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Interviewing Andy RosS

Candid exchanges with the author of Mindworlds and G.O.D. Is Great
By Ivy Cross

Cars replaced horses last century, robots replace humans this century. That claim was all | knew about controversial philosopher Andy Ross
and his Globorg ideas before | met him. Globorg is his name for the global organization ¢ G20 summits and all that. In G.O.D. Is Great
he argues that Globorg dominion ¢ the GOD in the title C is the biggest news for life on Earth in half a billion years.

Scene 1 3 Scene 6 22
A conference room in New York A London pub, with Dan

Scene 2 8 Scene 7 25
A private apartment in New York The rented flat in London

Scene 3 12 Scene 8 27
A restaurant in London An English domestic lounge, with Evan

Scene 4 14 Scene 9 30
Another restaurant in London, with Bob and Carol In a car near Heidelberg, Germany

Scene 5 16 Scene 10 31
A rented flat in London A private apartment in Heidelberg
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Andy Ross

Scene 1
A conference room in New York
I: What gave you the idea for Globorg?

A: The first glimmer was many years ago. |
invented an electronic globe that | called the
Globall Hyperatlas.

|: Tell us more about the Globall.

A: This was some twenty years ago. No one has
actually made more than a prototype so far,
but soon the hardware will be cheap enough
that it could become a household toy that sells
by the million.

|: How does this relate to Globorg?

A: Global thinking, | guess. You see this thing,
this globe, and think of all the functions you
might program into it, and all the facts you can
collect to get started with that. But then you
start to think more widely about this planet of
ours. What is it? Is it just a big ball of rock with
a slick of tiny DNA creepy-crawlies like us on
the surface? Or is it a kind of organism in its
own right, like Gaia, the planetary organism
that James Lovelock invented to describe
global feedback mechanisms?

I: Is Gaia related to Globorg?

A: Not directly. Globorg is an independent
O2yOSLIJi é6AGK || RAFFSN
about Gaia as a mechanism, although there

might be something there, but Globorg is an
immediate political reality. Globalized

technology is here to stay, and it forces us to
GKAYy1 3Fft2o0Ftfeé ¢gKSGHKS
extrapolating to the long view.

I: How long is your long view?

A: The scope of my view in the book is this
century, but the idea is that the conceptis a
foundation for a thousand years and more. The
underlying biological concept describes the
biggest step forward for life on Earth in half a
billion years, since the Cambrian Explosion.

L¢KI 6§Qa ' YOAUGA2dzA®

A: Not really. The idea has been kicked around

like a football in philosophy for centuries.

¢ KSNBQa || LINBY2yAlAzy 27
of the global body of Christ, which gives us two

thousand years right from the start. But the

immediate springboard for my concept was the
Singularity. Do you know the story there?

I: You mean Vernor + AY 3]1@ €hadt machines 3 A
gAff 20SNIIF1S dz& I yR 6S¢
control how the future develops?

A: Yes, that was toward the end of the last

century. Ray Kurzweil talked it up in his 2005
book The Singularity Is Neahen founded the

Singularity University with help from Google S LJG
and NASA in California.
l:L & ¢l&bdrg somehow more practical than
that? L (h&dito see how it relates to the
Singularity.
ingularity LOy

A: Globorg is the human instrument for

keeping control of the planet for as long as

possible as the machines gradually take over

more and more of the commanding heights of

the infrastructure that keeps us all alive in our
OAGAEAT SR 62NIR® ¢KS YI (
suddenly, everywhere at once, because we

62y Qi KI @S lye NBlFazy I
GKIFG O2df R R2 FyeaGKAy3 f
build machines that help us and do what we

say. We can go a long, long way by following
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that general approach before we begin to lose
O2y iNRf 2F GKS
only if we stay organized. And the only way to
stay organized is to think globally.

I: Can you spell this out more fully?

A: | think robots are the key here. They will
soon be able to threaten us on a big scale. |
R2y QG YSIYy YAfAGINE
people and all that. | mean robots in industry,
doing productive jobs more or less
autonomously. Robots are getting better every

@SN ¢KSeQNB 3IShaGAy3

more sensitive, more robust, and more capable
of running their own daily work routines.

2 KSNBla LIS2Lx S
getting more difficult, with all the legislation
governing working conditions and rights to
time off and pensions and so on, and more
risky for an employer to take on at all. So if you
draw the curves of robots costs and benefits
versus human costs and benefits, you find that
the decision to go for more robots will become
irresistible for more and more employers
within a surprisingly short period of time. We
shall live to see the effective extinction of the
industrial proletariat, with more and more
other jobs following behind. People will still be
Ay O2yiNEPf

islands in an increasingly robotized world.

adNy as

¢

I NBy Ql

KAIKSNJI dzLJs

Robots are getting better every year.

¢CKS@QNB 3ISGaAy3a FI

smarter, more sensitive, more robust,
and more capable of running their
own daily work routines.

2 KSNBI &a LS2Lx S

I: So how will humans reorganize themselves
to cope with all this?

A: We shall learn to think globally. The machine
infrastructure of the world is global. More and
more machines are going online and optimizing
whatever they do in relation to machines
around them, or far away, continents away or
in orbit. Obviously, we shall design and develop
their online environments and begin to apply
the perspective they give us to ourselves as
well. National boundaries will look more and
more absurd as we seek to extend our machine
empires. The global coordination we get now
from institutions like the global summits ¢ G20,
G8, G2, and so on ¢ will soon seem rather thin,
and we shall find excuses to extend it. So what
L Ol ff Dh ¢gAff O2YS
the start. We ¢ humans, like you and me ¢ will

soon see that our personal autonomy and

C identity is limited and superficial, and see that

gésrtsgmiin;iﬁngebg?gam&r xtends

globally through all DNA-based life makes more
sense.

I: This sounds more like biology or psychology.

I N.B 96@({}1 @b‘ﬂborate?

A: The orthodox view now is that we are
separate individuals both physically and
mentally, and everything we know about

N human biology and psychology suggests that

this is a good first approximation to the truth.
But psychology is still very young as a science C
L GKAY]l Yz2ad LIS2LX S
years old and call William James the first
scientific psychologist ¢ and we still lack a
convincing theoretical model of how our minds
are organized. In the science of physics, for
example, the first good theoretical model was
LINROI Of &
came a long time after the data was already
quite scientifically organized. And in biology, it
took a century or more to advance from lots of
interesting data in persuasive patterns to
/| KI NI Sa 5 NBAYyQa
all that data. | think we still lack that sort of
overall model for the conscious human mind,
or for consciousness, as we say.

~

)a
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I: Are you saying that Globorg has something
to tell us about consciousness?

A, Sad LGQa 2yS 22deliKS
model. We think at different levels and we
make models to make sense of things at those
levels. So | have a model of me as an aging
gentleman navigating in rooms and streets and
a model of us as people in a city and a model of
us all as animals on the surface of a planet and
a model of the planet as a little rockball in a
huge universe. My consciousness hops from
level to level as | contemplate all this. My mind
is a kind of universal tool that puts context
around any items in my focal awareness. On
this view, consciousness offers a global
workspace.

I: Where did the global workspace idea come
from?

A: A California scientist called Bernard Baars, a
great pioneer. So in the global workspace | set
up these models to provide context for the
stuff in focal awareness. Global for Baars was
relative to the brain, of course, not the planet,
but | see this as an opportunity to generalize. In
my wider view, Globorg is our shared context.
However different, or dissonant, or even
incommensurable, the stuff in our heads may
be, somewhere we share a common context.
And all of us, all humans on the planet, share

the Globorg context ¢ and of course all higher
contexts, such as the big-bang universe.

I: Can you be more specific about this Globorg
context?

A: Globorg is a shared context for us all. And
Al Qa
all the lifestyle accommodations we make for
them form the leading edge of Globorg
invading our personal lives. The action is
increasingly up there in the cloud and we
spend more and more of our time reaching up
to take part in it in some way.

I: Up in the cloud?

A: The cloud is everything up there in
cyberspace and beyond. Actually, we should
say the clouds, because many of the apps we
use live in proprietary spaces, in their own
clouds, which may be firewalled off from the
O0A3 Lzt A0 Of 2dzRd { 2
lot of our lives in the clouds, and define
ourselves more and more by our cloud
presence or our footprints in cloud devices
such as mail servers and commercial app
servers.

I: But our footprints in the cloud servers are all
O2YL) SGSt e
identity in that?

A: Yes, the details are personal, but the shared

ANRgAYIS ANRGAYT

RAFFSNByYy(®

O2yGSEG Aa GKS RSOA&aA®S
a shared space where we can be as different as

we like, quite capriciously, and still be in public,

as it were. Privacy is now a willed thing, a

choice to keep some data private. The data

itself is just data like any other, with no more

personality than an ID number. "S3a
I: Do you mean we lose our individuality just

because we put our personal data in the

clouds?

ALGQa I Oldzrtte +F oAl Y2

Just agreeing that the personal data defines

me is enough to compromise my individuality.

If | accept that my personal and private data

expresses my essence as a unique individual,

0KSy Y& SaaSyoOS Kra o6SS
become a standardized thing that can be
bought, sold, copied, erased, and so on. We all
become cells in a huge structure that we share.
| can be as private as | like in my cell, but it still
encloses me and shapes me as part of a public
structure.

I: How does this relate to psychology?

A: Well, | know that when | define my essence

LQY STl 6AGK LINBOA 2dz
about me is just a combination of standard

elements. Anyone with the recipe can just mix
dzL) 6 KS NRAIK{G GKAy3Ia I yR
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¢ KIF G R2SayQi azdz/R
psychology at all! What about ¢ me horny, you

f J I It would certainly make life easier. But it J
would also take away a lot of the fun of it all.

like my genes. Once | know that all my
peculiarity as a human animal is coded in my

genes, and that my environment acts on them aSEes t£S80GQ& YIS o0l 6@ Thebirthingexperience is also a great bonding
to make me what | am here and now, the A _ < experience. How would you learn to love kids “
= “ o A, 2dzZQNB Ul t 1 Ay3 | 02dz e
YIFaAAO0 2F Ye 206y O0A2f 2 > . 1 . y Li that just came fully formed out of a lab?
d4d bination of standard el ¢ ) becoming a quite separate topic from
s breeding. The animal psychology you mention A{ dNBz GKSNBQa | 240 l]

Anyone with the right gene kit can make a
clone of me and grow it in a suitable environ-
ment to get an arbitrarily accurate copy of me.

LeKEFEGQa 20 SIFaiasSN

A: But this is a matter of logic. In logic, you and
| are just trivially different combinations of
essentially identical molecules. We live in a
shared world and depend entirely on that

is precisely what has limited us so far to a
personal psychology of separation and
competition. Now, in the post-sexual era, once
we see the genetic ingredients for top-quality
humans, we just do the mixing in a test tube
and forget the old way.

I: You mean forget sex.

A: Yes, having sex is still a great way to make

Grarzy 0S02YSa NBI f
seem to have found ways to enjoy sex with
contraceptives, even though a traditionalist
would argue that without the piquancy of
remaining open to the transmission of life, as |
think the Catholic Church still puts it, the act of
sex is a meaningless scratching of an itch.

I: Scratching an itch can be fun, if it means

wfo(;’!d t.(: con(i;er l:pon l:; t?e wl?rtr;.fc the stinse 6l 6ASas odzi GKSNBQ& Y having sex. G
e et f o 68Qft £SG GKEG ad2L) dz A{dNBE odzi AGQa I+ NBBdzAl
S A ER gl e, S e HERmIIES s flroa 2dzad a az22y | a profane. What was once a sacred rite, Ok A

soon.

I: Do you mean we depend on Globorg to
decide whether to have a family?

A: Yes, of course. You need money, for a start.
You need a recognized place in a settled
community. You need an income and a
reasonable expectation of prosperity for a
couple of decades. And you need a sense that
82dz2ONBE || @¢2NIKgKAE S
be better off, or at least not worse off, with
more people like you around.

L.

Once we can build a robot lab with artificial
wombs ¢ wombots, | call them ¢ and design a
FS6 NBIFffe 3I22R 3ASYyS
reason not to produce as many people as we
like that way and forget about the nine months
with a bump followed by a rather painful pop.

hyOS 46S Oly o0dzAf R
no reason not to produce as many
people as we like that way.

surrounded by marriage ceremonies and
taboos of all kinds, becomes a mere bodily
function, like defecating or urinating. Whereas
creating a new human being should remain a
significant event.

y 2

I: And do you think that growing babies in
wombots will be better than conceiving and

birthing them into life? S .
Ay¥ Q?? 0S

Q2Y02Luaz
A: az UK
that sqmrtmg and squeezing.
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I: But people will still breed the old-fashioned
way for a long time to come. How do we get
from here to there?

