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No matter how many words/gestures one uses to describe his/her qualia, I won't be able to know what it was like for him/her to experience his/her qualia. I know what it was like for me to experience my qualia, simply because I can remember what it was like for me to experience my qualia.

So, to me, there is no evidence that anyone else can experience his/her qualia.

So, one can't prove to others that he/she can experience his/her qualia. One can’t (use any words/gestures to) prove to others that he/she can experience his/her qualia.

"What is it like to be a bat?" When I imagine what it is like to be a bat, I'm actually imagining that I am the bat. Or in other words, I’m imagining that the bat is me.

When I imagine that a bat is me, I’m actually imagining that a homunculus is sitting inside the bat’s body. What does this mean? What is that homunculus? That homunculus is a “clone” of me! That homunculus is another “me”!

So, when I imagine that a bat is me, I’m actually imagining that I am sitting inside the bat’s body.

So, the question “What is it like to be a bat?” is actually equivalent to the question “What is it like to be me?” or the question “If I sit inside a bat’s body (and control/feel the bat’s body) as the bat itself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?”.

The question “What is it like to be me?” is actually equivalent to the question “If I sit inside a human’s body (and control/feel the human’s body) as the human himself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?” or the question “If I sit inside my body (and control/feel my body) as myself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?”.

Regarding its usage, the term “qualia” is equivalent to “(subjective) feeling” and “(subjective) experience”.

The term “qualia” draws our attention to the ontological question “What is the nature of (subjective) feeling/experience?”. The term “qualia” urges us to think about the ontological  question “What is the nature of (subjective) feeling/experience?” endlessly.
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Actually, I have a different physical body at every moment, so I become a different person at every moment. I know what it is like to be the current me. I can remember what it was like to be me yesterday. But I don't know what it will be like to be me tomorrow. 

I can imagine what it will be like to be me tomorrow. 

I can imagine what it will be like to be me tomorrow -- if I win the Nobel prize tomorrow. 

I can imagine what it will be like to be me tomorrow -- if I lost my wallet tomorrow. 

Can I imagine what it is like for someone to win the Nobel prize? I can't imagine what it is like for someone else to win the Nobel prize. I can only imagine what it is like for me to win the Nobel prize.

I can imagine what it is like for the current me to win the Nobel prize.

I can imagine what it is like for the 18-years-old me to win the Nobel prize.

Can I imagine what it is like for someone to swim? I can't imagine what it is like for someone else to swim. I can only imagine what it is like for me to swim. Because I can remember what it was like for me to swim.

Can I imagine what it is like for someone to fly? I can't imagine what it is like for someone else to fly. I can only imagine what it is like for me to fly.

Can I imagine what it is like for someone to swim like a frog? I can't imagine what it is like for someone else to swim like a frog. I can only imagine what it is like for me to swim like a frog. (Because I can remember what it was like for me to swim like a frog.) I can't imagine what it is like for a frog to swim like a frog.

Can I imagine what it is like for someone to fly like a bat? I can't imagine what it is like for someone else to fly like a bat. I can only imagine what it is like for me to fly like a bat. I can't imagine what it is like for a bat to fly like a bat. 

When I read someone else' article regarding what it was like for him to win the Nobel prize, can I imagine what it was like for him to win the Nobel prize? No. I can only imagine what it is like for me to win the Nobel prize. 

If he said that "It felt like winning a lottery!", and if I have never won a lottery before, then I will not be able to understand his words.

If I have won a lottery before, then I know what it was like for me to win a lottery. I don't know what it was like for him to win a lottery.

Even if I believe that winning the Nobel prize is like winning a lottery, I still don't know what it was like for him to win a lottery. I will never know what it was like for him to win a lottery. So, I will never know what it was like for him to win the Nobel prize.

No matter how many details he gave in his article, I won't be able to know what it was like for him to win the Nobel prize.

No matter how many words/gestures one uses to describe his/her qualia, I won't be able to know what it was like for him/her to experience his/her qualia. I know what it was like for me to experience my qualia, simply because I can remember what it was like for me to experience my qualia.

