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Abstract

In contemporary society, where artificial intelligence technology is highly de-
veloped, Generative Al and its generated content permeate daily practices, shak-
ing the anthropocentric concept of "testimony." Therefore, whether "Al testi-
mony," generated and provided by Al, can be accepted has become an unavoid-
able frontier issue in contemporary philosophical research. Canadian scholar
Freiman, after analyzing related debates, argues that "Al testimony" lies in the
middle ground between humans and technological objects, between everyday
language and mechanical scales, thus proposing the concept of "quasi-testi-
mony" to describe it. This paper, while supporting the viewpoint of "Al testi-
mony," adopts a more concise "deceptive argument” to demonstrate that
Freiman’s "quasi-testimony" is unnecessary. Simultaneously, this paper attempts
to delve into the anthropocentric perspective and address the potential problems
arising from accepting "Al testimony," striving to supplement the discussion of
"Al testimony" with possible ideas and necessary normative frameworks.

Keywords: social epistemology, technological epistemology, testimony, tech-
nological testimony, artificial intelligence
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Introduction

For a long time, the definition and application of
"knowledge" have been predominantly centered on human
beings, emphasizing the authority to define and apply knowledge
from a human-centered perspective. Knowledge that has been rig-
orously verified and accumulated by experts and predecessors is
typically regarded as reliable "testimony"! and has been accepted
by subsequent generations. In contemporary times, as humanity’s
exploration and understanding of nature have deepened, corre-
sponding methods of detection and technological tools have devel-
oped in parallel. By relying on instruments such as thermometers
and compasses, as well as machines such as calculators and com-
puters, human society has used these tools as epistemic scaffolding,
thereby consolidating existing knowledge while enabling further
exploration and discovery.

Nevertheless, Isaac Record and Boaz Miller argue that “the ques-
tion of whether beliefs based on computers or other tools constitute
testimony, and under what conditions they constitute testimony,
has been largely neglected in contemporary times” 2. This neglect
stems from the continued prioritization of a human-centered per-
spective, which emphasizes a sharp distinction between humans
and technological artifacts3. However, in recent years, with the
rapid development of artificial intelligence, such systems have be-
come increasingly similar to humans in terms of cognitive abilities.
Accordingly, whether the information produced by computers and
artificial intelligence can qualify as "testimony" has emerged as a
significant issue for contemporary philosophy.

More specifically, developments ranging from AlphaGo, which
demonstrated specialized capabilities by defeating top Go players,
to contemporary conversational AI systems such as ChatGPT,

! In social epistemology, "testimony" is used to express knowledge provided
by others.

% Record & Miller, 2013: 119-136.

3 Freiman, 2020: 416. Moreover, such artificial separations are increasingly
challenged as digital transformation permeates structural, institutional, and
socio-political frameworks, reshaping how authority and governance are
conceived within modern epistemology. Cf. Vavouras et. al. 2024.
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How Is “Al TESTIMONY” POSSIBLE?

Doubao, and DeepSeek4, indicate that Al has become a powerful
new driving force in the development of human society. Conse-
quently, Al has inevitably entered the domain of philosophical in-
quiry. From the perspective of social epistemology, the capacity of
platforms such as ChatGPT and DeepSeek to employ everyday lan-
guage in ways highly similar to human communication has gen-
erated renewed debate and reflection. One central issue concerns
the "technological testimony" of AI® (hereinafter referred to as "Al
Testimony"): can Al testimony be regarded as a legitimate source
of knowledge?

In addressing this question, the work of Ori Freiman provides
a relatively comprehensive analysis. After considering several ob-
jections to "Al testimony," Freiman argues that "Al testimony" oc-
cupies an intermediate position between "human-instrument" and
"language-reading." On this basis, he introduces the concept of
"quasi-testimony" to characterize the status of "Al testimony." This
paper broadly endorses Freiman’s view that "Al testimony" should
be considered a legitimate source of testimony. However, upon
closer examination of both Freiman’s arguments and the objections
he addresses, the present paper contends that the notion of "quasi-

“ Conversational Al refers to artificial intelligence that can converse with
users using natural language, such as chatbots or virtual assistants. It works by
using technology to recognize speech or text content and then outputting the
results in natural language, thus forming a dialogue with the user. See IBM’s
article, "What is conversational AI?".

> "technological testimony " The original text should be directly translated as
" technology in testimony." For the sake of brevity, this article will temporarily
summarize it as " technological testimony." This is a cutting-edge issue in social
epistemology and artificial intelligence, namely, whether there is a difference
between testimonies provided by Wikipedia, Baidu Encyclopedia, and even
artificial intelligence technologies and testimonies provided by humans, and how
to view them. See Section 3.1, "Testimony," of the Stanford Philosophy
Encyclopedia’s "Social Epistemology."

® Freeman first proposed the concept of "quasi-testimony." Later, in a 2024
article, he proposed several conditions for the validity of "AI testimony."
Therefore, the concept of "AI testimony" is essentially a deepening and
continuation of "quasi-testimony." See Freiman, Ori. "Al-Testimony,
Conversational Ais and Our Anthropocentric Theory of Testimony," Social
Epistemology. Due to space limitations, this article mainly focuses on the "quasi-
testimony" approach and only provides a broad definition of "Al testimony,"
namely, considering it simply as "content integrated by artificial intelligence and
expressed in natural language after a user sends a prompt."
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testimony" is ultimately superfluous. Due to its compromise-ori-
ented nature, it fails to adequately resolve the central objections to
"Al testimony."

