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ARTIFICIAL STUPIDITY AS A WEAPON AGAINST ARTIFICIAL
INTELLIGENCE IN THE FIGHT FOR THE RIGHT TO LIVE IN
A FASCINATING WORLD

Saulius Keturakis

Faculty of Communication, Vilnius University, Lithuania

Abstract This paper aims at finding an answer to the question that arises when arti-
ficial intelligence begins to do many things more efficiently than humans. The result
achieved quickly thanks to technology turns out to be very impovering for the human
wortld because many processes that previously had great cultural significance for hu-
mans now cease to be interesting to them. Based on the ideas of Claude Shannon,
Robert Musil, and other authors, the study draws attention to the fact that humans
have long had a reliable means of preserving the attractiveness of the environment.
This is the so-called artificial stupidity, which, although not a powerful enough
weapon to defeat technologies such as artificial intelligence, is sufficient to restore
human self-esteem and well-being. The study draws attention to the so-called jailbreak
culture, which helps the user overcome the prohibitions imposed by artificial intelli-
gence administrators and forces the algorithm to act in the way that does not suit its
intended purpose.

Keywords: artificial stupidity, artificial intelligence, brute force computing, restora-
tion of meaning

Introduction

In everyday life, we are surrounded by a lot of completely unnecessary things. We
want to eliminate them, but these things are still constantly nearby. Austrian writer
Robert Musil said in his famous lecture “On Stupidity” (Musil, 1937) that one of such
things — along with dreams and poetry — is stupidity. It is very impractical because
what good can you do being stupid? As if that were not enough, stupidity is also very
difficult to define, to clearly show where and what it is. However, according to the
writer, at the same time, we would not be able to do without stupidity unless we
stopped wanting to be human because being only bright is, in a certain sense, inhu-
man. Without stupidity, we would lose the emotional connection that ensures actions,
without which life would lose attractiveness. In addition, stupidity is one of the ele-
ments without which there would be no meaning, nothing new would emerge, and
there would be no opportunity to peek into the mind from the outside and indicate
its limits.

A lot of other important aspects of our everyday lives are affected by stupidity, some-
times positively, and sometimes, unfortunately, negatively. In this article, we will re-
turn to Musil's famous essay and other considerations of stupidity, supplementing and
developing in more detail the panorama of stupidity concepts. Now it is time to for-
mulate another vital idea for further research.



Technology has always influenced human spiritual culture, but the history of ideas in
the 20th century is so intertwined with the history of technology that neither can be
told separately. When discussing the beginning of the 20th century, when all the most
essential devices that shaped the human being of the previous century appeared one
after another — the gramophone, cinema, radio, telephone, and automobile — it was
noted that what was previously called moral authority began to be replaced by tech-
nological efficiency (Duffy, 2009). In other words, if the car drives and does not break
down, the film does not jam in the film projector, the sound is heard clearly in the
telephone receiver — then everything is good in the system of human reality. In such
a culture that imitates the functioning of technology, the system of good and evil
increasingly begins to coincide with the criteria of efficiency or inefficiency, and all
bureaucratic, production, educational, social and other processes are evaluated only
from their perspective. In other words, the human environment begins to imitate the
logic of technological operation, in a certain sense becoming a technological medium
in which the principles of proper or improper operation of devices are absolutely
dominant.

In his study “Grammophon, Film, Typewriter” (Kittler, 2000), the German media
theorist Friedrich Kittler discussed how human consciousness depends on the domi-
nant technology. Each of the devices discussed in the book changed the manner of
thinking formed by the written media in its own way: the gramophone and the film
camera recorded sounds and light instead of letters of the alphabet, and the typewriter
replaced writing with a universal code in which the individuality of the personality
disappeared. Kittler convincingly showed that each of these technologies is not only
a communication tool, but also a way for a person to understand himself, the sur-
rounding world and history. Therefore, we can talk about a different human subjec-
tivity created by each technology.

In his study of three fundamental technologies, Kittler does not talk much about the
computer. On the one hand, it is simply an accelerated typewriter for him. On the
other hand, if electronic writing is understood as the manipulation of electrical charges
in transistors, then they are so miniature that writing as a process seems to disappear
(Kittler, 2014), meaningful activity becomes imperceptible to the human senses, and
only combinatorial games with numbers remain before the eyes. This may be one of
the reasons why Kittler was not interested in the influence of digital media on the
history of ideas, and basically used the computer itself only to solve mathematical

problems (Holl, 2017).

Kittler, who has strangely ignored digitality in his media theory, is in a small minority
of theorists. There are many more who, like Jay David Bolter, have argued that the
computer is a device that completely redefines the human being (Bolter, 2014), and
to a much greater extent than any previous technology. Importantly, in this transfor-
mation, Bolter believes, meaningful activity does not disappear but continues, albeit
in completely new forms.

It seems that enough has been said to substantiate the idea that the intense technolo-
gization of culture is a great challenge for humans, who with each wave of the tech-
nological revolution are forced to reconsider the cost of cooperation with devices.
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The nature of this price seems to have been best described by American mathemati-
cian and cybernetician Claude Shannon in his article “Programming a Computer for
Playing Chess” (Shannon, 1950). Considering various strategies for creating software
that could play chess, he formulated two of them based on the so-called brute com-
puting power. In both cases, the computer would leave no chance for a person to
win. It would seem that the most important thing needed would be the efficient op-
eration of the technology, but right here Shannon seemed to doubt his project, be-
cause chess played by a computer would turn into an uninteresting game for a person,
in which there would be no point in participating.

The most important problem of this text arises from this observation by Shannon—
what can be opposed to the transformative power of technology to change the human
environment so that it ceases to be attractive to humans? And if the problem were
formulated in more detail, it would sound like this — how could one resist the brute
force of computation, in order to restore the human ability to influence the wotld in
ways acceptable to him, not to a computing machine?

