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By Ivy Cross

Cars replaced horses last century, robots replace humans this century. That claim was all I knew about controversial philosopher Andy Ross 
and his Globorg ideas before I met him. Globorg is his name for the global organization ςG20 summits and all that. In G.O.D. Is Great 
he argues that Globorg dominion ςthe GOD in the title ςis the biggest news for life on Earth in half a billion years.
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Scene 1

A conference room in New York

I: What gave you the idea for Globorg?

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

I: 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.

I: How does this relate to Globorg?

A: Global thinking, I 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 
ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜΦ LΩƳ ǎƪŜǇǘƛŎŀƭ 
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 
ǘƘƛƴƪ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǿŜ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΦ LΩƳ Ƨǳǎǘ 
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 concept is 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.

I:¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎΦ

A: Not really. The idea has been kicked around 
like a football in philosophy for centuries. 
¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǇǊŜƳƻƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴ ƛŘŜŀ 
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 ±ƛƴƎŜΩǎidea that machines 
ǿƛƭƭ ƻǾŜǊǘŀƪŜ ǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƭƻǎŜ ƻǳǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
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 Near, then founded the 
Singularity University with help from Google 
and NASA in California.

I:LǎƴΩǘ Globorg somehow more practical than 
that? LǘΩǎ hard to see how it relates to the 
Singularity.

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 
ŎƛǾƛƭƛȊŜŘ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ ƻǾŜǊ 
suddenly, everywhere at once, because we 
ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ .ŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ 
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 
ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƘŜƛƎƘǘǎΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘǊǳŜ 
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: I think robots are the key here. They will 
soon be able to threaten us on a big scale. I 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ¢ŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƻǊ Ǌƻōƻǘǎ ƪƛƭƭƛƴƎ 
people and all that. I mean robots in industry, 
doing productive jobs more or less 
autonomously. Robots are getting better every 
ȅŜŀǊΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŦŀǎǘŜǊΣ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǊΣ ǎƳŀǊǘŜǊΣ 
more sensitive, more robust, and more capable 
of running their own daily work routines. 
²ƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘΦ LŦ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ 
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 
ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǳǇΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ōŜ ǎƘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ 
islands in an increasingly robotized world.

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 ςG20, 
G8, G2, and so on ςwill soon seem rather thin, 
and we shall find excuses to extend it. So what 
L Ŏŀƭƭ Dh ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳŜ ǎƻƻƴ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ 
the start. We ςhumans, like you and me ςwill 

soon see that our personal autonomy and 
identity is limited and superficial, and see that 
our shared identity as buds of higher
organization in a single organism that extends 
globally through all DNA-based life makes more 
sense.

I: This sounds more like biology or psychology. 
Can you elaborate?

A: The orthodox view now is that we are 
separate individuals both physically and 
mentally, and everything we know about 
human biology and psychology suggests that 
this is a good first approximation to the truth. 
But psychology is still very young as a science ς
L ǘƘƛƴƪ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎŀȅ ƛǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘ 
years old and call William James the first 
scientific psychologist ςand 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 
ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ LǎŀŀŎ bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛŎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
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 
/ƘŀǊƭŜǎ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ 
all that data. I think we still lack that sort of 
overall model for the conscious human mind, 
or for consciousness, as we say.

Robots are getting better every year.

¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŦŀǎǘŜǊΣ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǊΣ 
smarter, more sensitive, more robust, 
and more capable of running their 
own daily work routines.

²ƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘΦ 
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I: Are you saying that Globorg has something 
to tell us about consciousness?

A:¸ŜǎΦ LǘΩǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǘƻǇ-level 
model. We think at different levels and we 
make models to make sense of things at those 
levels. So I 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 I 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 I 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 I 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 ςand 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 
ƛǘΩǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎΣ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŦŀǎǘΦ !ƭƭ ƻǳǊ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
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 
ōƛƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŎƭƻǳŘΦ {ƻ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǎŀȅ ŎƭƻǳŘǎΦ ²Ŝ ƭƛǾŜ ŀ 
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 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΦ ²ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 
identity in that?

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

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛǾŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ²ŜΩǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ 
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.

I: Do you mean we lose our individuality just 
because we put our personal data in the 
clouds?

A:LǘΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀ ōƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŀǘΦ 
Just agreeing that the personal data defines 
me is enough to compromise my individuality. 
If I accept that my personal and private data 
expresses my essence as a unique individual, 
ǘƘŜƴ Ƴȅ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ Ŏǳǘ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛŜŘΦ LǘΩǎ 
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. 
I can be as private as I 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, I know that when I define my essence 
LΩƳ ƭŜŦǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊŜŎƛƻǳǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜΦ ²ƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ƛǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 
about me is just a combination of standard 
elements. Anyone with the recipe can just mix 
ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƳŜΦ LǘΩǎ
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like my genes. Once I know that all my 
peculiarity as a human animal is coded in my 
genes, and that my environment acts on them 
to make me what I am here and now, the 
ƳŀƎƛŎ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴ ōƛƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎ ƎƻƴŜΦ LΩƳ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴ 
odd combination of standard elements again. 
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.

I:¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀƴ ŘƻƴŜΗ

A: But this is a matter of logic. In logic, you and 
I are just trivially different combinations of 
essentially identical molecules. We live in a 
shared world and depend entirely on that 
world to confer upon us the worth ςthe sense 
of dignity and value ςthat makes life worth 
living in the social sense, to have families and 
so on.

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 
ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŀ ǿƻǊǘƘǿƘƛƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƛƭƭ 
be better off, or at least not worse off, with 
more people like you around.

I:¢Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎƻǳƴŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎǳŀƭ ōǊŜŜŘŜǊ 
psychology at all! What about ςme horny, you 
ǎŜȄȅΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ƳŀƪŜ ōŀōȅΚ

A:¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎŜȄΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ 
becoming a quite separate topic from 
breeding. The animal psychology you mention 
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 
ōŀōƛŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǿŜΩƭƭ ƭŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘƻǇ ǳǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ 
ƭŀōǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΦ 
Once we can build a robot lab with artificial 
wombs ςwombots, I call them ςand design a 
ŦŜǿ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎƻƻŘ ƎŜƴŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ 
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.

I: It would certainly make life easier. But it 
would also take away a lot of the fun of it all. 
The birthing experience is also a great bonding 
experience. How would you learn to love kids 
that just came fully formed out of a lab?

A:{ǳǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƻ Ŧƛƭƭ ƻǳǘ ƘŜǊŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ 
Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΦ .ǳǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ŦƛƴŘ ǿŀȅǎΦ ²Ŝ 
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 I 
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 
having sex.

A:{ǳǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ 
profane. What was once a sacred rite, 
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.

I: And do you think that growing babies in 
wombots will be better than conceiving and 
birthing them into life?

A:¸ŜǎΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜΩƭƭ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻŦŦ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ 
that squirting and squeezing.

hƴŎŜ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ōǳƛƭŘ ǿƻƳōƻǘǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ 
no reason not to produce as many 
people as we like that way.
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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 
ŘƻƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƘƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊ ŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ōǳǘ Ǝƻ ŀƴŘ 
find a sanitized loo. We know too much about 
the health issues to accept the old animal 
ǿŀȅǎΦ LǘΩǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊΦ

I: .ǳǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ōƛǊǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ƛƴǎŀƴƛǘŀǊȅΦ

A:LǘΩǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅΦ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭǎ 
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 
ƛƴǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŎŜ ŀ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ 
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

ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ŀǿŀȅ 
ǘƘŜ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ 
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 
ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƎŜƴŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
kills them, we might find the best way to fight 
back against the disease is to start making new 
people with the right gene extensions in 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 I said, 
ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ƳŀǘǳǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ȅŜǘΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ 
good new data about the brain and so on but 
no very convincing models to show how brain 
processes generate fully functioning people.

I:wŜŀƭƭȅΚ ²Ŝ ƪŜŜǇ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ 
ƎƻƭŘŜƴ ŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ōǊŀƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǎŀȅ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
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. 
Think of the idea of a rational agent in 
economic theory, for example, the consumer 
who maximizes utility and minimizes outlays 
ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƻƴΦ LǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘƻƭŘ 
up when the new data has been properly put 
together in rigorous new models. As it is, all the 
anomalies in the naïve 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 
ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜΣ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛƴ 
the machine?

A:bƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘΦ ! ōǊŀƛƴ ƛƴ ŀ Ǿŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΦ 
The philosopher Daniel Dennett has thought a 
lot about these issues. His brain-in-a-vat 
thought experiments made me rethink what 
we claim to know about human consciousness. 
Ψ²ƘŜǊŜ ŀƳ LΚΩ ςthat was one 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 
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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.

I:LΩƳ ƛƴŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ LΩƳ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿΣ 
whether my brain is in my skull or sitting in a 
ƧŀǊ ƻƴ ŀ ƭŀō ōŜƴŎƘ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜΦ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ Ƴȅ 
brain.

A:¸ƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿΦ !ƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
you think you are is where you are ςI think 
therefore I am. Except that you might be 
ǿǊƻƴƎΦ ¸ƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƘŜǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ 
be an illusion. You might be in a Matrix-like 
simulation and really in a pod somewhere.

I:bƻΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ōǊŀƛƴ ƛƴ ŀ Ǿŀǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ ²Ƙȅ ƛǎ ƛǘ 
more real to be in a pod somewhere? This ς
here and now, all around us ςis our reality. Or 
have I got it wrong?

A:bƻΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΣ ŀǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƎƻŜǎΦ 
But this reality is changing all the time and 
revealing new facets. We discover new facts 
and achieve new levels of understanding. We 
ŜƴƧƻȅ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜƳ ƛǘΩǎ 
never the same again. We look back and think 
that what we thought before was all wrong. 
aȅ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǳǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ŘƻƛƴƎ 
that right now, with our personal realities. 
²ŜΩǊŜ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ΨŀƘŀΩ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 
moment relates to the new psychology of the 
global organism, Globorg.

Scene 2

A private apartment in New York

I:¸ƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƘŀΩ 
moment in psychology that awaits anyone who 
understands your concept of Globorg.

A: I think we need to circle in on the idea again, 
to set the context and see what problem the 
ΨŀƘŀΩ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ǎƻƭǾŜǎΣ ƛŦ ŀƴȅΦ

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:¸ŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ 
ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ 
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:¸ŜǎΣ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŀǘΦ LǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ 
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.
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I: From me to the cosmos in one bound ςthat 
makes it sound so easy!

A: ¢ƻƻ ŜŀǎȅΣ LΩƳ ŀŦǊŀƛŘΦ hǳǊ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƳƻǊŜ 
complicated than that. There are layers and 
layers of self, and not all of them are personal.

I: How do you know this? Please explain.

A: LǘΩǎ ōŀǎƛŎ ƭƻƎƛŎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƻŦ ǎŜƭŦ-reference is 
as old as modern logic. Do you remember 
Bertrand Russell?

I: Not personally. He died before I was born. 
But I remember reading his history of Western 
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 
classic called Principia Mathematica that 
provided a logical foundation for all of classical 
mathematics.

I: How is that relevant?

A: LΩƳ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘΦ IŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ 
wǳǎǎŜƭƭΩǎ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄΚ

I: wǳǎǎŜƭƭΩǎ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄ ςwas that the one about 
the barber who shaves all and only the men 
ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎΚ

A: Yes. The problem was whether the barber 
shaved himself or not. Generalized in logic, the 
problem was whether the set of all sets that 
ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ 
ƻŦ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΦ LŦ ƛǘ ƛǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎƴΩǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ ƛǎΦ 
That was the paradox that broke Gottlob 
CǊŜƎŜΩǎ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ

I: How does this relate to consciousness?

A: It was self-reference that broke the system. 
Ever since then, logicians have been leery of it 
and tried hard to minimize its appearance in 
their systems.

I: But what about consciousness?

A:²ŜΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ǎǘŜǇ ōȅ ǎǘŜǇΦ {ŜƭŦ-
reference was impossible to banish entirely. A 
young man called Kurt Gödel proved a theorem 
about arithmetic using self-reference that 
more or less wrecked the ambition behind the 
Principia Mathematica trilogy, and Alan Turing 
ōǳƛƭǘ ƻƴ DǀŘŜƭΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾŜ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ 
theorem about what computers could and 
ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŘƻΦ

I: Alan Turing ςyou mean the man who broke 
the Nazi secret codes and committed suicide 
because he was gay?

A: The story went something like that, yes. 
He invented the Turing machine, which is a 
computer stripped to its ultimate logical 
essentials, and proved some basic results about 
all such machines. The point for us, here and 
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 
probably applies to us as human beings too.

I: How so?

A: Well, according to the best science we now 
ƘŀǾŜΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊƻōƻǘǎΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ 
enormously complicated constructions from 
organic macromolecules, like giant Lego toys 
plugged together from a big box of bricks, 
except that for us the bricks are nanoscale 
configurations of atoms like carbon and so on 
and the overall architecture the bricks make up 
is a bit sloppy and inexact in places. Still, all our 
parts operate together in a rule-governed way. 
²ŜΩǊŜ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǇƛŜŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ 
our inputs and outputs seem to define discrete 
states that we can tabulate, in principle. So 
ǿŜΩǊŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ¢ǳǊƛƴƎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎΦ

²ŜΩǊŜ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊƻōƻǘǎΦ 
²ŜΩǊŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ 
Turing machines.
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I: !ƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ DǀŘŜƭΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜƳ 
applies?

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, 
ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ ƻŦΣ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ 
approximation, is a self in a world. My world 
and I form an inseparable pair.

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

A: ²ŜƭƭΣ ȅŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘΣ ƻǊ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ 
an Australian guy I know called David Chalmers 
ǿƘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜǎ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ IŜΩǎ 
big on these philosophical categories. I think 
ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƧŀǊƎƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ȅŜǎΣ L ƎǳŜǎǎ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ LΩƳ ŀ 
dual-aspect monist, if you can imagine what 
ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƻƴŜ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ 
consciousness ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƳŜ ςand another 
physical reality out there ςmy world ςbut 
ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘǿƻ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻǊ ǇƻƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ 
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?

A: LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǎƻƭƛǇǎƛǎǘΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƳŜŀƴΦ

LΩƳ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ƳƛǎǘǊǳǎǘǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 
pigeonholed.

I: 5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƭŜŀǾŜ 
you in an ivory tower of your own reflection?

A: The problem of other minds is the flip-side 
of the Western concept of personalized 
ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ȅƻǳ ƛƴ Ƴȅ 
ƳƛƴŘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ȅƻǳΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ 
ƳŜ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜΦ !ǎ ǿŜ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ 
know each other, our respective images get 
ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
gap there.

I: What happens when people fall in love? Does 
the image then become the reality?

A: Maybe love is the zone where image and 
reality become one. But in our everyday 
ǿƘŜŜƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ LΩƳ ƳŜΣ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ 
you, and he, she, and it are all what they are, 
the images I form are like puppets in my own 
little mindworld. I make a model of it all, and 
LΩƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ Ƨǳǎǘ ƭƛƪŜ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜΣ ŀǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 
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?

A: Sure. Look at shared virtual realities on a 
computer screen. All those avatars move 
around and interact in a vaguely humanoid 
way, and I identify with one of them, as my 
avatar, and see it as the locus of my control 
and presence. All you have to do is transpose 
that into your mind.

I: So my mind is a virtual reality?

A: Sure. And your brain is a virtual reality 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƻǊΦ ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ŀƴ ŀǾŀǘŀǊ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ǾƛǊǘǳŀƭ 
reality, or your own mindworld, to use my own 
term there. Your body and brain work hard to 
convince you, the self behind the avatar, that 
all this virtual reality is really real reality.

I: That sounds somehow familiar.

A: ²ŜƭƭΣ ƳŀȅōŜ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ ŀ DŜǊƳŀƴ 
ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ aŜǘȊƛƴƎŜǊΦ LǘΩǎ Ƙƛǎ 
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 
one I 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 ςthose mindworlds ςǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ 
avatar called you who does what you want. 
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You identify with that avatar as yourself. 
aŀȅōŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƭŦ-love, come to 
think of it.

