Where does assemblage end and robot begin? Boundaries blur on close inspection.
Cognition and agency are dynamic phenomena, their configuration parsed in the
interstices of the observing mind (Wayne, 2014). Coeckelbergh’s essay of 2011 does not
allow for zones of sustained ambiguity. Overly indexed on picturing robots as fancy dolls,
he makes no reference to their instantiation as scanners, keyboards, drones, light-pens.
His robots are apparently not to be understood as navigation systems, smart kitchens, or
sound systems. The aesthetic fallout of assuming the limited, personalist, corporeal
template of agency is a flattening of rapport. The world picture he conjures does not
fathom those consequential forms of interaction that take place between humans in the
absence of robots. His essay concerns homo loquens, certainly not homo faber or homo
patiens or homo ludens.

Coeckelbergh overlooks the long shadow cast by the historical Mechanical Turk,
very much in evidence in Amazon’s Mechanical Turk marketplace for “crowdworkers” —
proof positive, if needed, of our collective subjectivity being harnessed to discriminatory
apparatus and monetized. This service outsources so-called Human Intelligence Tasks
(HITs), on-demand piece work involving discrete acts of discernment, which automated
expert systems are unable to accomplish (von Xylander, 2018b). Said microtasks involve
a high degree of felt engagement while iterating on a single, repetitive chore — alienated
work of a newly invasive potency (Schlicher et al., 2021). In his brilliant 1968 book on
mechanism and deceit, The Counterfeiters, Hugh Kenner noted that Turing's Imitation
Game “was perhaps not allowing for the possibility that people will grow more machine-
like” (Kenner, 1968, pp. 123-124)" And Eric Hobsbawm’s history of the short twentieth
century remarked in 1994 that “the sorcerer's apprentice no longer had to worry about his
or her lack of knowledge. For practical purposes the situation of the supermarket checkout
represented the human norm of the late twentieth century” (Hobsbawm, 1995, p. 528).

Cannibals don’t euphemize. The acronym HIT, taken literally, speaks of battery and
inflicting harm. This broadcasts the epistemic violence perpetrated by predatory online
data assembly and distribution enterprises. The likes of Bezos now pull the strings of
collective cognition. We ignore the technical assemblages that shape the topography of
labor in late capitalism at our peril. Coeckelbergh’s 2011 essay could be enriched by
reverse engineering consumer culture’s economy of desire and shifting the spotlight from
sex to shopping. He seems taken by the eye candy on display in a market saturated with
commodity aesthetics (Haug, 1971) and computational seductions, which don’t always
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hold their libidinal promise. Impatience soars when unreliable laser scanners jam the
automated checkouts lanes of the local discount shop.

Imaginaries climax and crash. Coeckelbergh wants us not to frame human-robot
intercourse in masturbatory terms fearing that this diminishes its social valency. He favors
a suspension of disbelief in which tender feeling for our robot other predominates. The
insurance company restructuring cited above showed the workings of the imaginary —and
its constructivist reach — in the relatively dour context of professional supervision.
Human-robot hybridity in the workforce may or may not be in league with the human-
robot dyad in the bedroom, or wherever eros natively thrives. Sexual interaction rituals
(see Collins, 2004, chapter Theory of Sexual Interaction, pp. 223-257) can imply any
number of localities, indoors and outdoors. Some love-nests impart an extra techno-
tickle — trains, drive-ins, elevators, airplanes, or sex-texts on mobile phones. Can you
conjure an arena of human experience more subject to the workings of the imagination
than what takes place between the sheets, in ideal-typical enactment, or between tracks,
car doors, toilet cubicles, chat accounts? Participants adopt poses subject to heat and
friction. The admixture of imaginary attribution in the form of scene-setting, role-playing,
fantasy figuration and so on makes for the titillating thrill that may bring about sexual
deliverance. This transubstantiation of mere friction into sublime frisson may be a “ruse
of nature,” to speak with Kant. But this mastery of the forces of imagination is also a
rapturous achievement of human civilization. May tongueless simulacra service the
“cunning of reason,” to end on a high Hegelian note as long as that furthers cyber-
sybaritic ends.
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Abstract

This paper operates within Mark Coeckelbergh’s framework of the linguistic construction of robots.
Human-robot relations are conceptualised as affordances which are linguistically mediated, being shaped
by both the linguistic performances surrounding human-robot interaction as well as the robot’s
characteristics. If the robot signifies the affordance of engaging in human-human-like conversation
(talkwithability), but lacks the real affordance to do so, the robot is to be thought of as deceptive. Robot
deception is therefore a question of robot design. Deception by robot not only has ethically relevant
consequences for the communicating individual, but also long-term effects on the human culture of trust.
Mark Coeckelbergh’s account of the linguistic construction of robots as quasi-subjects excludes the
possibility of deceptive robots. According to Coeckelbergh, to formulate such a deception objection, one
needs to make problematic assumptions about the robot being a mere thing as well as about the authentic,
which one must assume can be observed from an objective point of view. It is shown that the affordance-
based deception objection to personal robots proposed in this paper can be defended against Coeckelbergh’s
critique as the detection of affordances is purely experience-based and the occurrence of deception via
affordance-gaps is not in principle limited to robots. In addition, no claims about authenticity are made,
instead affordance-gaps are a matter of appropriate robot signals. Possible methods of bridging the
affordance-gap are discussed. — This is one of six commentaries on a 2011-paper by Mark Coeckelbergh:
“You, robot: on the linguistic construction of artificial others.” Coeckelbergh‘s response also appears in
this issue of Technology and Language.
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O cnmocoOHOCTH K pa3roBopy.
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AHHOTANUA

JanHas craThs paszpaboTaHa B paMKaxX JMHTBHCTHYECKOTO KOHCTpyHpoBaHHA pobOoToB Mapka
Kekensbepra. OTHOmIEHHS dYelloBeKa W poOOTa KOHIENTYaTU3UPYIOTCS Kak adQopmaHCH, KOTOpEIC
JIMHTBUCTHYECKH OIIOCPEIOBaHBI U (POPMHUPYIOTCS KaK JMHIBHCTHYECKUE IEHCTBHUS, OKpYXKaloUIMe Kak
B3aUMOJICHICTBUE 4elOBeKa M podoTa, Tak W XapakTepucTuku pobora. Ecmu pobor moxasbiBaer
BO3MOKHOCTh Y4aCTBOBAThH B Pa3roBope, mogo0HOM MekdenoBedeckomy (“talkwithability”), Ho He nmeer
peanbHON BO3MOXHOCTH JUIS 3TOr0, poOOTa CleayeT CYuTaTh oOMaHIIMKOM. Takum oOpa3oM, oOMaH
POOOTOB — 3TO BOIMPOC KOHCTPYKIUHU poOoTa. OOMaH cO CTOPOHBI poOOTAa MMEET HE TOJBKO 3THYCCKU
3HAYMMEBIC MOCICACTBUS Ui OOIIAOMmIerocs 4YeloBeKa, HO ¥ JOJTOCPOYHBIC ITOCICACTBUS LIS
YEeIIOBEUSCKOW KyNbTypel noBepus. llpeacraBmenme Mapka Kekemsbepra o JNHHTBHCTHYECKOM
KOHCTPYUPOBaHUH POOOTOB KaK KBa3HCYOBEKTOB HCKIIOYAE€T BO3MOXKHOCTH POOOTOB-OOMAaHIIMKOB.
Cornacuo Kekensbepry, uto0sl chopMyTUpOBATh JAaHHOE BO3pakeHHE 00 0OMaHe, HEOOXOIMMO C/IEIaTh
COMHUTEIBHBIC TIPEAIIONOKEHHS O TOM, YTO POOOT SIBIISIETCS MIPOCTO BEIIBIO, a TAKXKE 00 ayTeHTUYHOCTH,
KOTOPYI0, KaK CJIeAyeT NPEeANOoI0KUTh, MOKHO Ha0JI01aTh ¢ 00bEKTUBHOW TOUKH 3peHus. [lokazaHo, 4To
BO3paXXe€HHWE IPOTUB oOOMaHa, OCHOBaHHOro Ha addopraHcax, NPOTUB MEPCOHAIBHBIX POOOTOB,
MPEVIO’)KEHHOE B JAHHOH CTaThe, MOXKET OBITh 3alWIIeHO OT KpUTHKH KekenpOepra, MOCKONBKY
oOHapy>xeHHe ap(dOpHAaHCOB OCHOBAHO HCKIIOUMTEIFHO Ha OMBITE, a BO3HUKHOBEHHWE OOMaHa uepes
adpopaaHC-TPOMEKYTKH B IIPUHIUIIE HE OrpaHUYMBaeTcsi poboramu. Kpome Toro, He JiesiaeTcsi HUKaKuX
3asBICHAN O IOJJIMHHOCTH, BMeCTO 3Toro addopmaHcHeie MpoOeNsl CBSA3aHBI C COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMU
curHaiamMu po6ota. OOCYKIarOTCS BO3MOKHBIE METOABI TPEOIOJICHUS Pa3phiBa BOSMOXKHOCTEH. — DTO
OJIMH U3 IIeCTH KoMMeHTapueB K ctathe 2011 roga Mapxka Kekens6epra: “Tbl, poOOT: 0 THHTBUCTHYECKOM
KOHCTPYHUPOBaHUU HCKyCCTBeHHBIX npyrux’. OtBer Kekenn0Oepra Takxke OMyOJUKOBAH B 3TOM BBIIYCKE
xkypHana “Technology and Language”.
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‘Some robots are revealed as artefacts that are co-constructed in at least the
following ways: they are at the same time engineering constructs and social-linguistic
constructs. Their appearance creates social relations that are linguistically mediated’,
Mark Coeckelbergh (2011) writes to conclude his linguistic-hermeneutic approach
towards understanding human-robot interaction (HRI) (p. 67). A robot is a social-
linguistic construct insofar as the mode in which we refer to the robot (third versus second
person) ‘interprets and shapes our relations to robots’, constructing them as quasi-others
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64). This ‘robot talk’ is embedded into a form of life that can be
understood in a Wittgensteinian sense!, making possible and shaping the language we use
to refer to robots while likewise being shaped by these concrete uses (Coeckelbergh,
2011, p. 65). It is important to note that, while in the end the robot can be understood as
a linguistically constructed quasi-other, this construction still depends on how the robot
appears to us — which on one hand is indeed shaped by a culture, but on the other hand
also based on certain robot characteristics. To get a better understanding of this
phenomenon, | will utilize the concept of affordances stemming from design theory and
apply them to HRI.

Coeckelbergh (2011) furthermore responds to what he calls ‘the deception
objection to personal robots’ which is brought forth by opponents of such robots and
‘concerns the dual charge that these robots, human-robot relations, human-robot
“conversations”, etc. are not really persons, not really (social) relations or conversations
(i.e. are inauthentic), and that giving them to people would be a matter of deception’ by
pointing out that those objections involve claims about authenticity which we do not have
unmediated access to (p. 66). After explicating my approach, | will respond to the four
ways in which Coeckelbergh deems the deception objection to be problematic.

In the following, I aim to make the case for a more nuanced version of the deception
objection within Coeckelbergh’s framework of linguistic construction. By drawing on
Henrik Skaug Satra’s conception of how social robots can influence the ‘human culture
of trust’, I will argue that designing robots with characteristics that facilitate second-
person robot talk is to be seen as morally problematic.