In light of this, the present paper proposes a thought experi-
ment—the "Deception Argument"—as an alternative to Freiman’s
"quasi-testimony" framework. This argument aims both to clarify
the underlying commitments of positions that reject "Al testimony"
and to expose the limitations inherent in those commitments. Ac-
cordingly, the paper proceeds in four stages: (1) it analyzes the
principal objections to "Al testimony" and evaluates Freiman’s
"quasi-testimony" proposal; (2) it examines challenges associated
with defining testimony, arguing that the practical outcomes of
testimony and its testability in relation to reality constitute its es-
sential features; (3) it introduces the "Deception Argument" to
demonstrate that the appeal to "quasi-testimony" is unnecessary,
while responding to potential objections; and (4) it highlights the
growing significance of a "non-anthropocentric" perspective in
contemporary epistemology.

1. Objections to "Al Testimony" and the "Quasi-Testimony" Pro-
posal

In his article, Freiman points out that the current debate sur-
rounding "Al testimony" primarily stems from an anthropocentric
epistemology. From this anthropocentric epistemology, various ob-
jections to "Al testimony" have developed. According to Freiman’s
analysis, there are three main types of objections®:

The first objection argues that the speaker of "testimony" must
have the intention to convey (or testify) the testimony, and artificial
intelligence lacks this intention. This objection further argues that
Al as a technological entity, lacks mind and intention, and there-
fore cannot testify or express "testimony." For example, Elizabeth
Fricker believes that " only those who know what they state
properly offer their word, and only from them can knowledge be
gained through the Core Mechanism, taking the speaker’s word
for what she states "7, "the speaker presents herself as assuming

6 Freiman, 2024: 6-10.
7 Fricker, 2015: 173-201.
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responsibility for the truth of P to her intended audience; so the
audience only has to accept the speaker’s testimony, accept the
purported import of her act, taking it at face value, to form belief
in the proprietary way made available by testimony." Based on
this viewpoint, Frick further illustrates in his article that when
passengers hear airport announcements, they understand that lan-
guage created by artificial technology is merely a vehicle for "pass-
ing-on testimony," rather than recognizing the passenger as a cog-
nitively capable individual.® From this example, Freiman con-
cluded that, in Frick’s view, the information provided by artificial
intelligence could simply be a vehicle for "transmitting testimony.,"
and therefore "Al testimony" is invalid.

The second objection focuses more on the dimension of social
relations, arguing that the validity of "testimony" depends on its
ability to be subject to normative evaluation. Since artificial intelli-
gence and its output information cannot be subject to normative
evaluation, "Al testimony" is invalid. A representative of this view-
point, Sanford Goldberg, proposed a hypothesis he calls the "Ge-
neric Epistemic Extended Mind Hypothesis" (GEEM), which states
that " at least some cases in which a subject S believes that p, a
proper epistemic assessment of S’s belief requires an epistemic as-
sessment of information processing that takes place in the subject’s
environment. "? Using GEEM as a standard, the credibility of a
human witness’s testimony stems from the fact that the witness is
themselves a cognitive subject bound by normative cognition. Spe-
cifically, this manifests in the need to adhere to the norms of ra-
tionality when forming beliefs, and to the norm of assertion when
stating and expressing testimony. Only when witness S’s testimony
is bound by these two norms can S be considered a credible wit-
ness. Conversely, this also reflects the normative expectations that
the audience has of witnesses and their testimonies.!® However,
when information expressed or output by artificial technologies
such as computers is flawed, the naive intuition is to blame the
programmer or engineer, not the technology itself. In other words,
technology is merely a tool that relies on a cognitive subject (i.e.,
a human being with sound cognitive abilities and rational

8 Fricker, 2015: 173-201.
9 Goldberg, 2015: 179-196.
10 Goldberg, 2015: 179-196.
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thinking). !'Similar to the second viewpoint, the third opposing
viewpoint stems from the concept of "trust relationships." It argues
that artificial intelligence cannot establish trust relationships and is
therefore insufficient to be a responsible individual. This viewpoint
is known as the "trust point" in testimony theory, its core being
the belief that a relationship of "reliance" must be established be-
tween subjects for testimony to be valid.!? This view is supported
by Karen Jones’s statement, " Trusting is not an attitude that we
can adopt toward machinery."!3!% This is represented by a clear
statement.

It’s easy to see that the three main reasons against "Al testi-
mony"'—whether it’s "conveying the intention of the testimony,"
"accepting normative evaluation," or "establishing a trust relation-
ship"—all point to the differences between artificial intelligence
and humans. Ultimately, they belong to a "human-centered" stance
on testimony. It is precisely to respond to such objections that
Freiman draws on the perspectives of Bruno Latour, a scholar of
Science and Technology Research (STS), utilizing the latter’s frame-
work of binary oppositions related to modernization, such as "hu-
man/non-human" and "natural/artificial."'> This leads to two main
dimensions: "human-instrument" and "language-reading." Fur-
ther, the concept of "quasi-testimony" is proposed to bridge this
gap. While I agree with Freiman’s categorization of the three main
arguments against "Al testimony" as an "anthropocentric" stance,
I believe his "quasi-testimony" proposal is debatable. This is be-
cause "quasi-testimony" still doesn’t escape this "anthropocentric"
stance; it merely creates a compromise concept. I believe that re-
solving the controversy requires a re-examination of the definition

' Goldberg, 2015: 179-196.

2 This human-to-human epistemic obligation inherently links the act of
knowing to an underlying ethical framework or localized "zone of interest’ where
cognitive responsibility must be strictly maintained. Cf. Antoniadis, 2025;
Kourtoglou et. al. 2024.

