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Introduction

GEORGE A

. REISCH

A great many papers in philosophy begin with a problem.
“Imagine,” they beseech, “that there is a trolley, or a violinist, or a
teletransporter, or a planet just like our own in every salient way
but one.” “Suppose,” they importune, “that everything else being
equal, some very minor something is different.” Consider the fol-
lowing: You have picked up a book titled Philosophy Looks at
Chess. You are in a store, or a library, or a coffee shop. The shelves
are festooned with other intriguing volumes: Chess Strategy, Chess
Openings, Chess for Dopes; or, on the other side of the room,
Leviathan, Zarathustra, The Republic, The Meditations. You must
decide: What is this?

When you first read the title of this book on chess and philos-
ophy, you certainly conclude that the book relates to some deep
problem in chess. You may be thinking that this must be a book
on Kasparov’s challenge to Deep Blue or on the relationship
between chess and the meaning of the life, or on strategy, broadly
conceived. But this book—the book you have in your hands—is
nothing of the sort. Its contents could never be so neatly captured
by a single question or problem, and its title could never be so eas-
ily comprehended by reference to a single chess event or an
approach to strategy. Such inherent confusion over the contents of
this book may explain why I generally avoid talking about the
chess essays I’ve collected at the philosophy cocktail parties and
black-tie soirées that pepper my busy social schedule.
Philosophical questions surrounding chess are thought by some to
be too pedestrian to crowd out the otherwise pressing philosophi-
cal debates on four-dimensionalism, anarcho-syndicalism, and
desire satisfactionism. Nevertheless, the content of this collection of
essays never fails to spark a discussion.

Contributions to this volume span a wide range of topics related
to chess, and diverge from most philosophy volumes in that the
approaches of each author are guided by no standard methodol-
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ogy. Some authors write whimsically, while others write with grav-
ity; some speak with authority, while others speak with the sheep-
ish humility of a self-loathing woodpusher. This volume includes
essays from so-called analytic philosophers, enamored as they are
with concision, logic, and compartmentalization, and so-called
Continental philosophers, driven as they are by a flair for the liter-
ary and the dramatic. It includes essays from aestheticians and from
philosophers of sport, from students and professors, from
Grandmasters and grand-patzers. For this reason, this volume, to my
mind, functions in the true spirit of both philosophy and chess.
There is no clear approach, there is no distinctive doctrine. Instead
this volume offers a gallimaufry of writings and musings that relate
playfully to the game of chess, written by people who play chess,
who like chess, who love chess, and who are addicted to chess.

I have selected most essays for their readability and breadth.
Some deal with extraordinarily difficult topics in professional phi-
losophy, while others simply scratch the surface on superficial mat-
ters. In this short introduction, I would like to give you a brief
overview of each reading and offer, where I can, some justification
for my ordering the contents in the way that I have. At the end of
the day, the collection is intended playfully, so those who seek to
make too much sense of the ordering will find themselves at a loss. 

First, the lay of the land: we begin the volume by asking about
what it is to “understand” chess; from “understanding” or “know-
ing” we move into “being,” into questions about what chess is, and
whether chess is an apt metaphor for life; from “being” we round
our task out by moving to “doing.” This is a natural progression,
echoing intuitions from ancient philosophers. Our safari through
philosophy and chess takes us from the moment at which we see
to the point at which we do.

Dr. Prof. Bernd Graefrath, a professor at the University of
Duisburg-Essen, offers the first essay. Professor Graefrath provides
an illuminating discussion of a type of chess problem for the puz-
zle-driven player: a “retrograde analysis.” Where most traditional
chess problems present a player with a forward-looking board
arrangement and require that the player determine the correct or
the best next move or series of moves following from that arrange-
ment, retrograde analysis turns the traditional approach to chess
problems on its head. A retrograde analysis calls upon the player
to analyze what has already happened in a game, and not what
should happen. This breed of chess problem gained popularity
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with the widely published chess problems of Raymond Smullyan,
which Graefrath covers in his piece. For those unfamiliar with ret-
rograde analysis, the four puzzles that Graefrath offers may provide
entertainment in themselves. However, there is more at play in
Graefrath’s piece than meets the eye. He seeks the unifying philo-
sophical principle that guides Smullyan’s many books on retro-
grade analysis. In his essay, Graefrath not only provides intelligent
commentary on these few puzzles, but he concludes that one can
tease out two important philosophical insights from Smullyan’s
work. The first is what Graefrath calls “cognitive optimism”: that
given even some of the seemingly most intractable puzzles, our
powers of cognition can lead us to unravel the puzzles of the uni-
verse. And the second relates to the limitations of cognitive opti-
mism: Smullyan shows that, despite our best abilities, there are
many puzzles for which we will never have an answer. 