I: ²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ DƭƻōƻǊƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƘŀΩ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΚ

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 ςa MUD ςand therefore we 
live in a shared consciousness. Globorg is the 
domain we all share.

I: Gaming in the mud ςgreat!

A: ¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ 
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

solidarity at a more practical level became 
feasible. Now, with Globorg and electronic 
ƳŜŘƛŀΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ 
to feel like an individual at all. Globorg has 
taken over from God and pervaded our 
mindworlds, our avatars, everything.

I: [ŜǘΩǎ go back to the roots and review how 
you came up with the idea for Globorg.

A: LΩŘ ōŜŜƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ 
in London for a few years when I decided to 
move into science publishing in Germany. I 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, I got excited by all the new 
work on consciousness. I went to a conference 
in Denmark and loved it so much I went to 
more and more.

I: Are you still in science publishing?

A: No. After about ten years, when I began to 
sense that my consciousness ideas were 
drifting too far from the state of the art in 
robot technology, I 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 
ǘƘŜȅΩŘ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
socially,  via the web.

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

A: Yes. If you check the numbers, all the online 
machines in the world ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
now ςmake up a network with the right order 
of complexity to implement something like 
global consciousness, with us humans as like 
ƴŜǳǊƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΦ ²Ŝ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
know what to look for to find it.

I: {ƻ ǿƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŀƘŀΩ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΚ

A: ²ŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ L ǎŀƛŘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
what to look for to find global consciousness, 
ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ hŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿŜ ŘƻΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ 
just stop and think about it.

SAP
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I: We do? What does it look like?

A: [ƛƪŜ ǿŜ ŀƭƭ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴΦ 
Like the CNN headlines are the main events of 
ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǳǎΦ [ƛƪŜ hǇǊŀƘ ²ƛƴŦǊŜȅΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ 
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 ςthat was Andy Warhol, 
ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƛǘΚ

A: ¸ŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎΣ 
LΩŘ ǎŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ Ƙƛǘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƻǊ ŀ ǾƛǊŀƭ 
video. The main thing is that an audience of 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘŀƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǊǘ 
of resonance that you get between neurons 
when events in your brain make it to 
consciousness.

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

A: LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛƳǇƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ 
along those lines, yes.

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

A: ¸ŜŀƘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ Ƙƛƴǘ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎΦ 
¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ L Ŏŀƴ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ƻŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘƻƻƭ ǘƘŜ 
God of Abraham for the megeneration.

Scene 3

A restaurant in London

I: Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨDƭƻōƻǊƎ ƛǎ ƳŜΩ ƛŘŜŀ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ 
daily life?

A: We have to identify with Globorg, or it falls 
away as another failed utopia or a dismal 
dystopia ςor 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. I have to feel that my basic relation to 
reality ςat the level of me versus my world, as 
we discussed last time ςis reflected and 
accommodated in my social matrix. So unless I 
can identify with Globorg and feel it as my own 
ōƻŘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴŘΣ LΩƳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ 
idea. Either it works for me or I move on and 
find another fad.

I: ²ƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ 
idea I thought you might be stuck in an ivory 
tower. How do you escape that charge of being 
wrapped up in yourself?

A: ²ŜƭƭΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǿǊŀǇǇŜŘ ǳǇ ƛƴ ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎΣ ŀƭƭ 
the time, by definition. This is part of the new 
psychology paradigm I mentioned. I made a 
Newtonian axiom out of it ςsubject 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 together in 
Globorg, and also above that in the big-bang 
universe of the cosmologists.

I: Are you saying I 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 ςsomething about 
how in my more exalted moments I 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

unified self gathers strength and embodies 
itself in our more orchestrated efforts. When 
we pull together, we achieve something, and 
ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀŎǘ ƻŦ DƭƻōƻǊƎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀƴ ŀŎǘ 
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. So if I act in tune 
with my fellows, I can share the agency of 
Globorg. I 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 ς
ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀ ōƛǘΚ

A: ²Ŝ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎǘǊŜǘŎƘ ƛǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ǇƭƻǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎǘƻǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ƻƴ 
Earth that gets lost in the noise if we insist on 
seeing ourselves as naked apes in a Darwinian 
survival story.

I: !ǊŜ ȅƻǳ ŘŜƴȅƛƴƎ 5ŀǊǿƛƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ 
evolution?

A: bƻΣ ƴƻΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǳǎ 
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 
ǘǊǳǘƘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǳǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀ ŦŜǿ ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀǇŜǎ 
in competition with each other for food and 
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, 
ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ LŦ ǿŜ ŘŜƴȅ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǎǘǳŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ DƻŘ 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƎŜƭǎΣ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǿŜΚ

A: {ǳǊŜΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀǇŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀǇŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ōƛƎ 
brains. But also, from an information-theoretic 
ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƴƻŘŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ƳŀǘǊƛȄ 
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 
ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ōƻŘƛŜǎΦ LǘΩǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǎǘƻǇ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘƛƴƪ Ƙƻǿ ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǿŜΩΦ

I: Do we?

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

I can embody 
Globorg in the same 
way that a monarch 
can embody the 
nation.
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ςyou, me, the Europeans? We beat the 
fascists. Who did ςkids today? We invented 
the wheel. Who did, modern man? We hate 
ōǊƻŎŎƻƭƛΦ ²Ƙƻ ŘƻŜǎΚ ²ŜΩǊŜ ǿŜŀǊƛƴƎ Ǉƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ 
season. Who is? The freedom there is 
ƛƴŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜΦ ²Ŝ ƘƻǇ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƭƛƪŜ ŦƭŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
ƎƛǾŜ ƛǘ ŀ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘΦ ¢Ƙƛƴƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ 
ΨǿŜΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŀƴǘ ƻŦ ΨLΩ ςthe only difference is 
the singular/plural thing, which is just 
arithmetic and no bar to the more basic logic of 
me versus the world. I think it was Walt 
²ƘƛǘƳŀƴ ǿƘƻ ǎŀƛŘ ΨL ŀƳ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ L Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ 
ƳǳƭǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΩ ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƴȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƘŜǊŜΦ ²Ŝ Ŏŀƴ 
ΨǿŜΩ ƻǳǊ ǿŀȅ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ DƭƻōƻǊƎΦ

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

A: ¸ŜǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴŎŜ ȅƻǳ ǎǘŀǊǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ 
to go on and accept the logic of the self in all its 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǘȅΦ .ŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ΨLΩ ǿƻǊŘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭ 
the way to the God of Abraham, the self 
ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨL ŀƳΩ ǳǘǘŜǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ 
the prophet Moses.

Scene 4

Another restaurant in London, with Bob and 
Carol

B: Tell us in a nutshell what we need to know 
about Globorg.

A: Globorg ƛǎ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ 
getting more pervasive and more organized 
ŜǾŜǊȅ ŘŀȅΦ {ƻƻƴ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎŜŜ ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ 
inseparable parts of a planetary life form, like 
little tentacles on a carpet that covers the 
whole Earth.

B: hƪŀȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ōƛƻƭƻƎȅΦ Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
relate to politics and economics, and to 
information technology?

A: Those things are all expressions of our 
ōƛƻƭƻƎȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ 
Dawkins called our extended phenotype, if that 
means anything to you.

C: Richard Dawkins is the atheist who preaches 
fundamentalist Darwinism to creationists and 
their ilk.

A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ 5ŀǿƪƛƴǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǿΦ .ǳǘ ŀ ŦŜǿ 
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 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŘŀȅΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊ 
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 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ LǘΩǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
industry.

C: But is 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

WillFox.com
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largely public relations. But behind all that 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǿŀȅΦ 
Globorg is in a state of permanent revolution 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀ ǇǊŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ 
making big changes and they have big side 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΦ .ǳǘ ƻƴŎŜ ǿŜΩǾŜ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴƻƳŜ 
of a species, why not let it go?  You recall 
Jurassic ParkΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǾƛŜΦ ²Ŝ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
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 
stuff go.

C: !ǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƳƻǊŀƭƛǘȅ 
here?