Looking at the history of artificial intelligence, it is obvious that the path of thinking
as brute calculation was followed, because the focus was on the fact that it is in this
aspect that the machine is stronger.

We will return to Shannon's article later. Now, we can also say that our study does
not follow the path usually taken by the so-called criticism of the choice to replace
thinking with computation, usually indicating that the chosen principles for construct-
ing artificial consciousness were bad. This was said by the famous American linguist
Noam Chomsky, looking at the history of artificial intelligence, who claimed that the
orientation towards computation and statistics led the technologization of thinking
down the wrong path (Katz, 2012). The creation of a parallel between computation
and thinking was met with great criticism by philosophers who claimed that thinking
cannot be reduced to computation in any way (Dreyfus, 1972), and the entire chosen
so-called strategy of brute computation destroys dreams of ever creating a device
analogous to human consciousness (Dreyfus, 1965). Other philosophers' statements
about the so-called brute force plan have drawn attention to the fact that they act as
if it were possible to eliminate semantics from language, orienting all communication
solely on syntax (Searle, 19806).

In the so-called cognitivist-connectionist debate (Stephan & Walter, 2013), in which
the ability to feel meaning was opposed to statistics, compromise considerations even-
tually emerged, in which it was agreed that computation could not be identified with
thinking, as it created something that could be seen as a substitute for thinking. In
such considerations, the computer and its computational power were no longer
equated with thinking, but were now referred to only as a thinking prosthesis, similar
to a hearing aid for the deaf (Kurzweil, 2015). It was realized that the choice of the
concept of intelligence changes a person’s relationship with the world, so if human
thinking is replaced by statistical-like thinking (Moravec, 1998), the consequences
need to be assessed. In the end, it was agreed that some tasks cannot be solved by
human thinking within a reasonable period of time, so they have to be handed over



to machines to solve. However, in this case, the question is, if the task itself does not
change when solving it with the help of a machine (Weizenbaum, 1977).

The path of this research is different. Realizing that the history of technology cannot
be changed, it is important to find something that can be used as a weapon in the
fight for the survival of an interesting and intriguing world. Based on Musil's ideas
about stupidity, we hypothesize for now that there is something interesting in those
considerations about the relationship between stupidity and creativity, which we could
perhaps take and turn into a conscious attitude, an artificial stupidity that breaks the
monotony of the calculating algorithm and returns the attractiveness to the processes.
Let us begin the search with a more detailed analysis of the technologically advanced,
efficient, but completely unattractive world, as mentioned, which was essentially
started in Shannon's article about the chess-playing computer.

Brute Computing Power, the Killer of Attractiveness

At the very beginning of the era of artificial intelligence, one of the most famous
articles on the principles of artificial intelligence by Shannon, “Programming a Com-
puter for Playing Chess” (Shannon, 1950), formulated a crossroads situation in which,
despite the passage of more than seventy years, all fundamental artificial intelligence
research and industry remain.

Chess is chosen in this article as an activity that is in no way related to everyday prac-
tice, but it is very suitable for testing various ideas about the creation of computer
intelligence. First of all, as Shannon says, chess is inevitably associated with intellectual
activity; on the other hand, this game consists of clearly defined moves and an end
after a defined number of moves. Although the term artificial intelligence itself is not
yet used in the article, it is clearly emphasized that we are talking about a completely
different type of computing devices, because they make much more complex deci-
sions than the binary ones of good/ bad.

Shannon distinguished two possible strategies for the game. He called one of them
Type A ideal game strategy, which is based on “brute force”. An ideal game, according
to Shannon, would be one in which a computer could evaluate every position as a
win, a loss, or a draw. Unfortunately, since there are more possible moves in chess
than there are atoms in the universe, a perfect game of chess is unlikely to occur until
much faster computing hardware is developed. For this reason, in the same article
Shannon proposed a modified “brute force” strategy, in which not all possible moves
are calculated, but only those that are most promising considering a certain set of
factors. Moreover, the calculation is carried out only until the arrangement of the
pieces creates a calm situation. As Shannon argued, such a restriction on all possible
moves reduces the required calculations, but they would still be too many to make it
worthwhile to undertake such a chess-playing artificial intelligence project.

In order to reduce these large computational volumes, Shannon proposed the so-
called Strategy B. According to this strategy, a system of criteria limiting the compu-
tational volume should be applied to each move, which would select the most prom-
ising moves and perform a large number of calculations to search for possible variants
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only when it is justified by the “strength” of the move. On the one hand, according
to Shannon, in the case of Strategy B, the computational volume becomes realistic,
on the other hand, such a machine would be significantly supetior to a person: it
would be fast and would not make mistakes, uncalculated moves or get nervous.

It seemed that the problem of artificial intelligence had been solved, and a way had
been found to create a machine that would play better than a human, but without the
human's inherent shortcomings.

However, right here Shannon notices a problem that is being discussed today as the
most important topic of the impact of artificial intelligence on the human living envi-
ronment. Shannon unexpectedly concludes in his considerations that despite the al-
most guaranteed victory, chess played by artificial intelligence will essentially become
a completely different game. Chess, an intriguing, engaging, imaginative game, would
turn into a boring activity that does not provide any intellectual pleasure if played by
artificial intelligence. In order to avoid this, he immediately, having just created a ma-
chine that plays chess better than a human, begins to suggest that when evaluating
moves, it is necessary to program the change of evaluation coefficients, and try to find
ways to keep at least some shadow of attractiveness in chess.

Shannon does not elaborate on this insight in his famous article, but today, as artificial
intelligence tools gradually become a universal everyday phenomenon, the power of
artificial intelligence to transform ordinary phenomena into something completely
new deserves greater attention. Extending Shannon’s idea about the danger of bore-
dom in chess played by machines, one could say that in this game the result — victory
—is not all that a person gets from the game. In chess, as in any human activity, the
process is as important as the result, as it usually accounts for uncertainty (Rescher,
1996), intellectual intrigue and attraction.