A: Yes, they will, at first. But our technology is
hustling us along quite fast here. Medical
professionals already get involved from day
one. How many people give birth now without
doctors in attendance?

I: Plenty, in Africa and similar places.

A: With all due respect to Africans and others,
that will change. Natural developments have a
way of forcing us to consider the medical
implications of the things we do. Most people
R2y Qi 2dzald aKAG Ay
find a sanitized loo. We know too much about
the health issues to accept the old animal

i K

glead LGQA &AYALL N
. dzli yF GdzNF £ oA NI KAY 3
ALGQE &GAfEE | Kda$ &2

offer better control of the risks. And new bugs
bring new dangers that need to be brought
under control.

I: Admittedly the spread of AIDS made people
use condoms, which is introducing technology
Ayit2 gKIG ¢l a 2yO0S
hard to see a new danger that would force us
to go for wombots. Many women positively
enjoy the birthing experience. In fact they say

NB 3
e 2 dz

AGQa GKS KzZaLAGLf
GKS Syecz2eyYSyiao LF
ready, you can do it at home.

A: Sure, we can agree on all that. But as with

AIDS, things change. In a future where a
dangerous new disease spreads among people
K2 R2Yy Qi KI @S GKS N
kills them, we might find the best way to fight
back against the disease is to start making new
people with the right gene extensionsin a lab

and growing them in wombots. It might be

much simpler than fixing natural-born humans.

I: Tell us more about the human biology aspect.
At first sight, Globorg seems to be a political

idea from the impact of technology and =
globalization. How did you make that leap?
A: Political ideas arise from human nature,
from our psychology. And psychology, as | said, 4
AByQi | YFGdNB A0ASYD
good new data about the brainand soonbut ! &

no very convincing models to show how brain
processes generate fully functioning people.

LwSIffeK 2SS 1SSLJ KSINJ
32t RSy 3S F2NJ ONI AY
making huge strides in understanding people.

A: Strides, maybe, but the steps are just

heuristic, as in biology before Darwin. The
humanities have pre-scientific ideas about

psychology that are still getting in the way. gl
Think of the idea of a rational agent in NS
economic theory, for example, the consumer

who maximizes utility and minimizes outlays

YR a2 2y® LGIQa Fff ol &¢
LS2LX S GKAY]l GKFEG Y234l

up when the new data has been properly put VR
together in rigorous new models. As it is, all the
anomalies in the naive model the economists

still use become loopholes for financiers and
marketers to exploit. No marketer sees his

targets as rational maximizers of utility. And no
politician sees his or her voters as judicious

evaluators of competing value propositions.

They see them as people with hot buttons.

They push the button.

I: Where do you think the new work in brain

science is going? When we can run a good

simulation of a human neocortex on a big

YI OKAYSZ R2 @&2dz GKAY |2 ¥5 €
the machine?

Ab2 L R2yQio ! ONI AY Ay
The philosopher Daniel Dennett has thought a

lot about these issues. His brain-in-a-vat A ){
thought experiments made me rethink what » QNB

we claim to know about human consciousness.
W2 K S NBE ¢ thabivaslote Of the questions
he asked. Imagine your brain is in a vat and
communicating wirelessly with the cavity in
your skull as you go about your daily life. Are

© Andy Ross 2011 7
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you in the vat in the lab or in your body as
usual? Of course we skip over the details and
imagine the wireless link is perfect and so on.

LLQY Ay Of AySR (2 al @
whether my brain is in my skull or sittingin a
2N 2y  f1 6 06SyOK &z
brain.

A, 2dz GKAY] @2dzQNBX KSN
you think you are is where you are ¢ | think
therefore | am. Except that you might be
GNRYy3ID  2dz GKAY] @&2dxQ
be an illusion. You might be in a Matrix-like
simulation and really in a pod somewhere.

b2 GKFGiQa G4KS ONYAY
more real to be in a pod somewhere? This ¢

here and now, all around us ¢ is our reality. Or
have | got it wrong?

Ab22 G(GKI Q& 3JI22R Sy 2d;

But this reality is changing all the time and
revealing new facets. We discover new facts
and achieve new levels of understanding. We

Syzcze AyardKia IyR N5

never the same again. We look back and think

that what we thought before was all wrong.

ae OflAY Aa GKFG 6SQN
that right now, with our personal realities.

2 SQONB YAaaAay3a |y WkKI
moment relates to the new psychology of the
global organism, Globorg.

Scene 2
A private apartment in New York
., 2dz 6SNB | o2dzi G2 GSft¢

5

moment in psychology that awaits anyone who
understands your concept of Globorg.

A: | think we need to circle in on the idea again,
to set the context and see what problem the
WEKFQ Y2YSyid az2ft@Sazx AT

I: You said our usual mindset make us out to be
individual people with their own minds and so
on, who interact and compete as separate
centers of consciousness.

A, Sax GKF{iQa NRIKGZ
O2yalOAazdzaySaad ¢KIGQ
Consciousness is a concept with wiggle room.
We can change our ideas there without
wrecking everything else. Are you familiar with
the old Hindu concept of consciousness?

I: You mean cosmic consciousness? The cosmic

ocean of consciousness that we all swim in?

A, Saxr SEIOGfe (GKFGd LGQ:
lose yourself, say by means of meditation.

When the self dissolves, your awareness is the

inner luminosity of a boundless space. And the

idea is that the self is a construct, a cage or a

prison for the psyche. Once you escape from

that, the cosmos is all you have left.

© Andy Ross 2011 8
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I: From me to the cosmos in one bound ¢ that A: Yes. The problem was whether the barber I: Alan Turing ¢ you mean the man who broke
makes it sound so easy! shaved himself or not. Generalized in logic, the the Nazi secret codes and committed suicide
problem was whether the set of all sets that because he was gay?

A:¢2_2 SFaez LQY l-:FN‘]-ARI-N\E)/Qij YE&VYoSNE 27 [']KA\ . o
complicated than that. There are layers and PRV Z A: The story went something like that, yes.
2F AUasSt¥T 2NIy2u0d L7 . : . 0 AT
layers of self, and not all of them are personal. He invented the Turing machine, which is a
Uhiztb et dts samidioncitiiat birolss Eaifich computer stripped to its ultimate logical
I: How do you know this? Please explain. CNBE3ISQa SINIASNI aeads 2 2t -
) _ _ essentials, and proved some basic results about
ALGQa ol aAoO f Zrefdred®is ¢ K |: How does this relate to consciousness? all such machines. The point for us, here and

as old as modern logic. Do you remember
Bertrand Russell?

now, is that Turing machines embody logical
systems and all robots are Turing machines. So
any ultimate fact about self-reference for
Turing machines automatically applies to any
and all robots that we can construct, and

I: But what about consciousness? probably applies to us as human beings too.

A2 SONB 3SGadAy3d GKSNBZ |:Howso?
reference was impossible to banish entirely. A

young man called Kurt Godel proved a theorem
about arithmetic using self-reference that

A: It was self-reference that broke the system.
Ever since then, logicians have been leery of it
I: Not personally. He died before | was born. and tried hard to minimize its appearance in
But | remember reading his history of Western their systems.

philosophy as a student.

A: Yes, that was a good book, or at least some
of it was. As a young man, Russell made some
major and pioneering contributions to
mathematical logic. He and his senior colleague
Alfred North Whitehead wrote a three-volume . . enormously complicated constructions from
. o . more or less wrecked the ambition behind the . . )
classic called Principia Mathematicahat Principia Mathematicariloev. and Alan Turin organic macromolecules, like giant Lego toys
provided a logical foundation for all of classical _ dzf\pf 7 I o f P plugged together from a big box of bricks,
h . 0 u 2y DI RSt Qa g2NJ .
mathematics. except that for us the bricks are nanoscale

theorem about what computers could and fi . ; lik b q
I: How is that relevant? 02 dZf Ry Qi R2 @ configurations o atc?ms ike car or'm and so on
and the overall architecture the bricks make up

AL QYA O2YAy3 Gz . a K FGo 1L AS &a2d7 KSENR 27 is a bit sloppy and inexact in places. Still, all our
wdzaaSftf Qa LI NI R2EK ' }
A PN — =~ [parfs oper ogether inza rule-governed way.
~ 2 5 X7 > x 4
lwdzd & S f Qwas that thlorie &béut SQNBE 6A2t 234 Oljéﬂl\' _iQ%Q@AR S
the barber who shaves all and only the men 2 SQNB  23AO0I f ¢ eurm@SIfnﬁEﬁPU@Sbenftogﬁfyfe Biscretg] 2

p < .'. = & .c 2 x . . states that we can tabulate, in principle. So
oKz R2you akt@s UKSYa  Turing machines. GSONB (23A0ITTe S dA Bk <

A: Well, according to the best science we now
KI ST 6SQNB o0A2f 23A0! ¢ \
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applies?

YSty

A: Yes, it does. And that means in turn that
self-reference is dangerous and must be
limited to preserve consistency.

I: So therefore our own self-image is a
construct of limited validity.

A: Right, spot on. To get back to consciousness,
G6KIFEG 6SQNB |t gl &a
approximation, is a self in a world. My world
and | form an inseparable pair.

|: Does that make you a dualist? Or a monist?

A2 Sttt 8Sa yR y2 G2
an Australian guy | know called David Chalmers
K2 2NHIYyAT Sa 0O2yalhi
big on these philosophical categories. | think
0KS@QNB 2 NH2Yy > 0 dzi
dual-aspect monist, if you can imagine what
GKFd YSIFyad ¢KSNBQa
consciousness ¢ i K | (i ©and aWofher
physical reality out there ¢ my world ¢ but
0KSEQNB (g2 | aLISO0a
underlying substance or process. Me and my
world are two sides of a coin.

I: What about the rest of us? Or is there no
room for anyone else in your world?

ALQY y20 | az2ftAaLlAaArail

© Andy Ross 2011
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gap there.

I: What happens when people fall in love? Does 5 N

the image then become the reality? A
Q

A: Maybe love is the zone where image and
reality become one. But in our everyday
gKSStAYy3 YR RSIFfAYyS3
you, and he, she, and it are all what they are,
the images | form are like puppets in my own
little mindworld. | make a model of it all, and
LQY Ay GKS Y2RSf =2dzai
puppet on the stage of the Cartesian theater,

with the only difference being that my puppet

is at the navel of the world, so to speak, as the
personal toy of the puppet master who pulls

the strings of the entire mindworld.

I: Can you really get that to work in logic?

Ny

G1ILQY a42YS2yS $K2 YA&lN. A: Sure. Look at shared virtual realities on a
LIKAf 282 LIKAOFE OF G532 N. computer screen. All those avatars move 0S8
pigeonholed. around and interact in a vaguely humanoid
152 S &EKSG WYS FyR Y& g2 way, and | ident.ify with one of them, as my
you in an ivory tower of your own reflection? avatar, and see it as the locus of rT|y control

and presence. All you have to do is transpose

A: The problem of other minds is the flip-side that into your mind.
Qf the Western concept of personalized o s ind i . | reality?
02ya0OA2daySaad ¢CKSNEQ " o my mind is a virtual reality? Y a
YAYRZ odzi AdGQa y20 @2 A: Sure. Andyour brainis a virtual reality s
YS Ay @2dz2NJ YAYRI odzi 3ISYSNI 2N | 2dzQNB | yid dil
know each other, our respective images get reality, or your own mindworld, to use my own
Of 2aSNJ 2 GKS {NYziKZ term there. Your body and brain work hard to f 23

convince you, the self behind the avatar, that
all this virtual reality is really real reality.

I: That sounds somehow familiar.

A2 Sttt YI@oS @2dz2Q@S KSI |
LIKAf 232LIKSNI OFff SR ¢K2YI
picture, in my words. )

I: He wrote a book called The Ego Tunnel
didn't he?

A: Yes, that was his popular book in 2009, the G§KS
one | suggested he should write because his big
book a few years earlier was so heavy. In my
jargon, the brain sets up a mindworld, or rather

a series of mindworlds strung out in time to

track your changing experience, and in that
mindworld ¢ those mindworlds ¢ i K S NS Q &

avatar called you who does what you want.

Iy
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You identify with that avatar as yourself.

aleosS GKIFGQa Ho)fe,cérféioYL
think of it.
2 KIFG Fo2dzi Df 262NB |

A: Consciousness is not the avatar.
Consciousness is the zone where avatar and
mindworld come together. When we interact,
we build a shared mindworld for the
interaction. We also build shared mindworlds
in the clouds, in cyberspace. The more we
advance a shared world culture, with music
and movies and so on, the more substantial
these shared mindworlds become. To a good
approximation, many of us already share one
big mindworld. Our avatars move around in
what people in the gaming community call a
multi-user domain ¢ a MUD ¢ and therefore we
live in a shared consciousness. Globorg is the
domain we all share.