Turning further toward questions of understanding and intelli-
gence, Dr. Andy Miah draws on the philosophy of artificial intelli-
gence (AI) to wonder what kind of knowledge we can legitimately
call “intelligence.” To do so, he utilizes the writings of two famous
theorists, Alan Turing and John Searle, both of whom reappear in
several subsequent chapters Miah challenges a fundament of com-
puter programmers the world over: that chess-playing computers
provide a good model of intelligence. He argues that chess does
not make such a great model of artificial intelligence as is often
thought. Instead, he reasons, there are many other games and
sports that provide sufficiently more stringent tests of intelligence.
To draw this conclusion, he introduces yet a third theorist, Bernard
Suits, and borrows heavily from his view of game playing. Suits’s
view emphasizes not only an ability to reason out strategies and
tactics, but also some affinity for creativity, spontaneity, and arbi-
trariness in game playing.

Tama Coutts contributes a lively essay in a similar vein that
offers a brief overview and criticism of John Searle’s “Chinese room
argument.” He argues, very much in opposition to Andy Miah’s
position, that chess-playing computers, in fact, understand chess in
the relevant manner. His argument proceeds straightforwardly: he
introduces Searle’s Chinese room argument and then modifies it to
ask whether it can adequately suit the case of chess. He then com-
mandeers two replies to the argument that Searle himself addresses
in his own work: the “systems reply” and the “robot reply.” Coutts
argues that the “robot reply” is successful, particularly in the case
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of chess. To support this claim, he returns to the case of chess and
reasons that it is feasible and permissible to attribute understand-
ing to chess-playing computers. Oh to sit him down across a board
with Dr. Miah! Perhaps they might best battle out their differences
with figurines. 

John Hartmann broadens this discussion considerably by
addressing the relation between humans and technology. In an
exhaustive and fascinating case analysis, he covers a match
between American master Tim Mirabile and the computer program
ChessBase. This case, he believes, holds enlightening answers to
the question that has surely been whispered in hushed tones by
many a chess enthusiast: Is Garry Kasparov a Cyborg? Hartmann’s
strategy is to ask questions about how Kasparov came to master the
thinking of Deep Blue, his competitor for several famous matches
during the mid-1990s. He details the organization and structure of
a chess program, crawls into the mind of a master as he prepares
for a match, and rounds it out with a discussion of Kasparov’s own
preparations. As much an exploration of the educational use of
ChessBase as it is a criticism of the prominent philosopher Hubert
Dreyfus, a professor at UC Berkeley, Hartmann advances an
account of technology that understands computers as working in
concert with players. In the end, he argues that Fritz and Junior,
two chess engines, worked effectively as unacknowledged mem-
bers of Team Kasparov.

Furthering this discussion, Professor Evan Selinger’s piece inte-
grates a somewhat different point from the philosophy of technol-
ogy. He investigates two existential depictions of chess—one from
Hubert Dreyfus, mentioned above, and the other from the film
director Ingmar Bergman. He seeks to unpack what it would mean
for computers to play chess like humans. Selinger’s claim is that “as
a matter of contingency, human interaction is, de facto, interaction
between agents in culturally marked bodies.” He believes that
those who emphasize the way in which chess-playing computers
are similar to humans overlook a crucial, and in many ways obvi-
ous, difference between the two: humans have bodies, and play
games through them. In this case, Selinger’s target is Hubert
Dreyfus, whom he accuses of advancing a personal theoretical
agenda and neglecting the human elements of those who actually
play chess. Specifically, he believes that Dreyfus has gone too far
in defending his now famous article “What Computers Can’t Do” by
unwittingly creating an arrangement in which eros and prejudice,
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aspects of humanity critical to his own view, are incapable of influ-
encing a Grandmaster’s perception. All this to say: even though
Dreyfus himself notes the importance of “embodiment,” according
to Selinger, Dreyfus’s own account is riddled with disembodied
images.

Ahti Pietarinen wonders aloud whether “the chess/language
analogy is worthy of serious philosophizing.” He does so by taking
us on a brisk jaunt through the history of game theory. His superbly
researched and historically rich piece may be heavy going for the
casual reader of philosophy, but those interested in game theory
and its relation to chess will find much to enjoy in this history. In
particular, Pietarinen walks us through the uses of chess in Charles
S. Peirce, Edmund Husserl, Ferdinand de Saussure, Ludwig
Wittgenstein, L. E. J. Brouwer, Paul Grice, and Jürgen Habermas. A
fascinating jaunt for sure!