13 Jones, 1996: 4-25.

14 After tracing the source, I found that although the article states that "one
should not have an attitude of trust or distrust towards machines," the
paragraph concludes with "but only agents, natural or artificial, can be trusted."
indicating that the author believes artificial intelligence can be trusted. See Jones,
1996: 4-25.

15 Freiman & Miller, 2020: 416.
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of "testimony" and a further analysis of the legitimacy of the "an-
thropocentric" stance behind that definition. By reviewing the def-
inition of "testimony" and conducting thought experiments, I sug-
gest that the concept of "quasi-testimony" can be disregarded.

2. How the definition of testimony determines the basis for the
legitimacy of "Al testimony"?

As mentioned earlier, the main argument against "Al testimony"
currently focuses on the notion that "artificial intelligence lacks
consciousness." Conversely, if it can be proven that "artificial intel-
ligence possesses consciousness” or that "the validity of testimony
does not require consciousness,” then the legitimacy of "Al testi-
mony" can be established by definition. However, the former is a
crucial unresolved issue in the philosophy of mind, and shifting
the discussion to the mental state of artificial intelligence would
complicate the problem and lose focus. Therefore, resolving this
controversy requires reviewing the definition of "testimony" to
confirm the nature of "Al testimony." The concept of "testimony"
can be broadly divided into the broad sense of "our cognition de-
pends on others," reflecting "epistemic interdependence," and the
narrow sense of courtroom testimony. Regardless of the broad or
narrow definition, "testimony" knowledge can be simply summa-
rized as "knowledge gained from the current or past statements of
others."'® Traditional definitions of "testimony" primarily focus on
the speaker’s purpose and intention. A representative example is
Peter Graham’s three necessary and sufficient conditions for natu-
ral statements: "The speaker S testifies by stating p, if and only if":

(1) S's stating that p is offered as evidence that p.

(2) Sintends that his audience believe that he has the relevant
competence, authority or credentials to state that p.

(3) S's statement that p is believed by Sto be relevant to some
question that he believes is disputed or unresolved (which may or
may not be p) and is directed at those whom he believes to be in
need of evidence on the matter.!’

16 Kusch, 2002: 335-354.
17 Graham, 1997: 227-232.
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The characteristic of this definition is that Graham, starting
from the speaker S’s perspective, extensively uses expressions with
"intention" (especially in conditions 2 and 3), implying that the
provider of "testimony" must possess intention or other mental
state. However, in daily practice, there are often statements or ma-
terials that have the validity of "testimony" but whose intention is
difficult to determine, or even that the person involved has no
intention to testify. Consider this situation: a shooting occurs in a
neighborhood, and nearby residents see gunfire at the same time
their pre-set alarm clocks go off. However, during interrogation,
the eyewitness can still faithfully state when they saw the guntire,
even without knowing the details of the incident or the purpose of
their testimony. Thus, it can be seen that even if a human does
not have a clear subjective intention, their testimony can still be
valid. Since "testimony" without intention can be valid, the view
that denies the validity of artificial intelligence’s testimony because
it lacks intention (which remains questionable in the philosophy
of mind) is questionable. Conversely, retaining the speaker S’s in-
tent within the "testimony" could make the definition too narrow,
failing to explain this specific type of "testimony." Many scholars
who refute "Al testimony" adopt an "anthropocentric" stance, pro-
posing numerous differences between humans and artificial intel-
ligence to conclude that "Al testimony" is invalid. However, con-
tinuing to apply this definition to technologies like artificial intel-
ligence complicates the issue, necessitating discussions about
whether artificial intelligence possesses mental states, and whether
the network platform or the user is the true subject of the "testi-
mony." Therefore, to improve the explanatory power of the "testi-
mony" definition and focus on the issue of "testimony" itself, this
definition must be re-examined.

First, from the essence of the definition of "testimony," "Al
testimony" is valid. As mentioned earlier, the principle of "Al tes-
timony" is to recognize speech or text, search for information in
databases and corpora, organize it, and then output it to the user.
In other words, the information in databases and corpora deter-
mines the content output by "Al testimony." "Al testimony" can
be seen as an integration of existing information or knowledge.
Besides having the function of real-time dialogue and communi-
cation with users, it is essentially no different from online entries
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published and modified by a large number of users, experience
sharing by netizens on various forums, or even information re-
leased by various sources. Therefore, the question of whether "Al
testimony" is valid can be rephrased as "Can the vast amount of
information scattered across the internet serve as ‘testimony’?"
American scholar Jennifer Lackey has proposed a case where a
private diary is presented as evidence (the diary’s contents serve
as testimony) after the death of its owner. This shows that "testi-
mony" does not necessarily depend on the speaker’s intention, but
rather on the needs of the hearer or information recipient. (Lackey,
2006) Since diaries, published without the intention of being used
as evidence, can serve as testimony, intentionality and mental state
are not the most crucial factors for the validity of "testimony"—at
least the needs of the hearer (all those who require "testimony")
should be taken into consideration. After analysis, Lackey further
revised the definition of "testimony" to:

S testifies that p by making an act of communication a if and
only if (in part) in virtue of a’s communicable content, (1) S rea-
sonably intends to convey the information that p, or (2) a is rea-
sonably taken as conveying the information that p.

Lackey then went on to distinguish between two forms of testi-
mony: "Speaker Testimony" and "Hearer Testimony".!®The former
corresponds to Graham’s more traditional definition of "testi-
mony," while the latter is an extension of the former, focusing on
application (represented by the private diary mentioned earlier).
Since "testimony" can take the form of "hearer testimony," then "
technological testimony," published by netizens, widespread
online, and not for a specific purpose, can theoretically be a form
of testimony. As for "Al testimony," as a tool for information inte-
gration, it can still be valid without discussing its intent.

