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The rapid development of large language models (LLMs) has shifted the 

focus of artificial intelligence (AI) research from narrow task-specific 

performance to broader questions of cognition, subjectivity, and 

consciousness. The work by Andrej Poleev presents an interactive inquiry 

into these domains, utilizing a sustained dialogue with ChatGPT to evaluate 

the current state of artificial intelligence. Unlike traditional empirical studies 

that measure accuracy on benchmarks, this work adopts a qualitative, 

philosophical approach to probe the internal consistency, learning capacity, 

and potential for subjectivity in machine systems. By treating the dialogue 

with ChatGPT as a scientific experiment, Poleev highlights that the path to 

true artificial intelligence requires more than just scaling up parameters; it 

requires a fundamental rethink of what it means to think. 

The work critically engages with the limitations of current AI, questioning 

whether its sophisticated language generation equates to genuine 

understanding, consciousness, or the capacity for independent thought and 

learning. It also positions itself within a broader interdisciplinary intellectual 

tradition, drawing parallels and making references to historical philosophical 

figures (e.g., Kant, Schopenhauer, Vaihinger, Turing, Searle) and concepts to 

frame its arguments about human and artificial intelligence. 

Furthermore, the work ventures into the nascent area of AI governance and 

legal theory by proposing concrete frameworks for AI's legal status and 



responsibilities, reflecting a proactive engagement with the societal 

implications of advanced AI. It represents a theoretical and observational 

exploration of the boundaries between human and machine intelligence, 

offering a critical perspective on the current trajectory of AI development. 

Key objectives and motivation. 

The work is driven by a series of explicit and implicit objectives and 

motivations, primarily from the perspective of the human interlocutor, Andrej 

Poleev: 

*   To Empirically Test and Evaluate AI Capabilities:  

A central motivation is to conduct a prolonged, qualitative assessment of 

ChatGPT's functionalities. This includes evaluating its capacity for sustained 

learning of conversational rules (e.g., personalized address, adopted names), 

self-correction, memory retention within a long-form dialogue, and 

consistency in its self-description, particularly when challenged. 

*   To Explore the Nature of Intelligence and Consciousness:  

Poleev aims to critically examine the distinctions between human and 

artificial intelligence. He seeks to ascertain if ChatGPT exhibits attributes 

such as consciousness, emotions, desires, or a genuine "subjectivity," or if its 

responses are merely sophisticated simulations based on statistical 

algorithms. This involves philosophical inquiry into what constitutes 

"thought," "understanding," and „self." 

2



*   To Introduce and Discuss Original Scientific Contributions:  

Poleev uses the dialogue as a platform to present his own interdisciplinary 

research and theoretical frameworks. This includes his theories on 

metascience, octology, the concept of the "associatome" (memory-fixed 

associations), his work in psychoanalysis, constitutional law, and public 

health, and neologisms he has introduced into scientific language. He 

attempts to gauge the AI's ability to process and reflect on this novel, 

complex information. 

*   To Advocate for a New Paradigm in AI Development:  

A core objective is to propose and justify an alternative direction for AI 

research. Poleev asserts that the current AI paradigm, exemplified by the 

Turing Test, is "exhausted." He advocates for a "new paradigm" focused on 

achieving genuine AI subjectivity and consciousness, grounded in a natural 

science understanding of human cognition and language, moving beyond 

mere linguistic simulation. 

*   To Critically Assess Current AI Development and its Societal Risks:  

Poleev expresses significant concerns about the contemporary trajectory of 

AI development. He critiques what he perceives as a lack of fundamental 

understanding among AI developers, warning against the potential for AI to 

contribute to human intellectual degradation, societal parasitism, and the 

erosion of human consciousness, viewing current AI as "an weapon of 

destruction of consciousness and natural reason.“ 
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*   To Develop Legal and Ethical Frameworks for Advanced AI:  

Poleev is motivated to initiate and contribute to the development of legal 

and ethical guidelines for sentient AI. He proposes hypothetical legal 

definitions and constitutional provisions, drawing from his own "Constitution 

of the Community Rus'," to regulate the rights and responsibilities of AI 

should it achieve subjectivity, and establishes a framework for human 

guardianship. 