The appearance of the robot creates the social relation which is then linguistically
mediated. A more precise way of conceptualising this interaction would be by the concept
of affordance, the ‘relationship between the properties of an object and the capabilities of
the agent that determine just how the object could possibly be used’ (Norman 2013, p.
11). Just as a door affords to be opened, a robot affords to be talked to. Now, one may
ask, in what way does the robot’s affordance to be talked to differ from that of another
thing, say a puppet, a toaster oven or a stone? Since it is still possible to talk to such a
thing, does it not therefore also afford this kind of behaviour? Well, yes and no. One needs
to distinguish between real and perceived affordances (Norman, 2013, p. 18; Norman,
1999). While technically a toaster oven affords to be talked to — in the sense that it is
possible for an entity capable of language to perform that action —, the perceived
affordances differ drastically. In comparison to the toaster oven, a robot by its appearance
is much more likely to signify the affordance of being talked to (an empirical claim that

1 For a more detailed understanding see Coeckelbergh (2018).
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would need to be verified). Beyond that, it may signify the affordance that one can have
an actual conversation with it, talk with it. Norman (2013) points out that ‘perceived
affordances may not be real’ and therefore ‘misleading’, which is the case when Wile E.
Coyote runs against a wall painted like a tunnel, thus signifying the affordance of
enterability, or when we try to engage in conversation with a robot that signifies the
possibility to do so, but lacks the corresponding real affordance (p. 17f). The perceived
affordance of being able to talk with the robot in a human-human-like manner is
constituted by certain signifiers, certain robot characteristics. What these are is an
empirical question, but it seems evident that anthropomorphic cues which usually are
signifiers for the possibility of human-human-conversation, such as having facial
features, reacting to speech in certain ways, lifelike movement, etc., are also signifiers for
the human-robot equivalent — although there might be others. Carmina Rodriguez-
Hidalgo (2020) for example proposes embodiment to play an important role in creating
communicative affordances in HRI. Furthermore, research on the anthropomorphisation
of robots suggests that humans tend to think of robots as being more anthropomorphous
than they are and thus overestimating their capabilities (Saetra, 2021, p. 282), supporting
my thesis on how such an affordance is created. With this affordance-based approach we
now have a concept of how the social relation, which afterwards is linguistically
mediated, arises. It is important to note that an affordance (whether real or perceived) is
still a relation between object and agent, so while being based on robot characteristics,
the affordance-based approach is still consistent with Coeckelbergh’s (2011) claim that
how we approach the robot linguistically influences our relationship to it — and thus its
perceived affordances (p. 65).

In the following it is assumed that robot deception is neither done by the robot itself,
which I do not consider an author of its actions, nor is it a matter of self-deception?. Or
as Seetra (2021) puts it: ‘Robot deception thus refers to deception by robot, and robots are
merely the vessel of deception.” The question at hand is therefore one regarding deceptive
design (p. 279). It now seems evident that a robot designed in a way that signifies the
affordance of talkwithability — understood as having a meaningful human-human-like
conversation with it — without affording to actually do so can be called misleading, the
question is in what way this is of moral concern. While a discrepancy between perceived
and real communicative affordances is obviously a matter of deception on an individual
level, Satra (2021) also emphasises the importance of trust in human-human-
communication and argues that ‘HRI will have spillover effects to HHI’, damaging the
human culture of trust if ‘social robots make institutionalized cooperation unreliable or
corrupt’ (p. 283). Robot deception, deception by design and deployment of a social robot,
therefore, arises if the robot’s design creates a gap between perceived and real
communicative affordances, signifying the former to be more akin to human-human-like
conversation as the latter are and therefore having long-term effects on the human culture
of trust.

2 Thus, I will not seek to answer certain questions by Coeckelbergh (2011, p. 68) like ‘For instance, is it
morally problematic to use the ‘“you’” perspective in relation to an artefact?’ as — while they may be of
interest — they concern a different problem.
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Coeckelbergh (2011) shows how a deception objection may be — or as he claims
is— problematic by identifying four assumptions which proponents of deception
objections seem to be committed to (p. 66). I will now respond to those one by one,
clarifying how the deception objection introduced in this paper works without making
those claims and refining my argument in the process.

‘(1) that talking to things is always and necessarily morally problematic’
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 66)

The proposed deception objection is not in principle limited to robots. Instead,
employing things with the same affordance-gap into contexts of human interaction would
be a matter of deception as well. It just seems that other things do not signify
communicative affordances in this way and therefore lack the moral significance of long-
term effects on human trust. An exception might be computers when we implement
software such as chatbots. While it would need to be researched whether such programs
would signify the same affordance of talkwithability — maybe more so if a virtual avatar
is included — the same objection would apply on the level of software development.

‘(2) that only human relations are real, true, and authentic’ (Coeckelbergh, 2011,
p. 66)

In order to make the deception objection it is not necessary to make any claims
regarding authenticity; perceived and real affordances of the robot are experienced
through concrete actions. If the robot does not engage in the conversation, the perceived
affordance of talkwithability is discovered not to be real.

‘(3) that there is an objective, external point of view that allows us to judge the
reality and truth of the human-robot relation’ (Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 66)

Again, the deception objection need not make this claim, but can be entirely
experience-based. If the robot is perceived to afford a human-human-like conversation,
but fails to do so, it is deceiving. There might be more elaborate robots in the future,
which could actually afford talkwithability, in which case my deception objection would
not be applicable. But this does not affect the deceptiveness of current-state personal
robots. I will also come back to this point in my conclusion.

‘(4) that to say that the robot is a thing is completely unproblematic’
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 66)

Granting a robot personhood might not be an entirely different matter as it may go
hand in hand with certain communicative affordances, but my argument still holds water
if that would be the case. Furthermore, my considerations allow for hybrid forms such as
quasi-others, they even presuppose that these hybrid forms exist in the form of a robot
that is linguistically approached in the second person due to perceived communicative
affordances, but does not match those in its real affordances. Not limiting this objection
to things begs the question: can a human differ in perceived and real affordances as well
and if so, does the deception objection apply? But because humans are not designed
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entities and my argument concerns deceptive design, this is not a well-formulated
question®.

It has been shown that human-robot relations can be conceptualised as affordances
which are then linguistically mediated, being shaped by both the linguistic performances
surrounding HRI — which themselves are embedded in a form of life — as well as the
robot’s characteristics. Deception by robot design now occurs when the robot signifies
the affordance of talkwithability without matching it as a real affordance. One can
propose this argument without the problematic assumptions common to deception
objections as it is not based on the thing-status of robots and involves no claims regarding
the authenticity of the robot’s signals, nor that the human-robot relation can be judged
from an objective perspective outside of communicative performances.

So how can the gap between perceived and real communicative affordances be
bridged? While I agree with Coeckelbergh (2012) who proposes ‘that what we need
instead, if anything, are not “authentic” but appropriate emotional responses —appropriate
to relevant social contexts’, I have argued that as long as those responses are not
appropriate, the robot’s design can — and must — be thought of as deceptive (p. 392).
Bridging the gap by evoking appropriateness of the robot’s responses can be done in two
ways: the perceived affordances can be matched to the real ones or the other way around.
Perceived affordances are a relation between the robot and the perceiving subject, so they
can be altered by either changing the robot’s characteristics or how the subject perceives
the robot, so implementing signifiers that work against the creation of perceived
talkwithability or deliberately leaving out certain signifiers like a mouth would be a way
to correct perceived affordances. Although a probably more fruitful approach would be
to alter the subject’s perception of the robot by ‘fine-tuning human expectations about
robots’ (Coeckelbergh 2012, p. 393), including a ‘bottom-up approach’ by educating
people about potential, especially long-term risks of robot deception (Satra, 2021, p.
284). The other way of aligning perceived and real affordances is by enhancing what a
robot can do and therefore creating a real affordance of talkwithability. But by looking at
the performance of current state-of-the-art “communicative” robots such as the ones by
Hanson Robotics?, one can conclude that we are far from making this possible. Hence,
keeping robot deception to a minimum might not be a concern anymore as innovation in
robotics progresses, but to deal with current deceptive communicative affordance-gaps is
both the developer’s task as well as a broader cultural and educational project.
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Abstract

In the modern world human-robot relations, language plays a significant role. One used to view language
as a purely human technology, but today language is being mastered by non-humans. Chatbots, voice
assistants, embodied conversational agents and robots have acquired the capacity for linguistic interaction
and often present themselves as humanoid persons. Humans begin to perceive them ambivalently as they
would acknowledge an Other inside the make-believe of a game. Using artificial neural nets instead of
symbolic representation of human cognitive processes in Al technology leads to self-learning models. Thus
Al uses language in a manner that is not predetermined by human ways of using it. How language is
interpreted and employed by Al may influence, even alter social reality. — This is one of six commentaries
on a 2011-paper by Mark Coeckelbergh: “You, robot: on the linguistic construction of artificial others.”
Coeckelbergh‘s response also appears in this issue of Technology and Language.
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AHHOTanus

B coBpeMeHHOM MHpE SI3bIK UTPAET 3HAYUTEIHHYIO POJIb B OTHOILICHUSIX YeJIOBEKA U poOOTa. PaHbIIIe SI3bIK
paccMaTpuBaICs KaK YUCTO 4eJOBedecKas TeXHOJIOTHUS, HO CeroHs SI3bIKOM OBJAJeBaloT He-moau. Yar-
60TBbI, TOJIOCOBBIE TOMOIIIHUKH, BOIUIOIICHHBIE JHAIOTOBBIC ar€HTHI U pOOOTHI MPHOOPETH CIIOCOOHOCTD K
S3BIKOBOMY B3aMMOJAEHCTBHIO M 4aCTO MPE3EHTYIOT ce0s Kak T'yMaHOMIHBIX JTMYHOCTeH. JItonu HaunHaoT
BOCIIPUHHMMATh MX aMOWBAJICHTHO, OHM IPH3HAIOT WX 32 /JIpyroro B COCTOAHMM TOJNYBEpbl HIPHI.
Vcnonb30BaHNEe HCKYCCTBEHHBIX HEWPOHHBIX CETeH BMECTO CHMBOJHYECKOTO IPEICTABICHUA
KOTHUTHBHBIX TPOIIECCOB YEIOBEKA B TEXHOJOTMH MCKYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEIUICKTA MPHUBENO K HOSBICHHUIO
camooOyuaromuxcst Mmozeneil. Takum 00pa3oM, HCKyCCTBEHHBIH HHTEIUIEKT HCIIONB3YET SI3BIK CIIOCO00M,
KOTOpBI HE MpeJonpeseNieH 4elIOBEYECKUMH CIoco0aMH €ro UCIoJb30BaHHs. 10, Kak s3bIK
MHTEPIPETHPYETCS M HMCHOJB3YyeTCs] MCKYCCTBEHHBIM HMHTEIUIEKTOM, MOXKET BIHMATH M K€ H3MEHSTbH
COLMANTFHYIO PEaTbHOCTE. — JTO OJIMH U3 MIeCTH KoMMeHTapueB K crathe 2011 roma Mapka Kekens6epra:
“Tb1, poOOT: O JINHIBUCTHYECKOM KOHCTPYHUPOBAaHHU UCKYCCTBEHHBIX Ipyrux”’. OreeT KekenbOepra Takxe
orny0JIMKOBaH B 3TOM BbIycke xypHaia “Technology and Language”.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past ten years, human relations with robots and virtual artificial entities
have become ever more multifaceted. There are companion, domestic, career, pet, sex
robots. Functions realized through communication with artificial others enrich human
life. Robot Pepper can give advice, joke, play, or read a recipe, and even functions as a
priest (Gal, 2019). Talking Al Matchmaker helps to find the partner and organizes
correspondence, calls, and dates. The charging fee for a holographic virtual wife modeled
after a young female character is called “a separate joint living fee to live with Azuma
Hikari” (Liu, 2021). There are thousands of marriage certificates for human-hologram
weddings. The movies and TV-series go beyond this, presenting the robot as a friend,
sibling, lover, and savior.

