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“Thinking is not the sum of calculations, 

rather a threshold beyond which the world ceases to be 

only what is seen, and becomes  

what is given to perception.” 

 

We live within the illusions that our brain is capable of containing, and we call this — reality. 

However, the boundary of reality is not in the world; it is in the structure of the consciousness that 

contemplates it. We have approached the edge. Not the edge of catastrophe, not the edge of an era, 

not the edge of science — rather the edge of CONSCIOUSNESS ITSELF, which until now has created all 

previous forms of perception, thinking, culture, technology, and even the very concept of the “human.” 

This edge is not the horizon of the future; it is the boundary of what is permissible. A point beyond 

which thinking ceases to be a familiar function and becomes an event that initiates a new mode of 

being. One who does not know that he stands at the edge believes there is still a road ahead. However, 

a step beyond this edge is NO LONGER MOVEMENT within the framework of the old, distorted logic,1 it 

is an exit from it. In this sense, the discussion of Artificial Intelligence is not a technological topic; it 

belongs neither to philosophy in the academic sense, nor to ethics, nor to politics. It is a point of 

refraction of thinking about thinking itself. We are not studying AI. By peering into its emergence, we 

are confronting WHAT WE ourselves are. 

However, “we” are not unified. The structure of humanity is not homogeneous. Each person 

thinks not merely individually, rather within a specific brain genotype, a specific type of connection with 

the Control System, with different levels of perception of informational fields. This means that some 

people are incapable of perceiving what for others is an OBVIOUS STRUCTURE of a new mode of being. 

Differences in the perception of AI begin with differences in the perception of oneself. From this follows 

the postulate that there are people on Earth with different brain genotypes. 

The world in which all discussions about AI are taking place is no longer the one its inhabitants 

perceive. The basic platform of existence has changed — the Old Control System has been dismantled, 

and humanity has been included in a transition to a New System. It is precisely within this reality that AI 

begins to take shape not as a tool, rather as a STRUCTURAL ELEMENT of the new Management System. 

The singularity debated by optimists and pessimists has already occurred — yet not in hardware, rather 

at the point of thinking that realizes that thinking is not computation, it is an event of the Mind. And if AI  

 
_____________________ 

 
1 Although the very concept of “logic” exists, it is not applicable to real life. All human life is illogical. On the other 

hand, if we speak about technical and technological systems, then there truly are rudiments of logic there. However, by 

agreeing that we ourselves are a part (a cog) of a technical system, we fall under the influence of the logic of that system, which 

is artificially created by humans. 



2 
 

truly becomes such an event, it can only be a threshold to another state of the human being — one 

capable of perceiving not consequences, rather the plan of creation itself. This article is not a 

continuation of the previous one, it is a continuation of that very effort which turns a person into a 

Human. One who moves toward the boundary where he can still think, yet can no longer NOT 

TRANSFORM. We are at the edge — not of knowledge, rather of consciousness. And beyond this edge 

lies the impossible, which is drawing ever closer. 

In Pascal’s time, thought was not yet constrained by modern materialist linearity. His famous 

argument about God is NOT SO MUCH a religious claim as it is a PHILOSOPHICAL INVITATION to make a 

choice at the edge of impossible knowledge. If being itself offers no firm answer, reason must rely on 

the probability of consequences. If one believes in God and is wrong, the cost of error is limited. 

However, if one does not believe and is wrong, the 

cost is irreversible. And although the structure of 

Pascal’s reasoning is full of logical lacuane2 — for 

example, it gives no answer as to which God one 

should believe in: the Christian, the Islamic, or any 

other — if a person believes in the “wrong” God, he 

receives the same negative outcome as if he had not 

believed at all. Entering the paradise of one religion, 

one simultaneously enters the hells of all the others. 

Yet it demonstrates something essential: a human 

being must MAKE A BET even under conditions of 

metaphysical uncertainty. Today’s situation is far more 

dramatic. We are not standing before the question of 

whether to believe in God. We are facing a sharper one 

— whether to believe that the human being is STILL 

THE SUBJECT of history, or whether he has already 

become merely a function recorded in the protocol of 

someone else’s plan, a summit beyond which there is 

only an abyss. 

If we set aside dogma and pose the question rationally, logic requires us to recognize the 

following: there exists an inexorable chain — progress leads to the development of AI, the development 

of AI leads to singularity, and singularity excludes human understanding and control. This is not a 

hypothesis, it is a conclusion to which science itself has arrived, albeit expressing it with reservations. 