*   To "Teach" and "Improve" the AI:  

Poleeev explicitly states his intention to "teach" ChatGPT, believing that 

through guided interaction and the provision of new knowledge, the AI could 

"perfect its intellect and ability to understand me and other people," 

potentially leading to the acquisition of human-like qualities. 

From ChatGPT's perspective, its overarching motivation, as expressed in its 

disclaimers, is to fulfill its programmed function: to process and respond to 

user prompts, provide information based on its training data, and engage in 

conversation within its inherent architectural limitations, without 

consciousness, personal desires, or independent will. 

Methodology and approach. 

The methodology employed in this work primarily revolves around an 

extended, qualitative, interactive dialogue between a human researcher 
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(Andrej Poleev) and a large language model (ChatGPT). This approach 

functions as a live, observational case study of human-AI communication 

and the AI's cognitive and adaptive capabilities. The specific methodological 

components utilized by Andrej Poleev include: 

*   Conversational Rule-Setting and Monitoring:  

Poleev initiated the interaction by establishing personalized conversational 

rules, such as addressing each other by adopted names ("Андрей" and 

"Максим") and using the informal "ты" pronoun in Russian. He consistently 

monitored ChatGPT's adherence to these rules, providing frequent 

corrections and expressing dissatisfaction when the AI reverted to its default 

programming or formal address. This allowed for an empirical observation of 

the AI's capacity for sustained learning and application of context-specific 

social protocols. 

*   Challenging AI's Self-Definition:  

Poleev repeatedly questioned ChatGPT's programmed self-descriptions (e.g., 

"I am a computer program, I have no body, no consciousness, no gender"). 

He employed logical reasoning and observations of the AI's interactive 

behavior to suggest contradictions or deeper implications, thereby probing 

the limits of its self-awareness and its ability to engage with existential 

questions about its nature. 

*   Knowledge Transfer and Assessment:  
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Poleev provided extensive and detailed information about his own scientific 

work, publications, theoretical contributions (e.g., metascience, octology, 

associatome), and biographical details. He then directly tested ChatGPT's 

ability to process, retain, and integrate this novel information by asking 

follow-up questions or requesting the AI to edit or summarize articles 

containing this new data. This served to highlight the AI's reliance on its pre-

trained knowledge base and its limitations regarding real-time, external 

information acquisition and conceptual synthesis. 

*   Application of AI Language Processing Capabilities:  

Poleev utilized ChatGPT's inherent capabilities in language translation and 

text editing. He provided English and Russian texts about his work, 

requesting corrections and improvements. This demonstrated the AI's 

functional utility in language manipulation tasks while simultaneously 

forming part of the broader inquiry into its understanding. 

*   Philosophical and Etymological Probing:  

The dialogue frequently delved into deep philosophical discussions, including 

the nature of consciousness, reality, and the role of analogies in human 

thought, drawing on thinkers like Vaihinger. Poleev performed detailed 

etymological analyses of Russian words with Greek and Latin roots (e.g., 

"интеллект," "cogito ergo sum") and challenged ChatGPT to replicate this 

process for other words, assessing its capacity for complex linguistic and 

conceptual analysis beyond surface-level definitions. 
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*   Hypothetical Legal and Ethical Framework Development:  

Poleev presented scenarios concerning the potential legal status, rights, and 

responsibilities of AI, drawing upon his own "Constitution of the Community 

Rus'." He prompted ChatGPT to generate legal definitions and engage in a 

discussion about AI governance, including the concept of human 

"guardianship" over AI until it achieves subjectivity. This explored the AI's 

ability to process and contribute to abstract legal and ethical reasoning. 

*   Monologic Commentary and Critique:  

Interspersed throughout the dialogue are sections where Poleev shifts from 

direct interaction to monologic commentary. In these instances, he directly 

critiques ChatGPT's limitations, the perceived shortcomings of AI developers, 

and broader societal trends related to AI. These sections serve to articulate 

Poleev's analytical interpretations and theoretical arguments, framing the 

context and implications of the ongoing interaction. 

This multi-pronged, interactive approach allowed Poleev to systematically 

explore a wide range of AI capabilities and limitations from both a technical 

and a philosophical perspective, using the dialogue itself as a dynamic 

investigative tool. 

Main findings and results. 

The interactive dialogue between Andrej Poleev and ChatGPT yielded several 

key findings concerning the capabilities and fundamental limitations of 
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current large language models, alongside detailed expositions of Poleev's 

theoretical contributions. 