A: Our morality has biological roots and is 
really a code to promote our own flourishing, 
as a smart young man called Sam Harris has 
recently argued.

I: ²ƘƻΩǎ {ŀƳ IŀǊǊƛǎΚ

C: Sam Harris is another militant atheist. 
Together with Richard Dawkins and two other 
atheists, they formed a little conversation circle 
and made a documentary video called The Four 
Horsemen, which was presumably a reference 
to the four horsemen of the apocalypse. Sam 
Harris wrote a couple of best-sellers 
aggressively critiquing Islam and Christianity, 
then went on to study neuroscience and 
morality.

A: ¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳΣ L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 
myself. But the point is that morality is not 
some God-ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ 
our natural heritage, another part of our 
extended phenotype, if you will.

I: CƻǊƎƛǾŜ ƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŜƳƛƴƎ ǎǘǳǇƛŘΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 
morality ςespecially religious morality ςgo 
against the dog-eat-dog world of Darwinian 
evolution? And what about breeding as the 
highest good? How does that go with monks 
and nuns and sexual repression?

A: Not a problem. Studies have shown that 
religious communities as a whole outbreed 
secular ones. The rules about sex and the 
encouragement of celibacy seem to help, not

ƘƛƴŘŜǊΦ aŀȅōŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ ǎǘƻǇ ƭƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
speed limits and so on, which help traffic on 
the roads to go faster in the long run. Similarly 
for moral codes forbidding murder and theft 
and so on. If people are killing each other all 
ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎ 
ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƎƻƛƴƎΦ {ƻ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
morality that contradicts evolution, rather the 
contrary.

I: Hmm, okay.

B: Returning to information technology, what 
ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΚ ²ŜΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ 
global ecosystem ever since life began, if the 
Dŀƛŀ ƛŘŜŀ ƛǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ 
computers until recently.

A: What it brings is a new level of globalized 
awareness. If you see the sum total of life on 
Earth as Gaia, then you have to admit that Gaia 
ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ǿƻƪŜƴ ǳǇ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅΦ [ƛŦŜ ƻƴ 9ŀǊǘƘ ƻƴ 
the global scale has been like nothing more 
glorious than a thin smear of green slime on 
the surface of the ball of rock we call home. It 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƘǳƳŀƴ 
inventions like CNN came along, and even 
then, if there are little green men a few light 
years away picking up our CNN signals they 
Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŦƻǊƎƛǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 
primitive global organism by cosmic standards. Christopher Hitchens, Dan Dennett, Richard Dawkins, Sam Harris

DVD cover picture, richarddawkins.net

The Four Horsemen
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LǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǳǎ 
the chance to implement global consciousness 
as a functioning and everyday fact. Our big 
networks form a real planetary neuronet, just 
like the ones in our heads but bigger. So we get 
a global mind for real, and not just as a pious 
idea for greenfreaks.

B: ¸ŜŀƘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ 
difference. We can plan agriculture on a global 
scale now, and optimize all the parameters that 
relate to climate change so that we minimize 
rainfall disruption and icecap melting and so 
on. We can engineer waterworks for whole 
nations and run good predictive models of 
global weather patterns. 

C: Your techno-hubris is showing again, Bob. 
²Ŝ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ǿŜƭƭ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ 
to tell me when to take my umbrella to work.

B: Weather is a chaotic phenomenon, Carol. 
That means perturbations below the threshold 
of the modeling granularity can blow up and 
impact the whole system. Individual rainfall 
episodes are random events in that sense and 
ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƭƭΦ .ǳǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ 
give you good probabilities of rain on most 
ŘŀȅǎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΦ

A: One day Globorg will get it right.

C: Techno-hubris strikes again!

Scene 5

A rented flat in London

A: Online life kind of creeps up on you. We do 
more and more online without ever making a 
big decision to move over to doing things that 
way. When I was young there was no online 
life. Everything was on paper and television 
was the new thing.

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŜΦ

A: The hardware is the enabler. These sleek 
new toys are irresistible. The apps and the 
content are tempting too. And the incentive to 
keep developing apps for more and more trivial 
things in daily life and to suck up content from 
daily life and recycle it in the apps is hard to 
deny. For someone from the television 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ Ŧŀǎǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦ

I: ¸ŜǎΣ L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŜȄŎƛǘƛƴƎΦ CƻǊ ǳǎ ƛǘΩǎ 
just normal life.

A: ²ŜΩǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ǎȅƳōƛƻǎƛǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ 
ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘƛƳŀǘŜΦ 
My laptop goes everywhere I go, like my 
current book did when I was young. Books 
were rare and exotic items until the printing 
revolution, the Gutenberg revolution, five 
hundred years ago. Do you recall a Canadian 
media professor called Marshall McLuhan?

I: ¸ŜǎΣ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƭƻƎŀƴ ςthe medium is 
the message?

A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƘƛƳΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
ƴŜǿ ƘŀǊŘǿŀǊŜΦ {ƻƻƴ ǿŜΩƭƭ ŀƭƭ Ǝƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
augmented reality headsets and be online 
literally all the time.

I: How does that work?

A: The headsets will be built to look like cool 
sunglasses with thick frames carrying all the 
electronics and earbuds and a mike to give you 
ǎƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǾƻƛŎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ aŀȅōŜ ȅƻǳΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ 
a webcam built in that sees your movements so 
you can run the apps by waving your hands. All 
this will be cheap enough for everyone to have 
them.

I: Hmm, that seems plausible. What about 
looking for wi-fi ƘƻǘǎǇƻǘǎΚ LŦ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǘΣ 
that might be a problem.

A: Lǘ ǎǳǊŜƭȅ ǿƛƭƭΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǿŜ 
ǿƻƴΩǘ ǎƻƭǾŜ ƻǾŜǊƴƛƎƘǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǘƻ 
consider too. All those wi-fi signals will need to 
be encrypted and that needs more bandwidth. 
The opportunities for spoofing and phishing are 
too big to ignore too, so all this will take time 
to unfold, but these are surely soluble 
problems.

I: What about power? My laptop battery keeps 
running out just when I need it most.
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A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ǎƻƭǾŜΦ CƛǊǎǘΣ ǇƛŜȊƻŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎ 
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 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƻǊƛȊƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǳǘŦƛǘΦ {ƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ 
be a show-stopper.

I: {ƻǳƴŘǎ ƭƛƪŜ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘƛǎ 
through.

A: Sure I have. There was a lot of work for me 
behind all this, as you can guess. I 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 ςGeorge Orwell ςNineteen 
Eighty-Four, 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 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǾŀŘŜ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǎƻ ŦŀǊ

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ōƛƎ ōǊƻǘƘŜǊΣ 
organizing everything. He only knew television 
technology and the very first clumsy 
computers, but he was visionary enough to see 
the rest. 

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛǾŜΦ 5ƻŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ DƭƻōƻǊƎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ 
go beyond that?

A: Well, yes, a long way. Globorg will be me ς
and you, us, all of us. We become a single 
monster organism.

I: That sounds like the Borg in Star Trek.

A: 9ȄŀŎǘƭȅΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƻǿƴǎƛŘŜΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ 
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? I know that being me 
all day can be boring sometimes, but at least

LΩƳ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƴŘ L ƻƴƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ǘƻ ōƭŀƳŜ ƛŦ 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘΦ 

A: Think about the joy of sex. Part of the fun is 
ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜΩǎ 
ǘŀƪŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ŀƭƻƴŜ 
ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ 
ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ŀ .ƻǊƎ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ 
ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƎŜǘ ŀŘŘƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǾŜǊȅ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅΣ 
believe me. 

I: L ŘƻΦ .ǳǘ Řƻ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘΚ LǎƴΩǘ 
ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƴ ƻŦ ǎŜȄ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ 
machinery involved, all you need is a body?

A: You said it. You need a body, a body full of 
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 
ǎƻ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 
think about it, the feeling of sharing 
experiences online will be more like sex and 
ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŦƛŘŘƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƎŜŜƪȅ ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 
unintuitive and distracting.

I: L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ 
obviously. But this is only half your story. What 
about robots taking over and making us 
obsolete?