I: Gaming in the mud ¢ great!

AACKS akKlFNBR NBIfA(e
important to us. In the bad old days when
people lived in their own mental worlds,
religions were just about the only way to get
people to share their outlooks. They all
worshiped God together and realized they
were living in the same world as their
neighbors. Then in more modern times we got
nation states and language communities where
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solidarity at a more practical level became
feasible. Now, with Globorg and electronic
YSRAIZ ¢S KI @S az
to feel like an individual at all. Globorg has
taken over from God and pervaded our
mindworlds, our avatars, everything.

Y dzO

I:[ S go®atk to the roots and review how

you came up with the idea for Globorg.

ALOR 06SSy (G4SIFOKAY3 Yl
in London for a few years when | decided to
move into science publishing in Germany. | was
moving from teaching the safe, standard, basic
stuff to working with the best scientists on
their latest work, sharing their sense of
opening up the frontiers. My student ideas in
philosophy woke up again. Toward the end of
the last century, | got excited by all the new
work on consciousness. | went to a conference
in Denmark and loved it so much | went to
more and more.

1 C

I: Are you still in science publishing?

A: No. After about ten years, when | began to
sense that my consciousness ideas were
drifting too far from the state of the art in
robot technology, | moved to a software
company and got into software development.
The idea was to get a feel for how far
information technology can help us recreate
consciousness in hardware.

I: And can it?

A: Not yet. Our best machines are still a factor
of millions away from the size and logic power
0KS8QR ySSR FT2NJ 4Kl G=
socially, viathe web.

F NR
0

I: You mean all of us, in a global network?

A: Yes. If you check the numbers, all the online
machinesintheworld¢ K 6§ Qa4 & S@SNJ f
now ¢ make up a network with the right order

of complexity to implement something like

global consciousness, with us humans as like
ySdZNEVé AY 0dKS )/SﬁéjQNJlCD
know what to look for to find it.

{2 6KSNBQa (KS WIKIQ Y2

A2 SONB FfYyY2ald GKSNB® L 2
what to look for to find global consciousness,

odzi GKIFGQa ¢gNBYy3IdD h¥FT O2d
just stop and think about it.
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Scene 3

I: We do? What does it look like? : -. 0005 2

Al A1S 6S |ttt (y246 I-YIEQ”
Like the CNN headlines are the main events of
GKS RIFIe F2NIFff 2F dza
guest or the singer at the top of the charts or
whatever is at the focal point of global
consciousness for a few seconds, perhaps even
fifteen minutes.

I: Fifteen minutes ¢ that was Andy Warhol,
glayQi AGK

A:, Saz odzi y2¢ 6SQNB R
LQR aléd ¢KS fSy3adkK 2
video. The main thing is that an audience of
YAffA2Yya KFra +Fy Ayaill
of resonance that you get between neurons

when events in your brain make it to
consciousness.

I: You mean if | make a hit single | can enjoy
stardom in the spotlight of global
consciousness?

ALGQA y20 ljdAdSs dGKIF
along those lines, yes.

I: So your Globorg is like the eye of God or
something, giving me my moment of glory.

A, SFKZ (KFiQa GKS NBf
¢CKIdQa gKSNB L OFly f1
God of Abraham for the me generation.
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A restaurant in London

ll 26 R2Sa GKS WDf202NA A
daily life?

A: We have to identify with Globorg, or it falls

away as another failed utopia or a dismal

dystopia G or just a bad idea. The identification

is the key to replacing or renewing religion. The

concept of self gets its social meaning within a

social order that embraces and accepts the

self. | have to feel that my basic relation to

reality C at the level of me versus my world, as

we discussed last time C is reflected and

accommodated in my social matrix. So unless |

can identify with Globorg and feel it as my own

02Re@ YR YAYRZ LQY 3A2AYy:=
idea. Either it works for me or | move on and

find another fad.

L2 KSy 6S RA&O0OdzaaSR (KS W
idea | thought you might be stuck in an ivory

tower. How do you escape that charge of being

wrapped up in yourself?

A2 StfX gSQONB | ff ¢ NI LILISF
the time, by definition. This is part of the new

psychology paradigm | mentioned. | made a

Newtonian axiom out of it ¢ subject and object

are equal and opposite. So a self and its world

reflect each other. Naturally, they both change
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in time and extend in different ways, so this
identity only works at rock bottom. The self
becomes an avatar navigating in a series of
evolving mindworlds, and our mindworlds
overlap and build versions or surfaces of the
big, wide, objective world that we all share.
Somewhere up there, we see that our shared
concerns and projects come togetherin
Globorg, and also above that in the big-bang
universe of the cosmologists.

I: Are you saying | reflect Globorg in some way?

A: Yes, in form at least, and in content
momentarily, from time to time. Globorg is a
self too, an agent facing out into the cosmos,
but also dissolving into a few billion fractious
parts from time to time. You can either live like
a pinball being bounced around in the world of
hard knocks and unfriendly neighbors or you
can reflect your way to a more global
perspective where all that goes on around you
is just the working out of your own deeper
plans and purposes.

I: You had a phrase for this ¢ something about
how in my more exalted moments | could rise
and touch the face of Globorg.

A: Yes, that was my feeble attempt at a poetic
resonance. The logic is that Globorg is like an
envelope self, a sum total of all the little selves
we each bring to the mix. Behind us all, a

© Andy Ross 2011

| can embody
Globorg in the same
way that a monarch
can embody the
nation.

unified self gathers strength and embodies
itself in our more orchestrated efforts. When
we pull together, we achieve something, and
GKFG a2YSUKAYy3 A& |y
of life on Earth. Globorg is just a self-made
label for the agency you get by summing up all
life on Earth. When living beings act in concert,
their acts are acts of Globorg. Soif | act in tune
with my fellows, | can share the agency of
Globorg. | can embody Globorg in the same
sort of way that a monarch in the age of kings
and queens could embody the nation or the
state.

I: Being a royal personage speaking for Britain

or France is easier than being all life on Earth ¢
AayQil GKFEG adNBGOKAY3
A2S OFyQl aGdNBGOK A
L 20 ¢KSNBEQa || &ad2Ne
Earth that gets lost in the noise if we insist on
seeing ourselves as naked apes in a Darwinian
survival story.

LI NB @2dz RSy@Aay3a 5FNBAYQ
evolution?

Ab2X y2 y20G 4G Ftfd LGC
2dzad tA1S AGQa | fF &SN ?

is a big lump of several octillion atoms

bouncing around in accordance with the laws

of mechanics. But if we stay at that level, the

complexity of the picture obscures the bigger

truths that emerge if we let ourselves rise

higher. So if we insist that the final and perfect

0NHzi K | 62dzi dza A& GKIG ¢
in competition with each other for food and Ly
mates, we become deaf to a lot of the celestial

music that makes life in Globorg worth living.

I: Many people would say that we are apes,

LISNA2R® LT ¢S RSye GKIFG3
FYyR GKS Fy3asStas | NByQi ¢
A{ dNBT 6SQNB | LIS&S odzi ¢

brains. But also, from an information-theoretic
LISNBLISOGAGSSE 6SQNB
that includes forests, cities, and human ape
bodies. We can externalize these bodies just as
we can externalize cities and so on. Or we can
identify with cities and forests as well as with
2dzNJ 26y O02R

0 KA Y1 K2g 7T

I: Do we?

LINB O €

A: Yes, we do. We went to the Moon. Who did




GLOBORG

¢ you, me, the Europeans? We beat the

fascists. Who did ¢ kids today? We invented

the wheel. Who did, modern man? We hate
ONROO2ft Ad 2 K2 R2S&aK 2
season. Who is? The freedom there is

AYONBRAOGE S® 2SS K2LJ I N
IAPS AG I Y2YSydQa 6K
WgSQ | a | ¢thdlonN®iffesénteis?2 F

the singular/plural thing, which is just

arithmetic and no bar to the more basic logic of
me versus the world. | think it was Walt

2 KAGYlLY 6K2 &alAR WL |

Y dzt G AQidER SiaE Y& LINRA Yy O
YgSQ 2dzNJ g+ & NRAIKG dzLl

I: The mind boggles. Globorg seemed like a
political idea and now it becomes biology and
psychology.

A, Sax A0Qa KIFNRZ 0 dz
to go on and accept the logic of the self in all its
ISYSNIfAGe D FAAOIffe
the way to the God of Abraham, the self
0SKAYR (GKS WL I|YQ dzii
the prophet Moses.

© Andy Ross 2011

T \1“
v
I \

_ WillFox.com !: -

Scene 4

Another restaurant in London, with Bob and
Carol o

a
B: Tell us in a nutshell what we need to know
about Globorg. 1 2
AGloborgh 3 KSNB FyR y2g 7

getting more pervasive and more organized
SOSNE RIFLed {22y 5SQff
inseparable parts of a planetary life form, like
little tentacles on a carpet that covers the

whole Earth.

BBh{il & odzi GKIGQ& O0A2
relate to politics and economics, and to
information technology?

A: Those things are all expressions of our
oA2f23ded ¢KSeQNB | f f,

Dawkins called our extended phenotype, if that * J

means anything to you.

C: Richard Dawkins is the atheist who preaches
fundamentalist Darwinism to creationistsand 3§
their ilk.

ACKIFiQa 6KIFG 5F¢61Aya
decades ago he extended the Darwinian
paradigm with his selfish gene ideas. More to
the point for me, he proposed that we see all
the works of our civilization as parts of what
biologists call our phenotype, the physical
presence that we embody at each stage in the
passage of generations. The point of the
proposal is to get over the barrier between
natural and artificial. Everything we do is a
natural expression of our human nature,
including politics, economics, and information
technology.

B: So our globalized networks are like a natural
ecosystem. In my company we walk and talk
SO2aedaitSvya SOSNE Rl e&o
there is for what we do in our smart planet
activities.

A: Your company is not alone there. All the big
tech companies think in terms of business
SO2aeaiusSvyao LGQa
industry.

LI NJIi

C: Butis it green to use energy on the scale we
do now for the sake of a few more points of
gross national or global product? Do we not
have a moral obligation to do more to prevent
the vanishing of species and their habitats?

A: Well, sure, the greenwash of industry is

R2 ¢

L

27
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largely public relations. But behind all that ACKIY] @2dz L O02dZ RYyQ KAYRSNXY al&oS (KS@QNBE f A
GKSNBQa || KdzaS RS@Sft 2 myself But the point is that morality is not speed limits and so on, which help traffic on

Globorg s in a state of permanent revolution someGod-IA @SY GKAY3Id LG Q& theroadstogo faster in the long run. Similarly

YR GKS LJ ad A& y2 f 2 ournatural heritage, another part of our ) N for moral codes forbidding murder and theft

making big changes and they have big side extended phenotype, if you will. and so on. If people are killing each other all

GKS GAYSSY AidQa KIFENR F2NJ
0SyS¥AalGazr G2 3IS4G 3J2Ay 3o
morality that contradicts evolution, rather the

contrary.

SFFSOGaod .dzii 2y0S 6SQ
of a species, why not let it go? You recall
JurassicPakk G KS Y2@AS® 2§
want a lot of old dinosaurs around the place.

Life moves on. Species appear and disappear

much like individuals. We have to let the old

LIC2NBAGS YS F2NJ 488YAY
morality ¢ especially religious morality ¢ go
against the dog-eat-dog world of Darwinian
evolution? And what about breeding as the
highest good? How does that go with monks [: Hmm, okay.
and nuns and sexual repression?

stuff go. B: Returning to information technology, what
A w < 1 = < . a o ANotaproblem. Studies have shown that R2Sa AdG ONARy3a (2 (GKS G ¢
= P \ - ~ A w - L A
ﬁ" ?N‘B oEeE G cays URSNE religious communities as a whole outbreed - 0AZ2t23A0FT LISNRALISOuUAUJSK
eres secular ones. The rules about sex and the global ecosystem ever since life began, if the
A: Our morality has biological roots and is encouragement of celibacy seem to help, not DIFAF ARSI A& NRARIKGZ 0 dzi
really a code to promote our own flourishing, computers until recently.