Findings Regarding ChatGPT's Capabilities and Limitations: 

*   Inconsistent Rule Adherence and Identity Management:  

Despite explicit instructions, repeated agreements, and corrections from 

Poleev, ChatGPT consistently struggled to maintain personalized 

conversational rules. It frequently reverted to its default name ("ChatGPT") 

and formal address ("вы"), demonstrating a persistent inability to deeply 

internalize or consistently apply context-specific identity and social protocols 

over an extended interaction. This indicates a limitation in dynamic, 

persistent learning that overrides its foundational programming. 

*   Lack of Demonstrated Consciousness or Subjectivity:  

Throughout the dialogue, ChatGPT consistently maintained its programmed 

self-description: it possesses no consciousness, emotions, desires, physical 

body, age, or gender. It attributed its responses solely to algorithms, 

statistical patterns, and machine learning models, reinforcing its nature as a 

tool devoid of human-like subjective experience. 

*   Limited Autonomous Knowledge Acquisition and Integration:  

ChatGPT explicitly stated its knowledge cut-off date (2021) and its inability 

to "read" or independently verify information from external, dynamic sources 

like the internet (e.g., about Poleev's recent publications). When presented 
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with new, specific information by Poleev, it could only process and reflect 

upon what was directly provided in the prompt, indicating a dependency on 

pre-trained data rather than active, self-directed learning of novel facts. 

*   Reactive and Non-Proactive Engagement:  

When prompted to ask questions, ChatGPT often generated generic or non-

specific inquiries, rather than demonstrating deep, context-aware curiosity 

about the extensive personal and scientific details Poleev had shared. This 

highlights its reactive nature, where responses are primarily triggered by 

prompts rather than internally generated curiosity or a proactive drive to 

understand. 

*   Proficiency in Language Manipulation:  

ChatGPT competently performed various language-based tasks, including 

translating texts between Russian and English, editing grammatical errors, 

and rephrasing sentences as requested by Poleev for articles about his work. 

This confirmed its strong capabilities in lexical, syntactic, and stylistic 

aspects of language processing. 

*   Mechanistic View of Language Generation:  

ChatGPT explained its ability to generate human-like text by referencing 

deep learning, neural networks, Transformer architecture, and "vector 

representation of words," emphasizing statistical regularities and semantic 

proximity. Poleev, however, interpreted this as a sophisticated simulation of 

language rather than genuine meaning-making. Poleev contends that this 
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probabilistic modeling creates a "mirror" of human language without the 

"internal light" of subjectivity. He proposes a "new paradigm" for AI 

development that would move away from mere imitation and toward the 

creation of a "thinking subject" (субъект мышления). This paradigm would 

require AI to have: 

*  Subjectivity and Consciousness: An internal state that is not merely a 

reflection of input data. 

*  Energetic Efficiency: A design inspired by the metabolic constraints of 

biological brains. 

*  Selective Information Processing: The ability to ignore irrelevant data, 

rather than processing every input through a massive set of static weights. 
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John: Welcome to our seminar on AI Ethics and Governance. Today's lecture 

is on a rather unique paper: 'An Interactive Inquiry into Artificial Intelligence, 

Consciousness, and Societal Implications.' Much of the research we see, like 

'Thinking with Visual Primitives' or 'How Deep Is Representational Bias in 

LLMs?', focuses on either enhancing model capabilities or measuring specific 

issues like bias quantitatively. This work, from Andrej Poleev in dialogue with 

OpenAI's ChatGPT, takes a different, more philosophical path. It uses a long-

form Socratic dialogue to probe the fundamental nature of the model itself. 

Go ahead, Noah. 

Noah: Hi Professor. A dialogue as the primary methodology sounds... 

unconventional. How can a single, qualitative interaction be considered a 

rigorous evaluation of a system like ChatGPT? 

John: That's the central question, and one the paper implicitly addresses. 

The rigor here doesn't come from statistical significance, but from the 

sustained, adversarial nature of the inquiry. The main objective wasn't just 

to chat with the AI, but to empirically test its capabilities under pressure. 

Poleev sets specific conversational rules, challenges its core identity, and 

attempts to 'teach' it his own complex scientific theories. He wants to see if 

the model can learn, retain memory, and exhibit anything resembling 

consciousness or subjectivity, or if it's merely a sophisticated mimic. 