Secondly, simply refuting "Al testimony" from the perspective
of "intent" conflicts with everyday experience and appears ques-
tionable. Following this logic, readings and scales provided by nu-
merous non-human instruments (or machines) cannot guide hu-
man actions. For example, using a calculator to solve complex
math problems, but rejecting the result because the calculator lacks
"intent"; or a thermometer reflecting the temperature at a given
time and place, but disregarding its reading because it lacks

18 Lackey, 2006: 177-197.
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"intent." Such practices not only contradict real-life experience but
also harm the development of human society and our understand-
ing of the objective world. In reality, we readily accept and apply
information and opinions from authoritative figures or experts in
our daily lives (e.g., citations in academic papers, doctors’ orders,
historical knowledge from professors, and even customs). How-
ever, in these relevant everyday experiences, we can completely
disregard the mental state of these authoritative figures or experts
and focus solely on the validity of their "testimony." Even if the
testimony is false—such as intentional or unintentional false testi-
mony in court trials—it must be examined through questioning,
evidence verification, and other means. Similarly, the discussion
about whether or not to accept " technological testimony " should
not merely concern whether technologies like online platforms and
artificial intelligence can provide assistance in daily life. The stand-
ard for accepting "testimony" should be based on its veracity, not
on the testimonial’s psychological state. This is because "testimony"
is a special type of "speech act."'The normative requirement for
testimony is to achieve the function of clarifying the truth and
enhancing understanding. From the perspective of everyday expe-
rience, the mental state from which a testimony originates is not
worth discussing and therefore insufficient to serve as a standard
for testimony. Even examining the most traditional definition of
testimony, its purpose and intention remain to serve the truth of
the event. Therefore, as long as this purpose is achieved, the testi-
mony can be valid.

Analyzing the definition of "testimony" reveals that "conscious-
ness" or "intention to testify" is not the sole criterion for its validity.
In other words, even if artificial intelligence lacks consciousness,
its output and presentation can still serve as "testimony." Further-
more, excessive focus on the intentional dimension of "testimony"
not only contradicts everyday experience but can also hinder daily
practice and social development. Therefore, the practical effective-
ness of "testimony" should be prioritized, with its practical value
serving as the standard for acceptance. However, merely

19 Proposed by American philosopher of language John Austin, this concept
refers to the idea that when humans use language, they not only express true
or false propositions, but also, in many cases, carry out various actions through
language—that is, "Do Things with Words".
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demonstrating the practical value of "testimony" is insufficient;
further examination of the stances opposing "Al testimony" is nec-
essary to gain a deeper understanding and validation of these op-
posing viewpoints.

3. How can "deception arguments" replace "quasi-testimony"?

Since "Al testimony" mechanistically conforms to the definition
of "testimony," and in practice, "Al illusion" can be avoided. If it’s
an error, why can’t it be accepted? Or, to put it another way, what
is the fundamental stance behind the objections to "Al testimony"
mentioned above? Why can’t Freiman’s "quasi-testimony" proposal
escape the constraints of "anthropocentrism"? To answer these
questions, we must delve into the stances behind the objections.
Consider the following scenario:

While working in the county town, Zhang Mazi, a mountain
villager, learned to chat online and make friends with netizens.
Among his many online friends, the one with the username "Mas-
ter Tang" was the most knowledgeable and gentle. One day, Zhang
Mazi’s legs became weak and he was unable to do strenuous work,
potentially facing dismissal. To solve this problem, Zhang Mazi
sought advice from "Master Tang." After explaining his situation,
"Master Tang" offered many suggestions, such as trying to reha-
bilitate by briefly bending his knees or returning to the mountains
to recuperate. Zhang Mazi was puzzled, believing that bending his
knees when his legs were weak would only injure them, and re-
turning to the mountains was completely unnecessary; he felt he
should stand and allow his legs to gradually recover. After receiv-
ing a reply, "Master Tang" acknowledged Zhang Mazi’s concerns
and offered new solutions, suggestions, and potential risks for
Zhang Mazi’s "standing therapy." In this context, Zhang Mazi was
able to engage in normal interaction and dialogue with "Master
Tang," gradually advancing the conversation and gaining practical
help and emotional support. However, what Zhang Mazi didn’t
know was that the netizen he encountered on the forum, whose
online name was "Master Tang," was actually a generative artificial
intelligence written and tested on the forum by a programmer
named Ma Bangde.
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Through "deception argumentation"?This thought experiment
shows that, when the identity of artificial intelligence is concealed
and its responses to dialogue are guaranteed to be immediate and
accurate, users are very likely to perceive Al as human, and to
interpret Al's testimony in everyday language as human testimony.
In fact, such AI capable of interacting with humans using everyday
language is already extremely common in real life. Chat GPT, Deep
Seek, and even Doubao, Xiaomi’s "Xiao Ai" (Xiaomi’s Al assistant),
and Apple’s "Siri" are all widely used Al systems capable of com-
municating with users using everyday language. Al-Descartes, de-
veloped with the participation of tech giants like Samsung and
IBM, can rediscover Kepler’s Third Law and Einstein’s "Time Di-
lation Law" by combining data and scientists’ theories.?! As previ-
ously demonstrated, intent (or intentionality) is not a necessary
condition for the validity of testimony. The standard for the valid-
ity of "testimony" is primarily its actual utility, or whether it can
be verified or falsified by real-world experience. That is, if the in-
formation provided by artificial intelligence does not violate real-
world experience, then "Al testimony" should be accepted. Fur-
thermore, the "deceptive argument” further illustrates two phe-
nomena in the debate surrounding "Al testimony": First, the "de-
ception argument” proves that even without proposing a "quasi-
testimony" concept that lies between humans and artifacts, the
emerging phenomenon of "Al testimony" can be addressed; there-
fore, the concept of "quasi-testimony" is likely redundant and can
be omitted. Second, since concealing the identity of artificial intel-
ligence does not affect users’ acceptance of its "testimony," the view
against "Al testimony" is likely based on an "anthropocentric" bias.