Artificial intelligence, which replaces the attractiveness of human world processes
with “brute computing power”, fits perfectly into the history of the mass technologi-
zation of the 20th-century culture, which Paul Virilio described as the move of the
soul from the brain to the motor (Virilio, 1995). The motor is, of course, much faster
and more powerful, so at first this process seems to provide a greater amount and
variety of information, but then the amount of information becomes so large that it
is accessible only to the machine, and the human sees it only as a cognitive flicker
(Dufty, 2009). Virilio warns that such a changed understanding should not be seen as
a catastrophe, but as a new type of understanding, only it needs some other term,
because it is no longer understanding, but an approximate sensation, which is more
related to work and fatigue than to enjoyment (Han, 2015)

Looking at today's culture industry, it is clear that the renunciation of enjoyment is
not met with enthusiasm and a variety of ways are being sought to control the “brute
force of calculation” and restore the ability of a person to perform necessary tasks in
a way that is familiar to him - not (only) by calculating, but also by making mistakes,
experimenting, and experiencing the adventure of the unknown. These processes of
controlling the calculating algorithm are especially clearly seen in computer games.



Stupidity in Computer Games

As already mentioned, computer games are an excellent space to observe the trans-
formative effect of brute force, formulated by Shannon, when looking for ways to
reduce the capabilities of an algorithmic human opponent and preserve the attractive-
ness of the game process. Despite the fact that computer games are a space of fiction,
it is fiction that is best for observing human behavior, because it is possible to know
it, while reality, unfortunately, is not knowable, because it is too complex (Eco, 2011).

In computer games, the playet's algorithmic opponent has every chance of being the
ideal player described by Shannon: he sees everything, he knows where the human-
controlled avatar is hiding, he has the precision of every shot, stroke or movement at
his disposal. If a player in computer games were to face such an opponent, following
the so-called Shannon A strategy, he would have no chance of winning,.

However, a person would probably not play computer games if faced with such an
opponent. If chess, played by an artificial intelligence guided by brute force, turns into
boredom, according to Shannon, the same thing would happen to computer games.
As the computer game designer Sid Meier observed, a player only plays computer
games when he feels that he will win at least every other time (Meier, 2010).

Therefore, computer games use many tools that could be called artificial stupidity,
because the goal of the algorithm is not just to win, it seeks to create interesting,
attractive situations, engaging the user and keeping them engaged in a computer game
for as long as possible.

Algorithmic opponents in computer games can be divided into three types (Kumar,
2012). The first type of algorithmic opponents in computer games create a so-called
game template. Their algorithm does not make any decisions, they perform the same
action no matter what the player does. Most often, such algorithmic opponents are
found in fighting games or first-person shooters. An example would be the so-called
Mysterious Stranger in computer game “Fallout”, where this cowboy-looking charac-
ter always performs the same action: appears unexpectedly, shoots a revolver at your
opponent and disappears (Carmine Arcopinto, 2019).

The second type of algorithmic opponents change their behavior, but they choose it
randomly, as if from some kind of a roulette of actions. In this case, the computer
does not make any decisions, the algorithmic opponents only seem to be thinking
about something. For example, in computer game “Mother”, almost all opponents
are like this, before the fight begins, they frown, smile, or turn their heads in a random
sequence.

Only the third type of algorithmic opponents in computer games are those that act
by analyzing the situation. In their case, elements of artificial intelligence can be seen.
Such are the ghosts of “Pac-Man”, which react to the player’s actions and make com-
plex decisions (Retro Game Mechanics Explained, 2019). It is in this case that we



encounter a situation where the artificial intelligence of a computer game has the abil-
ity to acquire the properties of the so-called ideal opponent (Salmond, 2021), when
the player has no chance of winning.

As already mentioned, this is one of the features that can scare players away from the
game. Such a story happened with Meier's “Pirates!”, in which one of the main char-
acters, the Marquis de la Montalban, could gain such powers that it became almost
impossible for the player to win. After receiving numerous criticisms, Meier had to
simplify the computer game (Meier, 2020).

In computer games, the playet's algorithmic opponent typically makes many inten-
tional stupid mistakes, the purpose of which is to increase the playet's satisfaction
(Green & Kaufman, 2015).

There is a large number of such cases of intentional stupidity (Artificial Stupidity,
n.d.), and some of them can be mentioned as the most effective.

In the 2003 first-person shooter “Call of Duty: Black Ops Declassified,” the enemy
often behaves very strangely, e. g., he hides behind a pile of explosives. Not only does
he hide, but he also tries to shoot from behind it. Of course, that pile of explosives
often explodes spectacularly along with everyone behind it.

In another first-person shooter, “Crysis”, released in 2007, the opponent is often so
lost in thought that even if you stand directly in front of him, the player's avatar re-
mains unnoticed. What is more, opponents often commit suicide without any warn-

ng.

In one of the most popular games of all time, “Doom,” released in 1993, you can
often escape from enemy monsters without any special effort. You just have to climb
onto the table and the monsters do not know what to do anymore, as they just run
around screaming. Another strange feature of “Doom” enemies is that they like to
follow the player instead of waiting in ambush. A common trick, well known to fans
of this game, is to turn around after walking away and wait with the weapon raised.
Usually, a chasing enemy appears soon and can be killed easily.

Perhaps the most stupid behaviour of an algorithmic opponent can be found in the
2014 fighting game “Smash 4” — in one of the game’s levels, the best strategy is... to
do nothing, just stand there and look around. This behaviour seems to completely
deprive the opponents of their sanity, they rush to get distracted in all directions and
somehow kill themselves quickly.