Philosopher Bill Martin strikes a similarly historical chord,
though this time in a very different manner. Pietarinen’s piece was
centered on the philosophy of language and chess as an analogy
for language. Martin seeks to unearth an argument that a benevo-
lent God can still exist in a world permeated with evil and tragedy.
He does so by exploring Hans Georg Gadamer—a German
philosopher of language, seated prominently in the branch of phi-
losophy known as hermeneutics—who has used chess to argue on
behalf of such a theodicy. 

On a different and more whimsical note, Tommy Curry’s essay
on the sixty-four squares of chess warfare is a fantastically rhyth-
mic. It evokes all at once the lyrical poetry of Gil Scot-Heron, the
political beats of Public Enemy, and the hard-edged scrap of the
Washington Square Park chess hustler. If chess is often understood
as a battle between rival factions, this revolution will not be tele-
vised. Curry himself has a provisional chess rating over 2000,
which, for those in the know, places him in the “exceptional” cat-
egory. While the content of his piece diverges considerably from
most of the other essays in the volume, I think you’ll find his con-
clusions provocative. Contrary to most thinking about chess, he
reasons that when one plays chess, one plays the player, not the
board. He focuses on the psychological and sociocultural elements
in human interactions to reason that Black (Africana) players play
chess differently than White (Caucasian) players. Such a general-
ization seems illegitimate—indeed, sweeping. But Curry offers a
compelling case that the attitude (or the “negritude,” as he calls it)
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of Black players is intimately caught up in their play. Whether you
buy his argument or reject it wholesale, his essay, to my mind,
brims with enthusiasm both for the game of chess and for his rich
Africana history.

In my own piece I employ the case of chess to reason that
strategic moves in chess maintain a formal structure that suggests
that at least one player invokes an interactive and intentional atti-
tude with regard to the moves of the other player. I use the exam-
ple of the chess game to rebut a generally accepted claim in a
branch of ethics called “discourse ethics.” The claim I attack is that
communicative interaction is one of two variants of action that
uniquely and necessarily carries with it the presupposition that one
must “take the perspective of the other.” Typically, discourse ethics
is thought to pertain only to those entities that can reciprocally
engage one another in a conversation about needs, requirements,
desires, and harms. But in the case of chess, interaction need not
be linguistically mediated. In fact, etiquette dictates that players do
not speak to one another, which, I try to show, provides an impor-
tant countercase of non–linguistically mediated interaction. I
extrapolate from the chess game to argue on behalf of entities that
cannot speak. The aim in my essay is to investigate whether dis-
cursive decision-making needs to be accompanied by moral
authority on the part of the opposing interlocutor. Specifically, my
intent is to investigate the issue of whether interaction requires at
least two language-capable agents in order to be rule-governed. I
argue that it does not; that anticipating what another player is doing
is more than simply a matter of understanding the words that he
uses to describe his position: it is also a matter of understanding
the moves that he will make. This analysis therefore shows that dis-
course ethics applies to games with nonhumans as well as to games
with humans.

Pete Morriss draws on an area of ethics called casuistry to argue
against the view that morality can be best understood from the per-
spective of a quest for principles. Morriss draws the natural com-
parison between life and chess. He reasons that chess, like life,
does not immediately offer up principles to guide our actions. He
takes as evidence of the failings of modern moral philosophy the
fact that moral philosophers haven’t made much progress over the
roughly two thousand years that they’ve been working on prob-
lems in moral theory. Instead, reasons Morriss, we can best acquire
a sense of how to act in certain situations through case analysis, just
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as we do in chess games. Chess players don’t approach chess prob-
lems from the top down, he suggests. Rather, they approach a
game of chess always from the bottom up: they learn through
doing, and they learn from their mistakes. Resolving ethical prob-
lems, he believes, has strong parallels with resolving chess prob-
lems, and he uses the case of strong chess players to make his
point.

Deb Vossen asks whether chess can rightly be considered a
game in the first place. She concludes, much to the surprise of
many readers, that chess is not a game. Her evocative claim turns
on a distinction between a game and the idea of a game, which
evolved out of Bernard Suits’s phenomenally underappreciated
work The Grasshopper: Games, Life and Utopia. She advances this
position by way of a technical argument that employs Suits’s dis-
cussion of “prelusory” goals and “lusory” attitudes. The word
“lusory” generally means sporty or playful; and in Suits’s sense, it
means that when we engage in the play of chess, we must enter
the lusory attitude. She uses the notion of a prelusory goal to argue
that such goals exist in a game (in this case, a game of chess) but
not at all in the idea of the game (in the idea of chess). 