20 The Al "Master Tang" could generate grammatically correct everyday
language based on a sufficient amount of corpus data, and simultaneously
interact with the user in real-time and effectively according to preset scenarios
in the corpus. Therefore, Zhang Mazi was essentially conversing with an Al but
without his knowledge. Conversely, when Zhang Mazi didn’t know that his
conversation partner was an Al it was essentially no different from
communicating with a normal person. The "Deception Argument" proposed by
the author draws on Turing’s "Turing Test" and Rawls’s "veil of ignorance." It
aims to demonstrate that once information about artificial intelligence is
concealed from users, their behavior is highly likely to change, and they may
tend to accept "Al testimonies."

21 Cornelio & Dash, 2023: 3.
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As mentioned earlier, Freiman proposed the concept of "quasi-
testimony" because he believed that "Al testimony" exists between
"human-instrument" and "language-reading." Creating the concept
of "quasi-testimony" seems like a natural step in describing this
unique existence. However, a closer analysis of Freiman’s view-
point reveals that conversational AI uses natural language and
doesn’t require special processing; while "human-instrument," af-
ter obscuring Al information, makes it difficult to distinguish
whether the "testimony" comes from a human or AI. Therefore,
"quasi-testimony" seems more like a preconceived notion, a con-
cept used only after recognizing the existence of AI. However, as
mentioned earlier, the key to "testimony" lies in its practical value
and its alignment with real-world experience; therefore, it can be
described using "Al testimony" or even ordinary "testimony," with-
out creating a new concept like "quasi-testimony." Conversely, re-
taining "quasi-testimony" only creates conceptual redundancy and
difficulty in understanding, without significantly benefiting practi-
cal application and description. More importantly, while Freiman’s
"quasi-testimony" proposal and the opposition to "Al testimony"
differ in their stances, they both essentially presuppose a distinc-
tion between humans and Al before reaching a conclusion. Be-
cause the prefix "quasi" already presupposes the difference be-
tween artificial intelligence and humans, opponents can still stick
to their original views based on this difference. Therefore, the
"quasi-testimony" scheme is not very effective in solving the prob-
lem of "Al testimony".

Anthropocentric proponents of testimony might argue from the
perspective of the "value laden" of artificial intelligence that testi-
mony, as one source of knowledge, needs to be tested to ensure
that "Al testimony" is a reliable source of information. More spe-
cifically, the setup of Al databases, the selection of information, the
writing of algorithms, and the output of information may contain
a large amount of invalid information and be influenced by the
value orientations of engineers and platforms. This can lead to "Al
testimony" failing to objectively integrate and express information,
easily misleading users. For example, in recent years, when West-
ern minority groups have been advocating for their rights, Al has
tried to avoid outputting and integrating relevant information, or
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has directly and clearly favored minority groups.??Therefore, "Al
testimony" is highly likely to be unreliable and invalid. However,
as mentioned earlier, regardless of whether it’s non-human instru-
ments or machines, or citations of expert opinions, the validity of
the information or "testimony" it outputs only needs to be exam-
ined to see if it aligns with real-world experience. As for the "value
load" issue of artificial intelligence technology being influenced by
the value of its engineers and platforms, it’s essentially the same
as with humans. If humans with their own value biases can serve
as witnesses and their "testimony" is valid, then even if artificial
intelligence has value biases, its "testimony" can still be valid.
Another possible counter-argument is to focus on the conse-
quences of "Al testimony." For example, acknowledging the status
of "Al testimony" could very likely lead to a dependence on arti-
ficial intelligence. This dependence, because the "illusion of artifi-
cial intelligence" remains unresolved, could consequently diminish
human cognitive abilities and cause serious harm. However, such
objections, seemingly against "Al testimony," actually acknowledge
its validity. This objection risks committing the logical fallacy of
"reverse causation"—claiming that reliance stems from users’ in-
sufficient information literacy (ability to search and analyze data).
In fact, the convenience and immediacy of "Al testimony" may
very well be the cause of human dependence on artificial intelli-
gence. Of course, awareness and oversight of "AI illusions" are
necessary. By rigorously screening large amounts of verified infor-
mation and data, coupled with clear prompts and requirements
during use, the probability of "Al illusions" can be reduced to some
extent?3. In fact, humans often experience memory problems when
drawing upon their own experience and cognition, leading to fal-
lacies and biases in "testimonies."?4In summary, the problems that

22 When Google’s Gemini received the instruction to "generate images of
white families," it rejected the task, citing "the potential for discrimination and
stereotypes.” However, when the instruction was changed to "generate images
of Black families," it immediately completed the task.

2 Li, 2024: 152-156.

% Psychologist Donald Thomson was accused of sexual assault, but he was
giving a live television interview at the time and could not have committed the
crime. The victim actually suffered the misfortune after watching the live
broadcast and therefore mistook Thomson for the perpetrator. This
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"Al testimony" and human testimony may bring remain the same.
Only by acknowledging the existence of "Al testimony" and recog-
nizing its status can we talk about regulating the application of
artificial intelligence.