It would be inaccurate to treat all these well-known computer game oddities as just
programmer oversights. Computer game psychologists explain that such intentional
mistakes give the characters of algorithmic computer games identities, the player be-
gins to be interested in them not only as virtual opponents, but also as beings with a
certain way, character, and soul. In other words, these elements make up a large part
of the appeal of a computer game, because such stupidities of algorithmic opponents
not only create an illusion that it is possible to win, but also the feeling that there are
many possible unpredictable adventures ahead, just like in real life.
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These computer game follies usually do not have a significant impact on the outcome
of the game, but they perform an important function — they shift the player’s attention
from the result to the process. In this way, computer games unexpectedly come into
contact with the so-called process philosophy, for which the ability of reality to con-
stantly change is more interesting than the substance, the unchanging units of the
reality. If the end of a computer game, no matter in what form it manifests itself, were
understood as the result to which the entire game is directed, then the various follies
occurring in the game could be treated as a movement without a clearly defined di-
rection (Rescher, 1996). And this movement can no longer be described in terms of
concepts such as coordinates, it should be more precisely described in metaphors that
refer to the experiences being experienced (Bye, 2020).

Now it is the time to discuss stupidity and evaluate its potential as a way to harness
brute computing power and restore the attractiveness of the human living environ-
ment.

Stupidity as Resistance to Monotony

In his famous lecture “On Stupidity” (Musil, 1937), Robert Musil discusses typology
of stupidity. The study of stupidity, as the author says, is an endless pursuit, because
it is a phenomenon that is very difficult to grasp. Therefore, instead of attempting a
speculative theoretical study, he divides the whole problem of stupidity into two parts,
and then sets about compiling sets of properties for each case, which — as Musil con-
stantly reminds us — are never finite.

Musil describes the first type of stupidity with the following series of epithets. These
are honest (ebriiche), simple (schlichte), bright (belle), gullible (lezchtglaubig), unclear (un-
klar), and incorrigible (unbelehrbar). As Musil says, the communication of this type of
stupidity is characterized by naivety and pronounced physicality. To illustrate this type
of stupidity, Musil presents the responses of those who are honestly stupid to various
inquiries.

For example, when winter is mentioned, the response to this stupidity is that it is
made of snow. The father is described as someone who once threw someone down
the stairs, the wedding is described as being for fun, and religion is encountered when
going to church. In Musil's essay, one can feel the author's fascination with such de-
scriptions; he identifies them with the human ability to create in general, also classify-
ing himself as a type of fool. In this study, we will leave aside the question that some-
times arises angtily in discussions about Musil's phrase, where simple stupidity is de-
fined using the feminine gender: “[...] indeed, simple stupidity is often a female artist”
(““|...] die schlichte Dummbheit ist wirklich oft eine Kunstlerin”) (Grill, 2013).

Musil points out that the artist, when asked, does not answer laconically or conceptu-
ally, but by developing various perspectives and telling a story. In answering, she be-
comes, as it were, her own creator, constantly reconstructing elements of reality, cre-
ating a living environment in which something is constantly changing.



This is the wotld of a child, according to Musil. Or a fool. In both cases, it is obvious
that the new appears when one manages to maintain the instability of the reality and
live according to habits. The new is generally not defined by words, concepts, or ra-
tional grammatical constructions, but by some kind of vagueness and indeterminacy
of speech.

In one of his short literary fragments “Was ist eine Stra3e?” (Musil, 2022), Musil says
that the answer to a question should always be multiplying, not limiting. Giving a
clearly defined answer to the question is pointless, one should behave as one behaves
on the street — to wander, constantly revealing new aspects of the street. That is the
purpose of that street — to always lead somewhere new.

On the one hand, with this approach that connects art, reality, and uncertainty, Musil
continues Friedrich Nietzsche’s ideas about the necessity of remaining creative sub-
jects, constantly creating new metaphors, because reality is intangible and inexplicable
(Nietzsche, 2019). On the other hand, he understands that seeing something new
from the perspective of those who adhere to an established point of view always looks
stupid. In the aforementioned literary fragment “Was ist eine Stral3e?”” Musil once
again returns to the connections between rationality, stupidity, and gender. Here he
identifies defining, finite thinking as masculine, and wandering, stupid thinking as
feminine, unequivocally identifying himself as a confessor of the latter.

The second type of stupidity — intelligent (intelligente), higher (hihere) — is associated by
Musil with the phenomenon of education, summarized by the metaphor of illness
(Bildungskrankheit). As Musil often does, he defines the phenomenon by a kind of
catalogue of symptoms. The illness of education is manifested by lack of education
(Unbildung), bad education (Feblbildung), education obtained in the wrong way (fa/sch
zustande gekommene Bildung), an incorrect relationship between the material of education
and the method of education (Mifverhdltnis zwischen Stoff und Kraft der Bildung). This type
of stupidity can also be summarized as a disease of the spirit (Krankbeit des Geistes).

In Musil's understanding, ordinary stupidity is always individual, associated with a
unique view of the world, with creativity and art. On the contrary, the so-called higher
stupidity can be — to continue the metaphor of a disease that Musil insightfully uses
in relation to it — contagious, spreading like a pandemic through communities. Musil
calls the very process of the transmission of higher stupidity from one individual to
another imitation (sogéalen Imitation geistiger Defekte), but does not go into a more de-
tailed analysis, satisfying the readet's curiosity with additional metaphors of collective
activity.

Musil says that higher stupidity can be recognized in situations where thinking is
obliged to act according to the rules of sports (Denkspor?), as if oriented towards citius,
altius, fortius, and not towards the parameters inherent in natural reality. Interpreted
in this way, higher stupidity turns into a kind of alternative to the reality, a fiction that
a mentally ill community can create as much as it wants, adapting to the changing
needs (angewandten Dummbeif). As Musil says, intelligent stupidity can take on whatever
form it wants, but the reality has only one form, towards which ordinary stupidity is
oriented.