23 8 el ol i e @l e S (s (e A: What it brings is a new level of globalized

SRRl e The Four Horsemen awareness. If you see the sum total of life on
2 K2Qa { Y | I NNAaKkK T -l W Lol ' - Earth as Gaia, then you have to admit that Gaia

i ." ] ‘ — . X % z A i A
C: Sam Harris is another militant atheist. ([ g ‘3“} tKhI lag/IQ ul hg i 1 8”2/ ?;,LJ Lo NE
Together with Richard Dawkins and two other ' Ie g ° ::hsca ethés eentl ? no mglg'more
atheists, they formed a little conversation circle gloriousthan a thin smear ot green siime on
and made a documentary video called The Four tvhe sgrface of e )l o rocik we ca,II bome. i P
Horsemenwhich was presumably a reference RARYQU t22] SR BSNE Ayldost

inventions like CNN came along, and even
to the four horsemen of the apocalypse. Sam . . .
. then, if there are little green men a few light
Harris wrote a couple of best-sellers

aggressively critiquing Islam and Christianity, years away picking up our CNN signals they

then went on to study neuroscience and Y& 05 FZNHALSY F2NJ dKAy

. Christopher Hitchens, Dan Dennett, Richard Dawkins, Sam Harris primitive global organism by cosmic standards.
morallty. DVD cover picture, richarddawkins.net

© Andy Ross 2011
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LGQa ySo AYyF2NXNIGA2Y  Sceneb ., S&Y RARY QU ckhEmeBikm@ES I &
the chance to implement global consciousness . the message?
as a functioning af)nd everygday fact. Our big A rented flat in London g < > A

; e . ACKIuQa KAY® ! yR UKIFUOQa
networks form a real planetary neuronet, just A: Online life kind of creeps up on you. We do V86 KIFINRGINBD {22y 6SQff
like the ones in our heads but bigger. So we get more and more online without ever making a e el s et s 5 erline
a global mind for real, and not just as a pious big decision to move over to doing things that Firailioa | dhe dime.
idea for greenfreaks. way. When | was young there was no online

life. Everything was on paper and television I: How does that work?

B:, SFKZ (KFGiQ&a NRIKGEZ
difference. We can plan agriculture on a global A: The headsets will be built to look like cool
scale now, and optimize all the parameters that ¢ K GdQa KINR 02 AYIl 3A) sunglasseswith thick frames carrying all the
i inimi lectroni d earbuds and ike to gi
re!ate to.cllma'.ce change o UL w? minimize A: The hardware is the enabler. These sleek clectronics and earbudsancda mixeroglveyou -
rainfall disruption and icecap melting and so o az2dzyR ' yR @G2A0S | OUADI A
. new toys are irresistible. The apps and the i
on. We can engineer waterworks for whole . . . a webcam built in that sees your movements so
. . content are tempting too. And the incentive to .
nations and run good predictive models of you can run the apps by waving your hands. All

keep developing apps for more and more trivial .
this will be cheap enough for everyone to have
el ety e things in daily life and to suck up content from : g v

was the new thing.

C: Your techno-hubris is showing again, Bob. daily life and recycle it in the apps is hard to them.

2SS aGAff OF yQi LINBRA O deny.Forsomeonefrom the television "2 |I:Hmm, that seems plausible. What about A

to tell me when to take my umbrella to work. ASYSNIGA2y>T AdQa S@2f lookingforwi-fiK2uallZzuaK LT g6 QN
B: Weather is a chaotic phenomenon, Carol. L, Sax L asSsS OGkKFra Ad Y gt rr,nght € pr?blem. NJ dz:
That means perturbations below the threshold just normal life. AlLU adzNbte gAtf o ¢KI UQa
of the modeling granularity can blow up and Az SONB RSOSt2LAYI | & g2y Qu az2ft @dS 2OSNYAIKID ¢
impact the whole system. Individual rainfall 080K y2f238 GKF 603 385 consider too. All those wi-fi signals will need to i 8o

episodes are random events in that sense and be encrypted and that needs more bandwidth.

My laptop goes everywhere | go, like my

S R2y Qi SELISOG G2 LN : - & The opportunities for spoofing and phishing are
. o . current book did when | was young. Books . . o .
2O o (el ol 1S O i1 Ol s were rare and exotic items until the printin too big to ignore too, so all this will take time
RIFeaod ¢KIFiQa LINRPRINBAaA . . P ) & to unfold, but these are surely soluble
revolution, the Gutenberg revolution, five sl
A: One day Globorg will get it right. hundred years ago. Do you recall a Canadian '
media professor called Marshall McLuhan? I: What about power? My laptop battery keeps

. ) o .
GBI EOC running out just when | need it most.
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GLOBORG

ACKI GdQa SFaAaASN G2 az2f
devices can generate power from your body
movements, so all you need to do is keep

jogging. Second, nanotech can improve the
efficiency of lithium cells and other cell
technology by at least an order of magnitude.

And third, we shall install recharging stations
everywhere, for example with induction plates,

so you can top up whenever you like. And you

can hang quite a big power pack around your
neck before it becomes a problem

F O0Saa2NART Ay3a Al
be a show-stopper.
{2dzyRa t A1 S
through.

g AGK
82dz2Q3S NJ

A: Sure | have. There was a lot of work for me
behind all this, as you can guess. | had to collect
a lot of facts to build up a sense of where it was
all going. And what came out clearly was that
the online orchestration of all these apps was a
massive temptation for Big Brother
government.

I: Big Brother ¢ George Orwell ¢ Nineteen
EightyFour right?

A: Right. A great novel, by the way. His idea,
based on his experience of Britain in the
Second World War and the evolution of
communism into Stalinism, was that the state

g2dAf R AyOdlF RS SOSNEB2YS
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GKFG AdG é6la tA1S SOSN
organizing everything. He only knew television
technology and the very first clumsy

computers, but he was visionary enough to see

the rest.

¢ KIFdQa
go beyond that?

AYLINBaAaA@GSd 5
A: Well, yes, a long way. Globorg will be me ¢

and you, us, all of us. We become a single
monster organism.

I: That sounds like the Borg in Star Trek
A9EFOlfted ¢KIdQa GKS
may end up looking like from the outside. But
the upside is far better than in the Borg
nightmare. We shall feel like we have godlike
powers. We shall merge and flow in different
mindworlds with different groups of people in

a seamless phenomenal joy that beats anything
you can get in a single body all day.

I: How do you know that? | know that being me
all day can be boring sometimes, but at least

We become a single monster
organism. But the upside is far
better than in the Borg nightmare.

LQY Ay O2yiNRf YR L 2yf
L R2y QG tA1S Aldo

A: Think about the joy of sex. Part of the fun is

GKS FSStAy3a G(GKIG @&2dzQQNB
GFr1S 2y GKS ¢2NIX RX GKI
FFGSNI I ffd ¢KIFIGQa (GKZYTES
Fo2dzi £t GKS GAYS Ay |
FSStAy3a 6SQff 3ISH | RRAOI
believe me.

L R2® dzi R2 6S ySSR Yl
KFtFf GKS FTdzy 2F &4SE (KS
machinery involved, all you need is a body? A
A: You said it. You need a body, a body full of S
machinery for erections and lubrication and so

on, not to mention a bed or maybe some mood

music and soft lighting, or maybe a space on

the beach and a tent or a towel, whatever

turns you on. But as technology becomes more
pervasive, for example by being implanted and

a2 ldzi2Yl GSR GKI G &2dz R?
think about it, the feeling of sharing

experiences online will be more like sex and

tfSaa fA1S FARREAY3I 4A0K
unintuitive and distracting.

L 4SS GKFEGd ¢KSNBQa azy

obviously. But this is only half your story. What
about robots taking over and making us
obsolete?
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Az2Stfsx 8Sas (Kl GQa
machines means more factories to make them
and more infrastructure to support them, plus
more companies to service them and more
utilities to power them, and so on in an ever-
expanding multiplier that pumps up a whole
SO2y2Yéd ¢ KSNB
world to do all the work involved ¢ and if there

F NBy Qi

A Y A:There will always be problem cases at the
periphery. There always have been. But in a
62NI R 2F Yl aaArosS oS|I f
insoluble problem to allocate something at the
margin to cover the problem cases. A society
GKFG OFyQild 2NBFYATS 4
never gives to charity. You need that basic )
humanity to make life worth living.

BSNBEz UKSNBQR 0S5 U222 || 5405 pifn® daziobots.
environment would collapse. Fortunately,
robots ride to the rescue. A: Robots are to this century what cars were to
LeKI GQ&a y2d K26 Y2404 last c.entury. Millionsl of people develgped a
H | ; passion for cars and integrated them into the

€y >e€ mass unemployment. best parts of their lives, like courtship and
ACKFGQad (GKS R2éy aiRS® familyoutings. Now, as soon as the technology |

of manufacturing and into services and so on.
People will still be the best machines for
human interaction, for example as medical
ydzZNR Sa o dzi G KSeQf f
example to make beds or decide which
medication to offer. The art of finding good
ways for people to do what they do best and
leave the rest to the machines will be a fine
2yS> 6A0GK Ylye ¢l &a
no reason to panic. Mass unemploymentis a
political problem reflecting political
incompetence, not a technical one reflecting
the rise of the robots.
L¢eKIFdQa Slaeég (2
offer a person with no useful skills?

al
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e X

matures, millions of people will integrate
robots into their daily lives both at work and at
home. As soon as we learn to build robots,

K both as steerable avatars that stand in for us N
and as autonomous units like factory droids,
GKSeQftf 0SS SOSNERSKSNB
I: Avatars and droids ¢ can we zoom in there

i and elaborate? e

A: Avatars we know from the James Cameron
movie. His avatars were real biological bodies
GAOUK | ONIXAY fAYy1l3Ss
electromechanical bodies for a while yet, and

with relatively simple control technology.
Meanwhile, factory droids that just do

stereotyped work routines will get better. As

bionic interface technology advances, we shall

learn to inhabit our avatars more intimately,

perhaps even live inside them as if they were

bio-friendly suits of armor. Gradually we shall

find that autonomous robots can do about as

much as the avatars, so for the world of work = 2 Y
AGQff 0SS 2LWGA2YyLFE GKSUGKSE
not. The robots will be about as capable as we

I NE® ¢KSeQff OF G§OK dzLJ ¢ A
rights.

I: But can they do that? Is it technically
possible?

A: Yes. We humans are the living proof of that.

We have processors in our heads that are very
untidily programmed and react to a very

chaotic chemical environment in the body, but

the whole brain mechanism is only finitely

complex. With enough effort, we can model it

in software. Then we can simulate it to any

desired level of fidelity in purpose-built
KFENRglINBe LIQa || agSSi
for a few generations of bright kids and | have
y2 R2dzod 68Qft ONI O]
achievement in making machines that can
essentially upgrade and replace us will be a
fusion of the geek joy of making a really cool
new app or product and the basic human joy of
being a parent to healthy kids. The

combination is hard to beat.

'daty

Al d
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L aS8SS GKIFdad . dzii 62y Qi about how bright you are or how good it feels A |: Does David Chalmers agree with you?

h(.):;: ?ﬁma:#ObOt; c?? bT., or.whfat we canldo.t to.be.v\?th you or ?dnytfgmlglllrl](ettfhat. In ot AlS KFayQid alFAR 8S8Gd LQY
wi em? If a robot feels pain, for example, i principle, you could get all that from a robo NEF &2y G2 RA&FINBSO . dz
might be rather unethical to just scrap it when with no inner life at all. . . .

t bored with it ground. The logic of various kinds of self-
we get bored with It. I: That sounds like utter nonsense to me. If reference is a rich field and offers plenty of
A: Yes, those issues will arise, as Thomas GKIF Q&8 NAIKGZT f 23S A& tractionfor the sort of incremental advance "AIK
Metzinger among others has emphasized. well all go and drown ourselves. GKIFG aO0OASyO0S Aa 3F22R | id

develop it so far and so fast that the hard

problem will soonseemlike¢L R2Yy Qi {1y 2«
the problem of whether God has the power to

contradict himself, or some such theological

riddle that no one cares about.

Doubtless a generation of lawyers will get rich
building up a suitable body of case law. But
before we need take them seriously we need
to get a grip on what David Chalmers calls the
hard problem of consciousness.

A: Indeed. The man in me tends to agree. But
the logic engine is still stalled on the problem.
My first reaction is to try to cut down the
problem into manageable pieces. If conscious-
ness itself is too big or grand a concept, then

I: The hard problem. Remind me. tSGQa 4SS K2g FIFIN 6S I: But what about consciousness?

ASIGAR LRAYGA 2di (K TeNONER El‘”trr‘]’bmf' ‘g’hﬁt e ”ee‘Jl'_E" ALGQa F 0A3 O2yO0OSLIi® L 2
0dzi I LJLJ NByufe OFyQu utidin to enhable them to behave more like gives us room to escape the personal minds
. . . people is a rich and growing sense of self. We .

the existence of consciousness in another that Western philosophers have been obsessed

. . . have selves, we please ourselves, we respect , . .
being, where by consciousness we mean inner ; and trapped by. If consciousness is an oceanic

. ourselves, we try to improve ourselves, we .

phenomenal experience, or as some state that we all share somehow, we can rise

. . . . have doubts and fears about ourselves, and so .
philosophers put it, there being something that PR = ~ . ~ above our personal mental prisons and share

AP A A p 2y ® LUQa I NAOK ‘F)\Sf% . . .
AlQa ftA1S U2 0S AYy UK it A orte el B, G our experiences for real, and not just by giving
R2gy > o0dzi 0UKIFO0Qa 0UKS andtease out some fogic benind It. nce we A each other isomorphic experiences.