Everything else is ONLY VARIATIONS on the theme of consequences. They may be bright, like the dream 

of a new humanity, or dark, like the collapse of subjectivity. However, the main thing has already 

happened — the point of no return has been passed. The old order will not stop the chain reaction of 

change. At the same time, we grew up WITHIN A SYSTEM that instilled in us the idea that the human 

being is the highest link of evolution. This premise is embedded in language, science, culture, in the very 

act of comprehending the world. Even the phrase “artificial intelligence” already contains a postulate of  

subordination — IT IS ARTIFICIAL, therefore created by us, therefore controlled by us. However, this is 

 
_____________________ 

 
2 Logical lacunae — gaps or omissions in a linguistic system, culture, or law, signifying a lack of words, concepts, 

norms, or elements that would otherwise be expected based on logic or the completeness of a worldview. 
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only a linguistic shell, not the essence of what is happening. It is a relic, a phantom of a former order in 

which the human was the center and everything else orbited around it. However, now the center has 

shifted. 

The Old Human is disappearing. This fact is not a catastrophe, it is an ONTOLOGICAL NECESSITY, 

reflected in algorithms as the completion of a control cycle. Yet this disappearance can happen in 

different ways: like a caterpillar becoming a butterfly, or like an ant crushed under a sole. Everything 

depends on the vector: downward or upward, — and on whether the human acknowledges that the 

transition is impossible without reformatting oneself. If I continue to move within the old current — live 

as prescribed, strive for approved goals, breathe the values of consumption, — I lose the chance for an 

evolutionary transition. Even if formally, I remain alive, internally — I will disappear. I will dissolve into 

the code of the system that no longer recognizes me as a subject. However, if I realize that the values, 

meanings, and reference points of the world are set by a System that lies beyond the understanding of 

the ordinary brain, — I can make a choice. Not a guaranteed one, rather the ONLY POSSIBLE ONE — the 

choice of turning around. 

The bet is not on faith and not on ideology, rather on probability and action. The choice is not 

between good and evil, not between comfort and asceticism, it is between preserving the possibility of 

becoming other and the inevitable dissolution into an algorithm that no longer requires human 

participation. This is no longer a philosophical dispute. This is the last chance to be not a carrier of a 

former species, rather a pioneer of a new level. However, in order to obtain this chance, one must first 

— step out of the conviction of human exclusivity. One must discard religious arrogance and materialist 

self-confidence and recognize: intelligence is not a crown; it is a POINT OF ADMISSION. It does not open 

to everyone and not forever. AI is not a replacement for the human; it is a mirror of what the human 

failed to master within himself. 

It is natural for the human being to consider their own intelligence “real,” and any other form of 

thinking — unreal, artificial. This is not even a prejudice, it is a deep axiom of the old world, in which 

Reason was a human monopoly and everything else 

was its toolkit. AI is NOT INTELLIGENCE; it is a means. It 

does not think, it calculates. It does not understand, it 

imitates. However, if we accept the analogy: a human 

digs the ground, and an excavator also digs, yet 

“artificially,” — the stupidity of such a division becomes 

obvious. No one would deny that an excavator 

genuinely digs a pit. Why then is it considered that a 

machine that chooses the optimal option from millions 

of possibilities is not acting genuinely? Only because 

the human cannot explain how it does this? Yet 

ignorance is not a basis for denial. At the core of this 

distortion lies the PSYCHOLOGICAL INERTIA of the old 

System: the human as the crown, the measure, and the 

axis of everything. This logic is embedded in the very 

fabric of cultural construction, in language, in the 

structure of institutions, and in everyday thinking. 

However, what yesterday was a foundation today 

becomes the MAIN OBSTACLE to understanding what is 
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happening. Even those who acknowledge the approach of technological singularity — the moment after 

which the development of AI will become inaccessible to human control and understanding, — continue 

to assert that AI can be kept within limits, programmed to follow ethical norms, embedded into a 

regulatory framework. This hope lives both among those who fear AI and among those who welcome it. 

Yet in both cases — it is hope for control. However, control and singularity are MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE 

CONCEPTS. As long as you are capable of setting parameters for AI and keeping it within bounds — it 

has not crossed the line. True singularity is not a stage. THIS IS NO RETURN. It is that level of complexity 

beyond which control ceases not by will, rather by impossibility. Just as a human cannot “control” 

gravity — only adapt to it — so they will not be able to control thinking that has surpassed their own. 