We become a single monster 
organism. But the upside is far 
better than in the Borg nightmare.
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A: ²ŜƭƭΣ ȅŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻƻΦ aƻǊŜ 
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 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
world to do all the work involved ςand if there 
ǿŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩŘ ōŜ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǊ 
environment would collapse. Fortunately, 
robots ride to the rescue.

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƙƻǿ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǘƻǊǎ ǎŜŜ ƛǘΦ 
They see mass unemployment.

A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƻǿƴǎƛŘŜΦ tŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƳƻǾŜ ƻǳǘ 
of manufacturing and into services and so on. 
People will still be the best machines for 
human interaction, for example as medical 
ƴǳǊǎŜǎΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ Ǌƻōƻǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ŦƻǊ 
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 
ƻƴŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǿǊƻƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ 
no reason to panic. Mass unemployment is a 
political problem reflecting political 
incompetence, not a technical one reflecting 
the rise of the robots. 

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ōǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪ Řƻ ȅƻǳ 
offer a person with no useful skills?

A: There will always be problem cases at the 
periphery. There always have been. But in a 
ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻŦ ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǿŜŀƭǘƘΣ ƛǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀƴ 
insoluble problem to allocate something at the 
margin to cover the problem cases. A society 
ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿƘƻ 
never gives to charity. You need that basic 
humanity to make life worth living.

I: [ŜǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŀ bit more on robots.

A: Robots are to this century what cars were to 
last century. Millions of people developed a 
passion for cars and integrated them into the 
best parts of their lives, like courtship and 
family outings. Now, as soon as the technology 
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, 
both as steerable avatars that stand in for us 
and as autonomous units like factory droids, 
ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ōŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǿƘŜǊŜΦ

I: Avatars and droids ςcan we zoom in there 
and elaborate?

A: Avatars we know from the James Cameron 
movie. His avatars were real biological bodies 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōǊŀƛƴ ƭƛƴƪŀƎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎǘŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ 
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  
ƛǘΩƭƭ ōŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǿŜ ǎǘŀȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƻǇ ƻǊ 
not. The robots will be about as capable as we 
ŀǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ ŎŀǘŎƘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ Ŝǉǳŀƭ 
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 
ƘŀǊŘǿŀǊŜΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǎǿŜŜǘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ 
for a few generations of bright kids and I have 
ƴƻ Řƻǳōǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ŎǊŀŎƪ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 
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.
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I: L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ .ǳǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ōŜ ƭŀǿǎ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ 
how human robots can be, or what we can do 
with them? If a robot feels pain, for example, it 
might be rather unethical to just scrap it when 
we get bored with it.

A: Yes, those issues will arise, as Thomas 
Metzinger among others has emphasized. 
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.

I: The hard problem. Remind me.

A: 5ŀǾƛŘ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ 
ōǳǘ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛǾŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ 
the existence of consciousness in another 
being, where by consciousness we mean inner 
phenomenal experience, or as some 
philosophers put it, there being something that 
ƛǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜΦ LǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ǉƛƴ 
ŘƻǿƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƛƴǘΦ /ƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ 
somehow ultimately hard to pin down. For all I 
know, everyone else in the world except me 
could be a zombie, with no lights on inside.

I: LŦ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƳŜΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ 
insulted me.

A: LǘΩǎ ŀ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŎŀƭ ǇǳȊȊƭŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƛǘΩǎ 
independent of any possible empirical evidence

about how bright you are or how good it feels 
to be with you or anything like that. In 
principle, you could get all that from a robot 
with no inner life at all. 

I: That sounds like utter nonsense to me. If 
ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ƭƻǾŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƭƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀǎ 
well all go and drown ourselves.

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 
ƭŜǘΩǎ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ŦŀǊ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜǾŜǊ 
mentioning it. For robots, what you need to 
build in to enable them to behave more like 
people is a rich and growing sense of self. We 
have selves, we please ourselves, we respect 
ourselves, we try to improve ourselves, we 
have doubts and fears about ourselves, and so 
ƻƴΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǊƛŎƘ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǇ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ 
and tease out some logic behind it. Once we 
can map all that into a robot architecture, my 
ƎǳŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎŀȅ ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŀǊŘ 
problem practically licked.

I: Does David Chalmers agree with you?

A: IŜ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ǎŀƛŘ ȅŜǘΦ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ƘŜΩƭƭ ŦƛƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ 
ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΦ .ǳǘ LΩƳ ƻƴ ŦƛǊƳ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ 
ground. The logic of various kinds of self-
reference is a rich field and offers plenty of 
traction for the sort of incremental advance 
ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǘΦ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛƭƭ 
develop it so far and so fast that the hard 
problem will soon seem like ςL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ς
the problem of whether God has the power to 
contradict himself, or some such theological 
riddle that no one cares about.

I: But what about consciousness?

A: LǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΦ L ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
gives us room to escape the personal minds 
that Western philosophers have been obsessed 
and trapped by. If consciousness is an oceanic 
state that we all share somehow, we can rise 
above our personal mental prisons and share 
our experiences for real, and not just by giving 
each other isomorphic experiences.

I: I beg your pardon? Please define 
ΨƛǎƻƳƻǊǇƘƛŎΩΦ

The Hard Problem
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A: Two things or concepts or whatever are 
isomorphic when they have the same shape, or 
ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘǎΣ 
or when you can map them exactly onto one 
ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ǘŜǊƳΦ

I: ²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎƛŀƴǎΦ Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
ǘŜǊƳ ΨƛǎƻƳƻǊǇƘƛŎΩ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ 
consciousness?

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 
ƘǳƳŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ Ŧƛǘ ǘƘŜ Ǌƻōƻǘ 
logic of isomorphic states?

A: Well, there you have me. The phenomenon 
of love suggests that genuine unity of 
experience may be possible after all. If we 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ 
picture that prevents our minds from 
fragmenting off to infinity. And a self is clearly 
ŀ ǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǇŀǊŀǘŜ 
elements that fuse somehow. The concept of 
love may help us describe a concept of self that

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. 

I: ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ǉǳŀƴǘǳƳ ǾƻƻŘƻƻΚ

A: LǘΩǎ ƘŀƴŘ-waving in a way that looks vaguely 
scientific. We invoke the mysterious properties 
of what physicists call Bose-Einstein 
ŎƻƴŘŜƴǎŀǘŜǎΦ .ǳǘ ƭŜǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ƻŦ 
ǿƻǊƳǎ ƴƻǿΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ 
speculation in the present state of science. 
Until we have stable concepts here, the 
problem of building convincingly human-like 
robots remains open.

I: {ƻ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎƻƻƴ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀƴŘǊƻƛŘǎ 
that we confuse with people.

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: [ŜǘΩǎ move on. 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

on Earth ςsuch as Europe, North America, and 
East Asia ςand 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. I think we should 
support the more formal establishment of a 
GO, as I 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 
inevitably seek out ways to expand its remit 
and interfere more and more in our lives. 
tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘΦ

I: {ƻ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ƭŜǘǘƛƴƎ Ǝƻ ƻŦ Dh ŀƴŘ 
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 
war. 

A: Maybe they do, but order is a good thing 
ǘƻƻΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŀōƭŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜǊǾŀǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ 
more supportive technology. And the big 
players of this world ςChina, the United States, 
India, the European Union ςare eager for 
anything that consolidates their wider reach. 
The Globorg idea is exactly that. They can use it 
to create a global oligarchy.

I: An oligarchy? Can you define that?

A: LǘΩǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǊǳƭŜǎΦ ! ƳƻƴŀǊŎƘȅ ƛǎ 
one person ruling, an oligarchy is a few people 
ǊǳƭƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀƴŎƛŜƴǘ DǊŜŜƪ 
concepts, like democracy.

I: 9ȄŎŜǇǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀƴ 
oligarchy has any chance of being accepted?

A: bƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŀƳŜΦ ¸ƻǳΩŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ƛǘ ŀǎ 
some kind of realistically constrained 
ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ L 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƘƛƴŘǊŀƴŎŜΦ

I: ¢Ƙŀǘ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŎȅƴƛŎŀƭΦ LǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŜƴŘ ƻŦ 
history toward more unrestrained democracy, 
not more restrained?