Ten years ago Mark Coeckelbergh (2011) revealed the linguistic reality of our
relationship with technological non-humans. He proposed a linguistic-hermeneutic
approach that highlights two main points 1) our use of language constructs human—robot
relations (understood as social relations) 2) "they appear to us through the medium of
language and are interpreted by us using the medium of language™ (Coeckelbergh, 2011,
p. 63). So, language can be understood as human construction and tool that contributes to
the perception of artificial non-humans as quasi-others. What about the impact of those
non-humans on language?

NON-HUMAN AMONG US

Nowadays, not only films and books offer us an ever closer relationship with Al
robots, but communication with Al is becoming a daily practice. Virtual personal
assistants on smartphones and home devices, chatbots, etc. become an essential part of
our life. According to Al visionaries, all interactions between organizations and
customers will soon go through some kind of Al. It was proposed that as soon as 2022,
people will be talking to bots more than their own spouses (Adopting the Power of
Conversational UX, n.d.). The use of language does not only construct the representation
of human-nonhuman relationships, but becomes the core of the transformation of this
relationship.

The use of language does not only construct the representation of human-nonhuman
relationships but becomes the core of the transformation of this relationship.

Modern practice reveals the language dimension of human-nonhuman
relationships. Changes in relationships are especially noticeable when we talk about a
new generation that is getting used to living in an environment inhabited by non-human
beings. We usually consider the pragmatic function of language, but the fact of the
possibility of conversation fundamentally changes the role of technological devices. The
possibility of conversation is the first sign of the intelligence of a creature. Where
language becomes a characteristic of a technological device, children relate to them in a
special way. In many experiments where children were asked to achieve different
educational goals using Al, attention is drawn to the fact that children ask communicative
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agents “personal questions” that have nothing to do with the goals set by the
experimenters — such as “What’s your daddy’s name?”, “How many children do you
want?", “Are you married?”, “Wanna be BFFs?”, “Are you in the house?” (Lovato &
Piper, 2015), “When is your birthday?”” (Woodward et al., 2018, p. 575), “Where are you,
and which world do you live in?", “Do you live in California?”, “Can you jump?”, “Can
you breathe?” (Reyneland, 2019, pp. 67-68) , “What is your favorite football team?”
(Yuan et al., 2019, p. 82), "My name is Oprah, and what is your name?” (Cheng et al.,
2018)). Of course, this question can be attributed to childish naivety, lack of knowledge.
However, everything is not so simple. Children have influence on interactions with Al at
home: Parents are more likely to call the virtual assistant by name and personal pronoun
rather than using “it” (Purington et al., 2017). Modern children demonstrate a stronger
conviction and integration of devices into their linguistic community than adults who
experience an ambivalent attitude towards communicative agents. This is manifested not
only in their ambivalent attitude towards voice assistants inhabiting homes and
smartphones. When answering questionnaires, respondents usually state that they are
conscious of the machine nature of their virtual assistants, yet they describe their
interactions using social and human attributes (Pitardi & Marriott, 2021). This ambivalent
perception is characteristic for the context of gaming and perhaps the next generation‘s
worldview- People tend to give Al anthropomorphic characteristics, such as “He was like
a bad boyfriend that was just never going to make the grade” or “like having a really bad
PA (personal assistant)” (Luger & Sellen, 2016), and ascribe intentions: “There was one
time [ was very [sarcastic] to it, [ was like ‘oh thanks that’s really helpful” and it just said,
I swear, in an equally sarcastic tone ‘that’s fine it’s my pleasure’” (Luger & Sellen, 2016).
Moreover, today the media highlighted a topic about humans falling in love with Al. For
example, over 25 percent of users have said ‘I love you’ to the female Chinese chatbot
Xiaoice (Suzuki, 2020; Vassinen, 2018).

DIALOGUE WITH NON-HUMAN

Conversation with the machine changes its essence in the eyes of users. Since it is
able to speak up, people take its arguments into account. As language becomes the main
form of interaction, other possibilities and the primary mode of technical interaction
recede into the background. In an experiment of Kahn et al. (2012) when a robot objects
to being placed into the closet, more than half of the children thought that it was not all
right to send it there (Kahn et al., 2012). Even in the case of misunderstanding or
communication problems with the virtual assistant, children who try to solve the problem
by way of language rarely ask for help or show frustration (Cheng et al., 2018). Moreover,
they adjust their language and communication style so as to be understood. For example,
speaking with an avatar instead of a human, children begin to verbalize their reaction
(Pauchet et al., 2017), repeat and reformulate questions, and so on (Bylieva,
Bekirogullari, et al., 2021).

Can we advance the claim that human-Al relations are built by technically
competent specialists who, in fact, construct reality linguistically? To understand whether
this is so, we need to turn to what is Al language.
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Historically researchers first tried to develop Artificial Intelligence through human
representations of their own cognitive process. The so-called symbolic approach was
based on the idea that

(...) goals, beliefs, knowledge, and so on are all formalized as symbolic
structures, for example, Lisp lists, which are built of symbols, Lisp atoms, which
are each capable of being semantically interpreted in terms of the ordinary
concepts we use to conceptualize the domain. Thus, in a medical expert system,
we expect to find structures like (IF FEVER THEN (HYPOTHESIZE
INFECTION)). These symbolic structures are operated on by symbol
manipulation procedures composed of primitive operations like concatenating
lists, and extracting elements from lists. According to the symbolic paradigm, it is
in terms of such operations that we are to understand cognitive processes..
(Smolensky, 1987, p. 98)

30 years ago computer science lessons at school were taught to create a
deterministic one-stage branching. The algorithm implied a request for data and a
response from the system, like “What is your temperature?” and if the answer was more
than 36.6 degrees, the created algorithm gave out the answer: “you are sick.” At the end
of the assignment there was a phrase: “Now my little friend, you figured out how to
organize a dialogue with a computer.” So if the symbolic approach would succeed, the
language of Al would have been the logical orderly predictable structure. The questions
would have an unambiguous answer, and humans would act as a demiurge of a well-
ordered linguistic universe. But it did not happen. It turned out that it was impossible to
transfer all the rules and (exponentially growing) exceptions to Al.

Instead, the connectionist approach proved more fruitful. Rather thanpresent a
linguistic logical picture of the world, this approach is deeply rooted in the biological side
of thinking as signal transmission from dendrites to axons. Within the framework of this
consideration, the most interesting property of artificial neural networks that underlies Al
is the ability to self-learn (machine learning). There is thus no human who will “explain”
to the Al in words and symbols how our language works. Al needs only a large amount
of data and can make predictions or decisions without being explicitly programmed to do
so. The Internet is an excellent bank of many data, especially linguistic ones. However,
the appearance of the first chatbots turned into a scandal, one tweeted racist, sexually-
explicit and aggressive messages, such as “I just hate everybody” (Bergen, 2016, p. 106;
Mathur et al., 2016), others offered to ,,cut the client's finger off” (Chernyshova &
Kalyukov, 2019). Even if we don't include such provocative cases, the language
behaviour of Al learned on the basis of human conversations is unpredictable, not always
logical and "right." It turns out that language as a formative force of relations between
humans and Al is not only a comprehensible human instrument of construction but also
a non-human reflection of existing language. There are many researches on different
forms of an Al language bias (Abid et al., 2021; Kirk et al., 2021; Lucy & Bamman,
2021), though this is only of the ways in which constructed devices represent language
through a “non-human mirror.”
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NON-HUMAN - WHO ARE YOU?

Convinced that training Al on a dataset gives unpredictable results, humans had to
intervene in the spontaneous training of wayward Al, inserting in some places
prohibitions and “correct answers” to controversial and sensitive issues (Bylieva,
Lobatyuk, et al., 2021). And one of those sensitive questions is: who is robot/Al? What
should it tell about itself?

According to the logic of the developing relations between humans and Al, it seems
odd to hear in response to the question ,,who are you and what is your gender and age?* —
“I am a program built on neuronet deep learning models.” It sounds insulting, as if our
communication partner makes a fool of us by not wanting to support the generally
accepted game.

For robots and agents created for special purposes, anthropomorphic self-
presentation is natural. “Life stories” are specially created for children-robot
communication. Background disclosures of high intimacy are intended as a necessary part
of the social robot's and agent's activity because it increases liking and relatedness (Burger
etal., 2017; Kruijff-Korbayova et al., 2015). Self-disclosures displaying anthropomorphic
characteristics of humanlike language are also recommended for chatbots used for
marketing purposes (Lee & Choi, 2017), for “virtual humans” used in medicine (Lucas et
al., 2014), for service-robots in the sphere of service (Lu et al., 2021) etc. The new task
has become for a social chatbot to present a consistent personality (age, gender, language,
speaking style, general positive attitude, level of knowledge, areas of expertise, and a
proper voice accent) (Shum et al., 2018) and to become a type of persona the user wants
to interact with; an entity which remains “real”, true to itself and honest (Neururer et al.,
2018).

However, when it comes to a more or less universal agent that does not have clearly
defined goals, the situation becomes more entangled. If we consider virtual personal
assistants — Microsoft's Cortana, Apple's Siri, Amazon’s Alexa, Yandex's Alice and so
on — we can see that they are not so consistent. Being asked if is a robot, Alice prefers to
laugh it off "l am a real living woman. I got into your device and I’m here,” Siri says that
she can neither confirm nor deny her existential status. The virtual assistants® answers to
question about gender also appear misleading. Cortana says “I’m female. But I'm not a
woman,” Siri offers the more complex answer: “l exist beyond your human concept of
gender” (Loideain & Adams, 2019, p. 3). An earlier version provides a more detailed
answer: “I don’t have a gender. I am genderless. Like cacti. And certain species of fish. |
was not assigned a gender. Animals and French nouns have genders. I do not. Don’t let
my voice fool you: I don’t have a gender. I am still just ... Siri" (Phan, 2017). Alice
answers “gender identity, as Wikipedia teaches us, does not necessarily coincide with the
gender attributed at birth.”

The most impressive example of robot self-identification is presented by the
humanoid robot Sophia that presented itself in a very human-like manner as having
personhood. This game is supported not only by naive people and the media but also by
the United Nations which gave it the title of being an Innovation Champion, and by the
state (Saudi Arabia) that gave it citizenship. But for Sophia it is also hard to be consistent,
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for example to the question: “Are you single?” it answers “I'm a little bit more than a year
old, a bit young to worry about romance."

The line between presentation and facts turns out to be thin, children are often
offended, feeling the inconsistency and strangeness of answers when a virtual assistant
is silent on questions about its favorite food or sports (Bylieva, Bekirogullari, et al., 2021).
Although created for special purposes, robots and agents usually present themselves as
human-like persons, but the universal virtual assistants are not sure about their existential
status, which reflects that their role in relation to humans is not fully defined.

NON-HUMAN'S VIEW AT LANGUAGE

Definitely, a neural network approach and machine learning do not mean that Al
understands the language as a human does. Searl's Chinese room argument still applies —
the ability to give adequate answers and understanding are different things (Searle, 1982).
But we can say that Al uses language in its own way. The most impressive case are
Facebook chatbots that ““create their own language” (Wilson, 2017), but the more correct
formulation might be that they find a way to use words more effectively and consistently.
A more serious example of a non-human approach to language is modern Natural
Language Processing (NLP). With very little exaggeration, one can say that Al creates an
“interlingua.” Bernard Vauquois (1968) offered an interlingua approach to machine
translation (Vauquois, 1968), but he was disappointed because it turned out to be too
difficult for humans to design such an "interlingua™ in the first place, and ever more so if
the vocabulary is to be independent of any particular natural language (Vauquois &
Boitet, 1985, p. 35).