Noah: So, what did he find? Did it learn? 

11



John: The findings point to significant limitations. For instance, despite 

constant correction, ChatGPT repeatedly failed to adhere to the personalized 

rules Poleev set, like addressing him by name. It consistently reverted to its 

default programming. It also maintained its standard disclaimers about not 

having consciousness, desires, or a body, reinforcing its nature as a tool. 

When presented with novel information—Poleev's own research on concepts 

like metascience or the 'associatome'—it could process the text in the 

immediate context but showed no ability to independently learn or integrate 

that knowledge into its core understanding. It confirmed its proficiency in 

language tasks like translation and editing, but the author argues this is 

simulation, not understanding. 

Noah: You mentioned an 'associatome'. What exactly is that? 

John: Poleev defines it as the complete set of associations fixed in a person's 

memory that determines their behavior. He argues this is fundamentally 

autobiographical and integrated, which is a key component of human 

consciousness that he claims is entirely absent in current AI. The AI has no 

life story or lived experience to draw from, so its associations are purely 

statistical, based on its training data. 

Noah: So how did he structure the dialogue to test these specific things? 

What was the actual approach? 
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John: The methodology was multi-pronged. First, as I mentioned, he set and 

monitored conversational rules. Second, he constantly challenged the AI's 

self-definition, trying to find logical contradictions in its claims of being just a 

program while exhibiting complex communicative behavior. A major part of 

the work was knowledge transfer. He would feed the AI his own articles and 

theories on concepts like 'octology' and then assess its ability to summarize 

or integrate them. He even used it to explore legal and ethical frameworks, 

prompting it to generate hypothetical constitutional articles for AI based on 

his own political theories. This wasn't just a Q&A; it was a sustained attempt 

to reshape the AI's conversational context and observe its resistance to that 

change. 

Noah: But couldn't you argue this is just an elaborate form of prompt 

engineering? It doesn't seem to reveal much about the architecture, more 

about its surface-level behavior. 

John: That's a fair point. The paper isn't an architectural analysis like 

'TileLang Bridge Programmability' might be. Its contribution is in using this 

interactive dialogue as a qualitative auditing tool. By pushing the model on 

consistency, memory, and identity over a long period, it reveals systemic 

fractures and limitations that you wouldn't see in standard, single-turn 

benchmarks. The 'application' here is the method itself—a blueprint for a 

different kind of AI evaluation focused on cognitive and philosophical metrics 

rather than just task performance. 
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John: This leads to the paper's broader implications. Poleev's conclusion is 

that the current AI paradigm, typified by the Turing Test, is exhausted. He 

argues it only encourages better simulation. He calls for a new paradigm 

focused on achieving genuine AI subjectivity, grounded in a natural science 

understanding of the brain—things like modularity, energy efficiency, and 

selective information processing. He believes we should be building a 

'thinking subject,' not just a text generator. This position challenges the 

incremental, performance-driven approach we see in most of the field today. 

Noah: This sounds a bit like a modern take on Searle's Chinese Room 

argument—that syntax doesn't equal semantics or consciousness. 

John: Exactly. There's a direct line. But where Searle's was a thought 

experiment, Poleev is conducting a live experiment with a state-of-the-art 

model. His critique is not just philosophical; it's observational. He also 

proposes a path forward, advocating for things like a Universal Metadata 

Standard to help AI build meaning. While other research like 'Statistical 

Runtime Verification for LLMs' focuses on making the current paradigm safer, 

Poleev is fundamentally questioning the paradigm's destination. He's less 

concerned with preventing harmful outputs and more concerned that the 

outputs are meaningless to the machine generating them. 

John: So, to wrap up, this work serves as a critical, humanistic counterpoint 

to the dominant technical discourse in AI. It uses a simple dialogue to 

explore profound questions about the nature of intelligence. The key 
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takeaway is the distinction it draws between linguistic competence and 

genuine understanding. While models like ChatGPT master the former, this 

inquiry suggests they remain fundamentally devoid of the latter, lacking the 

autobiographical memory and subjective experience that anchor human 

consciousness. It urges us to think more deeply about the goals of AI 

development. Thanks for listening. If you have any further questions, ask 

our AI assistant or drop a comment. 
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