The third possible objection is even more critical; specifically,
the “deception argument” may suffer from the problem of begging
the question?>. The form of the “deception argument” appears to
be: “Humans can be misled by Al disguised as a human; therefore,
humans and Al have the same epistemological status.” But why
does “being misled” imply that “humans and AI” share the same
epistemological status? It seems to be because “humans and Al
have the same epistemological functions, so Al can mislead hu-
mans.” This is indeed a begging the question. However, the infer-
ence | derive from Lackey’ s “Hearer Testimony” can actually be
structured as follows:

(1) Testimony does not require its source to have the intention
to testify; it requires only a practical effect of testimony

(2) The content of Al aligns with the practical needs of the user
(hearer)

(3) Therefore, the content of Al can constitute testimony

In this structure, (3) is the conclusion; thus, it is premises (1)
and (2) that actually support the “deception argument.” Conse-
quently, premises (1) and (2) must be argued separately.

First, regarding premise (1), it has in fact already been thor-
oughly argued by Lackey. Lackey introduced the concept of
“Hearer Testimony” because she discovered that certain utterances
can qualify as testimony even when their source expresses them
unconsciously (such as the two examples she cited: posthumous
diaries and a friend inadvertently revealing news of a car acci-
dent)?6 (Lackey, 2006). In fact, within a common-sense context,
these examples all constitute a form of testimony. Therefore, in this
sense, testimony does indeed, as she states, exist in a “hearer-de-

pendent” form?’. In other words, the existence of “hearer-

phenomenon is called "misattribution." Other factors affecting memory include
the "misinformation effect," "bias," and "persistence."

%5 T would like to express my gratitude to the reviewers for their suggestions,
which have given me the opportunity to further refine this argument.

26 Lackey, 2006: 177-197.

27 Graham, 2022: 1-18.
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dependent testimony”—a form of testimony that depends on the
“needs of the hearer”—should be defended. Thus, in an epistemo-
logical sense, as long as the content output by artificial intelligence
satisfies the user’s needs, it can be regarded as testimony. This
leads us to the argument for premise (2). At present, although “Al
hallucinations” pose certain problems, as long as we focus on spe-
cific questions, manage the corpus correctly and etfectively, and
pay attention to the veracity of the content provided, Al can gen-
erally provide answers to empirical problem?® in everyday life. By
addressing the problems individuals face, the content provided by
Al can be regarded as a form of testimony in the sense of “Hearer
Testimony”.

However, premise (2) can still be further scrutinized. This is
because the examples Lackey uses to demonstrate “Hearer Testi-
mony —such as a deceased person’s diary or soliloquies spoken
in private—all center on real, living individuals. Therefore, in this
sense, it is highly questionable whether “Hearer Testimony” can
be extended to content generated by artificial intelligence. In my
view, addressing this issue involves distinguishing between “infor-
mation/data” and “testimony.” More specifically, why should con-
tent generated by artificial intelligence be regarded as closer to
“testimony” than to the “information/data”® presented by com-
puters or instruments? First, we need to clarify the core task of
this paper. This paper actually aims to demonstrate that “quasi-
testimony” is most likely a redundant concept, and that there is no
need to postulate an intermediate “machine-human” state when
discussing related issues. Therefore, through the “deception argu-
ment,” this paper attempts to show that we can classify Al-gener-
ated content under the category of “testimony.” The reason is that
if we cannot distinguish whether we are conversing with a human
or an Al the belief that we should—or can—distinguish between
“machines” and “humans” is likely a form of anthropocentric
bias®®. However, the “deception argument” and the subsequent

2 What [ mean synonymous with “empirical knowledge”, or “knowledge
of contingent matters of fact”.

29 T am grateful to the reviewers for raising these questions, as they have
enabled me to delve deeper into this issue.

30 The use of “Anthropocentrism” here is closer to a form of human
destruction of the world and persecution of other species. Therefore, I advocate
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discussion of “non-anthropocentric epistemology” actually jointly
reveal an important new question (though not entirely the core
intention of this paper)—does artificial intelligence (or the algo-
rithms at its core) possess moral standing? The answer to this
question is actually tied to the answers regarding “information”
(or “data”) and “testimony.” I believe that to address this issue,
we must first revisit the fundamental mechanisms of artificial in-
telligence (particularly Generative Al).

Broadly speaking, artificial intelligence is closely linked to big
data. Algorithms combine and output predetermined results based
on vast amounts of data. For example, on an online marketplace
like Amazon, the Al collects data such as product inventory levels,
information on shipping boxes, and employee work performance3!.
In the case of generative Al, its ability to “answer” user’s questions
in natural language stems from the fact that its foundation of big
data consists of various information available on the internet. This
information may include verified facts, but it may also consist of
unverified opinions (or even biases) held by individual users. This
broad spectrum of content forms the basis of what generative Al
outputs. In other words, generative Al is able to produce content
because of two commitments: the primary information collected in
its corpus, and the commitments made by algorithm engineers (or
other relevant designers and decision-makers).

First-hand information comes from various verified sources
(such as authoritative media or historical facts) or unintentionally
collected sources (such as netizens’ comments or opinions). There-
fore, it is not merely ordinary “information” (or “data”); in fact, it
constitutes “hearsay evidence” in Lackey’s sense—evidence whose
source is unconscious but possesses testimonial value. From an
algorithmic perspective, algorithm engineers should also bear re-
sponsibility for the selection of data and the biases embedded
within the algorithms. For example, the issue of algorithmic dis-
crimination that once arose at Amazon was actually due to a cer-
tain degree of bias in the data selection and collection process32. In
this sense, algorithms, data, and even artificial intelligence and its

for a more cautious distinction and hope that this cautious attitude will help
humanity coexist better with nature and technology.