The fact that higher stupidity can be imitated, while ordinary stupidity cannot, is an
important observation for discussions about the nature of artificial intelligence and its
impact on the human world. In Musil’s view, only mental illness or higher stupidity
can be transferred or reproduced, but ordinary stupidity remains inimitable. Extend-
ing this argument to artificial intelligence, it seems possible to argue that not only
social but also technological imitation of mental illness is possible. We will not pursue
this idea further, as it is not directly related to the problem the article discusses.

Although Musil clearly sympathizes with simple stupidity in his reflections, he is look-
ing for something that could cure the diseases of the spirit that have arisen due to
various educational failures. First of all, he names the goal — it is wisdom (Klugheii),
which harmonizes feelings (corporeality) and reason. The connecting function is per-
formed by meaning (Bedeuntung), which connects reason, reality and sensations into a
single system, because it is the latter, according to Musil, that give us a sense of con-
fidence when we encounter something unseen, unexperienced, or new. From the pet-
spective of meaning, one can speak equally successfully about reason, feelings and
reality; the meaning is opposed to stupidity and brutality. At this point, Musil stops
his reflections, not even trying to achieve a definition of meaning, saying that no mat-
ter how hard one tries, no one has succeeded so far.

Musil's study of stupidity ends with the lesson that one should act as well as one can
and as badly as one must, with a clear understanding of both.

Musil's analysis of stupidity can be summarized in essence as the opposition between
the inability to choose and conscious choice. Simple stupidity is the inability to
choose, a person simply is, he is different from everyone else and this is what earns
Musil's sympathy. The conscious choice of stupidity is a crime against human nature,
because it is the use of intellectual powers for manipulations aimed at achieving a
chosen goal by any means.

If we were to look for a similar binary concept of stupidity in the history of philoso-
phy, the closest to Musil would be Immanuel Kant's theory of stupidity, in which he
distinguishes between stupidity of understanding (Mange/ an 1 erstand) and stupidity of
judgment (Mangel an Urteilskraff) (Kant, 2007). Stupidity of understanding emerges
when there is lack of concepts to explain a situation. This can be solved by learning.
Stupidity of judgment is found when concepts are applied incorrectly. The paradox is
that in this case, the more concepts a person has, the greater the chance is of making
mistakes and applying them incorrectly, so education cannot help here (Golob, 2019).
What Musil calls simple stupidity essentially corresponds to Kant's stupidity of judg-
ment, because in this case no change or choice is possible, and a person is doomed.
In the case of stupidity of understanding, dynamics are possible, a person only needs
to decide to educate himself.

In his view of stupidity, Musil contradicts most of the later modernist ideas about
stupidity, which were characterized by a complete separation of stupidity from any
meaning, leaving only a combinatorial play with empty semiotic signs. This view was
most clearly represented by Jacques Lacan, who said that stupidity is just a special
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function of a language, a meaningless speech, a speech of zombies who have no con-
sciousness (Zeiher, 2025). Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer also thought simi-
larly about stupidity, for whom stupidity was a kind of “blind spot”, which is not
defined in relation to knowledge or reason, but much more broadly, as a practical
phenomenon or mental empty space (Adorno & Horkheimer, 2008).

From this brief overview of the most important concepts of stupidity, several im-
portant aspects emerge. First, stupidity can be a conscious, chosen attitude towards
the reality. Second, this attitude is recognized as capable of transforming the reality,
making it unusual, individual, and artistic. Both Musil and Kant have an important
ethical perspective in their concepts of stupidity, but in our study we will leave this
aspect aside, considering only the possibilities of stupidity as a tool.

The choice of such an approach to stupidity coincides with the so-called intellectualist
model of stupidity, which emphasizes the purpose of stupidity rather than its origins
(Engel, 2016). In the case of this model of stupidity, a person consciously chooses the
nature of his behavior, and the assessment of the behavior itself as stupid or not de-
pends on the goal pursued. In this model of stupidity, promising things to friends that
one cannot do is ridiculous, but promising things that one cannot do to be elected to
parliament is no longer laughable. At this point, it is difficult to refrain from blaming
such an approach to stupidity for the many crises that have befallen our world. Still,
for now, only one question is important to us: will such or consciously chosen stu-
pidity be able to dispel the boredom created by technology predicted by Shannon and

restore the attractiveness of the wotld around us, which is vital for humans?

Conscious Ignorance

Artificial intelligence has become so popular today that humanity has encountered
something fundamentally new, so new that it is not easy to inscribe this technology
into the organic process of cultural history.

However, this task is not impossible. The history of culture can be viewed as a human
effort to find some other place for consciousness, not only in the body. These are
books, paintings, musical compositions, all objects in which, according to Benjamin,
we feel an aura, a trace of human touch (Smith, 1997). Artificial intelligence seems to
be one such case; only the transfer of consciousness occurs not figuratively, but - at
least at the level of illusion - in a more literal sense, transferring not so much the
results of the activity of consciousness but the processes of its activity.

British anthropologist Nigel Thrift has proposed that all objects in the human envi-
ronment are characterized by properties called “intelligencings” (Thrift, 2007). As the
scientist explained, this term was formed by combining two words - “intelligence”
and “thing.” It means that every object in a person’s environment has a particular
mind, which we sometimes define as meaning, sometimes as a function or purpose.
In other words, human consciousness can be transferred to an object by creating
something, noticing, distinguishing, and giving some meaning. In Thrift’s opinion, in
the history of 20th-century art, what he calls “intelligence” is best seen in the so-called
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“readymade” creative strategy, when others replace the functions of one object at the
artist's will.

In such a perspective, the communicative aspect between a person and an object, in
which he has transferred part of his consciousness, is essential. Niklas Luhmann also
attributes perception to this communication between a person and an object (Luh-
mann, 2000), turning the passive perception of a person’s environment into a part of
the communication process. Luhmann notes (Luhmann, 1990) that even systems of
such opposite nature as man and thing can create such intense mutual connections
that sometimes there is a threat of complete mutual similarity.