Professor Stuart Rachels, IM, provides a dramatically different
and welcome voice to the final chapter in the volume. Often we
catch only momentary snippets of philosophical insight from chess
players as they shuffle away from the game table, granting throngs
of sportscasters brief interviews between sleep and study. Spassky,
Kasparov, Polgar, and Shahade, among others, have all offered
insightful, and sometimes philosophical, comments about chess.
But Rachels is a rare breed: he is both an accomplished philoso-
pher and an accomplished chess player. He holds the title of
youngest chess master in American history, he is a professor of
philosophy at the University of Alabama, and he is the son of one
of my favorite authors, the well-known James Rachels, who him-
self was an accomplished chess player and philosopher. What is
refreshing about Rachels’s contribution is that it rests squarely in a
tradition of rumination about the game of chess. It recounts intel-
ligently his relationship to the game, his thoughts on its status in
popular culture, and his frustrations as a fledgling player. While it
is considerably less theoretical than some of the other pieces in
this volume, it is an absolute joy to read, and if you play chess, it
will inspire you to think differently about the intellectual aspects
of the game.
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For me, editing this volume has been illuminating and inspiring.
I’ve discovered new theorists, thought differently about chess, and
learned of areas of philosophy otherwise unknown to me. I had the
good fortune to be introduced to Bernard Suits’s work while edit-
ing this book. I picked up Grasshopper in the fall of last year, and
only found time to read the fantastic volume while rocking my
newborn son to sleep at our local coffee shop. Perhaps most
importantly, for the first time in my life, I was excused of guilt. I
needn’t consider my many-times-daily diversions to play a game of
bullet chess diversions at all. I could justify my procrastination, I
could justify my obsession, by appeal to a commitment that I’d
made with this publisher.

I should hope that the reader derives the same enjoyment
exploring the diverse essays in this volume that I have enjoyed
editing them. My own chess is outrageously lackluster. I am hum-
bled by the quality of chess experience prevalent among many of
the contributors to this volume. I was however motivated to do this
volume for the same reasons that inspired so many of the other
authors in this volume to improve their games—at some point in
my life, I grew obsessed with chess. In particular, chess provided
for me the worst kind of distraction from writing my dissertation;
and now it provides for me a similar distraction from doing the
work that I know I must do. While others I have known have lost
themselves in bridge, poker, scrabble, drinking, drugs, and even, in
one case, manically purchasing and wearing items made of velour,
chess became my sanctuary. These games we play, these games
that we use to keep our minds whirring while we think through dif-
ficult questions, these are the playground of thought. They offer
amusement when we are down, they offer play when we must
labor, they offer sanity when we are about to lose our minds, but
most of all, they keep us thinking. And that, my dear reader, is what
this volume is about.
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But perhaps this has nothing to do with chess, but is a game to the
death between two forms of intelligence—the bounded field of
postmodern intelligence and the unbounded vectors and virtuali-
ties of digital intelligence. A game of symbolic exchange in which
Kasparov as the last chess player needs not only to be defeated,
but humiliated by his own imaginary catastrophe. And he was.

—DAVID COOK and ARTHUR KROKER,
“The Digital Prince and the Last Chess Player” 

Can a machine think as you and I do? Can a machine have con-
sciousness, feelings, or knowledge, rather than just simulate these
capacities? These are the interests of artificial intelligence (AI)
research and these questions have been asked for over half a cen-
tury. The philosophy of AI is far reaching and continues to be
fuelled by the early ideas of Alan Turing (1950) and his contem-
porary John Searle (1980). The critical questions remain the same
as they always have been: Are the kinds of capabilities demon-
strated by machines an indication of intelligence and, if so, is this
kind of intelligence similar to that of sentient beings, such as
humans? 

Various authors have questioned this approach to philosophiz-
ing AI, asking whether the comparison between “wetware” and
“hardware” is appropriate. Does it matter if machines have the
same form of intelligence to humans? Does this manner of framing
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the question limit our conceptualization of intelligence? Indeed, if
one models AI on sentient beings, does this constitute an unex-
plained speciesistic move? These questions about intelligent life are
integral to broader philosophical inquiries into the nature of being.
Modeling intelligence on biological life raises doubts about the
existence of the soul or the spiritual, since the ends of this research
have the potential to explain away these concepts, reducing being
human to “mere” physics.