So, to me, there is no evidence that anyone else can experience his/her qualia.

So, one can't prove to others that he/she can experience his/her qualia. One can’t (use any words/gestures to) prove to others that he/she can experience his/her qualia.

I can remember what it was like to be me yesterday. I can remember that by accessing my memory. My memory can store words and pictures. My memory is more than the words and pictures (being stored in my memory). 

You will never be able to access my memory like I do, simply because you are not me. Another physical object/process will never be able to access my memory like I do, simply because another physical object/process is not me.

My memory is more than the words and pictures (being stored in my memory). But I can only use words/pictures/gestures to describe my memory to you. You can access your memory. But you can’t access my memory. You can only imagine my memory through the words/pictures/gestures used by me.
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"What is it like to be a bat? [1]" When I imagine what it is like to be a bat, I'm actually imagining that I am the bat. Or in other words, I’m imagining that the bat is me.

When I imagine that a bat is me, I’m actually imagining that a homunculus is sitting inside the bat’s body. What does this mean? What is that homunculus? That homunculus is a “clone” of me! That homunculus is another “me”! [2]

So, when I imagine that a bat is me, I’m actually imagining that I am sitting inside the bat’s body.

So, the question “What is it like to be a bat?” is actually equivalent to the question “What is it like to be me?” or the question “If I sit inside a bat’s body (and control/feel the bat’s body) as the bat itself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?”.

The question “What is it like to be me?” is actually equivalent to the question “If I sit inside a human’s body (and control/feel the human’s body) as the human himself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?” or the question  “If I sit inside my body (and control/feel my body) as myself, what is it like to be me (under that situation)?”. 

I will never know what it is actually like to be a bat. I can only imagine what it is like to be a bat. In order to imagine what it is like to be a bat, I need to imagine what it is like if I am a bat. But I will never actually be a bat, so I will never know what it is actually like to be a bat.

I will never know what it is actually like to be another physical object/process. I can only imagine what it is like to be another physical object/process.  In order to imagine what it is like to be another physical object/process, I need to imagine what it is like if I am that physical object/process. But I will never actually be that physical object/process, so I will never know what it is actually like to be that physical object/process.

After reading the present article, do you know what is it like to be me? You know what it is like to be you, but you don’t know what it is like to be me. No matter how well you know me, you will never know what it is like to be me, simply because you will never actually be me.
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What is it like to be me? I don’t think I can use words/pictures/gestures to describe it clearly. I don’t think I can use words/pictures/gestures to describe it (to myself) clearly. 

Right now, I am sitting here, typing. I feel the existence of my physical body. I feel the existence of my environment. I feel the existence of my back, although I can’t see my back. 

I feel a mood, which is a mixture of feelings, but I can’t describe it clearly immediately. It will take some time for me to study these feelings. 

I feel some intentions, but I can’t describe them clearly without studying them further. I know that, if I study any intention of mine, I will meet some new intentions during the study. 

I have a feeling. But when I try to study the feeling, I will meet some new feelings during the study. 

When I try to study “myself”, “myself” becomes the object (to be studied), but myself is also the subject (who is studying) at the same time. The object and the subject are the same thing. I am both the subject and the object at the same time. It will be helpful if the object can be still during the study, but the subject can’t be still during the study. It makes studying difficult.

When I use my thoughts to analyze/study my thoughts, my thoughts/study will never stop, and I will never have a still picture of my thoughts. It’s like a dog who is running in a circle, trying to catch its own tail.

Right now, I am sitting here, typing. I feel the existence of my physical body. I feel the existence of my environment. Then, what are my qualia? Everything I feel/experience/access, is my qualia. Nothing I feel/experience/access, is not my qualia. 

However, if you are sitting in the same room with me right now, you can’t feel/experience/access any of my qualia. If you are sitting in the same room with me right now, you are feeling/experiencing/accessing your own qualia. For example, you can see a flower in the room. When you see the flower in the room, you are feeling/experiencing/accessing your own qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower). So, you can say “Hey! I’m feeling/experiencing/accessing my qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower)! You can’t feel/experience/access my qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower)! You will never feel/experience/access my qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower)! Isn’t my qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower) magical/mysterious/brilliant? You can only feel/experience/access your own qualia (regarding the image/smell of the flower).”. Obviously, regarding its usage, the term “qualia” is equivalent to “(subjective) feeling” and “(subjective) experience”.