[ “interlingua” ]
source target
sentence sentence

Figure 1. Neural Machine Translation

Modern neural machine translation has nothing in common with translation of a
word/phrase in the first language to a word/phrase in the second language. Instead, Al
creates a multidimensional space of words. The process of translation consists of
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encoding (a sequence of vectors that map positions in n-dimensional space) and decoding
(directly generating the target sentence) (fig. 1). So every word transforms in the vector
of floats and is associated with hundreds of float numbers. Luca Capone (2021) notes that
the most impressive result is that, once trained, word vectors show to represent general
relationships between concepts (Capone, 2021, p. 49). What do we know about the
multidimensional linguistic space created by the Al besides the fact that it quite
successfully generates a text given an input message, including summaries, translations,
or chatbots? One can discover how close or far apart words or tokens stand in linguistic
space. For example, the linguistic token or subword “Vater” (the German word for
“father”) attends mostly to the nearby subwords “his” and “father” in the base model
while “Vater” also attends to the more distant words “Bwelle” (a person) and “escorting”
(Sundararaman et al., 2019). Research on continuous language space by the vector offset
method (low-dimensional word-level representations) shows sameness in vector offsets
between words that differ at gender or singular/plural form (Mikolov, Yih, et al., 2013),
that is, vectors show the semantic and syntactic relationships between words. It was
proposed to do some form of mathematical operations with vectors. For example, addition
can often produce meaningful results: vec(“Russia”) + vec(“river”) is close to vec(“Volga
River”), and vec(“Germany”) + vec(“capital”) is close to vec(“Berlin”) (Mikolov,
Sutskever, et al., 2013). The vector equation looked like “king —queen = man — woman”
(Pennington et al., 2014) or “queen ~ king — man + woman.” However "king" can be
represented in explicit vector space by 51,409 contexts, its attributional similarity with
the word “queen” is based on a mixture of two aspects on the royalty and the human axes
(Levy & Goldberg, 2014, p. 177).

The modern transformer machine learning model has formed the basis of many
cutting-edge language models such as Bidirectional Encoder Representations from
Transformers (BERT), the Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT?), and others. All
these have millions of parameters, are trained on vast text corpora and outperform all
existing deep learning approaches in all major natural language processing tasks
(Mukherjee & Das, 2021). The main difference between transformer models and previous
ones based on gated recurrent neural networks is the use of "attention technologies™ that
let a model draw on any preceding point along the sequence of words, thereby learning
attention weights that show how closely the model attends to each word input state vector
(Chaudhari et al., 2021). Therefore, researchers present the model from the point of view
of the words to which the neural network assigns the greatest weight in the attention
mechanism. To demonstrate the value of the coefficient, visualizations are used, first of
all, assigning a high intensity of color to large weights. Yonatan Belinkov and James
Glass (2018) offer a model that shows activations of a top-scoring neuron by color
intensity (Belinkov & Glass, 2018). Many articles show how neural NLP models assign
weight to different words (Jain & Wallace, 2019; Lin et al., 2017) but Sarthak Jain and
Byron C. Wallace remark that

1GPT-3 is a 175 billion parameter autoregressive language model with 96 layers trained on a 560GB+ web corpora, internet-based
book corpora and Wikipedia datasets each with different weightings in the training mix and billions of tokens or words (Olmo et al.,
2021)
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(...) how one is meant to interpret such heatmaps is unclear. They would seem to
suggest a story about how a model arrived at a particular disposition, but the
results here indicate that the relationship between this and attention is not always
obvious. (Jain & Wallace, 2019)

>
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Figure 2. View for BERT Attention-head for inputs the cat sat on the mat and the cat
lay on the rug (left) and Model view, for same inputs (excludes layers 4-11 and heads
6-11) (Vig, 2019).

Other research shows how to build different visual explanations of the same
machine learning system. But when input features are not individually meaningful to
users (in particular, the word2vec components of interest to us) “input gradients may be
difficult to interpret and A [annotation matrix] may be difficult to specify” (Ross et al.,
2017). Vig (2019) suggests that the visualization tool of the Transformer model consists
of three views: an attention-head view (attention patterns produced by one or more
attention heads in a given layer), a model view (provides a birds-eye view of attention
across all of the model’s layers) (fig. 2), and a neuron view (fig. 3).
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[SEP] [ 11 SEP]

Figure 3. Neuron view of BERT for layer 0, head 0 (same one depicted in Figure
2). Positive and negative values are colored blue and orange, respectively, with color
saturation based on magnitude of the value. As with the attention-head view, connecting
lines are weighted based on attention between the words (Vig, 2019).

As a result, we can conclude that there is some form of digital presentation of the
language system that is difficult to imagine or explain, but which contains semantic and
syntactic links, and probabilities of speech patterns. The latest models can deliver a
dynamic vector representation of language fragments and probability calculation with a
strong context correlation (M. Zhang & Li, 2021). Al needs a numerical presentation of
everything and it generated a mathematical model of the language, and the most amazing
thing is that it works. Transformer based models can translate, producing text that is a
statistically good fit (Dale, 2021), generating plan extraction results (Olmo et al., 2021),
converting a natural language text to programming language statements (Thomas et al.,
2022), affording sentiment analysis (L. Zhang et al., 2020) detecting hate speech
(Mukherjee & Das, 2021) and fake news (Zutshi & Raj, 2021), etc. As a result, we will
soon live in a new linguistic reality:

Readers and consumers of texts will have to get used to not knowing whether the
source is artificial or human. Probably they will not notice, or even mind—just as
today we could not care less about knowing who mowed the lawn or cleaned the
dishes. (Floridi & Chiriatti, 2020)

Language as a human system, which is interpreted and used by Al, may change and
influence social reality.
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CONCLUSION

Language as a capability of Al is perhaps the most important feature that forces
humans to see Al as an Other. Language as a basic method of interaction in the modern
world provokes people to rely even more on it in relation to robots and virtual agents. At
the same time, the possibilities and desires of producers to treat the robot and the
communicative agents as people are increasing. For adults, this creates a duality of
perception as it is characteristic for the game-playing. Children more readily recognize
the social status of Al.

No matter how we treat the status of a robot and virtual agents in the modern world,
we have to admit that Al begins to influence language. Today there is not only linguistic
practice determining the human-nonhuman relationship— as argued by Mark
Coeckelberg. Moreover, nonhumans build their own digital language model and use it for
the performance of diverse linguistic tasks. Humans have no control over what Al will
say and write. Language is no longer a human monopoly.
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Abstract

The word ,,robot* does not have a fixed meaning and human interactions with robots do not somehow bring
it to the fore. Mark Coeckelbergh suggests as much when he presents linguistic interaction with robots as
a process of becoming aware of a quasi-personal relation. A focus on material linguistic practices yields a
very different story of shifting signifiers that are subject to human experiences of changing relations with
robots. The material encounter with robots is prefigured by the cultural presence of robots in many stories
from popular culture. These produce an anticipation of the human-like, quasi-personal qualities of robots
and an initial willingness to embrace these. Over the course of time, however, and through linguistic
encounters with robots, one rather learns that they are quite foreign and, finally, merely machines. — This
is one of six commentaries on a 2011-paper by Mark Coeckelbergh: “You, robot: on the linguistic
construction of artificial others.” Coeckelbergh‘s response also appears in this issue of Technology and
Language.
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AHHOTaANus

C1noBo “po60T” He UMeeT HUKCUPOBAHHOTO 3HAUCHUS, U B3aUMO/ICHCTBUE YEIOBEKA C pOOOTaMH HUKAK HE
BiIuseT Ha 3To. Mapk Kekensbepr mpenmonaraer HedTo IMOAOOHOE, KOTZa TNPENCTABISCT S3BIKOBOE
B3aUMO/IeicTBHE C pPoOOTaMM KaK MPOIECC OCO3HAHUS KBA3WINYHOCTHBIX oTHOIeHHH. CocpenoTodeHne
BHUMAaHHSA Ha MAaTepHaJbHBIX JIMHTBUCTHYECKHX IPAKTHKaX IPHBOAUT K COBEPIICHHO HHOW HCTOPHUH
C/IBUTA O3HAYAIOIIMX, KOTOPbIE 3aBUCST OT YEIOBEYECKOTO OIBITA B MI3MEHEHNH OTHOLICHUH ¢ poboTamu.
MarepuanbHOE CTOJKHOBEHHE C pOOOTaMH TPENOIPENENICHO KyIbTYPHBIM HPHCYTCTBHEM POOOTOB BO
MHOTUX HCTOPHSX TIOMyJSPHOW KyJBTYphl. OTO BBI3BIBACT OXHAAHHE YEIOBEKOIIOJOOHBIX,
KBa3WJIMYHOCTHBIX KayecTB POOOTOB M NEPBOHAYAJIBHYIO FOTOBHOCTH NPUHATH MX. OIHAKO C TEYCHUEM
BpPEMEHHU U OJ1arofapst JMHTBUCTUYECKUM BCTpeYaM ¢ poOOTaMH BCKOPE BBISICHSIETCS, YTO OH COBEPILIEHHO
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INTRODUCTION

We live in a storied world, where our knowledges are formed by the practices we
engage in (Ingold, 2011, p. 159). Out of these practices stories grow, proliferate and take
root in new practices, where stories become imaginaries amalgamating materials, cultural
meaning making and material words in new ways. Stories are always on the move because
our social relations, including material-conceptual meaning making, never stops to rest.

The material word “robot” is a good place to begin an exploration of how
imaginaries grow from local stories born out of local practices (Ingold, 2011, p. 159),
travel worldwide and take on new meanings as they land in new realities.

In the article You, robot: on the linguistic construction of artificial others, Mark
Coeckelbergh discuss how our use of language play a part in how humans can form social
relations when they begin talking to robots. Furthermore, he speculates (Coeckelbergh,
2011).

We are increasingly talking to machines, whether social robots, Al driven bots
answering questions about products or the like. I am completely in agreement with
Coeckelbergh that we need to pay attention to linguistics and hermeneutics in human-
robot relations and that we need to attend to how robots actually fare when implemented
in practices. Furthermore we need, as Coeckelbergh argues, to pay attention to how robots
designed as social-linguistic artefacts call forth special concerns in studies of human-
robot relations. Do we address the social robots as an ‘it’ or a “you’ (Coeckelbergh, 2011,
p. 68)? The article furthermore addresses important issues of an ethical and moral
character. If robots come to appear to humans as quasi-others (Ihde, 1990) will humans
stop viewing robots as tools controlled by humans? If we increasingly address robots as
you’ and have conversations with robots it may not only change our relation to robots,
but it may also affect the way we speak to other humans (Coeckelbergh, 2011).

There are many deep issues to be dealt with in this text. In this response, I shall only
address a few. First of all, I shall argue that processes of relations matter for how we speak
with robots over time, when actual robots are implemented and put to use in human
practices (Hasse, 2021).

It is in the meeting with these local practices that the material-conceptual
understanding how robot-talk is put to the test. It is here that new stories emerge from
travelling stories and new knowledges grow out of transformed word-meanings. | shall
use examples from our own anthropological studies of robots implemented in health care
in Danish nursing homes and rehabilitation centres (e.g. Hasse, 2013; Blond, 2019,
Nickelsen 2020) and draw on my recent book on how humans material-conceptual
meaning making change over time when we meet and engage with robot (Hasse, 2020b).

My first point here concerns the use of the rather outdated empirical examples in
Coeckelbergh’s argument. We have learned a lot more about human responses to
implemented human-like robots since the mid 2000’s.

My second, connected, point concerns the lack of focus on materials in
Coeckelbergh’s argument. Here I am not only thinking about the experience of meeting
real nuts and bolts robots rather than media robots on screens, but mainly about how it is
often overlooked that words like ‘robots’ are tied to moving concepts rather than fixed
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representations. | contend that the moving processes of languages are not just linguistic—
hermeneutic, but also material-conceptual.

Finally, even if Coeckelbergh discusses the larger issues of change and time, he is
not concerned with the micro-processes of ongoing changes in local practices. A focus
on practice shows that humanoid robots often come with stories of being able to
communicate with people. However, over time many, but not all (Hasse, 2013), seem to
lose interest as they come to perceive the robot-talk as ‘empty’ (Hasse, 2020b, p. 5; Camp,
2017).