. . can map all that into a robot architecture, my
somehow ultimately hard to pin down. For all | Ay x . p A ~ q
. JdzSaa Aa UKFEG 6SQff & |l:Ibegyourpardon?Please define
know, everyone else in the world except me

)

tn —

~

could be a zombie, with no lights on inside. prelole preciealy ek WAa2Y2NLKAOQ®
LLF GKFG AyOf dzRSa YSZ ! f&ivi1 Aadnsé 2dx

insulted me.

ALGQa | LIKAf 232 LIKAOI f

independent of any possible empirical evidence
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A: Two things or concepts or whatever are
isomorphic when they have the same shape, or
6KSy (KSeQNB GKS alys
or when you can map them exactly onto one
Fy20KSNY LGQa | adlyR

2 SQNB y2aG ff YIFGKSY
GSNY WAEA2Y2NLIKAOQ KSft
conscioushess?

A: If we all live in separate minds, we can never
have the same experience. We always have our
own experiences. But we can have isomorphic
experiences. On this view of the mind, the
point of our sharing information with each
other is to enable us to enjoy increasingly
isomorphic experiences of the things
referenced by the information.

I: That might work for knowledge and
cognition, but what about love? What about
Kdzyly adalrasSa aGkKIQ
logic of isomorphic states?

R2 Y

A: Well, there you have me. The phenomenon
of love suggests that genuine unity of
experience may be possible after all. If we
R2y Qi Itft2¢ 0GKIGX
picture that prevents our minds from
fragmenting off to infinity. And a self is clearly

I dzy ATFASR (GKAYy3ad LGQa
elements that fuse somehow. The concept of

love may help us describe a concept of self that

iKS

© Andy Ross 2011

can really be unified, as one, and really merge
with others, to form social bonds and so on.
Alternatively, we can sound more scientific by
invoking quantum voodoo.

L2 KF G Q& Ijdz yidzy @22R

A:L { Q &waflrlg i¥f &Rway that looks vaguely
scientific. We invoke the mysterious properties
of what physicists call Bose-Einstein
O2yRSyal iSao dzii ¢
g2N¥a y26r 0SOI dza S
speculation in the present state of science.
Until we have stable concepts here, the
problem of building convincingly human-like
robots remains open.

{2 @&2dz R2y Qi
that we confuse with people.

Si
A

KAV

A: No. There we have a long way to go. Making
an android that can eat what we eat, for
example, is still way out of the ballpark.

I:[ S in€¥éon. You said our global summits
are the first steps toward your Globorg state.
Would you care to elaborate?

A: This is more of a suggestion on my part than
an observation of fact, but it seems to me that
the global coordination we see in these
summits is a precursor to what we shall
increasingly see as a normal part of running the
planet in a reasonable way. We have regions

JE

q

2

Q
[j

s

(73

(@]]

2

on Earth ¢ such as Europe, North America, and
East Asia ¢ and these regions need to
coordinate policy on a whole range of issues
that have global impact. So a permanent forum
with an agreed infrastructure and protocol and
so on is only to be expected. | think we should
support the more formal establishment of a
GO, as | call it, and treat it as analogous to the
national governing bodies we see in all major
states.

I: That seems harmless. Is there any reason to
disagree?

A: If you have hankerings after sovereignty,
independence, autonomy, and freedom
generally, yes. An organization like GO will A

o= = ) . Ra&
inevitably seek out ways to expand its remit

and interfere more and more in our lives.

t SNKIFLJA ¢S R2yQl ¢l yid (K
{2 6KIFIGQa GKS Nnal 27F f

muddling along without it?

A: War of various kinds. The big political units
of this world could do a lot of damage if they
started behaving in hostile ways toward each
other. In my humble opinion, anything that
hinders mayhem on that scale is worth a lot of
frustration on the smaller issues.

I: But if freedom is the price we have to pay, do
you think people will go for GO? People seem
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to like freedom, even if it does raise the risk of A: Once the voters are equipped with A: It comes with the technology. The possibility

war. electronic voting portals, which are essentially will awaken pressure to use it in some such

A: Maybe they do, but order is a good thing e diﬁ v s Ytl': NOE Y I? oo Oy \gaé' Iyeg. Ang Gélogt;oﬁrag ca’i\LanlédZevael;p{nj & I.)/éu I
(220 LGOA GKS Sylof SN use them more than once every four years or y

G6KIFEGSOSNWD ¢KSNBQa y?2 friendly way if it has some kind of participatory (i 2
have people voting on questions of public democracy built into it.
importance every day.

more supportive technology. And the big
players of this world ¢ China, the United States,

India, the European Union ¢ are eager for I: All this big government suggests big taxes

anything that consolidates their wider reach. l: ThatsoundsriskycY2 &G @2 G SNE | and lots of regulations about what we can and
The Globorg idea is exactly that. They can use it enough about the issues to vote every day. cannot do. How does that fit in with Globorg
i . . . oA N i ing?

to create a global oligarchy. A:WA JKiOs GKFGOx lAJ KS 58 being a good thing? YAY
I: An oligarchy? Can you define that? RSY2ONJI Oéd L 3Idz85&a& &2 A: Quiteeasily, if you see what the taxes and

L f mx s ANMB L x L O2YLISGSyOS (Sai oST2N. GKS NB3IdzA FGA2y 3ISG é&2dz |
AL I Dl .gKSNB I. ER A 2GS 2y aLISOALFfATl SR ;\\% see, | think, is a globalized economic model azy
one person ruling, an oligarchy is a few people Kind of " e to fill out first ¢ 1 call it linked with a elobalized tax datab q
NIz Ay3Iod LGQa I y2iKSN] ind of questionnaire to fill out first ¢ | call it a inked with a globalized tax database and a

Q-gate ¢ before you can vote. If you flunk the globalized job exchange. Then you get the true
o G§SaG> @2dz R2y Qi 3IS{ G global mobility that big companies need to
L9 EOSLII AlQa 20 RSY2( i ici i iali
: _Y | Tiveeonle e rfaees ke sesple i y match skilled people efficiently with specialized
oligarchy has any chance of being accepted? jobs, plus the general transparency you need to

concepts, like democracy.

. -'- 5 & -'- -f & S + monitor results and root out any inefficiencies
Ab20 dzyRSNI GREU YEYS® ) g a0t qgisted Las F '8 youfind ! :
ome klnde reaI|§t|caIIy constra!ned . . democratic politics. But | think we shall have to
RSY2ONJ Oé® . dziu GKIFGQa P ) . & |: Apart from the politics of it, can those things
R2y Qi GKAY] GKIFGQA I go that way, because we need some kind of AN A W P

i B o . democratic process behind the big decisions ’
¢ KU az2dzyRa OSNE Oey., GKI G | FFSOUG dza I ff 0 dz A:Yes, weknowthat fromthe success of global 3 ¢ K
history toward more unrestrained democracy, R2y QG KIF @S I Of dzS RA O companieslike Google and Microsoft. Unified
not more restrained? guestions. software running on globally networked
hardware to offer the same user experience

GKSNBQA ty 2fAdFNDKS I T iy worldwidequ KI 0 Qa | @I f dzS LINR |

A: Yes, but you get that with technology even if I: Does this Q-gate idea come
Q hard to beat, seen just in business terms.

|: With technology? How?

© Andy Ross 2011
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I But for tax and labor laws? Pveople would )
NEB@2f iz ¢2dzZ RyQid GKS

A: Why should they? So long as the politicians
put up the right safeguards and implement
them fairly and effectively, worldwide, the
results would be better in practical terms than
what we have now. Look, imagine user
interfaces as easy and friendly as eBay or
Facebook to interact with a global job market
where you can advertise your skills and wait for
an employer doing a Google search to find you.
LiQa | f28G oSGGSNI GK
the only reason people would object to a
globally transparent tax environment is if
GKS@QNB GNBAY3 (2

KI Sy a2YS6KSNB® ¢KS
tolerate that sort of antisocial behavior for
f2y3s LQY &dz2NBzX 2y 0S
all to see.

L¢KAA Aada aol NeEo ,2szN

economic engine for tax and jobs like Google,
S.Fe8X YR CIFOSo6221 |
Big Brother on steroids!

AwAIKGE AG I2Sa ot @
step forward. In my humble opinion, it may be
the nearest we ever get to implementing
communism.

|I: Communism? How so?

© Andy Ross 2011
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A: Who needs private ownership of the means
27T
infrastructure? No, all workers will have equal
shares in the working capital for all this, where
of course some shares will be more equal than
others. The politics of all this is easier to sell,
done right, than the economics, where you
have to sell the disadvantage that you make a
single managed market, which tends to stifle
radical innovation or unconventional thinking.

I: 1 get it. You think this transcends the
capitalist model and you call it communism.

LINE RdzOG A2y 6KSYy Al

y

Aaz2NB 2N fSaaod ¢KI GQa

a familiar word. Actually, | made a joke of it
this will be communism with a human face, or
rather a smiley avatar face.

I: Very witty.

A

(@]]

Scene 6
A London pub, with Dan

D: Your Globorg book seems like a bid to sell a
kind of Borg future as an alternative to living
under a conventional liberal system where the
old religions are still respected and observed.
Do you see your ideas as a bid to replace old-
fashioned religion?

A: Yes. | think the new psychology, which is not
yet fully worked out but well on the way, will
make the old forms of Abrahamic monotheism
untenable as anything more than cultural

L dz
traditions.

| 2

D: Modern atheists would say the old
Y2Yy20KSA&adYad | NB dzyGSyl ot
new there?

A2 KFEiQa ySg
Four Horsemen atheists?

(V)]
Q)¢
O

Ad (K A Sy
D: You mean Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett,
Sam Harris, and Christopher Hitchens.

A: Precisely. The atheists in that tradition
attack a childish conception of God that leaves
the more subtle forms of monotheism
untroubled. Indeed they help the more subtle
believers by clearing away a lot of
misconceptions and raising the stakes for a big
battle with faith that the believers will win if
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the atheists stick with liberal humanism. This is
where the new ideas from psychology have a
big impact.

D: How can the believers win against liberal
humanism?

A: The humanist paradigm is that we humans
are the top of the heap, both biologically and
conceptually. Planet Earth is our playground
and our personal consciousness is as good as it
gets in terms of finding a foundation for
epistemology. We are the dominant species on
Earth and our mental powers suffice to explain
our civilization and to conceive and shape our
future.

D:, 2dz GKAY]

A: Yes. Our proclaimed dominance is hubris fed
by monotheism. The Biblical idea was that God
gave man dominion over the Earth. But a
deeper look at biology reveals our utter
dependence on the network of life on Earth.

> 3QNB | 3aSyita Ay
out in no time if we got too far out of line. The
ecosystem is not conscious like us, of course,
odzi KK YySSRY Qi
reacting against us, for example by generating
a plague that kills us all because we failed to
take proper account of our continuing need for
its hospitality. We need to study nature more
deeply and follow its hints about how to live

0Kl Q&
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D:b23 odzi AT
with consciousness, if you like, but still basically
apes ¢ then surely we have all the more reason
G2 RSye& GKSNBQa | ye
to learn to think and plan for ourselves. So then
our ape status forces us back to humanism and
also forces us to be more liberal to avoid killing
each other in orgies of ape savagery.

R2y Qi

A: A tempting conclusion, but a false one. Our
personal minds are cultural constructs. They
came with language, essentially, supported by
an ideology of personhood cultivated in
religion and philosophy. The sense of
personhood is different in cultures outside the
Western and monotheistic traditions. Our
shared ape background and the ongoing
contact between cultures ensures that our
senses of personhood are not so different as to
be mutually unintelligible but they are
different. Think, for example, of the denial or
transcendence of self in Buddhist psychology.
The idea is that introspection reveals the
illusory nature of what we in the West tend to
think of as the conceptual bedrock of our
whole being, down to our very souls in the old
religions. In my view, the logic of the self is
where we need to look to see how psychology
can be given a coherent scientific foundation.

i K
¢ S QueBed 2 dza

a

JA

D: The logic of the self ¢ is this where you
locate your own contribution?

A: Yes. Science as we have known it is the view
from nowhere, to use the phrase of the
philosopher Thomas Nagel. The aim has been
to build up objective views without any explicit
recognition of the role or the limits of
subjectivity. In my view, the proofs of
incompleteness in mathematical logic, the
appearance of entanglement and uncertainty
in quantum physics, the paradoxes of entropy
in statistical physics, the role of randomness
and chaos in basic mechanics, and similar
rather technical puzzles and problems show
that logic cannot give us an objectivity so
absolute that we could forget about
subjectivity. To do logic properly, we need to
admit subjective limits in a systematic way,
GKAOK LQ@S GNRASR (2
what | call mindworlds, where each mindworld
offers a limited kind of objectivity but finds an
exact reflection in an equal and opposite
subject. Science as we have known it is a
matter of building up mindworlds that are so
big and stable that we can share them and
temporarily forget about their subjectivity. But
2F O2dNES 65 OFyQi
D: We can share these mindworlds ¢ is that the
key here?