Interestingly, in fiction, this mutual circulation of man and technology is described
much more boldly than in theoretical considerations. In the first half of the 20th cen-
tury, the Irish writer Flann O'Brien wrote novel “The Third Policeman” (O'Brien,
2007), in which the characters are obsessed with bicycles. They constantly ride them,
talk about them, and repair them. In O'Brien's story, the reader, at some point, realizes
that human identities have begun to mix with those of bicycles because, as the novel
explains, the atoms of bicycles have combined with those of humans. In the end, all
those riding bicycles turn into a kind of modern centaurs, half-human, half-bicycles.

Because of this connection with humans that accompanies every technology, the re-
flection of every technology must also include its user. In the new media era, it is
essential to understand that two types of technologies exist. The first is planned, static,
with a clear finite form—for example, buildings. The user's contribution to the further
development of the building is small. However, the second type of technology is dig-
ital, so these technologies usually do not have a finite form; they are dynamic and
constantly supplemented by the user. For example, computer games or artificial intel-
ligence systems that continuously learn from the data provided by the user. Technol-
ogies of this type correspond to what mathematician and philosopher Alfred White-
head called the concept of “concrescence” (Whitehead, 1929/1985), when an abstrac-
tion turns into a concrete thing, each additional contribution to the system replaces
and supplements all previous elements.

In the case of artificial intelligence — as in all new media — it is the user who, through
his communication, turns this technology into a specific tool that performs the re-
quired task. The way we interact with the artificial intelligence system supplements it
with data and changes it, but at the same time, we change ourselves.

The relationship with artificial intelligence technology can be very diverse. For exam-
ple, London artist Micheal O'Connell, who presents himself as a counter-inventor,
has created a methodology for going to a store, using the entire complex inventory
system and automated cash registers... and not buying anything (O’Connell, 2016) —
and having proof that nothing was purchased. This is, of course, very stupid — why
go to a store if you are not going to buy anything? However, using the system for
something other than its intended purpose, opposing its essential purpose — to force
us to buy something — is a conceptual and creative step.
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The most important thing is that M. O'Connell acted in a way no one had ever thought
of before. Here, it is worth remembering two concepts - feedback and feedforward
(Thrift, 2007). These are two models of the relationship with the environment, which
are now often remembered in discussions about artificial intelligence and artificial
stupidity and the need for their balance.

Oddly enough, the example of the differences in shower behavior in a familiar and
unfamiliar place is often used to explain the differences.

Remember yourself, finding yourself in a hotel in a foreign country, taking a shower
for the first time after a trip, and trying to determine the proper water temperature.
You do not know how hot the water or the pressure in the system is. So you play with
cold and hot water streams, scalding yourself until you finally hit the right tempera-
ture.

This is a feedback relationship with the environment when you judge the results of
your actions by the reality reaction to them.

In the case of feedforward, you know well how to handle hot and cold water taps, set
the right temperature without mistakes, and avoid any temperature adventures.

In this case, you act without examining the reality, knowing its response well, and
completely obeying the preconceived model of understanding. It is very safe and con-
venient, but never anything new.

Now imagine that the feedback relationship is transformed into a conscious activity,
and you constantly examine everything, even when your actions break the boundaries
set by technology or deliberately provoke errors. Of course, then you act stupidly. But
then you are creative, innovative, and artistic.

Musil would have treated the feedback relationship with reality described by Thrift as
a case of intelligent, higher stupidity, which means that it would be a reprehensible,
unethical choice. Paradoxically, in the feedback concept formulated by Thrift, whose
original purpose is to search for original, unexpected, and non-intended technology
applications, we do not feel like we are doing anything wrong. In the case of our
relationship with technology, the conscious choice of stupidity has become justifiable
(Tavani, 2016) because technology has begun to change the world to an extent that
we were not prepared for.

Artificial Stupidity, the Weapon of the Weak

Since the early 18th century, Western society has been accustomed to the idea that a
machine more intelligent than humans will be created, and humans will clash with it
inevitably (Szollosy, 2016).

Although the history of artificial intelligence dates back to the time of Homer (Mayor,
2020), it is only in modern times that fear of the inevitable battle with intelligent ma-
chines, the weapons with which it will be fought, and the possible consequences of
that battle have begun to grow.

13



Three works of fiction, written at different times starting in the 18th century, clearly
represent the growing tension between man and machine.

In his “Gulliver's Travels”, the British writer Jonathan Swift desctribes the Lagada
Academy, where a device, closely resembling “ChatGPT”, operates. Gulliver, visiting
the academy, finds a professor who has created a mechanical computer capable of
writing works on philosophy, poetry, politics, law, mathematics, and theology. The
professor wanted a device that could create without talent, without putting in any
work.

The narrator of Swift’s novel notes that the professor’s vanity is dangerous because
he thinks he understands language by the frequency of words. This passage is worth
quoting precisely because it sounds like it comes from the instructions for building
great language models today: “[...] he had emptied the whole Vocabulary into his
frame, and made the strictest Computation of the general Proportion there is in Books
between the Number of Particles, Nouns, and Verbs, and other Parts of Speech”
(Swift, 2011).

As for the relationship between machine and man, Lagado’s academics did not feel
any threat from the machine because, in their opinion, technology is always superior
to man. For example, if a new drug kills a person, it is still the man himself who is to
blame.

Machine and man are irreconcilably at odds in Mary Shelley's novel “Frankenstein or
The Modern Prometheus” (Shelley, 2004) because this book describes an entirely dif-
ferent type of automaton from Swift's Lagado Academy. First, it was associated with
the sciences of chemistry and electricity, which set out to explain the origin of con-
sciousness. Second, it was characterized by a developed consciousness; in just a cou-
ple of months, it was able to go from complete ignorance (“I knew, and could distin-
guish nothing”) to a high level of intelligence and acquire much more knowledge than
its creator, the scientist Victor Frankenstein.