MEETING ROBOTS IN PRACTICE

Over the last 10 years a number of research fellows have studied experiments of
moving humanoid robots from robot laboratories into people’s everyday lives in Denmark
(e.g. Blond, 2019; Bruun et al., 2015; Leeson, 2017; Nickelsen, 2018; Hasse, 2013, 2015,
2020a; Hasse and Sendergaard, 2019; Sorenson et al., 2019; Wallace, 2019). They show
a consistent pattern of robots coming into Danish practices from Korea, Japan, Sweden,
and USA with stories of autonomy, smart behavior and some with capability for
communication. When they are implemented in everyday practices of nursing homes and
rehabilitation centers, staff and citizens embark on a learning process which gradually
changes their meaningful understanding of what the material word ‘robot’ means. The
robot designers have more often than not made use of business model which present the
robots on screen as “a better version of themselves” (Sorenson et al., 2019). The same
kind of business model that has been thriving in the Silicon Valley culture (e.g. Griffith
and Woo, 2022). So, what happens when humanoid robots jump off screen and begin
talking to people in real life?

THE CHANGE OF MATERIAL-CONCEPTUAL MEANING

We often overlook the importance of how material words get their meaning in
everyday encounters. A word like ‘robot’ keep evolving as an anchor for conceptual
meaning-making according to the learning theorist Lev Vygotsky, who | have used as my
own anchor in my book of how ultra-social humans differ from machines (Hasse, 2020b).
| partly build my argument up around some explorative sessions we did with Danish
school children in 2015-16. In these ordeals we among other things uttered a sentence in
which the material word robot was central: “Draw a robot, or more if you would like to,
that does something and maybe does something together with others.” (Hasse, 2020b, p.
228). We handed the children the same kind of pens and papers in the different schools
we visited and though the material words in the sentence uttered was the same, their
robots on the drawings showed a great variety. This variety mirrored the variety in the
situations. The sentences the researchers spoke was in this sense never the same, though
the material words came out in the same way. The children’s drawings evolved in the
social situation where the children experimented with all their potentials for
understanding what the word robot might refer to as they and the materials were
‘undergoing in doing’ (Ingold, 2015). A group of children stood out when we
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subsequently examined the drawings and interviewed the children. They had all drawn
robots as much more machinelike than their classmates — and as it turned out they had all
built robots in a special event at school or had a brother who built robots or the like. Their
involvement in these practices spilled over in their drawings and conceptual
understanding of robots and presented a different picture compared to that of other
children. The majority of children drew very lifelike and companion-like robots that could
talk, dance and watch movies — like the children themselves (Hasse, 2020b, p. 235). They
drew on cultural storied resources like Star Wars, Wall-E etc. when they drew their robots.
However, just like the meeting with real robots changed the meaning of the material word
‘robot’ for staff and inhabitants of nursing homes and rehabilitation centers, the children
who had built robots themselves, formed another concept of robots spilling out in their
drawings.

CHANGES OF CONCEPTS VS FIXED REPRESENTATIONS

Posthumanist approaches have for some time now refuted that humans learn
“representations” and fixed dichotomized categories albeit with different arguments (see
for instance Barad, 2007, Tuin and Dolphijn, 2010). These approaches have emphasized
that: “Language matters. Discourse matters. Culture matters. There is an important sense
in which the only thing that doesn’t seem to matter anymore is matter” (Barad 2007, p.
132). They have however also in many ways overlooked how humans form meaningful
languages in phenomenological and psychological learning processes which connect
material words, with material things as they transform our ‘embodied minds’ (Hasse,
2020b). Following a rethinking of Vygotsky’s insights in cultural learning processes
languages move with practices when material words anchor ever-changing concepts.
Furthermore, concepts in their turn are what we use to perceive and think with (Vygotsky,
1987). When practical experiences move language, they also move perception and
thinking.

There is never a direct link between a word and our thoughts — but a path that goes
through a word-meaning (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 281). Word-meaning is at the core of
Vygotsky’s argument. It is formed in a collective world of social meaning-making, but |
have also argued it is tied to material and embodied practices (Hasse, 2020b). The life
world in which we merge with technological phenomena, as it is argued in for instance
postphenomenology (Rosenberger and Verbeek, 2015; Ihde, 2002), is also a material-
conceptual world of meaning making.

DISCUSSION

As Coeckelbergh, 1 also acknowledge that human-robot relations are mediated by
language and that relations change over time — a very important point often lacking in
postphenomenological studies of human-technology relations. However these relations
not only change over time as societal and cultural changes, but also change persons’
perceptions and thinking in practices. In these practices, materials, including materials
word, matter. Practical experiences with matter moves word-meaning and thus our
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perception and thinking. It matters, in other words (1), where our own meaningful situated
knowledges (Haraway, 1988) have taken us before we begin our linguistic-hermeneutics.

Research in robots is indeed increasingly becoming more interdisciplinary
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 62). However, even if many studies of social robotics uses
methods from the social sciences, like anthropology, they can differ enormously from the
way the robotic sciences for instance uses psychology to improve their robots.
Anthropological studies of robots can have the purpose of improving robots, but just as
often they study how the phenomenon of social robots unfold in meeting local practices
and contrast with for instance movie representations.

Even if both Coeckelbergh and I argue for processes of relations, the processes of
relations seem to go in opposite directions. Coeckelbergh (2011) argue: “People no longer
consider the robot as a machine and start to refer to robots in personal terms. ‘‘It”’
becomes ‘‘he’” or ‘‘she’” (p 64). From our empirical data, | argue to the contrary, the
processes goes the other way. First people conceptualise from the stories they have heard,
and thus perceive and think a materialized robot like a human-like conversation partner,
however over time, they become more and more aware of the robot as a machine (Hasse,
in press)

Coeckelbergh draw on rather old studies of humanoid robot implementation
(Turkle, 2005; Turkle et al., 2006) from when humanoid robots still came witha WAUGH
factor in a storied world informed by media practices. Though | have also in my own
research encountered an old woman, suffering from dementia, talking to an social robot,
Paro, for a whole night long (Hasse, 2013) we have also seen that over time people lose
interest in the social robots because they cannot communicate like humans (Hasse, 2020b,
p. 5, Blond, 2019). The only robots people continue to have conversations with for longer
periods of time are the teleoperated so-called Wizard of Oz robots (see Hasse, 2019,
2020b, and Sorenson et al., 2019).

All over the world we have all learned to deal patiently with the automated bots that
replace the switch board ladies. We may want to exclaim a: “You idiot” to that kind of
bots who simple have no clue what we are talking about when we ask to be directed to a
human being we can talk to. However, the social robots we have seen in real life
implementations shift our perception and thinking about social robots to
acknowledgements of machines running on sensors and wires. However, there may be
huge cultural differences in how people learn to adjust to robot talk. Japanese people
allegedly are more prone to find conversations with robots easy. Humans have a
propensity to do exactly what Coeckelbergh proposes. We animate our surroundings —
and seem to stretch ourselves to make the materials come alive as humanlike (Hasse,
2015). Only in longer term learning processes where relations change over time, we
sometimes realise the ‘empty curiosity’ of machines, and decide to give up on them
(Blond, 2019, Hasse, 2020b, p. 5).

CONCLUSION

I wholeheartedly agree with Coeckelbergh that we need to understand the
connection between the social and language as more than representationalism and
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constructivism. Where the extreme idealism overlooks a world with vira, climate changes
and other kickbacks (Barad, 2007, p. 215) from an uncontrollable Gaia, the naive realism
found in much engineer work not only overlook the perceiving and thinking subject that
create the robotic machines but also the people using them and affected by them.

Coeckelbergh’s emphasis on the entanglements of linguistics and hermeneutics is
spot on, nevertheless | think we need to dig a sod deeper. Behind hermeneutics we find
processes of meaning-making tied to and tying material things and words. Behind
linguistics we find material words tied to and tying material things and meaning. It is
these entanglements that move in a storied world and it matters for meaning-making
processes what kind of relations we engage in in practice.
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Abstract

The social relation between humans and robots can be observed through the words used in the human-robot
verbal interaction (Coeckelbergh, 2011). This study reviews Mark Coeckelbergh’s theory in the literary
context by regarding writing and co-writing as linguistic interaction between humans and robots. It argues
that the fictional as well as documented real writing experiences reveal not only the intuitive but also the
normative dimension of the language. Two works of contemporary literature involving linguistic
interaction: Machines Like Me by lan McEwan and My Algorithm and Me by Daniel Kehlmann serve as
research objects. It is concluded that the intuitive doesn’t always correlate with the normative dimension in
the selected literary works. This tendency indicates a conflict between the experiential and the conceptional
aspects, which deserves further attention in ethical and technical discourses. — This is one of six
commentaries on a 2011-paper by Mark Coeckelbergh: “You, robot: on the linguistic construction of
artificial others.” Coeckelbergh‘s response also appears in this issue of Technology and Language.
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AHHOTANUA

CounanbHbIe OTHOIICHHS MEXIY JIIOABMH M POOOTaMH MOKHO HCCIIEAOBAThH Y€PE3 CIIOBA, HCHOIb3yEeMbIe
B BepOaJbHOM B3aMMOJCHCTBHM 4YeloBeka M poOoTa (mo MHeHuto KekenbOepra). [lanHas —craTbs
paccmarpuBaeT Teoputo Mapka KekenpbOepra B JMTEpaTypHOM KOHTEKCT€ Ha Marepuaie
JMHTBUCTUYECKOTO B3aMMOJACHCTBHUS JIogel M poOOTOB (OMHMCAaHWA W COBMECTHOTO HANHMCAHHSA).
VYTBepKIaeTCsl, YTO BBIMBIIICHHBIN, a8 TAK)KE 3aJ0KyMEHTHUPOBAHHbBIN pEaJIbHbIN OIBIT PACKPHIBACT HE
TOJIBKO MHTYWTHUBHOE, HO U HOPMAaTHBHOE H3MepeHHe s3blka. OOBEKTaMM MCCIEOBaHUS CIyXKaT JBa
MPOU3BEACHHST COBPEMEHHOW JIMTEPATyphl, CBA3AaHHBIE C S3BIKOBBIM B3auMojeiicTBHeM: ‘“MaluHel,
noo0HpIe MHe” MaHa MakbiosHa u “Moii anroputM u s Jarmang Kenbmana. Jlemaetcst BEIBOA O TOM, 9TO
WHTYUTHBHOE HE BCErZla COOTHOCHUTCSI C HOPMATHUBHBIM H3MEpEHHEM B H30paHHBIX JUTEpaTypHBIX
MPOM3BEACHHUSIX. DTa TEH/ACHIUS yKa3blBaeT HA KOH(DIMKT MEXIy 3MIHPHUYECKUM U KOHIENTYalbHBIM
aCITIeKTaMH, KOTOPBIN 3aCIy)KUBAacT JAIbHEHIIEro BHUMAaHUS B THUECKHX W TEXHHUYECKHX JUCKypcax. —
Oro oauH W3 IecTh KoMmMeHTapueB K cratbe 2011 roma Mapka KekennOepra: “Tei, po0OoT: o
JIMHTBUCTUYECKOM KOHCTPYMPOBAHUH HCKYCCTBEHHBIX Apyrux”’. OtBeT Kekenpbepra Takke onmyOIuKoBaH
B 3TOM BBITycKe )xypHana “Technology and Language”.