Various defenses of wetware’s superiority consist of claims
about the some spiritual, soulful, or simply intangible biologic qual-
ity that cannot be operationalized and replicated by computing
(Haldane 1997). Others consider this discourse to be speciesistic in
that it unreasonably measures nonbiological matter in terms of the
specific biological capacities of humans. On this view, the response
might be that, it is not that the human being has a unique quality,
but merely that it has not yet been shown how human cognition is
entirely a mechanistic process.

Traditionally, the method through which AI has been tested is
game theory, or, more accurately, through the creation of closed-
system games, which do not require participants to encounter any
of the more morally problematic choices that face people in real-
life situations (Luger and Subblefield 1998). As Lee explains:

Games such as chess, go, and drafts (or checkers) are ideal games for
computerization. This is partly because they are games of perfect infor-
mation as all the pieces are visible to both players and there is no ele-
ment of chance or probability. This means that it should be possible
to calculate the ideal move for any given situation, and hence, in the-
ory at least, a computer should be able to play perfect chess. (1989,
108–9)

Yet, while a considerable amount of work has sought to propose
games that test for intelligence, few take into account what it means
to play a game. I will argue that the game playing of AI theory
functions as mere algorithm rather than game playing and that fur-
ther thought is needed. Moreover, I will argue that, contrary to Lee
(1989), the specific game of chess is not the best game we might
utilize to test for the comparative intelligence capacity of humans
and machines. 

Within the philosophy of AI and the related cultural discourse
surrounding it, chess occupies a privileged position as a measure
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Philosophy Looks at Chess  5/27/08  1:47 PM  Page 14



for understanding how close machines have come to reaching the
intelligence capabilities of humans. A significant amount of media
attention and research has been focused on creating computers that
can beat Grandmasters of chess. In this respect, chess has been
afforded a rather privileged game status, for the considerable intel-
lectual capability that is required of its players. 

Opinions vary about what kind of intelligence is required for
being good at chess. From one perspective, Grandmaster status is
an indication of intellectual superiority just as capability in chess is
a measure of one’s mind. Such a view would conclude that the
great human minds can be found sitting across a checkered board,
busily thinking through move possibilities. Chess is a game that
involves creative thought, imagination, the possibility of abstrac-
tion, and thinking ahead. For others, chess is merely a computa-
tional form of knowledge, a specific kind of knowledge that allows
one to consider a number of complex options at the same time, as
well as to think laterally. From this perspective, being good at chess
is certainly some measure of intellect, but it does not approximate
the richer and wider construct of human intelligence, as it is sim-
ply not measuring other kinds of knowledge.

It is for this reason that the present chapter wishes to inquire
into the suitability of chess as an indication of machine intelligence.
At this juncture in the developing philosophy of information, it
seems pertinent to reconsider this enduring debate. Specifically,
this chapter will argue that other kinds of games are more suitable
than chess to serve as a measure of machine intelligence compared
with human intelligence. This is reflected in the title, A Deep Blue
Grasshopper, which elaborates on the notion of game playing and
endeavors to consider whether Deep Blue (and its subsequent
incarnations) responds to such an idea. It is suggested that the priv-
ileged status of chess has been largely unwarranted, in part deriv-
ing from the cultural significance of chess as a game for
intellectuals. Instead of wondering what the implications of a
machine playing chess are, a more interesting question to ask
would be “can a machine play soccer?” The example of soccer is
relatively arbitrary and serves simply to illustrate that research into
the philosophy of AI has appropriated a relatively biased notion of
knowledge, which is premised wholly upon discrete and relatively
uncomplicated logic. 

In contrast to the rationale of using chess playing as a measure
of intelligence, I suggest that our criteria must encompass broader
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characteristics of human knowledge than is demonstrated solely
through the linear tests of Turing. A more suitable measure of
humanness will be to reveal whether machines are able to exhibit
the characteristics of play activity, which are present in a number
of physical games.i Importantly, the reverse of this is not true—
human play is not merely the replication of patterned behaviors.
Nevertheless, it is first necessary to articulate the artificial-intelli-
gence position and its limits.

Contextualizing AI

The work of Alan Turing became widely known through his
famous Turing test and Turing machines. The former entails a
proposition for considering how one might conclude that comput-
ers have intelligence comparable to that of humans. Through his
imitation game, Turing argued that if it is possible for a computer
to fool a human being into believing that it is human (through con-
versing with one another on a computer screen), then it can be
concluded that the computer has the same degree of intelligence as
a human. The implications of this hypothesis were far reaching,
since the possibility of the two being indistinguishable aspired to
collapse the special status of humans as defined by a Cartesian
view. The possibility that humans are not defined or, at least, not
unique because of their mental capabilities had threatened signifi-
cant scientific research that endeavored to speak the contrary. If a
computer could be passed off as a human, then, Turing argued, for
all intents and purposes, a computer should be regarded as human.
After all, our only way of interacting with other humans is through
language, which is precisely what the Turing test measures. 