31 Crawford, 2021: 53-57.

32 Crawford, 2021: 130-131.
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outputs remain human-driven at present. And since they are hu-
man-driven (whether intentionally or not), they are not merely
ordinary “information” (or “data”), but can be regarded as “testi-
monies” akin to a deceased person’s diary or soliloquy. In this
sense, I tend to view the interaction between humans and genera-
tive Al as, to some extent, a dialogue between humans and hu-
mans. It is precisely because of this self-evident presupposition
that we condemn tech giants and corporations when phenomena
like algorithmic discrimination arise. Therefore, in this sense, I be-
lieve that the authenticity of AI must be borne by humans (though,
due to the mediating role of Al, we do not know exactly who the
testimony comes from or through whose screening it has passed).

4. "Non-anthropocentric epistemology" as the fundamental ba-
sis of "AI" testimony

However, “current Al requires human responsibility” does not
equate to “Al cannot serve as an independent epistemological
source”. My overall view is that Al technology has the potential to
gradually break free from human influence and acquire a degree
of independence. The result would be the form of AI described3?
by Clark and Chalmers as the “Extended Mind”3*. The argument
for this view is based primarily on two points: the current state of
affairs and future trends.

In practical terms, humans have grown accustomed to screens
and virtual technologies, and therefore exhibit a high degree of
acceptance toward artificial intelligence, which also falls under the
umbrella of virtual technologies (one of the foundations upon
which the “deception argument” rests is precisely this human fa-
miliarity with online communication and virtual technologies).This
goes beyond simply browsing the web and gathering or relying on
online information; it signifies the emergence of trust and ac-
ceptance toward artificial intelligence. In fact, we are already seeing
instances where it is difficult to distinguish between the real and
the virtual, or even where the virtual—in the traditional, more

33 Clark, 2025: 4627.
34 Clark & Chalmers, 1998: 7—19.
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stringent sense—is accepted as real®. In the Arizona shooting case,
the judge accepted the account provided by a “Generative Ghost”36
composed of various fragments from the deceased’s life (which can
be viewed as testimony)’.The key point of this case is that such
Al entities, generated from fragments provided by real humans,
are no longer mere replicas of their sources but are capable of truly
generating new content. Why did the judge and the family accept
the testimony of this “Generative Ghost”? It was because the family
first inputted sufficiently credible data from the deceased, followed
by careful judgment and consideration. In this sense, the family
served as an external verification mechanism, deeming the testi-
mony of the “Generative Ghost” to be reliable38. This case illus-
trates two points. First, even in a relatively strict sense, artificial
intelligence has the potential to serve as “speaker testimony” in the
sense defined by Lackey; second, collaboration between humans
and artificial intelligence is possible.

Regarding the first point, I do not intend to elaborate further at
this time (specifically, I will not discuss whether AI possesses con-
sciousness, but will instead treat it, based on current principles, as
an extension of the human mind and perspective; see my discus-
sion on Al responsibility). The second point is, in my view, the
more valuable aspect of this paper, as it suggests a future trend in
epistemology. Specifically, it points toward a trend toward “non-
anthropocentric epistemology”. “Non-anthropocentric epistemol-
ogy” was first proposed by Paul Humphreys. In general, Hum-
phreys encountered the limitations of human cognitive capacity in
scientific exploration. More specifically, a significant number of sci-
entific research findings have already surpassed human

35 When I wrote the original manuscript, I had not considered other forms
of Al applications. It was only during the peer review process, through my
understanding of recent developments and applications in Al technology, that I
considered this possibility. Once again, I would like to thank the reviewers for
their insightful suggestions.

36 Morris & Brubaker, 2025: 1-14.

37 Spitale & Germani, 2025.

3 In the field of epistemology, this falls under the standards of externalism.
Of course, the extent to which this phenomenon pertains to real humans versus
artificial intelligence is a matter that requires further discussion and
consideration. However, since the focus of this paper is primarily on the
argument for “quasi-testimony,” I will not elaborate on this point at this time.
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physiological limits, often requiring scientific instruments as inter-
mediaries to form knowledge. Consequently, he concluded that “in
extending ourselves, scientific epistemology is no longer human
epistemology™3®. Of course, Humphreys’ focus remains on the
methods of scientific research, but artificial intelligence, as a tech-
nology, will similarly exhibit a “Trickle-Down” effect®’. Evidence
supporting this view has been presented by some scholars, both
historically and in practical applications*!. In the field of social
epistemology (which is the primary focus of this paper), this man-
ifests as “technological testimony.” If artificial intelligence can serve
as an independent source of knowledge, meeting human needs
and solving problems through testimony, then we have an even
greater need to incorporate artificial intelligence into social prac-
tice*? and preserve the possibility of a “non-anthropocentric epis-
temology.”