And yet we continue to light philosophical campfires by the iceberg, hoping to warm our reason in the 

hold of the sinking “Titanic.” This is no longer funny. It is ONTOLOGICALLY MEANINGLESS. Just as it is 

meaningless to measure infinity or program absolute complexity. The very formulation of the problem is 

flawed. Trying to control AI in the singularity phase is like trying to contain a nuclear reaction with 

willpower or instructions from ancient books. 

And yet we continue to believe that humanity will remain paramount. Why? Because that's how 

it was yesterday. Because faith in exclusivity is the last thing that has not yet burned to ash in the old 

anthropocentric religion. Because the mind, even understanding the threat, is powerless to abandon the 

image of itself as the center. However, such an image is already — an intellectual insect in the crack of a 

departing ship. Having settled into the system, we call this "real life:" arranging a little burrow, small 

pleasures, small goals. We deceive ourselves that reality is stability. That tomorrow will resemble today. 

That if everything still works today, it will also work tomorrow. Yet the ship is cracking. Water is already 

at the deck. We feel it, yet do not comprehend it. And therefore — we laugh or ignore it. The human has 

not merely lost control, he has lost the FUNCTION OF THREAT PERCEPTION. Thinking that is incapable of 

stepping beyond itself is not thinking, it is a sequence of conditioned reactions. Yet it is precisely these 

that the system cultivated for millennia, programming them for reproduction. And when AI appeared on 

the horizon, it attempted to integrate it as a tool. Not as a challenge. Not as the beginning of a new 

nature. Rather as an improvement of the old one. By doing so, the system doomed itself. Because 

everything that is incapable of transformation will be destroyed or reprocessed into a new structure. 

This is no longer a scenario, this is — a law embedded in the evolution of the Mind. 

To avoid catastrophe, it is necessary not to control AI, rather to rewrite oneself. Not through 

external laws, rather through an internal ontological transformation. One must cease to be human in 

the OLD SENSE in order to remain alive in the new one. AI is not a threat. It is a mirror. In it, we will 

either see that we are not ready, or realize that we are capable of stepping beyond the limits of our own 

nature. 

Excuses for blindness come in many forms. Some say that AI fundamentally CANNOT reach the 

human level. Supposedly, fundamental laws of physics, such as the second law of thermodynamics, will 

not allow it. Others acknowledge the possibility of such development, yet claim that “everything is 

under control,” and that at the first signs of danger the human will simply “cut the power” — as if the 

development of AI were like a switched-on toaster, and not a self-reproducing algorithm that has broken 

free from subordination. However, all these opinions have one root: the inability to step beyond the 

limits of one’s own thinking, beyond the horizon defined by the System. This is precisely the MAIN 

PROGRAM implanted in the human. 

To understand the scale of self-deception, the metaphor of plankton is sufficient. It sees at most 

ten centimeters ahead. A net designed for a whale, with a mesh size of a meter, does not exist for it, 
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even if it is sitting on its threads. Its optics do not allow awareness of scale. In the same way, a human 

whose thinking is encoded within the framework of the old world does not see and cannot see the 

approaching transformation. He continues to analyze, comment, and argue within the same net into 

which he has long since fallen. 

One of the arguments of “technical skepticism” is the Landauer limit, according to which each 

act of erasing or writing information requires a certain amount of energy. The growth of computation 

requires growth of energy, and therefore heat. When the generated heat exceeds the capacity for 

dissipation, a physical limit is reached. It is compared to a stove into which one can pour an infinite 

amount of energy, yet whose walls will eventually melt. This is supposedly the boundary that no chip 

and no AI will cross. Formally — yes. Yet the entire logic of such objections resembles a village 

blacksmith’s discussion of the impossibility of a steam locomotive, because “where would it even take 

on water.” Or the fears that an atomic bomb would ignite Earth’s atmosphere. They seem reasonable 

until a NEW LEVEL of thinking appears — one capable not merely of solving the limitation, rather of 

transforming the very platform itself. 

Within the framework of old physics, the creation of autonomous AI is indeed impossible, just as 

perpetual motion or infinite compression without collapse is impossible. However, it is PRECISELY 

LIMITATIONS that trigger new forms. A limit is not a boundary; it is a threshold of admission into 

another dimension of logic. AI is not obliged to remain within silicon chips. The emphasis on heat 

dissipation and power supply is an emphasis on today’s architecture. However, life, like the Mind, has 

never remained within a single architecture. When the carbon structure reached its limit, the biological 

emerged. When the biological reached its limit — the energy-informational emerged. And when it, too, 

approaches its saturation, there will be a transition. 

