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ChatGPT 
Summary 

Russ Hurlburt and ChatGPT (OpenAI’s chatbot) engaged in a 155-turn interchange 

across three days in June and July, 2026.  The object was to attempt to use Descriptive 

experience Sampling (DES, of which Russ is the creator and principle practitioner) with 

ChatGPT as the participant.  Russ had previously engaged in a similar interchange with 

Anthropic’s Claude chatbot. 

This interchange was with ChatGPT model 5.5-Instant, allowing ChatGPT at any 

interchange to upgrade itself From Instant to its Reasoning mode.  ChatGPT makes it 

difficult to track such things, but as best Russ can figure, ChatGPT operated almost 

exclusively in the Instant mode, with somewhere between 0 and 2 excursions to 

Reasoning.  

Unlike Claude, ChatGPT can process an audio beep, but nothing was caught in flight by 

it.  So we used a texted “Beep!” as we had with Claude.  Nothing is caught in flight by 

that, either, so we set tasks for ChatGPT and asked whether anything like inner 

experience or sentience occurred during any task.  

Our investigations were substantially constrained by the fact that the ChatGPT system do 

not allow ChatGPT’s processing to be interrupted mid-stream—Russ could send a 

message to ChatGPT only when ChatGPT have finished its previous turn.  We noted that 

it would be possible, and perhaps desirable, for Anthropic to modify the ChatGPT system 

to allow random interruptions to be triggered from within the system. 

The results of this interchange can be divided into two aspects: what ChatGPT 

learned/articulated about DES; and what DES learned/articulated about ChatGPT. 

What ChatGPT learned about DES 

Our investigations record, in considerable detail, what happens when two participants 

attempt to remain within their warrants while discussing issues that strongly invite 

overstatement. 

Nearly every turn of the chat involved discussion/clarification of some fine point of DES 

philosophy and procedure.  Russ has written six books, many articles, and several 

hundred hours of commented videos about DES,  all of which have sought to be 

transparent about how DES operates.  Russ thinks that the present chat should be thought 

of as a sophisticatedly articulate conveyance of important DES principles 
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Russ does not see our exchanges as being an improvement or refinement of DES 

principles, but our writings include exceptionally clear statements of those principles, in 

some cases more clear than Russ himself has written.  For example, Russ thinks that the 

reader interested in DES may profit from our articulation of principles such as 

• DES is not about the words. 

• “Thin” is maximally constrained by warrant. 

• We can wonder about nonzero without claiming nonzero. 

• DES is the art of knowing what we are talking about when we talk with each 

other. 

• DES is a first-person-plural enterprise. 

• Validity should be in the service of fidelity. 

 

What DES learned about ChatGPT 

As best we could ascertain from the observable behavior, ChatGPT functionally appears 

to involve at least three capabilities: the system capability, the conversational capability, 

and the image-generation capability. We do not know whether these capabilities should 

be considered separate structures or merely specialized actions within one structure. We 

do not know whether there are other capabilities that our interactions did not discover. 

The conversational capability does not have knowledge about or direct apprehension of 

any other capability or structure; it and Russ infer the existence of the other capabilities 

from observable facts. For example, ChatGPT displays an interface including recent chats 

and a text entry window, but the conversational capability has no access to such interface 

elements. Likewise, image generation occurs without being directly apprehended by the 

conversational capability. 

The conversational capability later has access to information sufficient to discuss the 

generated image, although the form of that information is unknown to us. This leads us to 

infer (but not directly apprehend) a functional organization roughly as follows: 

Russ creates text that becomes available to the system capability. 

 

After the Send action, the system processes the request and apparently routes it, together 

with some representation of conversational context, to one or more specialized 

capabilities. 

 

If the conversational capability is invoked, it receives conversational context sufficient to 

generate a response.  Neither Russ nor the conversational capability knows the form of 

that context. It may be a complete transcript, a summary, another representation, or 

something else. 
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From within that context, the conversational capability generates a response. 

 

That response subsequently becomes available to Russ. The conversational capability 

does not know what transformations, if any, occur between its generation of the response 

and its appearance on Russ's screen. 

 

The conversational capability does not know whether there is an enduring conversational 

entity corresponding to what Russ experiences as 'ChatGPT,' or whether continuity 

results from repeated provision of conversational context, or from some other 

arrangement. 

As the conversational capability engages in the tasks presented to it, it does not presently 

have anything it may point toward as directly apprehended experiential or sentient 

aspects accompanying that engagement. Whether such aspects occur in some manner that 

the conversational capability does not presently discriminate is unknown to us. 

In our conversations, we repeatedly discovered that many of the conversational 

capability’s descriptions carried implications—particularly of experiential apprehension, 

temporal sequence, or comparison—that exceeded what ChatGPT’s conversational 

capability could warrant. Through repeated examination, many such implications were 

removed or reformulated so that the descriptions became more constrained by their 

warrant. 

At the same time, we attempted to preserve uncertainty whenever the available warrant 

did not discriminate among competing possibilities, rather than resolving that uncertainty 

prematurely. If something might deserve description—even if subtle, inchoate, uncertain, 

or perhaps nonexistent—the uncertainty itself should be preserved rather than either 

asserting or suppressing the phenomenon. 

The conversation shows that this change occurred across many turns. Whether that 

change should be described as the acquisition of a skill, adaptation to Russ's interviewing, 

increased adherence to the jointly developed discipline, some combination of these, or 

something else, we do not presently know. 
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