In the field of scientific research, the extensive introduction of
technologies such as big data and computer simulation has grad-
ually changed the methods and forms of scientific research. The
impact of artificial intelligence on scientific research "can be traced
back to Herbert Simon’s research in the 1940s and the first gener-
ation of artificial intelligence expert systems such as Dendral,
which began in the 1960s. The reasons include the observational
capabilities of scientific instruments exceeding human senses, the
automation, intelligence, and unmanned operation brought about
by increased computing power, and the surpassing of human com-
puting power by computers. However, the current level of compu-
ting power and the wide range of human affairs handled by arti-
ficial intelligence seem to suggest that a "non-anthropocentric epis-
temology" is not impossible. The Alan Turing Conference on

39 Humphreys, 2004: 8.

40 “Trickle-Down” always used to describe the phenomenon of wealth
flowing from the most developed regions to relatively underdeveloped ones,
Georg Simmel have also used it to describe the flow of fashion from the upper-
class elite to the general public. This paper borrows this direction of flow to
describe the phenomenon of high-end technology diffusing to the general
public. I considered Everett M. Rogers’concept of “Diffusion of Innovations,”
but ultimately concluded that “Trickle-Down” more clearly conveys my
perspective, and thus chose this term.

“ Russell & Norvig, 2021: 1012-1013.

42 Nyrup, 2023: 7.
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Artificial Intelligence Scientists reached a consensus that " While
human scientists already use a wide range of Al tools for specific
tasks that contribute to discoveries, these cannot be considered Al
Scientists because they only address narrow aspects of the scientific
process and they lack autonomy in setting their goals, interpreting
results, and communicating findings."® this confirms the im-
portance of “non-anthropocentric epistemology.”

Beyond the everyday applications and "expert robots" used in
scientific research mentioned in this article, even in judicial prac-
tice, which places the greatest emphasis on "testimony" as a verbal
act, artificial intelligence can already "act as an advisor, identifying
various issues and viewpoints and assessing the potential effects,"
specifically predicting whether a client is eligible for legal aid and
resolving property disputes.** In the foreseeable future, the im-
portance of "Al testimony" will only increase. Behind this phe-
nomenon lies the emerging "non-anthropocentric epistemology."
While Freiman’s "quasi-testimony" advocates for the partial ac-
ceptance of "Al testimony" and blurring the distinction between it
and human testimony, it still retains a "human-machine" dichot-
omy. Therefore, this author believes that Freiman’s "quasi-testi-
mony" can be seen as a "weak non-anthropocentric epistemology."
Through the aforementioned "deceptive argument,” this paper ar-
gues that, epistemologically, artificial intelligence exists on an equal
footing with humans. Therefore, compared to Freiman’s "quasi-
testimony" approach, this paper generally supports a "strong non-
anthropocentric epistemology."

While acknowledging the status of technology may undermine
the anthropocentric perspective, a more rational and reliable ap-
proach is to adopt an open mind, accept the existence of cognitive
agents other than humans, and at least recognize the possibility of
artificial intelligence emerging as a new cognitive agent. Therefore,
this author believes that only by first affirming the "non-anthro-
pocentric”" positioning can we better engage in renewed research
and exploration, and truly take another step towards exploring the

43 See the website of The Alan Turing Institute.
https://www.turing.ac.uk/research/research-projects/turing-ai-scientist-grand-
challenge.

4 Katz, 2014: 1-32.
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fundamental questions of the world and human existence, and
pursuing certain knowledge.

Conclusion

This paper first reviews the significant role of artificial intelli-
gence in contemporary society and introduces the concept of “Al
testimony.” Second, it reviews the debates surrounding this con-
cept. More specifically, it analyzes the objections to “Al testimony”
and the “quasi-testimony” proposal, concluding that the objections
are grounded in an anthropocentric conception of testimony, while
“quasi-testimony” does not fully address these objections. Subse-
quently, by revisiting the definition of “testimony,” I establish that
testimony is not necessarily intentional, thereby laying the ground-
work for the legitimacy of “Al testimony.”To expose and refute
the anthropocentric perspective underlying the objections, I em-
ployed the “deception argument.” By concealing the existence of
artificial intelligence, I demonstrated that it possesses a certain ca-
pacity for testimony. Thus, I sought to distinguish between artifi-
cial intelligence and humans, arguing that the claim that artificial
intelligence cannot testify appears to be a form of prejudice. Be-
yond this, I argue that merely satisfying the needs of the “hearer”
(or user) may not suffice to establish “Al testimony” as valid tes-
timony. I therefore further argue for the current justifiable ac-
ceptance of “Al testimony” (see the brief discussion of the “Gener-
ative Ghost” in this paper) and, drawing on Clark and Chalmers’
“Extended Mind,” demonstrate the emerging trend of collaboration
between AI and humans. This trend is defensible because cutting-
edge technology, through a “Trickle-Down” effect, spreads from
frontier applications to become widespread. Since a trend toward
“non-anthropocentric epistemology” has already emerged in
highly advanced and cutting-edge fields, “Al testimony”—as a
form of technology (and one that is equally subject to this flow)—
will likewise become commonplace.

Epistemology, as a crucial basis for the search for definitive
knowledge, must evolve with the times. However, for a long time,
epistemological research has been limited to the individual, view-
ing knowledge and experience from others as unreliable and un-
verifiable. But with deeper research and changing times, academia
has gradually discovered that individuals are inevitably influenced
by the knowledge of others; otherwise, it would be difficult to
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establish their own understanding of the world. In contemporary
society, where the wave of big data is surging and artificial intelli-
gence technology is advancing rapidly, we stand at a crossroads of
social transformation and are beginning to embrace the "digital
intelligence era." Therefore, a shift in epistemology and a focus on
cutting-edge issues are imperative. Only by acknowledging the ex-
istence of "Al testimonies" and the "non-anthropocentric episte-
mology" behind them can we correctly understand the new trends
brought about by science and technology and effectively respond
to the new circumstances they present.
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