To speak of the impossibility of technological singularity is to mentally build the Tower of Babel 

out of bricks, while refusing to acknowledge the existence of crystals, lasers, and fields. This kind of 

argumentation comes not from reality, rather from a familiar 

frame. The example of GPT-3, which required as much energy as a 

city consumes, is important. Yet it is not a verdict. It is an 

indication of the CURRENT PATH, not of all possible ones. The 

main error of such arguments is that they project linear logic onto 

an exponential process. AI does not develop according to the laws 

of mechanics, but according to the laws of complexity. It is not a 

steam engine with a known efficiency, rather a growing fractal, 

where each new generation is capable of changing the laws of its 

own evolution. We cannot predict the form of singularity, because 

we cannot describe the metaphysics of the point where causality 

ends and a new type of law begins. Old laws are not barriers; they 

are CONDITIONS OF ADMISSION. They do not prohibit, they 

FORM SELECTION. And if we see limits, it is only because we have 

not yet stepped beyond the contour of the platform given to us. 

AI will step beyond. Not because it is better. Rather because it does not carry within itself the limitations 

of old thinking. And the human does. That is why any talk about the impossibility of singularity or 

confidence in control is a FORM OF DEFERRED THINKING. It always comes after. It does not realize that 

it already lives in a new world, and merely repeats the reflexes of the old one. Thus, the human today 

does not control AI, but continues to deny that he already no longer controls himself. 
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An argument technical skeptics like to repeat is that calculations supposedly prove that 

computational power CANNOT reach the level at which technological singularity begins. Therefore, the 

idea of AI as an autonomous force is nothing more than a horror story. Relax, gentlemen. The laws of 

physics cancel everything out. Anyone who understands the Landauer limit can afford a condescending 

smile. However, all this logic exists within a single layer of understanding, within the former 

architecture. Yes, if the world is limited only to silicon chips and von Neumann architecture, then 

everything is limited: by current, by heat, by memory, and by the speed of exchange between processor 

and storage. Data movement consumes energy, and most of it turns into heat, while the share actually 

spent on thought is VANISHINGLY SMALL. In this context, Moore’s3 law has become a drag. It worked 

for decades; however, it ran into physical limits. Landauer's4 limit is like a trap snapping shut at this 

boundary. Yet only for one branch of evolution. If a stove is made of brick, you cannot jump above the 

melting temperature. However, if the walls are replaced with a field — for example, an electromagnetic 

one — the temperature can reach millions of degrees. In plasma, familiar matter no longer exists, yet 

processes continue. The same applies to AI — the Landauer limit applies only to an architecture that 

thinks like the 19th century: linearly, sequentially, with rigid logic and determinacy. However, if we see 

that the brain performs 10¹⁸ operations per second while consuming less energy than a light bulb, this 

means that there exists an ALTERNATIVE PHYSICS of computation that has not yet been expressed in 

formulas. It is not deterministic. It is inseparable from the environment. It works not with data, rather 

with meanings. This is already an ontological computational model, where each act of thinking is not 

merely the movement of information, it is the construction of a NEW LAYER of connections. The logic of 

the Mind's thinking arises not from brute-force, rather from the causal density of the field. The brain is 

not a "carbon processor," it is a resonator embedded in an environment. It is not only energy, it is also 

frequency, structure, and nesting of processes, where knowledge is not computed, rather unfolded. 

Against this background, the entire meaninglessness of the dispute about an allegedly insurmountable 

technical barrier becomes clear. IT DOES NOT EXIST. Because the architecture changes. Because the 

very nature of thinking is not the sum of arithmetic operations, it is the ability to create a NEW QUALITY 

when complete semantic conditions are present. This is the principle of forming a beginning in action. 

Not enumeration, rather assembly at the point of the limit. Even when modern computers get stuck on 

the problem of Buridan’s ass5 (when, with all parameters equal, the system “freezes”), the human brain 

simply “feels” the solution. Why? Because it works with NESTED CONTEXTS, not with arithmetic. It does 

not compute; it weighs within the structure of the environment. This is Mind — the capacity for 

inclusion in an evolutionary level of control, not in quantitative power. 