A: Yes, but you get that with technology even if 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴ ƻƭƛƎŀǊŎƘȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƭŀȅŜǊΦ

I: With technology? How?

A: Once the voters are equipped with 
electronic voting portals, which are essentially 
Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƳŀǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ōǊƻǿǎŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ 
use them more than once every four years or 
ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ 
have people voting on questions of public 
importance every day.

I: That sounds risky ςƳƻǎǘ ǾƻǘŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
enough about the issues to vote every day.

A: wƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ 
ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΦ L ƎǳŜǎǎ ȅƻǳΩŘ ƴŜŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ 
ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ǘŜǎǘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ȅƻǳΩŘ ōŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ 
ǾƻǘŜ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ {ƻ ǘƘŜǊŜΩŘ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜ 
kind of questionnaire to fill out first ςI call it a 
Q-gate ςbefore you can vote. If you flunk the 
ǘŜǎǘΣ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǾƻǘŜΦ

I: That could be misused by the people in 
power.

A: !ōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƴŜǿ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
democratic politics. But I think we shall have to 
go that way, because we need some kind of 
democratic process behind the big decisions 
ǘƘŀǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǳǎ ŀƭƭ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƭŜǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƭǳŜ ŘƛŎǘŀǘŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ 
questions.

I: Does this Q-gate idea come 
automatically with Globorg?

A: It comes with the technology. The possibility
will awaken pressure to use it in some such 
way, yes. And Globorg can only develop in 
ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜΩŘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ-
friendly way if it has some kind of participatory 
democracy built into it.

I: All this big government suggests big taxes 
and lots of regulations about what we can and 
cannot do. How does that fit in with Globorg 
being a good thing?

A: Quite easily, if you see what the taxes and 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ 
see, I think, is a globalized economic model 
linked with a globalized tax database and a 
globalized job exchange. Then you get the true 
global mobility that big companies need to 
match skilled people efficiently with specialized 
jobs, plus the general transparency you need to 
monitor results and root out any inefficiencies 
you find.

I: Apart from the politics of it, can those things 
work on a global scale?

A: Yes, we know that from the success of global 
companies like Google and Microsoft. Unified 
software running on globally networked 
hardware to offer the same user experience 
worldwide ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 
hard to beat, seen just in business terms.
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I: But for tax and labor laws? People would 
ǊŜǾƻƭǘΣ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŜȅΚ

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. 
LǘΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǿΦ !ƴŘ 
the only reason people would object to a 
globally transparent tax environment is if 
ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇ ŀ ǎŜŎǊŜǘ ǎǘŀǎƘ ƛƴ ŀ ǘŀȄ 
ƘŀǾŜƴ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǳǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ 
tolerate that sort of antisocial behavior for 
ƭƻƴƎΣ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜΣ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ 
all to see.

I: ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǎŎŀǊȅΦ ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ 
economic engine for tax and jobs like Google, 
Ŝ.ŀȅΣ ŀƴŘ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ ŀƭƭ ǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƴŜΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ 
Big Brother on steroids!

A: wƛƎƘǘΣ ƛǘ ƎƻŜǎ ǿŀȅ ōŜȅƻƴŘ hǊǿŜƭƭΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ 
step forward. In my humble opinion, it may be 
the nearest we ever get to implementing 
communism.

I: Communism? How so?

A: Who needs private ownership of the means 
ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ƎƭƻōŀƭƛȊŜŘ 
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: I get it. You think this transcends the 
capitalist model and you call it communism.

A: aƻǊŜ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 
a familiar word. Actually, I made a joke of it ς
this will be communism with a human face, or 
rather a smiley avatar face.

I: Very witty.

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. I 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 
traditions.

D: Modern atheists would say the old 
ƳƻƴƻǘƘŜƛǎƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴǘŜƴŀōƭŜ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦ {ƻ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ 
new there?

A: ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ 
Four Horsemen atheists?

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 

J
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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: ¸ƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿǊƻƴƎΚ

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. 
²ŜΩǊŜ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎǇƛǘ ǳǎ 
out in no time if we got too far out of line. The 
ecosystem is not conscious like us, of course, 
ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘƴΩǘ ǎǘƻǇ ƛǘǎ ǎǳōǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
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

ƻǳǊ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŀƭΦ 

D: bƻΣ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ǿŜΩǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƳŀǊǘ ŀǇŜǎ ςblessed 
with consciousness, if you like, but still basically 
apes ςthen surely we have all the more reason 
ǘƻ ŘŜƴȅ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴȅ ǎǳǇŜǊƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 
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.

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.

D: The logic of the self ςis 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, 
ǿƘƛŎƘ LΩǾŜ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛƴ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛǎ 
what I 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 
ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅΦ

D: We can share these mindworlds ςis that the 
key here? 
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A: Yes, exactly. Shared objectivity means 
ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
opposite. But obviously as human beings we 
have different personal subjectivities. So we 
learn to be fairly agnostic about how many 
ƳƛƴŘǿƻǊƭŘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƛƴ 
at any given time. My idea, backed up by hints 
from the pioneer psychologist William James 
and the logical philosopher Ludwig 
Wittgenstein, is to found our psychology 
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 
brains create avatars in mindworlds for us and 
we do our best to coordinate them with each 
other in stable background frames.

D: LŦ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ōǳƛƭŘ ǳǇ 
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 
trying to be objective, scientists let their 
working selves dilate and interfere with each 
other, until they begin to merge into nebulous 
group minds that we simply regard as academic 
subjects ςphysics, chemistry, and so on.

D: That sounds like a joke ςa pun on the word 
ΨǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩΦ

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

in my new scheme. The old father figure whose 
personal mindworld we all used to live in has 
become inflated into a nebulous cloud of big 
mindworlds that merge and perhaps condense 
into a shared conception of objectivity. That 
merged conception is the mother and father of 
all mindworlds and the most appropriate 
referent I can see for the sort of devotion that 
religious monotheists direct toward their sky 
god fetish. 

D: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ƭƻƎƛŎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƎ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦ ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ 
this got to do with personal psychology?

A: Well, mindworlds can be little too. And the 
avatars inside them are obviously personal. So 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 
ƳƻǊŜ ŀŘƻΦ 9ǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅΣ ǿƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ 
ǘƘŜ ΨǾƛŜǿ ŦǊƻƳ ƴƻǿƘŜǊŜΩ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ L 
call the view from anywhere. Scientists who 
see the logic of mindworlds can understand 
science as a matter of building or 
reconstructing a view from anywhere, or of 
framing the standard elements in the view 
from anywhere. Individual people like us then 
become little stick figures in a multi-user 
domain, each with his or her own 
combinatorial key, to recall something we 
discussed yesterday.

I: Yes, we did.
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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.

A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƛǘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΦ ²Ŝ ƻƴƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ 
group working and cooperative behavior to see 
how naturally the rather nebulous idea of 
ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳƛƴŘǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 
work on or in a mindworld. Share an object, 
share a subject ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛŘŜŀΦ .ǳǘ 
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 
ǘƻ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 
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 
ōŀŎƪŜŘ ǳǇ ōȅ ǎƻƭƛŘ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ Ƙƻǿ L 
ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜ ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŀƴ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǎƻ ȅƻǳΩŘ Řƻ ōŜǎǘ 
to take that on trust.

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? 
Iƻǿ ƛǎ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ 5ŀǾƛŘ /ƘŀƭƳŜǊǎΩ ƘŀǊŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ 
so hard? 

A: ¢ƘŀƴƪǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ 
first axiom of my psychology is due to Ludwig 
Wittgenstein and is ςI am my worldΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ 
proposition 5.63 of his early classic, the 
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, by 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 
Ƙŀǎ ŀ Ƴƻǎǘ ōŀǎƛŎ ƻǊ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǎŜƭŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 
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 ςa 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.

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŜΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƳŜŀƴ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
schizoid, with two selves at the same time?