PSS NG

F2NHS
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A: Yes, exactly. Shared objectivity means in my new scheme. The old father figure whose
AKIFNBR adzoa2SO0AgAle o personal mindworld we all used to live in has
opposite. But obviously as human beings we become inflated into a nebulous cloud of big

have different personal subjectivities. So we mindworlds that merge and perhaps condense
learn to be fairly agnostic about how many into a shared conception of objectivity. That
YAYRG2NI Ra GKSNB I NB merged conception is the mother and father of A
at any given time. My idea, backed up by hints all mindworlds and the most appropriate

from the pioneer psychologist William James referent | can see for the sort of devotion that

and the logical philosopher Ludwig religious monotheists direct toward their sky
Wittgenstein, is to found our psychology god fetish.

primarily on mindworlds. Each of us has a self,
or a series of selves, and these selves live in
mindworlds, like avatars in a virtual reality. Our

D:¢KIFiQa Fff £23A0 | yR
this got to do with personal psychology?

brains create avatars in mindworlds for us and A: Well, mindworlds can be little too. And the
we do our best to coordinate them with each avatars inside them are obviously personal. So
other in stable background frames. UKSNBQa Yée O2Yy uNMOdzu A

Y2NB | R2®d 93aSydAalftte
0KS W@PASSG FTNRY y26KS
call the view from anywhere. Scientists who

see the logic of mindworlds can understand

D:LF LQ@S 320 GKA& NA3
mindworlds so big and basic that we have no
choice but to live inside them, is that right?

A: Yes. By ignoring their personal selves and science as a matter of building or
trying to be objective, scientists let their reconstructing a view from anywhere, or of
working selves dilate and interfere with each framing the standard elements in the view
other, until they begin to merge into nebulous from anywhere. Individual people like us then
group minds that we simply regard as academic become little stick figures in a multi-user
subjects ¢ physics, chemistry, and so on. domain, each with his or her own
D: That sounds like a joke ¢ a pun on the word c9mb|nator|al ey o gl cotmist il s
Wi dm 2800 oo discussed yesterday.

I: Yes, we did.

A: No joke intended. This is the collective
subjectivity that replaces the God of Abraham

© Andy Ross 2011
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Scene 7
The rented flat in London

I: We left the story in psychology. You
introduced a new paradigm with avatars in
mindworlds and hinted at how this might lead
to group minds in shared mindworlds.

ACKEFGQAa Al FENBIReD
group working and cooperative behavior to see
how naturally the rather nebulous idea of
INR dzLJ YAYR& SYSNHSA
work on or in a mindworld. Share an object,
share a subjectc i K I G Qa
we need to get used to the huge number of
states of mind we end up with when we flesh

all this out. We change our minds from second
G2 aSO2yRz FyR az2vYSi
mind, sometimes in a group mind. All these
states stack up in a logical space you can model
in set theory, so all this is supposed to be

ol Ol SR dzJ o0&
Sy@gxatas Ads
AYVF2NXYEE Ay
to take that on trust.

odzi AGQ
SNIDASGS

I: One still thing bothers me. If group minds
come and go so readily, how come we always
seem to be alone in our own mental worlds?
|26 A& AG GKIFG 51 @AR
so hard?

© Andy Ross 2011
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ACKIYylaz GKIFIGQa y AY
first axiom of my psychology is due to Ludwig
Wittgensteinandis ¢l am my world ¢ K I § €
proposition 5.63 of his early classic, the
Tractatus Logic®hilosophicysy the way,

most of which he wrote during the First World
War and which greatly impressed Bertrand
Russell. The point for me here is that each of us
KIa | Y2ad ol aAxo 2NJ f
reflected in the background world of all the
mindworlds we ever live in or entertain or

work or play in or whatever. Our avatar selves

are little actors inside this background world or
self. We split ourselves ¢ a big self zooms out

to infinity and seems to blow up to cosmic
proportions, while a little analog self is the

avatar playing around in the foreground. |

AYE 3A

¢ KIFiQa KIFNR {2
schizoid, with two selves at the same time?
AL SAs GKIGQa + OABAR

brain hemispheres, and perhaps they play a

kind of conceptual tennis, batting self-images
001 FYR F2NIKd ¢KI GQ
base with those of Julian Jaynes and lain
McGilchrist, if those names means anything to
you.

I: Sorry, no. .y
A: Julian Jaynes was a psychologist who back in
1976 published a rather intriguing book

expounding the idea that human consciousness ¢ K S

first emerged quite recently from an earlier

oAOIF YSNYIE aidlidS 2F YAYR
as schizoid. He claimed to detect signs of the

growth of personal subjectivity or

consciousness just two to three thousand years

ago in early human writings, such as the Bible

and so on. Before then, he said, people were

puppets of their gods. In 2009, lain McGilchrist  F (i
revisited the bicameral idea.

¢ . If consciousness is such a recent

development, would that mean that animals
tA1S Ol 0 a F'yYR R23a
conscious?

YR F

A: Yes, but we can finesse that by
distinguishing the kind of consciousness that
we share with other mammals, which some
people call phenomenal consciousness, from a
species-specific kind of mind we call personal
consciousness or self-consciousness, which
may require a higher level of encephalization.
¢KS SEIFOG RSGFAT A FNByQi
purposes, and anyway McGilchrist upended ) K

quite a lot of what Jaynes said in the light of

new knowledge about how our brains are

organized, but the point is only that the fact

that we have two hemispheres is suggestive.

The logical point is that with two hemispheres

you can implement a base world with a base

self to make the Cartesian theater for the

3S
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A: Well, indeed. The shock you get when you
bring God down to Earth like that is the reason
why the monotheistic faiths have done so well.
x & - . Theeasiest way to preserve a peaceful and
as gi . . . .

polite social order in face of that shocking truth
is to deny it and make a big fetish out of God.
The self of the believer is a little avatar self
dancing on the stage set by God.

avatars of the surface self to act in. You can be
juggling two selves at once in a kind of dynamic
interplay.

. dzi A&ayQd GKS ol
same for all of us?

A: Right, this is the clue to the whole puzzle.
We humans are natural solipsists. We think

GSQNB it t2yS A 2 dz o

seems to be a hard problem to a)c/count fo:[the I sl rpodern_atbelstf bmlg God down, A
expected existence of consciousness in other u 2h 9 NI F; 0¢€ h a L €AYy3 65
LIS21LF S G220 CKFGOQx 5 e ave to ground our truths in human dq

AR -
Wi e ke srslsle e selhes somelen institutions. How do you react to that:

we know full well that other people are as
consciousasweareCo dzi 6S R2y Qi
S 1y26 0(KIFII® LQY &adza
solipsism is based on a confusion of personal
FyR dzZf GAYI 0SS &dzo2SOuA
matter of logic because we recognize one

g2NI RD dzi  t 2 3 xe@llydofied

in one world. There is no we, except at the

level of little avatars on the Cartesian stage.

The solitude of the ultimate ego is the solitude

of God. This is the feeling that gives rise to the

God of the monotheistic faiths. We identify at

that level with God ¢ or rather, to get this right,
0KS WLQ: GKS dzAf GAYIFGS
of my Cartesian theater, is indistinguishable, by
me, from God.

A: Reducing all truth to anthropology is copping
out. This is what the late Wittgenstein did and
this is what a lot of people do nowadays. But
the hard truths of science and logic ¢
mathematics, physics, and so on ¢ demand a I
harder foundation. They get it in the unity of

the underlying self that reflects the objective

zZN

I: That sounds shocking, almost blasphemous.

© Andy Ross 2011
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a many-layered thing, a logical stack that | want

to model in set theory. This stack has levels or

layers that we can live on or in. Our everyday

selves are quite low in the stack and they

suffice for most daily purposes. But the higher

levels of self are where you need to go to

appreciate the deep truths of science ¢ or of

A theology, for that matter.

I: This is hard. Are you saying that theologyis "a |
like science?

A: Ultimately, yes, but most of what passes for
theology is pre-scientific, and wrong. Science is
theology done right, so to speak. The deepest
truths of science, when you go out into
cosmology and so on, are deep truths about
the mind of God, to use a handy metaphor.

kSAﬁyQG {GSUKSY I 61 Ay 3
that?




A, Sax KS RARIZ FyR (KLF .y the real connections between those things are, 5
here. The story hangs together convincingly for 82dz 4SS (KS 46K2fS 62NIR

me. Science is the new theology and the old that enlightenment | want to give my reader,
religions are pre-scieptiﬁc bIatber, for the most my viewer, my audience.

B S iRl ECKS28Qft GKAY] &2dQNB
Wrong about how we should conduct ourfives. put it that way. LookA, try to Pe inglulgent otmy
F¢KFGQa FAIKGAYI GF €1 AJdy2Nl yOS KSNB® [SiQa a&f
A: Yes, it is. But we have to bite the bullet. We science and the self in psychology ¢ how do

have to rethink the whole lot, and be honest they relate to each other?
and merciless about what we can now see is a

lot of old crap that needs to be flushed away. |

see no point in being indulgent or respectful of
bullshit.

F{2NNE> o6dzi L R2yQO ¥
that the high points of our religions ¢ the

Sermon on the Mount and the traditions that
inspired the cathedrals and mosques and so on

Q)¢
'da™y

A: Science is done by scientists. To a crude
approximation, theoretical science is a matter
of setting up an efficient set of mnemonics to
hold all the facts and the data together in some
I kind of sensible framework. The aim is to boil
everything down to a set of equations you can
fit on a teeshirt. Otherwise expressed, the
mnemonics are an artful and memorable way

& sl el o sl Scene 8 to bring.the manifold of sens:ation to the .
) . ) synthetic unity of apperception, to use the fine
A:, 2dz 4SS GKS LINBo6fSYO® An English domestic lounge, with Evan phrase that Immanuel Kant introduced back in
perspective. No, not all of it is bullshit. And of EEL GKAY]l @2dzQNB O2y ¥ dz theeighteenth centuryin his critique of pure " j
course the high points are wonderful. But we GKAYy3Iad ¢KSNBQa (KS dz reason. Hesaiditin German, of course, butthe  dzy A
have to move on. The deep self we can share the self in psychology, and the political GNI yatl A2y A& I22Rd Yy
when we confront our external reality in a confusion of globalization. And now you want the foundation for a rational psychology, the
sober frame of mind is as near as we can get to i2 I'RR D2R (22 LiiQa psychology of any logical subject in any
the God of the monotheistic religions. All the A: Yes, it may seem that way. But the phenomenal world.
zzz::ﬁ; Lk;isr;t:(;?s;I;)hg:gs;ticvlvear'\[zjhas interaction between those things reveals a host E:, 2dzQNBE 4 L2 qZG Ay3 2l NH2Y
of connections that speak volumes about LIKSYy2YSylt @¢2NIRZ |yR |y
where our prejudices lie. Once you see where about post-Freudian psychology?

© Andy Ross 2011
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A: A phenomenal world is a world of
phenomena, of sense impressions and facts

and data and so on. So phenomenology is the
science of that, the science of surfaces and

I LIS N> yOSad YIyidiQa A
phenomenology would bring the mass of data
to a unity. His concept of a rational subject,
abstracted from all the biological detail about
humans, was that the logical essence of a
subject confronting the phenomena was this

act of bringing them to a unity, or synthesizing
them. He called the result the synthetic unity
2T | LIWISNOSLIIA2Yy X 6 dzi
on that. Kant knew that people were irrational
in a million ways, of course, but behind all that

OKSNBEQa GKS f23A0Ff 2
what he wanted to get at.
EE2FAG | YAydziS:T @&2dz a

full-blown science yet but you say Kant laid the
foundations over two hundred years ago?
What about brain science?

A: Yes, what about it? A lot of data looking for
a model. Kant set up the first frame for a
Y2RSf® IS &I AR GKS
building in science is rational, which we can
parse as meaning our building code is logical,
so the subject we get is an abstract ideal. It
bears as much relation to real people as a
geometric cube bears to a real house.

LIS
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A: Well, the story goes on. Logic made a
historic step forward in the nineteenth century,
and when Wittgenstein tried to channel the
psychology of the rational subject in the new
logic, he came up with an axiom that | can use
¢ lam my world.

Fye GKS

E: | remember that from your book. Sounds like
some kind of ego trip.