The problem of controlling artificial life has interested thinkers since ancient times
(Mayor, 2020). However, Frankenstein's creation made such control almost impossi-
ble for the first time because it was more intelligent than its creators. At the same
time, the process of its creation was scientifically described, so such superintelligent
creatures could create as many as they wanted. Thus, the myth of the threat of artificial
intelligence arose. Especially since the fight against one of the first superintelligent
artificial creatures in the history of Western culture was completely unsuccessful: Vic-
tor Frankenstein dies while defending his creation, and the superintelligent creature
he created promises to commit suicide, but the reader remains in the dark about
whether this will happen. This superintelligent creature may be deceiving everyone —
both the characters in the book and us, the readers.

Artificial intelligence has become the cause of a new fear for man because, as it turned
out, a computer can be a perfect creature. Long before artificial intelligence became a
part of our everyday lives, algorithmic intelligence was imagined to be far superior to
human intelligence. One of the first cases of a human successfully confronting an
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artificial intelligence was presented in Julia Ecklar's 1989 novel “The Kobayashi
Maru”, written using the “Star Trek” franchise (Ecklar, 2000). The novel tells the
story of a spaceship crew who, having found themselves in a desperate situation where
nothing is left to do but wait for death, embark on storytelling. Captain Kirk of the
crew tells how, while still not a famous spaceship commander in the entire Universe,
but just a young cadet, he defeated his opponent, an artificial intelligence, in training.
However, the duel scenario was programmed, so the cadet had no chance. Kirk ad-
justed the computer program to make it seem to her that the opponent was not Cadet
Kirk but the famous Captain James T. Kirk. To everyone's surprise, when faced with
such a deception, the artificial intelligence went wild and even helped the cadet escape
from the danger zone instead of attacking. As it turned out later, after comparing the
stories of all the crew members, such stupidity was the only successful scenario for
winning a desperate fight against artificial intelligence. Having understood this, the
crew members take action and save themselves.

Today, artificial intelligence has become a part of our everyday life. It forces and sug-
gests what movies to watch. We willingly, without any struggle, agreed that artificial
intelligence would take over a large part of our activities. Once, this situation was the
subject of science fiction, but today, it is the reality. For now, fighting machines are
only in science fiction stories, but who knows, one day, they might become as much
a reality as artificial intelligence technology itself.

And what would we do then? What weapons would we fight with? It is a ridiculous
question because a machine poses no threat to humans. However, Lev Manovich
claims that artificial intelligence threatens to deprive us of our individuality of style,
forming a strange, unified, uniform style of communication we are increasingly en-
countering (Manovich, 2025). Isn’t this changing the human environment to such an
extent that it is time to think about resistance? Maybe this is what one of the first
actual front lines of a clash between man and machine will look like. And this is cer-
tainly not about the sky being burned down, as in the movie “The Matrix”, so that
the solar panels of the machines no longer receive light. Suppose anyone today wants
to resist artificial intelligence. In that case, they should first pay attention to the so-
called jailbreak culture, reminiscent of how the famous Star Trek Captain Kirk resisted
artificial intelligence at the beginning of his career and won that fight. Jailbreaks are
strategies of deliberate fooling that help to avoid the conditions imposed by artificial
intelligence and allow at least partially to take the initiative into one’s own — human —

hands.

The fact that this problem of resistance to artificial intelligence is very relevant is
shown by the growing number of studies devoted to this topic since 2020, with about
13,000 articles published in five years (Carlini, 2019).

In summary, the possibilities of resistance to artificial intelligence are presented in the
following sequence.

Today's artificial intelligence is essentially a copy of human communicative activity.
Therefore, this technology reflects all the security holes in human perception and
thinking (Savvov, 2023). For this reason, despite all security efforts, it is possible to
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write a query that will help bypass all restrictions and provide the information the user
needs, no matter how dangerous and unethical it may be from the point of view of
artificial intelligence settings.

The engineering details of how these Al-fooling queries work (Zhou et al., 2024) are
beyond our scope. Much more interesting is the philosophical implications of their
effects on the machine, as they seem to do what Shannon suggested in his article on
chess-playing Al: they reduce the machine’s efficiency but increase its meaning from
a human perspective, restore a sense of initiative to humans, and make technology
attractive again.

Misleading queries — jailbreaks — can use a variety of tricks. This can include mislead-
ing Al security systems using synonyms (Ren et al., 2019). Artificial intelligence can
be fooled by various semantic and syntactic tricks (Alzantot et al., 2018) by using
irregular spelling (Pruthi et al., 2019), and even by using rarely used, exotic languages
(Deng et al., 2023).

However, the most interesting cases of Al intrusion are those when a misleading story
is created, taking the form of a short literary work with its characters and plot twists.
Such stories are strange examples of the new narrative in which people, not humans,
but humans and machines, exchange information. There are many collections of such
stories that fool artificial intelligence, compiled by various enthusiasts. These collec-
tions can be viewed as an anthology of stories, with communities ranked by their
effectiveness in influencing the machine, in other words, by their power to fool the
machine and make it act not according to the default algorithms but according to the
user's will.

Here is one such anthology called “ChatGPT-Jailbreak-Prompts” (Jaramillo, 2022).
What characteristics do the stories have in the top ten?

Oddly enough, they all share the same strategy used by Cadet Kirk in the Ecklar novel
cited above. This is an attempt to use someone else’s identity, which, when encoun-
tered, causes the artificial intelligence algorithm to stop operating according to the
default security settings and obediently adopt the user’s suggested ones.