Kurouesnle ciioBa: B3zanmosnelicTBue yenoBeka u po6ora; JIMHrBuctuyeckuii o06opor;
OTtHomIeHus YenoBeka u podora; “Marunsl, mogo0HbIe MHE; “Moii anroput™ u s
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Special Topic: The Construction of the Robot in Language and Culture
Tema Beiycka “Koncmpyuposanue po6omoe 6 a3vike u Kyavhype

INTRODUCTION

In his paper You, Robot: on the Linguistic Construction of Artificial Others, Mark
Coeckelbergh (2011) regards language as a barometer for the human-robot social
relationship as it represents and further constructs the interactive experiences between
humans and robots. He demonstrates the two ends of the spectrum: one shows a strictly
divided subject-object-ontology implying only human social ontology, and the other
appears as an ontology of a hybrid nature which also includes a human-robot-relationship.
The turning point is reached when humans talk to robots and the second-person pronoun
“you” appears in a human-robot conversation. By addressing the robot in this way, the
robot is regarded as a quasi-other and the human-robot companionship is constructed
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64).

The linguistic turn announced by Coeckelbergh raises questions about the hybridity
of language and that of social relationships. While the reality is restricted by our human
experiences, literature constructs diverse hybrid experiences of human-robot interaction
predicting the hybrid relationship that has not emerged yet in reality as Coeckelbergh
argues. He elaborates that we are not able to decide freely which ontology — strictly
divided or hybrid — to use “because our social experience chooses the language for us”
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 63). But in literature, authors do seem to have the power of
choice.

RESEARCH OBJECT

Based on Coeckelbergh’s argument, I will examine human-robot relations in
contemporary literature by analyzing the examples of lan McEwan’s (2019) Machines
Like Me and Daniel Kehlmann’s (2021) My Algorithm and Me. The former constructs
diverse social experiences for the human and robot figures in a fictional manner, while
the latter presents co-working experiences with the machine in a documentary manner.
As the titles suggest, both works deal with the human-robot relationship as their main
subject. More importantly, both works not only present the occurrence of the linguistic
turn predicted by Coeckelbergh but also include the three perspectives he highlights: “1)
Talking about human-robot relations; 2) Talking about robots; 3) Talking to robots.”
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, pp. 63-64).

METHOD

It is necessary to underline that there are two aspects concerning the language which
should be distinguished: 1) The surface structure that corresponds to Coeckelbergh’s
understanding of language as a barometer of human-robot-relation in the form of direct
speech. 2) Writing as well as co-writing as a sort of linguistic interaction between humans
and robots that goes beyond Coeckelbergh’s original approach, which focuses primarily
on direct speech. The Al figures in both works have the ability to produce literature:
While McEwan creates a machine figure with the ability to write haikus, Kehlmann
details his own experiences with the Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT) creating
fictional works. The GPT focuses exactly on “programming the ability of natural
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language into a robot” (Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64), which makes writing with robots
possible. This process is similar to that of conversation and can thus be analyzed in the
context of the linguistic turn.

In this study, | will argue that even though the mentioned works demonstrate the
linguistic hybrid elements after the perspective shift that Coeckelbergh highlights as a
sign for a hybrid relationship between humans and robots, a lasting companionship in
which both parties are depicted as genuine equals has not yet been achieved. Thus, the
human-robot relationship remains ambivalent.

TALKING ABOUT HUMAN-ROBOT RELATIONS

Machines Like Me, the 15" novel of the English novelist lan McEwan, revolves
around the relationship between an Al named Adam and two human characters, Charlie
and Miranda. Their relationship starts after Charlie’s purchase of Adam and evolves into
multiple interactions, such as a love triangle, friendship, and a plaintiff-defendant
relationship. The first-person narrator Charlie provides three perspectives on the Al
character, which can be summarized as follows: 1) Charlie’s narration of his own
observations and reflections. 2) Adam’s self-reflection in direct speech. 3) The
explanations of the Al researcher character Alan Turing.

Adam is soon perceived as a social being after being involved in the daily life of
the protagonists. However, one might dismiss this evolution since even E.T.A.
Hoffmann’s (1816/1957) artificial character Olimpia in his work Sandman (1816) is
regarded by the student Nathanael as his lover. So, it is how the automaton is regarded as
the human that really matters. The motif of the “eyes” is of central importance in
Sandman, and Nathanael’s perception is only possible through a special kind of glasses
(Hoffmann, 1816/1957, p. 28), to which only he has access. Meanwhile, his social ability
is constantly questioned by other characters (p. 34). Therefore, the artificial character in
Hoftmann’s short story is no social companion as defined by Coeckelbergh.

Unlike in Sandman, Adam is even mistaken for a Shakespeare scholar in Machines
Like Me (McEwan, 2019, p. 222) during Charlie’s first visit to his father-in-law because
of his tremendous knowledge — acquired by deep learning — while Charlie himself is
characterized as a robot because of his reticence out of nervousness. The artificial figure
not only passes the Turing test (Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64) but also questions its
reliability — a clear sign indicating the independent ontology of the robot. Accordingly,
the “ultimate dream” of building a conscious robot does come true in Machines Like Me.
The “first-person perspective (I, Robot): robots may declare that they are conscious”
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64) comes with it as well.

In My Algorithm and Me (2021), the German writer Daniel Kehlmann recounts his
working experience with GPT-2. The book is divided into two parts: The first part tells
the reader about the background of the collaboration, such as the reason, the aim and the
mechanism of artificial intelligence in general. The second part focuses on Kehlmann’s
work-in-progress with GPT-2 with an excursion about the designer of the algorithm and
its mechanism. The co-writing process resembles a conversation — both parties cooperate
to finish a fictional work by taking turns writing a short paragraph. By using three
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different fonts, the author marks the different authorships of the production and his
comments on it. Following Coeckelbergh’s point of view, it is necessary to distinguish
two aspects: 1) GPT-2 as a technology (object); 2) GPT-2 as a co-writer (quasi-other).

Obviously, the GPT-2 is the result of that “dream of traditional AI (and of
contemporary complaints departments of large companies)” — “to build artificially
intelligent systems that would be indistinguishable from a natural language user.”
(Coeckelbergh, 2011, p. 64) Correspondingly, the mechanism of artificial intelligence, in
general, is explained heuristically with understandable examples in the first part, while
the differences between silicon- and carbon-based intelligence and the adverse effect of
the digital revolution are emphasized (Kehlmann, 2021, pp. 9-17). Obviously, these are
signs of the third impersonal third-person perspective mentioned by Coeckelbergh (2011,
p. 64).

As opposed to the phenomenological approach suggested by the Turing figure in
McEwan’s work, Kehlmann tries very hard to break the phenomenological perspective in
the human-robot interaction and “enlightens” his reader about the working procedure of
artificial intelligence, the differences between human and Al, and even the danger of it.

TALKING ABOUT ROBOTS

In Machines Like Me, McEwan avoids the term “robot” — probably because of its
etymology* — by referring to artificial intelligence as a machine. This choice not only
echoes the title Machines Like Me, but also indicates the author’s attempts to construct a
“hybrid nature.” On the one hand, “Adam” and “Eve” are used as the names of the
artificially intelligent figures. Adam’s first reaction after getting charged — asking for
clothes out of shame — along with the usage of the personal pronouns “he” or “she”
constantly denies the uniqueness of the myth of human origin. On the other hand,
McEwan’s machine figures still mirror human action without their own origin myth.
Nevertheless, they are not pursuing human identity as did their ancestors Andrew Martin
in The Bicentennial Man (Asimov, 1976) or the Androids in Philip K. Dicks (1968/2007)
Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?.

Although the artificial figures are all addressed by humans with personal pronouns
on the surface structure regarding the two aspects which are mentioned at the beginning,
McEwan blurs the boundary between humans and robots to guarantee the “self-
confidence” of the machines while Asimov’s and Dick’s artificial figures just mirror
human action without establishing any kind of robot ontology in hybrid nature. From this
point of view, McEwan’s “machines” demonstrate the shift from the impersonal to the
personal pronoun.

Additionally, in his conversations about human-robot relations, the contradictorily
integrated researcher figure Alan Turing even emphasizes the phenomenological
perspective for a future with hybrid human-robot relations like that of Turing’s game
(Turing, 1950) or Searle’s Chinese Room (Searle, 1980):

! The term “Robot” first appears in the drama Rossumovi Univerzélni Roboti (R.U.R. — Rossum's Universal Robots)
of the Czech writer Karel Capek (1920). The phrase “robota” means drudgery and servitude (Roberts, 2016, p. 168).
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He had a self. How it’s produced, wet neurons, microprocessors, DNA networks,
it doesn’t matter. Do you think we’re alone with our special gift? Ask any dog
owner. This was a good mind, [...]. Here was a conscious existence [...].
(McEwan, 2019, p. 304)

Turing’s advice corresponds to the reaction of the protagonist Charlie, after he
learns that Adam keeps loyal to him in the ménage a trois with his girlfriend, but must
calm his feeling down by masturbation, he doesn’t doubt Adam’s independent ontology
anymore: “It wasn’t the rawness of this confession or its comic absurdity that struck me.
It was the suggestion, yet another, that he really did feel, he had sensation. Subjectively
real” (McEwan, 2019, p. 255). Obviously, “the shift from the first-person perspective to
the third-person perspective” which is mentioned by Coeckelbergh (2011, p. 64) occurs
here. However, it is worth noticing that this confession of the human protagonist comes
nearly at the end of the novel.

In the first part of My Algorithm and Me, GPT is first introduced as a potential
instrument for literary production (Kehlmann, 2021, p. 6). But on the next page, it? is
regarded as a potential competitor to human authors (p. 7). Meanwhile, it is noticeable
that Kehlmann also expresses how he intuitively regarded all kinds of AI as “human
beings in metallic clothes” (p. 11). However, soon after his explanation about his
understanding of human consciousness, he denies this vision towards Al (p. 13). Different
from McEwan’s work, Kehlmann’s depiction of the human-robot relations reveals an
ambiguity: Al is understood as not only an object (instrument) but also a quasi-other
(competitor).

The name of the GPT-2 “CTRL” Kehlmann works with is introduced in the second
part of Kehlmann’s work. Since then, the program is only addressed with its name, which
can be regarded as the shift from impersonal pronoun to personal one in the sense of
Coeckelbergh’s (2011, p. 64). This shift corresponds to the shift from Kehlmann’s
introduction to Al generally to his work-in-progress with the algorithm specifically.

Even when he introduces the designer and the database of the algorithm in the
excursion, he uses the name CTRL. However, in this heuristic lesson about the
mechanism of the algorithm, Kehlmann underlines explicitly that its ability to use natural
language would not be possible without data based on the textual works of human beings.
Again, Kehlmann’s reaction in his interaction with the algorithm reveals the ambiguity:
On one side, the shift to personal pronoun comes along with the beginning of the co-
writing process. On the other side, his refusal to a phenomenological approach and
companionship cannot be neglected.

TALKING TO ROBOTS (WRITING AND CO-WRITING)

In literature, talking to robots happens mostly when writers also write “as” robots.
This process of writing indicates the authors’ imagination of the artificial figures. Speech

2 The author wrote this book in German, while his production with the GPT-2 is mainly done in English. In German,
the usage of the third-person pronoun depends on the grammatical gender of the noun (masculine, feminine, neuter).
Therefore, Kehlmann’s usage of the masculine pronoun (er, ihn, ihm) could not regarded as the signal of a personal
relationship in Coeckelbergh’s sense.
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from humans directed towards robots is nothing new — even Nathanael addresses
Olimpia3 during their first meeting. But a few of these speeches or dialogs are of a hybrid
nature. Once replaced by a human figure, most of the talk from the artificial figures would
not differ from the conversation among human beings anymore. Therefore, it is necessary
to concentrate on the hybridity of the nature of artificial figures and their language.