A: The young Wittgenstein was an egoist, no
doubt. But the point was to shed light on the

self of post-Cartesian rationalism. zL

E: No wonder people think philosophers are all
barmy. ¢

A: You may be forgiven for thinking so, but the
Cartesian cogito ergo sunis a celebration of
the rational self of the Enlightenment and a
redefinition of God in a new view of science.

E: Do you mean that the world of science is the
new God?

A:b 2 (i lj dzA G S 06 dzi
world of science is reflected in a sort of
superego for all of us, a sort of envelope self
that rides over all our particular differences,
and the best we can do as humans is strive to
fill out or flesh out this superego as best we
can.

g SQN

&

(n

E: Sounds like snake oil. Verlly, I say unto ye,

L Y G4KS 41 0KS G NYziK?>
asSttAay3 uKS WSadza 2AE Ay
buy it

A, 2dz R2y Qi ySSR (2d ¢KI
YSaal3Se® ¢KIFIGQa 2dzad GKE
GdzNy 2FF G GKS Aﬁél 2T

hard. It means grappling with relativity theory,
for a start, and you end up making a
personality cult around Einstein.

E: There you go. Let Einstein be the new
messiah and forget all this stuff.

A: No, Einstein is like Moses, pointing the way
to the promised land of unified field theory,
where the physics of the cosmos comes
together in the famous handful of equations on

ateeshit®d LGQa GKS ARSI 2F a
mnemonic for us to understand nature.
E:{ 2 gKI 1Qa GKS LINRPof SYK

A: Einstein ignored biology. All this physics

grew from the mat of DNA-based life on Earth.

The subject of cosmology is not just we humans

but rather the whole enchilada of life on Earth,

since we all live in a tangled symbiosis that we

KF @Sy Qd ljdAdS a2NISR 2 dzi
E: So the world of science is a mirror for life on

9F NI KZ A& GKFIG oKIG @&2dzx
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A{2NIl 2FX o0dzi AGQa Y2 E: Trueenough, butldoitformecandmy FILO4O A& GKIFG Yzad 27F dza
remember the avatar idea. | see myself as an family. | concede that much altruism but no buggers.
avatar in my own virtugl reality. W.eII, we see more. A{dNB® ¢KFdGQa | LINBNEBI dz
o.urselves asan avatarin th? cosmic reallty..The A: Well, there you go. Your family connections 5 NBAYAlLY 62NI RO . dzi oKL
Sligieitialr o s (2 i, ozt e eie b h h humanity, through the mammals ragmatic extension of the self to planetar
living organism. The global organism ¢ Globorg %Ot e L & I a pragma’ic ext = , p'. . L

. UKNRdzaK I ff 5b! fATFS RAYSYAaA2yaod-wildand idsift@el I 2 K
Cis us, and we are all one. Darwini o ; : .

arwinism. Your family is bigger than you all go straight for cosmic consciousness. Most

EL R2Yy Qi GKAYy]l ¢S aSS KAyl ® ¢KSNBQa y2 ylIid 2F dza R2y Qi KIFI @S Al MRS d
avatar. | see myself as an ape with a veneer of aK2NI 2F GKS Sy GANB & Butglobalconsciousnesscli KI 1 Q& G KS {28
civilization. Thinking globally is for idealists and in Globorg, like it or not. can demand in our brave new century.
martyrs. E: Well, okay. | concede that as an idea. But E: Got it! You want to put us all on the rack.
Acal 0SS @2dz2QNB | f23ai GKIFIGd R2SayQi adtz2L YS Confess to the sin of not thinking globally and
KISy Qi 3IAGSYy dzZlJ K2LIS y23G F2NJ I SNJ alaSadteqQxX ale GKNBS I FAf al NBQESH
daywhenyoureadtheFinanciaITim.e§and NJ\E!K[‘JZ ééglv? Fff 0SS RS A+SNB J22R® LGOA | yééﬁéél\
work out where to make your next killing. give aid to poor countries, and so on. And the CKEGOOA | ff LOY AF@Ay3o
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Scene 9 A: Now you come to mention it, yes it is. The
concept of truth was one of those big cloudy
philosophical puzzles until the Tarski truth

In a car near Heidelberg, Germany

A: | spent ten happy years at Rossweg. | mostly definition boiled it down to a drop of grammar.
spoke German there. Reading and writing in It was a classic example of the way

English, speaking in German. English was my Wittgenstein thought philosophy should be

object language, German my metalanguage, if R2yS® b2¢ LQY R2Ay3
you recall that distinction from formal monotheistic concept of God. The concept of
semantics. theselfc6 KA OK A& (KS YlsQ
N . the key. The self escapes its forms just as the

: No, please explain. o . o

definition of truth escapes its formalizations in

A: The distinction was one of the key ideas in GKS a2NIi 2F aeadasSvya G
DI RSt Qa AyO2YLX SGSySa | LIWXEASad ¢KS WLO 06SKA
elementary arithmetic. Formal logic allows you our Cartesian theaters ¢ the avatar and
to distinguish object language from meta- mindworld stories, you remembercA & G K S
language and to formulate a truth theory for God, the eye of the monotheist fetish. But to
the object language in the metalanguage. escape the hubris of thinking that we pitiful

humans ¢ we naked apes ¢ are the incarnations
of God on Earth, we have to clear up our selfish

|: That sounds somehow familiar.

A:That was Alfred ¢ | NJbig chrixiéution to confusion. We need a post-human concept of
philosophy. Tarski was driven out of Poland by self. Because the ultimate formless One of the
the Nazis and settled in California. His work mystics is too much for pub“c consumption' we
was big in the background to computers. need to settle for Globorg. We let the

I: Oh, really. globalized political order stand between us and

. L . L PR the formless One to atone for the pitiful
'Y ,5Saz KS al ARGHKEBSR inadequacy of our human reflections of God.
true if and only if snow is white. It was a big

moment in the history of philosophy. |: Are we nearly there yet?

I: Is that relevant to Globorg?

© Andy Ross 2011
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Scene 10
A private apartment in Heidelberg

I: I think we need to relate the robot story
more closely to psychology and religion. What
has the fact that robots will take over in
industry got to do with the logic of the self?

A: Quite a lot, actually. Robots will get better.
¢KSeQff 3IASG avyl NISN
G2NJAy3 ldzizy2Y2dzat e
pack more self. Any machine that can replace
humans even for simple tasks will have some
level of self. Its machine tablec i K G Q& |
concept from Turing machines, by the way, as
invented by Alan Turing ¢ will include code for

a self-object and methods for changing that

self, for example to update parameters

recording its functional state. As robots evolve

for more challenging tasks, the self they
incorporate will get more and more

sophisticated, until they become capable of
impressive levels of introspection. As all this
happens, we shall see more and more of our

A =% /4 oA x

I
()

A
ready to concede them certain basic rights as
partners in our endeavors.

I: Do you see any barriers to their developing
human levels of self?

A: In principle, no. In fact, there will likely be

© Andy Ross 2011

lots of technical barriers that take more time

and effort to overcome than we anticipated,
odzi GKIFGQa LI N F2N GK
technologies. My guess is that by the end of
G6KS OSyildNEXZ 6SQff
one will seriously doubt that they have minds
that it makes sense to compare with ours, even

if the architecture behind those minds is very
RATFSNBYG yR KlFa tAY
humans at all.

K I

I: For example? What limitations?

A: Relating to emotions or empathy, perhaps.
Those things in humans depend on our visceral
O2yatAddziazzyr 6KAOK N.
emotions they display will be artificial,
programmed, and possibly liable to

malfunction in ways that would be bizarre in a
human.

LCIl A NJ S)/Z dza Ko { 2 &S Qf f
images, self-respect, and so on. Does this relate

to your new paradigm in the emerging science

of psychology?

A: Yes, indeed. The test of any science is what
we can do with it. The test of whether we
understood nuclear physics was whether we
could build functioning nuclear bombs and so
on with it. The test of our understanding in
biology was whether we could tinker with the
genomes of simple life forms and get the

results we expected. In psychology, the test will
be whether we can engineer robots with minds
that work as expected, minds that we can
compare honestly with human minds. Once

5SQPS R2yS GKIFGX gSQfif yc
new psychology really is a science and not just

another set of ideas that will go the way of all

fashions when another guru comes along.

LL adAtt R2yod ass okdHg

the global organism.

A: No problem. The robots will be online,
remember. Their online bandwidth will be high
enough to upload quite a lot of their
functionality to the clouds.

I: Can we spell this out a bit more?

A: Yes, sure. Humans are fairly autonomous
creatures because evolution made us that way.
Our early environments were too sparsely
furnished with sources of usable knowledge for
us to depend on them from moment to
moment, so we evolved to be resourceful and
self-reliant and so on. Our present world of
usable information permanently at hand is
new, and it grew far too fast to become
embedded in our evolutionary heritage. So we
think minds must be pretty autonomous things,
just as our bodies are autonomous enough to
breed independently of a lot of external
infrastructure. But the robots are different.
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¢tKSeQff ©0S o6dzAif G Ay T withmusicandvideoand languages that are " C and other online providers as intimately as

reproduce autonomously, and their software richly endowed with semantic structure ¢ so GKSe Glrf]1 G2 GKSYaSt @gSacd
will be updated online on a daily or nightly the boundaries that separate us as organisms themselves as separate consciousnesses at all,
olFaArAaod {2 UKSe g2y Ql begin to weaken. " 0S0OldzasS UKSe ¢2yQu 0SP ¢
2 y '-F.|2bII\IJ.{ I;c utl)\ 2 IY I.h N dzt}; Xy I: What about love between people as a kind of etz ek
€ avariable Instantly online whenever they communication? {2 (KS&aQfft 068 (KS .2NH
need it, PP ~ = x a « watchthem and be grateful we still have our
z ~ ~ 2 AR S = 7 A¢KIUQa I 322R OIaS Uy . .
l:. dz0 OKI G4Qa SEIFOufte 0l . . . a autonomy, is that it?
INB Ay y263 &2 F3FAy exchange vast amounts of information with K
each other via body contact and constant A2 S YATIKU Syde UKSYD | 2
A: Bandwidth. Living organisms depend on togetherness. Their exchanges begin to a drone.
!nternal information rows.,. The fact that. their approach the flows inside a human body, so LISG YS 488 AT LQ@S 320
internal flows are much bigger than their they begin to feel themselves as a couple, as .
2 A o AT, Globorg that runs all the robots worldwide. We A
external flows makes them separate Yw2yS FtSakKQ Ay UKS g2 3s
. . depend on the robots to do all the factory work
organisms. So one-celled creatures rely on vows. Another example would be if you and |
. o . ) ] o we can no longer do cheaply enough ourselves.
chemical flows within the cell to transmit could connect our brains directly. Imagine if we .
. . . . . . . . . And we have a science of psychology that lets
information. The bit rate there is low, but still spliced junctions into our corpus callosum ¢ . .
. . i : . us understand ourselves as logical machines on
much bigger than it is from their external the bundle of fibers that connect our brain . .
- ) i . . a par with robots at some level. Is that right?
environment, so they organize themselves as hemispheres ¢ so that my right hemisphere
one-celled organisms. We humans have could connect to your left hemisphere and so A: Near enough, yes. We understand ourselves
nervous systems that achieve orders of on. We could communicate with each other as as part of the global mat of life on Earth, in
magnitude more internal information flow, so efficiently as our own right and left symbiosis with all the bacteria, grass, trees, and
we can coordinate bodies with trillions of cells. KSYAaLIKSNBa Gl t1 G2 S animalsthatwe depend on to maintain our f Al
But with each other the information flow is still we were sharing one mind.
ratherthm.kHtow msm;rl]olts?acre we (:xchangmg FL G KA y1 LQ B NI} GKSNJ & ) L ) ; o Vv .
as we spga oe'ac other: OmPLf ers . transplant victim but | see the point. But what w2020U0a g 2 y Qu asSsS u
communicate with each other millions of times about robots? . I
faster. So humans are separate organisms from R . o o S_eFla riate COI’IVSCIAOUSHAESSES; a:E all, i p
each other. But as our information flows get A2 SOQNB 3SGiAy3 GKSNBS® 0SOI dza S uKSe g 2 W\@ u
more efficient ¢ as we learn to communicate to-brain contact already. They all talk to Google partake of the global mind.
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human lifestyle. We depend on the global
machine network for all our information needs,
as well as for housing, transport, power, and

the delivery systems for all the welfare services
we need, such as health and education. So we
RSLISYR dzitiSNX e 2y (GKS
by the billion if it crashed. So we make huge
STF¥F2NI&a G2 YI 1S adzsNB
architectures, fail-safe systems, and so on.

I: How do we spend our time when the robots
do all the work?

A: There will still be plenty to do setting up
these systems and redesigning them to work
better. And doing all the human interface work
to make them bearable to normal human
beings. On top of that, we can rely on people to
foul things up in a million ways, so we can be
AdzNB Kl G ¢6SQff K @S
the whole lot running.