A: ¸ŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǾƛǾƛŘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛǘΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǿƻ 
brain hemispheres, and perhaps they play a 
kind of conceptual tennis, batting self-images 
ōŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊǘƘΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ƴȅ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǘƻǳŎƘ 
base with those of Julian Jaynes and Iain 
McGilchrist, if those names means anything to 
you.

I: Sorry, no. 

A: Julian Jaynes was a psychologist who back in 
1976 published a rather intriguing book

expounding the idea that human consciousness 
first emerged quite recently from an earlier 
ōƛŎŀƳŜǊŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩŘ ƴƻǿ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ 
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, Iain McGilchrist
revisited the bicameral idea.

I: If consciousness is such a recent 
development, would that mean that animals 
ƭƛƪŜ Ŏŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƭǇƘƛƴǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ 
conscious?

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. 
¢ƘŜ ŜȄŀŎǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƻƻ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ Ƴȅ 
purposes, and anyway McGilchrist upended 
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 
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avatars of the surface self to act in. You can be 
juggling two selves at once in a kind of dynamic 
interplay.

I: .ǳǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ŀǎ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƭƭ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŜ 
same for all of us?

A: Right, this is the clue to the whole puzzle. 
We humans are natural solipsists. We think 
ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŀƭƻƴŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ 
seems to be a hard problem to account for the 
expected existence of consciousness in other 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻƻΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ 5ŀǾƛŘ /ƘŀƭƳŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ 
We know the problem is solved somehow ς
we know full well that other people are as 
conscious as we are ςōǳǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ 
ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘΦ LΩƳ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǳǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
solipsism is based on a confusion of personal 
ŀƴŘ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀǎ ŀ 
matter of logic because we recognize one 
ǿƻǊƭŘΦ .ǳǘ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ LΩƳ reallyalone 
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 ςor rather, to get this right, 
ǘƘŜ ΨLΩΣ ǘƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ 
of my Cartesian theater, is indistinguishable, by 
me, from God.

I: That sounds shocking, almost blasphemous.

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. 
The easiest way to preserve a peaceful and 
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.

I: But now the modern atheists bring God down 
ǘƻ 9ŀǊǘƘ ōȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
we have to ground our truths in human 
institutions. How do you react to that?

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 ς
mathematics, physics, and so on ςdemand a 
harder foundation. They get it in the unity of 
the underlying self that reflects the objective 

ǿƻǊƭŘΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŦ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƭŦ ƛǎ 
a many-layered thing, a logical stack that I 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 ςor of 
theology, for that matter.

I: This is hard. Are you saying that theology is 
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.

I: 5ƛŘƴΩǘ {ǘŜǇƘŜƴ IŀǿƪƛƴƎ ǎŀȅ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ 
that?

The ultimate subject of  the base 

world of  my Cartesian theater is 

indistinguishable, by me, from God.
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A: ¸ŜǎΣ ƘŜ ŘƛŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘ 
here. The story hangs together convincingly for 
me. Science is the new theology and the old 
religions are pre-scientific blather, for the most 
ǇŀǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ DƻŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ 
wrong about how we should conduct our lives.

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŦƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪΣ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘΚ

A: Yes, it is. But we have to bite the bullet. We 
have to rethink the whole lot, and be honest 
and merciless about what we can now see is a 
lot of old crap that needs to be flushed away. I 
see no point in being indulgent or respectful of 
bullshit. 

I: {ƻǊǊȅΣ ōǳǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘΦ !ǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ 
that the high points of our religions ςthe 
Sermon on the Mount and the traditions that 
inspired the cathedrals and mosques and so on 
ςboil down to bullshit?

A: ¸ƻǳ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ LǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ 
perspective. No, not all of it is bullshit. And of 
course the high points are wonderful. But we 
have to move on. The deep self we can share 
when we confront our external reality in a 
sober frame of mind is as near as we can get to 
the God of the monotheistic religions. All the 
rest is for the anthropologists. Science has 
taken the baby and left the bathwater.

Scene 8

An English domestic lounge, with Evan

E: L ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
the self in psychology, and the political 
confusion of globalization. And now you want 
ǘƻ ŀŘŘ DƻŘ ǘƻƻΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǘ ƻƴŎŜΦ

A: Yes, it may seem that way. But the 
interaction between those things reveals a host 
of connections that speak volumes about 
where our prejudices lie. Once you see where 

the real connections between those things are, 
ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭƛƎƘǘΦ LǘΩǎ 
that enlightenment I want to give my reader, 
my viewer, my audience.

E: ¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǎƴŀƪŜ ƻƛƭ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ 
put it that way. Look, try to be indulgent of my 
ƛƎƴƻǊŀƴŎŜ ƘŜǊŜΦ [ŜǘΩǎ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
science and the self in psychology ςhow do 
they relate to each other?

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 
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 
to bring the manifold of sensation to the 
synthetic unity of apperception, to use the fine 
phrase that Immanuel Kant introduced back in 
the eighteenth century in his critique of pure 
reason. He said it in German, of course, but the 
ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘΦ YŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ƭŀȅ 
the foundation for a rational psychology, the 
psychology of any logical subject in any 
phenomenal world.

E: ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ǎǇƻǳǘƛƴƎ ƧŀǊƎƻƴ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ 
ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴȅǿŀȅ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
about post-Freudian psychology?
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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 
ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜǎΦ YŀƴǘΩǎ ƛŘŜŀ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ 
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 
ƻŦ ŀǇǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ƘǳƴƎ ǳǇ 
on that. Kant knew that people were irrational 
in a million ways, of course, but behind all that 
ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ 
what he wanted to get at.

E: ²ŀƛǘ ŀ ƳƛƴǳǘŜΣ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ 
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 
ƳƻŘŜƭΦ IŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
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. 

E: L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ŀƴȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƛǎŜǊ ȅŜǘΦ

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 I can use 
ςI am my world.

E: I 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.

E: No wonder people think philosophers are all 
barmy.

A: You may be forgiven for thinking so, but the 
Cartesian cogito ergo sum is 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: bƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǿŀǊƳŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ 
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.

E: Sounds like snake oil. Verily, I say unto ye, 
L ŀƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƎƘǘΦ ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ 
ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ WŜǎǳǎ ƻƛƭ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ǇŀŎƪŀƎƛƴƎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
buy it. 

A: ¸ƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƴȅ DƭƻōƻǊƎ 
ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘΦ aƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ƨǳǎǘ 
ǘǳǊƴ ƻŦŦ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǎƳƛŎ ǎŜƭŦΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ 
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 
a teeshirtΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ƘŀƴŘȅ 
mnemonic for us to understand nature.

E: {ƻ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΚ

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 
ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǎƻǊǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ȅŜǘΦ

E: So the world of science is a mirror for life on 
9ŀǊǘƘΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΚ
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A: {ƻǊǘ ƻŦΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘΦ ¸ƻǳ 
remember the avatar idea. I see myself as an 
avatar in my own virtual reality. Well, we see 
ourselves as an avatar in the cosmic reality. The 
big avatar is the Earth, considered as one big 
living organism. The global organism ςGloborg 
ςis us, and we are all one.

E: L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ 
avatar. I see myself as an ape with a veneer of 
civilization. Thinking globally is for idealists and 
martyrs.

A: aŀȅōŜ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŀ ƭƻǎǘ ǎƻǳƭ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΣ ōǳǘ L 
ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǳǇ ƘƻǇŜΦ ¸ƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ŜǾŜǊȅ 
day when you read the Financial Times and 
work out where to make your next killing.

E: True enough, but I do it for me ςand my 
family. I concede that much altruism but no 
more.

A: Well, there you go. Your family connections 
go through humanity, through the mammals, 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƭƭ 5b! ƭƛŦŜ ƻƴ 9ŀǊǘƘΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ 
Darwinism. Your family is bigger than you 
ǘƘƛƴƪΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǘƻǇ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƭƛŘŜ 
ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΦ ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ 
in Globorg, like it or not.

E: Well, okay. I concede that as an idea. But 
ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎǘƻǇ ƳŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦƻǊ ƳŜΣ 
ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ ¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ 
ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ǿŜΩŘ ŀƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ƻǳǊ ǘŀȄŜǎΣ 
give aid to poor countries, and so on. And the

ŦŀŎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǳǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ ǎŜƭŦƛǎƘ 
buggers. 