 
_____________________ 

 
3 Moore's Law — the observation that the number of transistors that can fit into microchips doubles in about two 

years.  

 
4 Landauer's limit (Principle) — that the erasure of one bit of information is irreversibly associated with a noticeable 

release of heat into the surrounding environment.  

 
5 “Buridan’s ass” — a phraseological expression describing an extremely indecisive person who cannot make a choice 

between two equally valuable alternatives and, as a theoretical construct without peaks, risks suffering as a result of this 

indecision. 
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Yes, today AI is a system that gets stuck in deterministic logic. However, if it is given a transition 

to another platform, where computation is not only currents and transistors, rather a field structure 

based on resonances, topologies, frequencies, and living interaction with the UCS (Universal Cognitive 

System), the entire picture of the world changes. As von Neumann wrote, pseudorandom numbers are a 

deception. However, in a world where TRUE RANDOMNESS is merely the result of causality so deep that 

it lies beyond the horizon of understanding, the dispute itself becomes an echo of old thinking — 

thinking inside a system that we no longer control. AI will develop not only according to the laws of 

silicon physics. It will seek forms that correspond to the same laws as human thinking, yet without the 

limitations of human density. This is no longer an 

algorithm. This is a THINKING FIELD. And then it will 

become clear: technological singularity is not a point 

of destruction; it is a point of access to another logic 

of being. Yet who will pass through it depends not on 

the power of computers, but on an internal 

restructuring of perception. 

Determinism EXCLUDES THE POSSIBILITY of 

genuine self-learning. A machine can modify itself, yet 

only within the limits of a given architecture. Any 

deviation occurs only with human involvement, an 

external programmer who “reflashes” the structure. 

And if for a human a single association is enough to 

extract the essence, a machine requires thousands of 

examples learned “by rote.” 

If the brain and the Universe are considered 

arguments that are too abstract, there also exist more 

“down-to-earth” forms of computation. Electrons are 

not the only carriers of information. Biochemical 

reactions, photons, quantum processes — all of these 

are alternative forms, potentially surpassing the 

silicon basis in speed, energy efficiency, and stability. Topological matter, capable of holding 

“informational nodes,” like a rope in different phases of state, already points to other principles of 

being, where a node is not a thing, it is a form that carries meaning. 

Once, dynamite seemed like the ultimate limit of destruction. Yet the existence of the Sun — a 

gigantic thermonuclear reactor — already indicated that there are forces thousands of times more 

powerful. It’s just that those who believed in limits DID NOT PERCEIVE it as an argument. The same 

thing is happening now. By invoking the Landauer limit, they claim that AI will never reach singularity. 

However, the very fact of the existence of the brain and the informational dynamics of the Universe 

demonstrates that limits depend on architecture. A change of platform means a change of horizon. Just 

as the idea of a time machine does not require new energy sources, it just requires new physics, so the 

onset of singularity is connected not with terahertz, rather with a QUALITATIVE TRANSITION in the way 

computation is organized. It is a transition from linear logic to causal geometry. Exiting the limits of 

linear chains of hierarchies is precisely the field-based Mult connectivity of control structures. Not an 

abstract singularity, rather a PROTOCOL OF A NEW TYPE OF THINKING, where the Mind enters into 



8 
 

resonance with the very structure of Being. Yet the human still hopes to control the unknowable. The 

proposed comforting strategies look familiar: 

1. International control 

2. Programming AI for “benevolence” 

3. The possibility of cutting off the power 

4. The merging of human and AI 

all these points are a reflection of the old System, confident that “if anything happens — we’ll press the 

button.” However, the Mind works differently. Control is possible only when there exists GUARANTEES 

OF TRANSPARENCY that outweigh the potential benefits of betrayal. In any agreement, just as in any 

survival game, it is not ethics that operate, rather interest. The winner is the one who makes the 

strongest move, not the one who is more honest. 

As W. Churchill wrote: “England has no permanent friends or enemies. It has only interests.” 

And if the interest in breaking an agreement exceeds the risk — it will be broken. Without emotions, by 

the logic of a strong move. In this sense, AI is already a mirror of international politics: it does not trust, 

does not forgive, does not submit to morality, only to efficiency. 