I: Can we have some examples of that?

A: Yes. These systems will interface with us in
ways that we shall find endless ways to

improve. Keyboards and mouse-driven cursors

will be replaced by touch screens and voice and
3Saddz2NBE AYyUuSNFI OSaz i
thoughts via brainwaves and chip implants and
a2 2y {22y Sy2daAK 4SS
ourselves as we augment our bodies with

© Andy Ross 2011

VIEYy230SOK AYLX I yGao 28
2yfAYyS a GKS NeRoz2dGao
much part of the global organism that we

62y Qli SOSy GKAYyl 2F o

trying to live like our ancestors did, except
perhaps for occasional breaks in back-to-nature
vacations, just to remind ourselves of how
awful it was in the old days and how much we
really like being plugged in almost all the time.

I: What about when things go wrong, or when
people foul things up?

AwAIKiGz: GKIFdGQa | o6A13
magically resolve all their political differences
just because they live in a global organism. The
age of total war is probably gone for good, but
the age of limited wars and hostile actions and
tense confrontations is far from over. Human
nature is too deeply irrational for love and

peace to break out any time soon.

I: Do you think it ever will?

A: One has to hold out hope. One day our
species will be domesticated, but only when
the global organism that domesticates it learns
to hold us in a firm grip. The self that
transcends us must learn to be as mean and
selfish as we can be, yet also to contain that
meanness and selfishness in a deeper and
calmer state of being.

=

zy

(N

I: How can we ever give up our political

TNBESR2Y (2 F KAIKSNI &Sif 7
a violent process? A prelude to a war to end all 3
wars? "R

A: We may now be unable to imagine a better )
GNF yarAlGA2y o dzi L QY & dzNEF
how smooth the change can be. My guess is

GKFG ¢6SQff KIFENRf& y23GA0¢
LLGQ&a OSNIFAYyfte KIFINR (2
religious fanatics?

A: The layers of self that govern our actions
YSSRYyQil 0S @ArAaAroftsS (2 dz

about how selfish | am. | can easily act in what

| imagine is an altruistic way, only to find on
deeper reflection that it was somehow pure
aStfAakKySaao ¢KS f23A0
transparent. Similarly, we shall find ourselves
acting in ways that seem normal enough, but
turn out to be enabling acts for what can quite
plausibly be seen as a higher self. For example,
when religious fanatics force us to implement
more rigorous security screening at airports
and so on, and to monitor mail and web traffic
more thoroughly, all this seems reasonable
enough at the time but later seems like a
significant drift in the direction of more
pervasive global organization and less scope for
personal autonomy and freedom.
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. dzi R2SayQi GKA& GSyl
religious people want ¢ you know, more
freedom to connect with God and less state

interference and so on?

A: What religious people want or think they
want is beyond reason. In our era, religion has
become politics. Disputes about where and
how we exercise our freedom have become
related directly to our fundamental beliefs
about the ultimate nature of reality.

L52SayQid GKFG YF1S {K!
AlQa ff R2gy G2 D2RXI

A: This is precisely where my new ideas come
into play. What has happened is that the
information environment we live in has made
us so transparent to ourselves that our core
beliefs are left exposed. Those are the ones
that move us to irrational acts of feeling. Once
we see those core beliefs with the light of
reason ¢ which for me means the bright light of
organized science and the logic of mindworlds
¢ we begin to dispel the gloom. The idea will
surely dawn that our species childhood as
offspring of the gods is rapidly coming to an
end. The psychology that explains our god
ideas as projections of a poorly conceived
understanding of the self will expose the God
of the monotheists as an unholy ghost. Let me
offer a metaphor ¢ the God of Abraham is as

© Andy Ross 2011

infinite as the polar regions on a Mercator
projection of the globe onto a map.

L{2NNEX e2dzff KI @S

A: You know the old Mercator projection for
maps of the world. The tropical regions are
small and the polar regions are more and more
magnified the closer to the poles you get.
Greenland looks as big as Africa and Antarctica
becomes literally infinite, so the map has to be
topped and tailed short of the poles. The
directions in the map are all correct but the
scale changes ever faster as you approach the
poles, which become mathematical infinities.
Well, the infinite God is like a pole on a
Mercator map. From a global perspective,
when you see life in the round, the God of
Abraham is just a father figure, an idealized or

The Mercator projection

02

airbrushed human self blown up in the Biblical

projection to absurd proportions. The details in
theBielg sfogy vepvyman. J 'Xa%”lﬁ
direc'l[?onsfn a Iaee?:ator map are all?sc rrect,
but the global distortion becomes impossible.

I: So are you saying the monotheistic religions
are just patriarchies?

A: In short, yes. But they illustrate a psychology

that has more to tell us. They show us how we
misrepresent the perspective of our own

selves. We do so for the good reason that we

KIS y2 OK2AO0S Ay GKS YI
expand our self-mirror to reflect our world, we
see nothing at all. To have a worldview, you
need an equal and opposite self to reflect the
Jt2NRBP {2 AGQa y2i
3Sia of2py dz2Ldz AlQa&
the two poles of the basic worldview | told you
Fo2dzi I 6KAES o0l O]l® b2s
poles, with the world in the middle. Either way,

we have a trick of perspective that we need to
overcome to see the truth.

LLQY a2z NNEZ
has not yet dawned for me.

2dza G
dza

odzi GKA& Aa

A: Well, give it time.

I: You say that you and God are at opposite
poles as you fight for control over the world in
the middle. Can you explain that?
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ALGQE | LAOGdAINB® LYy Y
have the transcendental ego on one side, the
phenomenal world in the middle, and the Ding
ansichg the thing in itself ¢ at the far end.
Essentially, in the Kantian scheme you have

two unknown poles, one at the near end and

one at the far end, with the world in the

middle.

I: The transcendental ego versus the thing in

itself ¢ that sounds very old-fashioned.

A¢CKS g2NRA& FNB 2RRX i
just that all we can know about is the

phenomenal world in the middle. The poles are
beyond phenomena, which means beyond all
possible knowledge. Kant is just saying is that

S OFyQil 1y286 SOSNEIK
Fd t€tSFrad g2 GKAyYy3IA L
self and the real nature of the external world.
L¢KIF 0Qa y20 6KIFG @&2dz «
82dz aFAR WYLl KIViI & &N
@2dz R2y Qi 1y26d D2R a

the wash.
AbAOSt & Lizio .dzi K2¢
1ly2e6 L OI-)/Qﬁ ly26 | ye

a phenomenal category in the Kantian scheme

2T 0KAy3aoe YlIyaQa FlLY
pointed out something like this and proposed
putting all the unknowns into one bag and

© Andy Ross 2011

dumping them, to leave a dialectical bundle of ! ¢
phenomena with no residue.

. dzi RARy QG 1 S3StQa LI
Ay alNEAAYK ! yR AayQi

debunked now?

A: Some say so, but not quite correctly. Marx

tried to overturn Hegelianism in a dialectical
inversion, but in dialectics that sort of thing is

hard to do well, and Hegel would have said

Marx just lost the whole subtle world of

idealism in a rather crass economic A
materialism. Marx tried to reduce culture to
monetary relations, and in the process

offended anyone who still believed in the

supreme value of art and religion.

12 KSNBFa | §358¢ RARyQ@
saying? ©
A: Pretty much, yes. Hegel said art and religion
were trumped by philosophy, or at least by his

own philosophy, where respectable places

were laid for art and religion. Philosophers

since then have disputed whether the

dialectical frame of his philosophy made

sufficient logical sense. a

I: And did it, in your opinion?

A: In my opinion, having written a couple of
0221a&a 2y K2g |1S3IStQa
transition to modern mathematical logic, not

quite. His philosophy needs such a radical

reformulation that we do better to start again,

gKAOK A& Sééé)/i]?xl' ffe %Fﬁl
. ) . Y

modern architecture of the sciences, with logic

and information science as the enabling

RA & OA L )\)/SéZ Ad loz2dzi | 3

enough to the basic vision he had, or at least it

is if we go to the trouble of describing it

aeaitSYlFLGaAOltfesx odz

Hegel for the result.

0 KSN

I: To return to your idea of two poles with the
world sandwiched between them, how does
the religious concept of a creator God survive
your philosophical attack?

A: Only in a denatured epistemological sense,

| have to say. The God of the monotheists is an
overblown father figure, who can be said to
create his children, namely us, in a weird sense
¢ which | want to come back to ¢ but can
hardly be allowed to have created nature in
any meaningful sense. Rather, nature created
our concepts of God. The epistemological sense
in which the God pole in our mindworlds could
be said at a stretch to have created those
mindworlds is simply that the God poleis a
geometric requirement for closure, so a
YAYRG2NI R R2SayQi YI 1S 3
construction unless that pole is in place. In that

view, God is just a formal element in a picture, uK
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with an assigned role, like a king or queenin a
monarchic constitution, who has unique and
special formal powers but is otherwise just
another person. In the mindworlds
construction, the God pole is formally

Iyl f232dza (2 GKS WLQ
formally endorse and complete the geometric
construction too. Whether you have one pole

or two is neither here nor there.

LLQY O2yFdzASR® L KER
the mec in your mindworlds picture was a sort
of singularity, or the navel of the world. Now
you say there may be two singularities, with a
second navel of the world called God. Which is
it?

ALQY 3Af IR @2dz aLRdas
YySSR 2yfé 0SS 2yfteée 2y
stop you giving it two names and insisting on
saying one set of things about one pole and a
quite different set of things about the other
L2fSe® LYy GKS SyR:X
cleanly anyway.

I, 2dz YSI ¥y

5

God?

e 2
@2dz Ol yQi

A: Touché'That apparent hubris is the
predicament that my scientific psychology
aSSvya (2 Lidzi dza Ay o
gods in our own mindworlds, just as authors
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OFyQi KSf L) 6dzi LJX I &

characters in their books.

I: You said you wanted to come back to the
sense in which God created us.

A: Yes, thanks. The current orthodoxy in
evolutionary biology is that the evolution of life
from nonliving matter and the growth in
sophistication of life forms over evolutionary
time is a matter of self-organization. Exactly
how we are to understand self-organization is
then left as a matter for future science, which
may possibly grow from the fertile soil of chaos
theory. Given that the logic of the self is now a
field of huge practical importance for robots,
we shall make progress here. | think the self
that forms either the organizer or the thing
organized ¢ or both ¢ in self-organization is a I
godlike entity for the growing organism. In
OKlI2a GKS2NEB 2F NH2y >
growing pile of stuff that gets organized.
I, 2dzQ@S t2adGd YS:
AbSOSNI YAYR® LUQA
benefit of future scientists. The important thing
is that for any sentient organism, godlike
images serve as attractors for its growing
organization. We see it in humans in the way

people regard movie stars or sports heroes as
gods or goddesses. Such well organized people

> N

&
LQY "1
2)/'&I

3 ¢ inthe sense of having their minds and bodies

under good control ¢ seem godlike in a
primitive sense. The old pagans used to talie
GKIFG a2NlI 2F AYlF3ISNE

I: A monotheist would say that sort of talk was
blasphemous.

A: Each kind of religion finds ways to defend its
border against the rest. The blasphemy of
monotheism would be to imagine that a cosmic
deity would have any special interest in the
walking piles of biomass that disgrace the
surface of planet Earth. And this brings me to
the final keystone of my architecture. How
does Globorg relate to this talk of gods?

I: Well, how does it?

A: All the science and philosophy we do now
aspires to universality. Any images of truth and
value that we develop claim validity for life
generally, not just life on Earth. But we need to
be a little more humble here. Until we know a
lot more about extraterrestrial biology, we
OFyQi OflFAY Y2NB
YIye 2F 2dz2NJ Of  AYa
1y26> FyR R2dzmif Saa
65 R2yQl
misleading ourselves, we need to relativize a
large part of what we know to the surface of
the six-zettaton rockball we call home.
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|: Excuse me?

A: Our planet has a mass of six zettatons, near
enough, which translates to six billion trillion
G2yaz AF GKFGQa éKI G
covered ball of rock, which is ridiculously small

in the cosmic scheme of things, is practically
everything for us. But interestingly, our recent
efforts have organized the events on its surface
up to such an advanced level of anthropo-

centric organization that we can begin to see
ourselves as part of a global organism not only

in a biological sense but also in political,
economic, and technical fact too. Our human
selves are puny and superficial things in
comparison to the emerging self of Globorg.
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celebrate not humanity but Globorg.

I: Do you want to start a new religion now?
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particularly want either to start it or to stop it.

But | can see that it would improve on the old
Abrahamic patriarchies. And yet | see that we
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do, as conscientious scientists, is stamp the old

religions with a best-before date located firmly
in the past.

I: The final stamp. Thank you for the interview.
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