In contrast, Searle (1980) considers that Turing’s test is mislead-
ing and, instead, analogizes it to his famed “Chinese room argu-
ment.” Here, Searle argues that even if the computer were able to
fool another human into believing that it was talking to another
human, this would not connote its having intelligence. Searle’s
Chinese room and his extended version, named the Chinese gym,
describes how a computer program might be able to demonstrate
its syntactic grasp and thus, provide the appearance of intelligence
through a comprehensible conversation. However, Searle contends
that it would lack any comprehension of the semantic quality of
words, including those ascribed to the emotions, which are con-
sidered as constitutive of that which defines human intelligence. 

16 Andy Miah
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Searle asks that we imagine a room with a person in it who
receives Chinese symbols through a slot in a door. The person has
a manual that allows him or her to match up the Chinese symbols
with the English counterpart and thus, the person can output the
translation. To anyone outside of the room, it would appear that
the person has translated the Chinese words and thus understands
what they refer to. In actual fact, the person has demonstrated
merely a capability for pattern matching and has no real under-
standing of the meaning of the Chinese symbols (Searle 1990). 

The example reveals a disparity within research about AI that is
premised upon its artificiality standing against some, supposedly,
natural intelligence. Furthermore, such natural intelligence tends to
be directed towards that exhibited by a human being. Thus, it
implies that if anything should be considered intelligent, then at
least we must grant that humans are). Consequently, it is possible
to identify two assumptions and thus distinct pursuits of AI
research:

Strong AI: That intelligence is entirely algorithmic and can
be formalized through the kinds of computer programs that
we currently use. The aims of such research are to determine
what degree of intelligence can be held by a machine and
to what degree such intelligence can be used.

Weak AI: That intelligence is comprised partly, if not largely,
by the semantic, nonalgorithmic characteristics of informa-
tion that are not accessible to the syntactically defined com-
puter programs. The aims of such research are to determine
whether this degree of intelligence is comparable to the
intelligence of a human being and could, in any way, exceed
the capabilities of human intelligence.

These two perspectives about intelligence are united in their want-
ing to understand whether it is possible to replicate the intelligence
of a human being—or at least to replicate the affective mental
processes of animals. The former claims that such an end goal for
AI research is possible, even though the computing power does not
yet exist. Conversely, the latter is more interested in harnessing the
ways in which artificial intelligence can be used. Weak AI acknowl-
edges that the limitations of AI do not necessarily reduce its signif-
icance but is cautious about claiming that such findings represent
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intelligence, since it identifies intelligence as including semantic
qualities that cannot be formalized. 

Turing’s work set about to assert a strong AI thesis, where the
machine was able to appear convincingly human. In contrast,
Searle argues for weak AI and rejects the possibility that a machine
could possess nonalgorithmic aspects of intelligence. For this rea-
son, Searle’s position has provoked a broader interest in research-
ing AI that acknowledges that quantifiable measures of intelligence
are not sufficient. 

Deep Blue

In 1997, IBM’s famous machine Deep Blue successfully conquered
Grandmaster Garry Kasparov, after a arduous battle. As Moravec
(1998) describes, “Kasparov won a long first game against Deep
Blue, but lost next day to masterly moves by the machine. Then
came three grueling draws, and a final game, in which a visibly
shaken and angry Kasparov resigned early, with a weak position. It
was the first competition he had ever lost” (1998). The discourse
surrounding the capabilities of Deep Blue must thus be seen from
these two different perspectives. For proponents of weak AI, Deep
Blue reflects only a measure of one aspect of mind functioning,
which does not lead to the conclusion that a machine is compara-
ble to a human mind. Indeed, this is the view of its creators, who
claim no level of intelligence within the machine (Moravec 1998).
For those who consider chess-playing capacity as reflective of some
special intellectual capacity, the symbolic significance of Deep Blue
beating Garry Kasparov is the rise of machines and their capacity to
surpass the capabilities of the self-described superiority of the
human species. As Cook and Kroker (1997) identify, the role of
chess in culture means that the contest between Kasparov and Deep
Blue was not simply a matter of experimentation. Indeed, it defined
the struggle between human and automaton, a theme that under-
pins many dystopian visions of the future and which is framed by a
presumption that machines will make people redundant. Thus,
chess represents the last stand for humans against machines. Its
appeal functions on a number of levels. The claims are impressive
and startling, though, I suggest, contingent upon how one under-
stands intelligence and the special cultural value of chess. 