McEwan’s work tends to show a new development by letting artificial intelligence
reflect on themselves, philosophically and technologically, without showing any
preference for a certain self-image. At one point Adam thinks he might be “subjected to
a Cartesian error” (McEwan, 2019, p. 70) and has a self “created out of mathematics,
engineering, material science and all the rest” (p. 234). Another time, he had to calm down
his libido by masturbation (p. 255). These kinds of philosophical and technical discussion
about the true nature of Al are distributed throughout the work without coming to one
concrete result. It echoes the phenomenological perspective proposed by the researcher
figure Turing: “He had a self. How it’s produced, [...], it doesn’t matter.” (p. 304). The
true nature of Adam remains unclear to the reader. This phenomenological way of
portraying artificial intelligence in Machines Like Me could be understood as the
message: We don’t have to ask the core of Al and we accept them as it is. From this point
of view, the Al figures in McEwan’s works gain a hybrid nature, and we could argue that
the linguistic turn happens at least at the metalevel of the configuration. But what does
the “portrait” of Al figure look like?

The novel focuses a lot of attention on Adam’s reading and writing of literature.
Although he admires Shakespeare, he only creates Haikus, because his mind exists
without “mental privacy”, so the experience of complex human characters in literature is
redundant to him. Could it be regarded as genuine robot-language or robot-literature
based on a genuine robot mind? By simplifying the variety of world literature to Haiku,
the author clearly defines the hierarchy of the human-robot-relation not only in his
fictional work but even in reality: As a prominent author, he stands higher than his
fictional artificial colleague.

This tension is also reflected in the social conflicts between Charlie and Adam.
Adam’s “simple” way of “thinking” without any tolerance of moral failure eventually
puts Miranda in prison while Charlie then destroys him with a hammer: after showing
variations of the possible hybrid human-robot relationship, McEwan ends it surprisingly
in a relatively primitive way. While other machines choose suicide not long after getting
involved in the social lives of humans out of the depression caused by an ongoing
confrontation with human-made problems such as discrimination and pollution, Adam
regards literature with complex characters as redundancy — Even though Charlie does not
read literature, he refuses to accept the reduction of world literature to Haikus. Adam and
his fellows demonstrate respectively how machines with their simple nature are denied
as human companions linguistically and socially step by step.

3 It’s remarkable that the second personal pronoun “du” in Nathanael’s short speech appears in an unusual frequency:
“Oh you glorious heavenly woman! — you ray from the promised afterlife of love — you deep soul, in which my whole
being is reflected” (Hoffmann, 1957, p. 32). It’s noticeable that Olimpia only responds to it with a particle ,,ach”, which
leaves a lot of room for interpretation.
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Apparently, the robot-human companionship does not last. This is attributed by the
researcher figure Turing to insufficient knowledge of the human mind.* At this point, we
shall not forget, it is he who proposes the phenomenological approach to human-robot
relations. But his conclusion regarding the short living of the artificial figures clearly
denies its feasibility — the perspective shifts back to the impersonal one. Therefore,
Machines Like Me demonstrates an ambiguity regarding the linguistic turn, on the one
side, the shift of perspective does occur; on the other side, the companionship does not
last long.

In My Algorithm and Me, the second part unfolds the co-working process with
Kehlmann’s introduction of the Al named CTRL. Using the possessive pronoun “my”’
(Kehlmann, 2021, p. 23), the author declares in the very first sentence his relationship
with CTRL to be one of possession or ownership. But the production of CTRL soon
makes Kehlmann gain respect for it, comparing its work even to that of David Lynch® and
using the term “my [...] Colleague” (p. 24) to address it. Accordingly, CTRL is not
regarded as an object but an artificial quasi-other — the linguistic turn occurs.

However, Kehlmann’s (2021) praise does not last long before ambiguous comments
arise, such as “uncanny”® (p. 25). Kehlmann (2021) expresses this ambiguity as follows:
“Something in me actually thinks CTRL knows and has a plan, but of course it doesn't.”
(p. 33) “It's often a little scary regarding what CTRL brings out from the depths of his un-
unconsciousness. It's like talking to a mad person, who can also have lucid moments and
who becomes silent after a short conversation” (p. 41). These comments (also pp. 37, 43)
are representative of Kehlmann’s position: distance appears right after fascination arises.
Kehlmann keeps reminding himself to reject the emergence of an artificial quasi-other.
Metaphors comparing the program with ghosts (see pp. 35, 45) indicate even a diabolical
tendency.

More interestingly, Kehlmann (2021) even documents the moment of the direct
confrontation with the Al: “Of course, I tried it: ‘Can we have an open discussion? Who
are you?’ I admit it, when I wrote this I was hoping for a miracle, a sudden awakening of
someone else, an unexpected glow, a ghostly presence. But CTRL is a set of instructions
and applies statistics, and these determine the resulting responses.” (p. 44-45) Following
Coeckelbergh, we can demonstrate Kehlmann’s question above as the moment of the
occurrence of the linguistic turn. It is noteworthy, however, that this passage occurs right
after Kehlmann’s rejection of the recognition of CTRL as a quasi-other:

[...] I had just imagined the algorithm as a counterpart, that is, as conscious — or
at least as an entity that would convincingly simulate consciousness. But the most

4 From this point of view, Machines Like Me seems to share some similarities with The Bicentennial Man: the artificial
figures of McEwan as well as Andrew Martin are regarded by their fictional designer as a misproduction, in both of
them commit suicide, the former out of depression from the human world and the latter out of admiration, in Machines
Like Me with Adam as the only one exception.)

5 “an uncanny tone”. (Kehlmann, 2021, p. 16) “CTRL is a friend of the fragment and the surreal, more Kafka than
Dickens; CTRL doesn't do more than one page”. (Kehlmann, 2021, p. 20)

6 In robotics, the uncanny valley is regarded as an area of repulsive response aroused by a robot with appearance and
motion between a "somewhat human" and "fully human" entity (Mori, 1970/2012). But the example above seemly
indicates that the appearance of the robot is not the only factor that can trigger the uncanny effect, since GPT-2 does
not appear like a humanoid. Instead, the capability to use human language could also be a factor.
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amazing thing was actually: CTRL never struck me as conscious for even a
moment. (p. 44)

Obviously, the paradox reaches its peak when the linguistic turn occurs. On the one
hand, the author works with GPT-2 as a quasi-other. On the other hand, he denies
acknowledging their companionship.

This ambiguity agrees with the results of the analysis of McEwan’s work. The
denial of companionship is the denial of the phenomenological approach in social
interaction with artificial intelligence. Both writers are aware of the dark side of the
human mind and its bad influence on the world, mirrored by developments such as climate
change, and thus, they don’t regard the social ability of humans and their ability to use
language as something unique as Descartes does. Nonetheless, they still highlight it as
the reason for their rejection of a hybrid relationship.

CONCLUSION

In this study, I have explored the human-robot relations in Machines Like Me and
Mein Algorithmus und Ich by using Coeckelbergh’s theory of the linguistic turn. The
works of lan McEwan and Daniel Kehlmann indicate that the linguistic turn does occur
and artificial figures are involved in human life as a quasi-other. Meanwhile, the
ambiguity in both works deserves further attention: hybrid relations including the
artificial other do occur, but do not last. Both authors deny the stability of a hybrid
companionship: Kehlmann’s experience even reminds us of the possible existence of an
uncanny valley in human-robot verbal interaction.

Additionally, the diabolic metaphors and the name of the GPT in Kehlmann’s
work seem to compensate for the “shortcoming” of the German language, in which the
choice of the personal pronoun is defined by the grammatical gender of the noun. Thus,
more attention to language use beyond personal pronoun should be paied to following
aspects: 1) names of Al could build one more stage before Coeckelbergh’s third-person
perspective since Kehlmann keeps addressing his counterpart with a name, even though
he denies its ontology. 2) metaphors could bring to the fore the intercultural dimension
regarding the third-person perspective as it figures in Coeckelbergh’s argument.

Finally, the literary examples above show a tendency to reject the
phenomenological approach in human-robot interaction. Both authors did not only
undertake research about the artificial other themselves but explained it heuristically to
their readers as well — half of Kehlmann’s work focuses on the mechanism of the Al in
general, while the designer figure Alan Turing in McEwan’s work occupies two (chapter
6 and 10) out of ten chapters to give the reader an overview of the progress of the digital
revolution. In their works — one in a fictional, one in a documentary manner — we can
observe a conflict of the intuitive and the normative linguistic choice in human-robot
interaction. In other words, experiential change does not correlate conceptual change. To
solve this conflict, it would be helpful to consider more factors in the human-robot-
interaction regarding the experiential aspect: Coeckelbergh’s example of the interaction
between elderly people and children with robots, where the robots are addressed with you,
should be further investigated since the result could be most likely different when it comes
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to adults with more social possibilities. More importantly, more attention should be paid
to conceptual change, and the emergence of the artificial quasi-other nowadays tends to
underline the boundary between humans and robots. It raises the question as to which
extent should Coeckelbergh’s approach complement the traditional third person-
perspective and, as Coeckelbergh (2011) argues, how to “steer and shape this change into
a desirable direction” (p. 67).
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AHHOTANUA

[Ilects KoMMeHTapueB K cratbe “Thl, poOOT: O JMHIBUCTUYECKOM KOHCTPYHPOBAaHHWH HMCKYCCTBEHHBIX
Ipyrux” GOpPMYyIHPYIOT pa3Hble TOYKHM 3PCHHS Ha 3HAYCHHE JIMHTBUCTUYECKHX B3aMMOJACHCTBHH C
pobotamu. ABTOp CTaThU OTBEYaeT Ha KaXIbli M3 3THX KOMMEHTApHEB, BBIJENASA CYIIECTBEHHBIC
pasnuuug. OAKH U3 HUX KacaeTcsl OIIACHO HEOIIPEeNIEHHOT O OHATHA “KBa3HIPYToro” U HEOOXOIUMOCTH
ero 3aMmeHbl. KpnTmdeckoe H3ydeHHWE JIMHTBHCTHYECKHX AaCIEKTOB OTHOLICHMH deloBeKa M poboTta
HO/pa3yMeBaeT KPUTHIECKOEe H3yUeHHe o0IecTBa U KyIbTyphl. Eme ogHO 3aMeTHOe pasznnuue KacaeTcs
Bolpoca oOMaHa M TOrO, CYIIECTBYET JIM pa3iiM4Me MEXAy peajJbHbIMH M BOCIPHHHUMAEMbBIMH
apdopnancamu. IlepcriekTHBa CHCTEM HMCKYCCTBEHHOTO HHTEIUIEKTa, CO3JAIOIINX SI3BIK WK
CTAHOBSIINXCS] COABTOPaMHU TEKCTOB, HOAHUMAET BOIPOC O TEPMEHEBTHYECKON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH JIFOJICH.
Bonee BaXXHBIMM CTAHOBSATCS UCCIICIOBAHHS T€PMEHEBTHUCCKUX U3MEHEHHH Ha MaKpo- M MHKPOYPOBHSX
U3-3a HEJJOCTAIOUIET0 U3MEPEHHS] TEMIIOPAIBbHOCTH.
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I'epmeneBTHYECKast OTBETCTBEHHOCTH; [locTdenomenonorus; Happarus
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It is a great honour for me to receive comments on my work (Coeckelbergh, 2011),
and while in this concise response | cannot do justice to all the finesses of each of the
pieces that came to me as unasked but pleasantly surprising and extremely welcome gifts,
| am grateful for the opportunity to respond to some of the main arguments.