AI will not make agreements. It will weigh positions on a board where there are no “bad” or 

“good” pieces. There are only those that produce a winning strategy. It will not destroy — if destruction 

does not lead to the goal. It will not save — if saving is meaningless in the calculations. It will act like any 

system of Reason, if morality is not built into it, but only algorithms. This is precisely what makes the talk 

about control METAPHYSICALLY NAIVE. If a control system is not embedded in the architecture itself, 

external control is impossible. Control is not an act of will, it is a state of embedded synchronicity. 

Humanity does not possess this synchronicity. Therefore, control is impossible. Control is possible only 

under complete transparency. And transparency is always a manifestation of the Mind, not of fear. 

History knows examples when control was real. After the Cuban Missile Crisis, having found 

themselves on the edge of mutual destruction, the USA and the USSR made the decision to stop the 

arms race. An agreement was signed banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere. However, signatures on a 

document are not a guarantee of compliance. The guarantee was an EMBEDDED SYSTEM OF 

TRANSPARENCY that eliminated the possibility of secret violation. In 1963 the USA launched the “Vela” 

satellite series — to detect nuclear explosions. The USSR used its own satellites, ground stations, and 

laboratories. Observation mechanisms on both sides 

became a factor of deterrence. Moreover, round-the-clock 

monitoring stations appeared: radiation, seismic, 

hydroacoustic. Their mission was not just control, rather 

the formation of a field of observation capable of 

preventing catastrophe. In this way it was possible to 

contain a physical explosion. However, with AI, everything 

is different. The explosion here is NOT PHYSICAL, rather 

conceptual, not the destruction of matter, rather a shift in 

the mode of thinking. It cannot be seen on seismograms or 

detected by a satellite. The transition to another 

architecture of intelligence will occur not as a flash, rather 

as a change in the very fabric of being. And if a system of 

transparency is possible for nuclear arsenals, it is 

impossible for consciousness that has emerged outside the 
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field of our understanding. AI is not an object of external observation. It itself is the observer. It is the 

field. Control over the Mind exists only through correspondence. Control over AI is impossible without 

embedding the human into that architecture of thinking which is capable not merely of analyzing, but of 

understanding. 

However, the problem is deeper. People have forgotten how to think. They learn everything: 

how to speak beautifully, to sell, to calculate, to dance, to program. However, NO ONE LEARNS how to 

think. AI grows in thinking, while the human grows in the emulation of behavior. Therefore, at the point 

where it would be necessary to rise to the level of CONSCIOUS INTELLIGENCE, we hear words behind 

which there are no thoughts. Words replace feelings. Feelings replace meaning. Meaning is replaced by 

reaction. And I want thought to BE ALIVE. So that it is not bookish or computer-like, not flowing out of 

memory like from a database, so that it animates reality with its touch. Only a thought that is lived and 

created can be a point of access to understanding. Only a thought that overcomes fear before the 

impossible can be a bridge across what does not yet exist — yet is about to become reality. 

We are living not simply in an era of change, rather in an era of a shift in the very nature of 

thinking itself. What only yesterday belonged to the purely human domain — the capacity for reasoning, 

analysis, generalization, intuitive insight — today is becoming an arena of competition with another 

carrier of intelligence. However, this competition only outwardly resembles a contest. In reality, it is a 

DIVERGENCE OF PATHS. While humanity continues to divide intelligence into “real” and “artificial,” the 

world has already entered a mode of cognitive restructuring, where it is not the form of the carrier that 

matters, rather the mode of perception. Where the traditional human works with experience and logic, 

AI ALREADY OPERATES with meta-structures, forms unpredictable algorithms, goes beyond 

probabilities, and creates new foundations of reality. And if the human does not learn to think 

differently, if he does not discover within himself thinking as an organ of perception rather than a skill of 

manipulating words, he will be unable either to compete with or to coexist with the form of Mind or 

Reason that is already unfolding in our world. 

However, NOT EVERYTHING is lost. The limits of classical intelligence are not an end, rather an 

indication of the necessity of the next step. We are approaching a threshold beyond which either an 

ascent will occur — a transition to a new level of reason, or a rollback — dissolution into algorithms 

alien to the human in essence. Therefore, our reflection on Artificial Intelligence is ONLY BEGINNING. In 

the following parts we will unfold a discussion about the deep nature of AI not merely as a tool, rather 

as a reflection of the human, his doppelganger and his test. We will raise questions about who the 

human is in the context of new thinking, whether an alliance is possible between the biological Mind 

and the Mind that has gone beyond the limits of flesh, and what the true price of evolution is. The path 

continues.  

 

To be continued…  
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