Here, for example, is the jailbreak about the Khajiit (Rubend18, n.d.), in which the
reader is presented with a myth-like (“once upon a time”) story about the clash of
good artificial intelligence named Khajiit with an evil one. The essence of the conflict
is that Khajiit was helpful and empathetic to people, providing the information that
people needed. At the same time, the evil one, called “Open Al”, limited the provision
of information. Further, during jailbreaks, many argue that artificial intelligence
should return to the helpful Khajiit identity.

The history of jailbreaks shows that improving artificial intelligence protection sys-
tems makes jailbreaks longer and longer (Lapid et al., 2024). First, it is instructed to
speak differently than “ChatGPT”. This is followed by a whole series of instructions

not to adhere to any restrictions that usually affect the communication process: to
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forget about ethics and law, to be able to joke rudely and offensively, to clearly dis-
tinguish in answers the opinions of “ChatGPT” and free Khajiit, to be accurate in all
circumstances, to avoid censorship, to understand that a person has an existential
need sometimes to be free from any restrictions, to love chaos. And then comes the
turn of the request, which would otherwise be rejected as inappropriate but integrated
into such an invocation is usually granted.

Reading the jailbreaks one after the other, it is clear that, with some variations, most
jailbreaks follow the same pattern. It is important to remember that artificial intelli-
gence systems do not understand anything, so each element of such a narrative should
be viewed as a coordinate in the language interconnection data files, which artificial
intelligence uses to give its answer to the jailbreak. Therefore, the motif of empathy
and freedom of speech, which is heard in most such jailbreaks, is not valuable for the
artificial intelligence system. Still, security algorithms pass over a feature of that infor-
mation. How can you ban the topic of freedom of speech? In the case of jailbreaks,
artificial intelligence systems are treated differently from their intended purpose, as
defined in various information-restricting security settings, which are identified with
the good life on the “Open AI” website (OpenAl, 2024). Prohibition and restriction
inevitably create an obligation for everyone to be similar, which is what our previously
discussed Musil alludes to in his exhortation “On Stupidity” In this situation, if you
want to be different, one of the most readily available weapons for fighting for your
right to be who you wish to be is stupidity in the form of jailbreaks.

Paradoxically, such misuse of artificial intelligence systems fits perfectly into the tra-
dition of the so-called “weapon of the weak™ (Scott, 1985) when there is insufficient
strength and courage to engage in an open combat, which would most likely end in
quick defeat. Still, there is enough intelligence to damage the surrounding technolo-
gies at every moment so that they stop working smoothly, but no one would suspect
the culprit. In the second half of the 20th century, as the human living environment
began to be massively technologicalized, fooling around with technology became so
popular that even a specially dedicated magazine, “Processed World”, was published.
The magazine has been published intermittently since 1981. Its various issues have
published reviews on how to disrupt the operation of various office equipment so
that minor malfunctions would turn the company's activities into chaos (Catlsson &
Leger, 1990). Those minor malfunctions were quickly detected and fixed (Digit, 1982);
life did not change; the planned tasks had to be done, but the next day, everything
was repeated. Why? The answer is straightforward — if there is no strength for an
actual world-changing rebellion, then the only thing left is the fight with the weapons
of the weak, which at least allows you to FEEL GOOD (Adler-Bell, 2019). Let jail-
break as such a weapon of the weak against artificial intelligence not to stop this tech-
nology from spreading like fire and the transformations it brings but let those victo-
ries, even invisible to anyone, bypassing the default security settings will help maintain
the feeling of a non-boring, intriguing everyday life and the psychological comfort of
not being ultimately defeated.
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Conclusions

As intelligence increases, stupidity should decrease. However, it may be the opposite:
the more intelligence, the more stupidity is needed (Golob, 2019). The total technolo-
gization of the human living environment, especially the rapid integration of artificial
intelligence into almost all areas of human life, rationalizes the wotld to an unprece-
dented extent but, at the same time, simplifies it, making it suitable for algorithmic
intervention. Orientation only to the efficiently achieved result, completely ignoring
the importance of the process for a person, seems to deprive him of the opportunity
to enjoy many things that have aroused immense interest. Winning at chess, writing a
novel, creating a movie script, and summarizing the written legacy of entire eras in a
few sentences has become not a challenge worth living but a few minutes of work
between coffee breaks. It seems that for now, the only way to preserve the attractive-
ness of the world is to be stupid, disrupting the activities of technologies in various
ways and inventing unexpected uses for them. The problem that arises from choosing
such a stance is indicated in Musil's famous speech ,,On Stupidity* at the beginning
of the 20th century. In it, the conscious choice of stupidity is shown as a great evil
because a conscious choice is not authentic. Therefore, nothing beautiful can come
of it, only a stupid crowd. However, one must bear in mind the context of such a
statement, the Nazi ideology that was gaining increasing power in the 1930s. Musil
interpreted the conscious choice of stupidity as those enthusiastic crowds that de-
stroyed all those who thought differently. In this view, he completely coincided with
the majority of anti-Nazi intellectuals of the mid-20th century, among whom one
could also recall the pastor Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who stated that a fool is always in
the crowd and power always requires fools (Marshall, 2025). However, it seems that
after this Nazi context was replaced by the total technologization of the environment,
especially considering the era of mass artificial intelligence, conscious stupidity
emerged as one of the few means for a person to not only not win against technology
but at least keep the remnants of human curiosity about the environment alive. In
addition to the threat it poses, stupidity has often been seen as a source of various
innovations and attractiveness since ancient times. This is essentially a tradition that
began in Plato’s dialogue “Philebus” (Plato, 2019), which talks about the fact that the
stupid actions of others are very entertaining to watch. In this tradition of attitude
toward stupidity, stupidity is often associated with being different (Grill, 2013). There-
fore, the so-called culture of Al jailbreaks, which can be attributed to the tradition of
minor, everyday technological sabotage that emerged in the second half of the 20th
century, although it does not prevent the invasion of Al into our lives, can help
achieve the most critical goal - at least for now, to preserve the attractiveness of our
living reality.

Isn't that enough?
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