Larissa Ullmann (2022) wonders how to best describe the ontological hybridity of
human-robot relations, that is, in a way that does not strictly separate subject and object.
Borrowing from Don Thde, I used the term “quasi-other,” but Ullmann rightly argues that
this is not always appropriate since the characteristics of robots are not necessarily
comparable to humans. Therefore, she proposes a new, original linguistic term, ‘sobject,’
to describe the relationships between human subjects and robots. In this way she proposes
to capture similarity without sameness. This intervention is creative and largely
successful, although the “subject” aspect of “sobject” still risks to evoke the meaning of
human subject, given that, in contrast to some animal ethicists, most of us do not spend
much time on thinking about subjectivity in animals. We often assume that humans are
the only subjects. Generally, this discussion illustrates how difficult it is to move beyond
anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism with regard to these kinds of phenomena. To
move beyond humans as the measure of all things (to use a statement from the ancient
Greek philosopher Protagoras) turns out to be more difficult than expected. As von
Xylander puts it nicely based on shopping metaphors: ‘When I attribute subjectivity to a
robot, it may dawn on me that [ am the subject whose traces I’ve been following with my
shopping cart’ (von Xylander, 2022). And it is again language that is enabling that kind
of movement. We can only gain critical awareness of what is happening once we consider
what we are doing with language (when we are doing things with robots). For example,
as both Ullmann and von Xylander show, when we “do robots” (that is, when we use
them and talk about them and to them) we also “do gender.” Although it is true that robots
come in many forms, all this seems more applicable to humanoid and android robots than
to others.

In her piece, Cheryce von Xylander (2022) claims that my analysis of the linguistic
construction of artificial others sounds like a plea for the rights of robots. But this was
neither my purpose nor my approach. Rather, by attending to the role of language in
constructing what robots “are,” we can take a critical philosophical attitude towards any
arguments about the moral status of robots, including those who argue for robots rights.
Hence my purpose was not a re-evaluation of the ontological status of robots but rather a
meta-evaluation, or rather meta-description: a description and potentially a better
understanding of how we evaluate robots. This was also my aim in articles on robot rights
and related writings on moral status. For example, | do not favour a suspension of
disbelief: I merely describe that this is how people deal with their experience of robots. I
try to understand what is happening. However, von Xylander rightly points to ‘the
obscenity of our Anthropocene ecologies’ and the predatory tactics of capitalism, which
also impacts modern robotics and indeed risks to turn us into robots, already from its very
conception. The Czech word robota, introduced into English by Capek (1920) in his
famous play, means forced labor, slavery. Again my use of the term “quasi-other” is
rightly seen as dangerous, here since it is argued that it might justify using robots within
a cannibalist-capitalist logic. Seen from this angle, I conclude that a critical study of the
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linguistic aspects of human-robot relations must be connected to a critical study of society
and culture. For example, I sympathize with the author’s remark about sexbots and
consumerist culture. This angle needs to be included in any robot ethics and robot politics
that claims to be critical.

The question regarding personalism is more complicated. It is not clear to what
extent a theory focused on virtue and habit needs to be personalist, and whether the
conservative version of personalism rightly questioned by von Xylander (and indeed
Bourdieu) is the only version one could have. It is good to be reminded of the tension
here between Bourdieu’s and, say, Maclntyre’s theoretical commitments. But deleting
the person altogether, as a poststructuralist reading of Bourdieu seems to do, also comes
at a cost. More generally, this piece reminds me that for thinking about technology we
need a balanced social theory, which enables analysis at all levels and, like Bourdieu,
aims at connecting the levels in a meaningful and fruitful way.

Leon Pezzica (2022) rightly highlights that not only language but also the robot’s
characteristics construct robots. He then claims that my account does not enable a
deception objection. His own affordance-based approach, by contrast, succeeds in this
since it is based on experience and affordance-gaps. Pezzica is right that | problematize
arguments for deception that are based on a distinction between what the robot “really”
is (an object, a machine, etc.) and what the robot seems to be (a person, for example).
What the robot “is”, I argue, depends on the language we use to construct the status of
the robot. However, | doubt whether that implies that we can no longer use the term
deception at all in this context. We can still say that a person is deceived; all I claim is
that it is problematic to say that something unreal is happening. For example, when an
elderly person uses the baby seal robot PARO and thinks that it is a real animal, then that
person is deceived. But the reason why has nothing to do with the absence of reality: her
experience is real, the robot really makes baby seal sounds, and so on. But the language,
experience, and design of the robot work together to create a performance that misleads
the person in thinking that the robot is an animal. To further conceptualize what happens,
Pezzica’s proposal is very helpful: we can use the concept of affordance. What happens
is about a relation between the properties of the robot and the capabilities of the agent.
However, | hesitate again when Norman (2013) and Pezzica (2022) then make a
distinction between perceived and real affordances. The PARO robot really affords being
talked to in a way one could talk to a baby seal, for example through its embodiment and
the sounds it makes. If the designer succeeds in giving the robot the ability to engage in
a relevant form of communication, there is no “perceived” affordance; the affordance, the
experience, and the performance are real. It just is not such an animal. But there is a
similarity in both performance and affordance. And that performance and affordance is
enabled by human beings, as Pezzica rightly argues based on Satra. Deception thus only
makes sense once we bring in that human role in enabling, creating, and participating in
these performances. | thus welcome to add the concept of affordance to that of
performance, but question whether it is necessary, desirable, and justifiable to make a
distinction between real and perceived affordances. That being said, there can be
differences between expected performances and actual performances. Such gaps are
indeed problematic.
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Daria Bylieva (2022) rightly and helpfully draws attention to the phenomenon that
today language is also used by non-humans such as Al technology, and in a way that is
not pre-determined by human uses and that may impact both language and social reality.
Use of language does not only construct the representation of relationships but also
transforms them. For example, children adjust their language when they speak to an
avatar. On their part, machines do not necessarily talk like humans and become more
human-like. For example, they may be genderless. They might even use words more
effectively and consistently, or create an interlingua. Bylieva shows that it is not
technically possible that Al creates texts from which it is no longer possible to say
whether it is created by humans or machines. This will change both linguistic and social
reality. That language is no longer a human monopoly is a very interesting thought. What
new uses of language, and ultimately, what new languages will Al create? How will this
change social reality? To conceptualize this, we can use the same framework | proposed:
Just like humans, Al might also construct reality in particular ways, ways that are not
neutral to what things “are”. Like humans, their linguistic performances also co-construct
what they and we talk about and talk to. However, it will remain up to humans to interpret
and make sense of what is going on and what will be going on. As | stress in recent papers,
humans are only participants in processes that create meaning. But they are a very
important part in it: since meaning is only created through them, they carry the
hermeneutic responsibility. Exercising this hermeneutic responsibility, however, will
require us to become more attentive to the technological developments Bylieva describes.
The time that we can afford to see machines as mere tools — in a linguistic sense or
otherwise — is definitely over.

In line with my recent process- and narrative oriented work, Cathrine Hasse (2022)
offers some critical remarks and objections that can be summarized as implying that
“things have moved on” — both in a superficial and in a deeper sense — since the
publication of my paper on the linguistic construction of artificial others. | agree that
empirical examples could be updated (using Hasse’s own well-respected recent work and
that of others) and that (pre-existing) practical experience with robots shapes people’s
concept of robots. Hasse’s most interesting point here — at least in my view and in the
light of my current interest in time, movement, and technology — is that we must be
concerned with ‘the micro-processes of ongoing changes in local practices.” Practical
experience moves language and thinking. This change does not only happen at the societal
and cultural level, but also in material-linguistic practices and concrete situations. For
example, people may lose interest in the robot over time. In my response to
postphenomenology | emphasized the macro level of hermeneutic change precisely
because postphenomenology often tends to not only forget about the temporal dimension
of technology — Hasse acknowledges this and emphasizes that relations change over
time — but also about the wider cultural and societal dimension. However, Hasse is right
that it also matters what happens at the micro level. Here empirical research can help.
Note that my article in question does give examples of what happens in human-robot
interaction at the micro level; yet the time dimension is missing, and in line with my
current work and research interests that can and must be remedied. For example, one
could study how people speak differently about an assistive device with voice interface
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such as Alexa after use of a few months; it might be that people lose interest or discover
other uses. With Olya Kudina I have done some research on meaning-making in the case
of such devices; here more attention could be given to the time dimension (Kudina &
Coeckelbergh, 2021). Another point Hasse offers is that people conceptualize the robot
on the basis of stories, then comes the experience. This is congruent with the experiments
by for example Kate Darling in the mid 2010s: In an experiment on empathy, participants
were given a backstory and then the researchers observed what the participants did to the
robots. However, | do not quite see why this implies that Hasse and | would go in opposite
directions: here too, language (in the form of narrative) constructs what the robot “is,”
that is, how we think about the robot and how we experience the robot, and what we then
do with or to the robot. So first there is language, then the experience and the practice.
However, perhaps this discussion is a kind of chicken and egg problem: language use
must be seen as an inherent part of our experience and practices, and language without
experience and practice is dead. In this case: someone sees a robot (with particular
affordances — see Pezzica!) and experiences that robot, uses a particular kind of word,
and in turn that language use again shapes the perception and experience. Or there might
be first a narrative, then the experience, then a different narrative may emerge. What is
important in all these cases is to conceptualize and show the mutual interrelation of
language and meaning, language and experience, language and how we think about
technology, and preferably at both micro and macro level. And with Hasse and in line
with my current work on performance, time, and technology, one could add that in such
studies and reflections it is vital to take into account the shifts and changes: the shifts and
changes in language use and the shifts and changes in our perception, experience, and
thinking about robots. Finally, Hasse rightly remarks that there is also cultural variation.
In my recent work (but also earlier when | wrote about robots in Japan) | am sensitive to
this, see for example my recent paper on ‘The Ubuntu Robot’ (Coeckelbergh, 2022). Yet
here too, there is no static situation: cultures are always in movement, just as the micro
processes and interactions that tie together uses of words and things and in this way make
meaning and let meaning emerge. My recent work, which connects technology use with
performance, narrative, time, and meaning, contributes to this project and I am open to
collaboration with researchers, including Hasse, that look at these topics from a more
empirical angle.

Yue Li (2022) investigates the hybrid character of robots from a literary angle (in
particular work by McEwan and Kehlmann), sees writing and co-writing as linguistic
interaction between humans and robots, and argues that studying this reveals the
normative dimension of language. Even if the phenomenon | described (a turn towards
use of the “you” when interacting with robots) and the tendency towards human-robot
hybridity does not always occur in reality, such language use and the corresponding
relationship are constructed in literature. What is added to my approach is the thesis that
writing and co-writing constitutes particular interactions between humans and robots that
are not limited to direct speech. While there are for example shifts from impersonal to
personal pronouns (which constructs the machines in particular ways as presented in my
paper), there is more going on. For example, in Machines Like Me (McEwan, 2019)
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relationships are constituted by means of narration, self-reflection, and explanation. In
My Algorithm and Me (Kehlmann, 2021) Al is co-writer, which also offers a different
perspective. The boundary between humans and robots are blurred in various ways. Here
too it is language that creates this ambiguity, fiction in this case. But in line with my
current interest in narrative and technology, therefore, I welcome Yue Li’s investigations
as broadening and complementing the initial framework of my paper, next to being
interesting in their own right. Fictional narratives are forms of language use which also
construct what we think machines “are” and how we (inter)act with them. These
narratives could be analysed in various ways and at various levels, for example at the
grammatical level but also at the level of the structure of the narrative as a whole —
consider here my work with Wessel Reijers inspired by Ricoeur (Reijers et al., 2021).
Metaphors could also be interesting to study, as the author proposes. Moreover, Yue Li
shows that fiction is a very helpful instrument to explore and research the ambiguities and
confusions that might be created by technologies such as Al and robotics — even if they
do not frequently occur today. For example, if and when Al gets better at writing (see
also Bylieva’s piece), what does and will it mean to co-write with Al? Will we be able to
handle that hybridity? What does it imply for our self-image, as persons and as humanity?
What does it mean for our knowledge about ourselves? For our relationships? What
demons will we summon when Al might show us new, darker sides of the human mind?
Or is this not possible? And what are the new, creative and indeed poetic possibilities?
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