I argue on behalf of the latter of these possible claims over arti-
ficial intelligence, though the basis for rejecting the possibility of
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strong AI is based less on the impossibility of a machine’s capacity
to adequately replicate a human mind. Rather, it involves the inad-
equacy of the tests that have been used to make such conclusions.
In short, on the current, traditional model of AI research, the kind
of AI that can be built does not permit the realization of strong AI.
In accordance with Bringsjord (1998), I believe that “chess is too
easy,” so even if we succeed in beating the human, the claim does
not allow us to justify claims that this constitutes human intelli-
gence. Admittedly, this seems a particularly unforgiving reaction to
the very impressive capabilities of Deep Blue and the research that
has led to its success as a chess player. Yet, to infer from this mega-
machine’s success that it is now comparable to a mind is not accu-
rate. However, there is something crucial about the role of chess in
society and what expertise in chess conveys philosophically about
intelligence that should not be neglected. I will propose that chess
is the wrong kind of game and that strong AI seeks a more com-
plex and sophisticated but closed game system.

To elaborate on this, it is necessary to consider further the
development of chess-playing machines and how they work. Deep
Blue operates in a sequential manner and, when faced with its
move in chess, it must analyze every possible move before being
able to determine which is the better. This constant “trial and error”
strategy contrasts with the human method that appears to involve
learning which available moves are worthy of consideration and
choosing from competing moves of significant value. Thus, humans
are said to possess an intuition that computers can never gain. Such
systems as Deep Blue and its offspring represent tentative efforts at
creating a much broader, autonomous intelligence that is of inter-
est in Artificial Life (AL) research. Evidence of these crucial differ-
ences is found in the stories surrounding the Kasparov versus Deep
Blue contests. As Moravec (1998) explains, “The event was notable
for many reasons, but one especially is of interest here. Several
times during both matches, Kasparov reported signs of mind in the
machine. At times in the second tournament, he worried there
might be humans behind the scenes, feeding Deep Blue strategic
insights!” It is interesting that this event should lead the world’s
greatest chess player into an accidental Turing test admission. Yet,
even if we discount Kasparov’s response as a mere psychology of
impressions, as opposed to something more profound about what
took place, these ways of talking about the computer’s actions
allude to the requirements of intentionality.
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The development of AL (in contrast to AI) offers a perspective
on intelligence that can enrich this suggested “presence” of a mind
that was discussed in the Deep Blue stories. AL is inspired more by
biological traditions than the linearity of Turing’s imitation game
(Mainzer 1998). It is this approach that speaks to the present cri-
tique of AI research. Aspiring to a different model for replicating
biological systems avoids the assumed importance of algorithmic
knowledge. However, I do not wish to pursue any further the
recent achievements of AL. Rather, I want to suggest that one
important dimension of AL’s foundation must involve the pursuit of
game-playing more broadly. Thus, it is important not to neglect
what has been achieved in the context of chess, but to further
extend what is relevant about this kind of test. 

A similar idea is found in Bringsjord (1998), who suggests that
a “storytelling” test rather than a Turing test should be used to mea-
sure computational intelligence. Bringsjord considers that stories
constitute a significant (and even dominant) aspect of human com-
munications. People make sense of the world by creating stories,
which entail the creation of characters and identifying with them to
assimilate their perspective. While Bringsjord’s strategy is novel and
plausible, it omits an important aspect of the mind/machine test
that is an integral part of chess—that of game playing. The impor-
tance of chess being a gamelike activity seems to have been taken
for granted. Yet, it does not seem that chess aspires to anything
gamelike at all and, thus, its claims to creative, spontaneous, or
strategic play do not ring true. Deep Blue cannot be strategic since
it does not know it is playing a game. Thus, to extend the relevant
aspects of the chess-intelligence test, it is necessary to pursue fur-
ther the construction of game playing.