The term “qualia” draws our attention to the ontological question “What is the nature of (subjective) feeling/experience?”. The term “qualia” urges us to think about the ontological  question “What is the nature of (subjective) feeling/experience?” endlessly. We don’t feel such an urge if we use the term “(subjective) feeling/experience” instead of “qualia”. We don’t pay attention to the ontological question “What is the nature of (subjective) feeling/experience?” if we use the term “(subjective) feeling/experience” instead of “qualia”. 

If everything I feel/experience/access is my qualia, then what is the ontological nature of my qualia?

If everything I feel/experience/access is my (subjective) feeling/experience, then what is the ontological nature of my (subjective) feeling/experience? What is the meaning of the term “ontological nature” under this context? I shouldn’t imagine that my (subjective) feeling/experience has an ontological nature.

For something to have an ontological nature, I should be able to distinguish/divide that thing from something else. But if everything (I have access to) is my (subjective) feeling/experience, how can I distinguish/divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from something else?

When I try to distinguish/divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, the cosmos is actually part of my (subjective) feeling/experience.

When I try to distinguish/divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, it seems like that the cosmos has its ontological nature, and it seems like that my (subjective) feeling/experience has its ontological nature too. However, the cosmos is actually part of my (subjective) feeling/experience. Or in other words, the division is false/illegitimate. The material world is actually part of my mental world. It’s false/illegitimate to divide them ontologically. It’s false/illegitimate to divide the material world from my mental world ontologically.

After I divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, what is the difference between the cosmos and my (subjective) feeling/experience? The only difference (between them) is that -- they are different (from each other)!

After I divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, what another person is thinking about “in his/her mind”, is part of my (subjective) feeling/experience, not part of the cosmos.

After I divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, the cosmos is simply a state machine [2]. After I divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, everything but the state machine is part of my (subjective) feeling/experience. The cosmos is simple and clean.

After I divide my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos, the cosmos is simply a state machine, and a flower in my room is a part of the state machine. But actually, the flower is a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience. I (falsely/illegitimately) treat the flower as a part of the cosmos, because I (falsely/illegitimately) divided my (subjective) feeling/experience from the cosmos. 

When I point my finger to a flower in my room, I know that you can see/smell/feel/experience/access the flower (which is a part of the cosmos), and I know that you can’t see/smell/feel/experience/access the flower (which is a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience). 

When I assume a flower in my room to be a part of the cosmos, I assume that you can see/smell/feel/experience/access the flower, and I assume that your physical body is a part of the cosmos too.

When I assume a flower in my room to be a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience, I assume that you can’t see/smell/feel/experience/access the flower, and I assume that your physical body is a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience too. 

When I assume a flower in my room to be a part of the cosmos, if I assume the flower to be a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience at the same time, then it’s a category error.

When I assume a flower in my room to be a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience, I assume that you can’t see/smell/feel/experience/access it. Under this context, I should assume that your physical body is a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience too. If I assume that your physical body is a part of the cosmos, then it’s a category error. 

For a flower in my room, I should either assume the flower to be a part of the cosmos, or assume the flower to be a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience. I shouldn’t assume the flower to be both a part of the cosmos and a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience at the same time. 

The flower is either a part of the cosmos, or a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience.

Is the flower both a part of the cosmos and a part of my (subjective) feeling/experience at the same time? No.

When David Chalmers assumed the flower to be both a part of the cosmos and a part of his (subjective) feeling/experience at the same time, he encountered the hard problem of consciousness [3].

The flower is actually a part of his (subjective) feeling/experience. The cosmos is actually a part of his (subjective) feeling/experience too. 
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If everything I feel/experience/access is my (subjective) feeling/experience, then why does my (subjective) feeling/experience exist? I don’t have an answer for this question. I don’t know.
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