Grasshoppers

AI research has neglected to undertake a critical consideration of
the meaning of game playing, which is surprising since the com-
plex human interaction that we might typically identify as the rich-
ness of intelligence closely relies on playfulness. Thus, AI
developers must seek a test that is more broadly reflective of
humanness if the aspiration is to claim that machines exhibit
humanlike intelligence. The importance of game playing is
reflected in Johan Huizinga’s classic text Homo Ludens, which,
coincidentally, was published in 1950, the same year that Alan
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Turing delivered his seminal paper Computing Machinery and
Intelligence in the renowned journal of psychology and philosophy
Mind. The salience of Huizinga’s work is brought alive in Bernard
Suits’s tale of The Grasshopper (1978). Within his manuscript, Suits
develops a unitary notion of game playing through the story of the
Grasshopper, a character who seeks to spend his entire life playing
games convinced that only activity with intrinsic value—games—
can be a good life.

Suits suggests that the distinct value of being human involves
the propensity to play games and that we find the richest concep-
tualization of humanness through this form of activity. From this, I
argue that game playing embodies qualities that reflect what might
be termed broad intelligence or artificial general intelligence
(AGI). Suits’s Grasshopper knew that intelligent animals spent as
much time as possible playing games, rather than working or
engaging with any form of instrumental activity. The characteristics
of game-playing behavior thus include such examples as disinter-
estedness and a feeling of being distinct from ordinary life.
Additionally, Suits stipulates:

To play a game is to attempt to achieve a specific state of affairs [pre-
lusory goal], using only means permitted by rules [lusory means],
where the rules prohibit use of more efficient in favor of less efficient
means [constitutive rules], and where the rules are accepted just
because they make possible such activity [lusory attitude]. I also offer
the following simpler and, so to speak, more portable version of the
above: playing a game is the voluntary attempt to overcome unneces-
sary obstacles. (Suits 2005)

From The Grasshopper and his more formal models of games, Suits
notes that game playing entails formal and informal elements that
encompass both aspects of the game’s structural limits and a game-
playing attitude that must be observed by the game player (Suits
1969, 1967, 1977). Yet, within Suits’s work, he emphasizes concepts
that we would not typically identify as machinic, such as agency.
To this extent, one might consider that my claim to pursue Suits’s
game-playing characteristics as tests for human intelligence are,
again, speciesistic. Yet, the kind of agency associated with other
types of games is, nevertheless, still a form of closed decision-mak-
ing. To illustrate, we might consider the game of soccer where a
player must undertake a series of closed decisions that can be eas-
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ily transformed into algorithms. For instance, the set of options
available to a player when a goal is scored, or when a whistle is
blown. Yet, players also exhibit what appear to be “open” system
decisions. For instance, the split-second decision-making that con-
stitutes the way a player kicks the ball—the angle of the foot, the
timing, and so on. In sport, it is common to describe such intuitions
as talents, which are possible to teach only up to a point.

So, what would it mean if a computer could play soccer effec-
tively? What kind of claim about intelligence could be made? Chess
seems to lack a number of the types of the decisions that face a
soccer player and, for this reason, I suggest tests for human intelli-
gence must develop into other kinds of games, which have the
advantage of being mixed-space—both real and yet closed.
Crucially, understanding the sociohistorical development of chess
as a test for intelligence informs this proposal. Indeed, it is pre-
cisely the presence of a sociocultural context that allows chess to
appear as a persuasive test for intelligence. However, it is neces-
sary to develop a test that involves a broader range of decision-
making actions. Thus, my thesis is that chess is the wrong kind of
game to test for intelligence, rather than a criticism of game play-
ing generally as our form of measurement. Chess is certainly the
right kind of test since it is gamelike, but it is not the kind of game
that can reveal whether a machine has humanlike intelligence.
Other kinds of games, such as those that more closely approximate
sportlike games, where creativity and spontaneity adopt a more
complex variation, are more useful to study. Within such activities,
opportunities for nonlinear decision-making and deviance from
preconceived strategic patterns exist. The temporal element of such
activities demands of its players a different kind of knowledge than
does chess playing. 

From this perspective, there is an expectation that machines
must appropriate some level of facility for reflexivity that goes
beyond following preprogrammed moves available in a chess
game. The possibility for deviating from one’s strategy or losing
concentration in chess is what makes a human player different
from a machine. Being able to play a game in the Suitsian sense,
thus, would allow the fulfillment of such conditions. In short, one
might describe the flaws in Deep Blue’s intelligence as an inability
to know when to break the rule. Yet, such capacities are not unrea-
sonably demanding in the sense that expecting a computer to
“enjoy” a game might be. Instead, a broader range of game-playing
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characteristics develops the achievements of AI research through
such tests as playing chess, without asking too much of a machine’s
capabilities.

NOTES

1. This proposition does not neglect the playfulness of games like
chess, but aims to establish how such an activity is distinguishable from
the physical games I propose.
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