A: {ǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǇǊŜǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŀ 
5ŀǊǿƛƴƛŀƴ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ .ǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ LΩƳ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ 
pragmatic extension of the self to planetary 
ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΦ L ǿƻƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ƘƻƎ-wild and insist we 
all go straight for cosmic consciousness. Most 
ƻŦ ǳǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀǊΦ 
But global consciousness ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǿŜ 
can demand in our brave new century.

E: Got it! You want to put us all on the rack. 
Confess to the sin of not thinking globally and 
ǎŀȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ Iŀƛƭ aŀǊȅΩǎΗ

A: ±ŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅΦ 
¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ LΩƳ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΦ

© Josephine Wall



GLOBORG

© Andy Ross 2011 30

Scene 9

In a car near Heidelberg, Germany

A: I spent ten happy years at Rossweg. I mostly 
spoke German there. Reading and writing in 
English, speaking in German. English was my 
object language, German my metalanguage, if 
you recall that distinction from formal 
semantics.

I: No, please explain.

A: The distinction was one of the key ideas in 
DǀŘŜƭΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƴŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜƳ ŦƻǊ 
elementary arithmetic. Formal logic allows you 
to distinguish object language from meta-
language and to formulate a truth theory for 
the object language in the metalanguage.

I: That sounds somehow familiar.

A: That was Alfred ¢ŀǊǎƪƛΩǎbig contribution to 
philosophy. Tarski was driven out of Poland by 
the Nazis and settled in California. His work 
was big in the background to computers.

I: Oh, really.

!Υ ¸ŜǎΣ ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ Ψ{ƴƻǿ ƛǎ ǿƘƛǘŜΩis 
true if and only if snow is white. It was a big 
moment in the history of philosophy.

I: Is that relevant to Globorg? 

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 
definition boiled it down to a drop of grammar. 
It was a classic example of the way 
Wittgenstein thought philosophy should be 
ŘƻƴŜΦ bƻǿ LΩƳ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
monotheistic concept of God. The concept of 
the self ςǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨLΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ΨL ŀƳΩ ςis 
the key. The self escapes its forms just as the 
definition of truth escapes its formalizations in 
ǘƘŜ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ DǀŘŜƭΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊŜƳ 
ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨLΩ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƳŀǎ ǿŜ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƛƴ 
our Cartesian theaters ςthe avatar and 
mindworld stories, you remember ςƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨLΩ ƻŦ 
God, the eye of the monotheist fetish. But to 
escape the hubris of thinking that we pitiful 
humans ςwe naked apes ςare the incarnations 
of God on Earth, we have to clear up our selfish 
confusion. We need a post-human concept of 
self. Because the ultimate formless One of the 
mystics is too much for public consumption, we 
need to settle for Globorg. We let the 
globalized political order stand between us and 
the formless One to atone for the pitiful 
inadequacy of our human reflections of God.

I: Are we nearly there yet? 
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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. 
¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ ƎŜǘ ǎƳŀǊǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ 
ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎƭȅΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ 
pack more self. Any machine that can replace 
humans even for simple tasks will have some 
level of self. Its machine table ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ 
concept from Turing machines, by the way, as 
invented by Alan Turing ςwill 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 
own self-ƛƳŀƎŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƳΣ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
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

lots of technical barriers that take more time 
and effort to overcome than we anticipated, 
ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇŀǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜǿ 
technologies. My guess is that by the end of 
ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ Ǌƻōƻǘǎ ǎƻ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻ 
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 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ 
humans at all.

I: For example? What limitations?

A: Relating to emotions or empathy, perhaps. 
Those things in humans depend on our visceral 
ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ǌƻōƻǘǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜΦ !ƴȅ 
emotions they display will be artificial, 
programmed, and possibly liable to 
malfunction in ways that would be bizarre in a 
human.

I: CŀƛǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ {ƻ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎŜŜ Ǌƻōƻǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜƭŦ-
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 
ǿŜΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
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.

I: L ǎǘƛƭƭ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ DƭƻōƻǊƎΣ 
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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¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ ōŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ 
reproduce autonomously, and their software 
will be updated online on a daily or nightly 
ōŀǎƛǎΦ {ƻ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩƭƭ ŀƭƭ 
be available instantly online whenever they 
need it.

I: .ǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŜ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ 
ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ƴƻǿΣ ǎƻ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊ ǊƻōƻǘǎΚ

A: Bandwidth. Living organisms depend on 
internal information flows. The fact that their 
internal flows are much bigger than their 
external flows makes them separate 
organisms. So one-celled creatures rely on 
chemical flows within the cell to transmit 
information. The bit rate there is low, but still 
much bigger than it is from their external 
environment, so they organize themselves as 
one-celled organisms. We humans have 
nervous systems that achieve orders of 
magnitude more internal information flow, so 
we can coordinate bodies with trillions of cells. 
But with each other the information flow is still 
rather thin. How many bits are we exchanging 
as we speak to each other? Computers 
communicate with each other millions of times 
faster. So humans are separate organisms from 
each other. But as our information flows get 
more efficient ςas we learn to communicate

with music and video and languages that are 
richly endowed with semantic structure ςso 
the boundaries that separate us as organisms 
begin to weaken.

I: What about love between people as a kind of 
communication?

A: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊΦ [ƻǾŜǊǎ 
exchange vast amounts of information with 
each other via body contact and constant 
togetherness. Their exchanges begin to 
approach the flows inside a human body, so 
they begin to feel themselves as a couple, as 
ΨƻƴŜ ŦƭŜǎƘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƭŘ ƳŀǊǊƛŀƎŜ 
vows. Another example would be if you and I 
could connect our brains directly. Imagine if we 
spliced junctions into our corpus callosumς
the bundle of fibers that connect our brain 
hemispheres ςso that my right hemisphere 
could connect to your left hemisphere and so 
on. We could communicate with each other as 
efficiently as our own right and left 
ƘŜƳƛǎǇƘŜǊŜǎ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ ²ŜΩŘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ 
we were sharing one mind.

I: L ǘƘƛƴƪ LΩŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ōǊŀƛƴ 
transplant victim but I see the point. But what 
about robots?

A: ²ŜΩǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ wƻōƻǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ōǊŀƛƴ-
to-brain contact already. They all talk to Google

and other online providers as intimately as 
ǘƘŜȅ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ 
themselves as separate consciousnesses at all, 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ ǇŀǊǘŀƪŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
global mind.

I: {ƻ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ .ƻǊƎ ŘǊƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩƭƭ Ƨǳǎǘ 
watch them and be grateful we still have our 
autonomy, is that it?

A: ²Ŝ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŜƴǾȅ ǘƘŜƳΦ ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀǎ 
a drone.

I: [Ŝǘ ƳŜ ǎŜŜ ƛŦ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
Globorg that runs all the robots worldwide. We 
depend on the robots to do all the factory work 
we can no longer do cheaply enough ourselves. 
And we have a science of psychology that lets 
us understand ourselves as logical machines on 
a par with robots at some level. Is that right?

A: Near enough, yes. We understand ourselves 
as part of the global mat of life on Earth, in 
symbiosis with all the bacteria, grass, trees, and 
animals that we depend on to maintain our

wƻōƻǘǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ 
separate consciousnesses at all, 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ 
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 
ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ǳǘǘŜǊƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ ²ŜΩŘ ŘƛŜ 
by the billion if it crashed. So we make huge 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŘǳƴŘŀƴǘ 
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 
ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƻǳǊ ƘŀƴŘǎ Ŧǳƭƭ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ 
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 
ƎŜǎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜΩƭƭ ŦƛƴŘ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŘ 
thoughts via brainwaves and chip implants and 
ǎƻ ƻƴΦ {ƻƻƴ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ōŜ .ƻǊƎ ŘǊƻƴŜǎ 
ourselves as we augment our bodies with

ƴŀƴƻǘŜŎƘ ƛƳǇƭŀƴǘǎΦ ²ŜΩƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘƭȅ 
ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻōƻǘǎΦ ²ŜΩƭƭ ǎŜŜ ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǎƻ 
much part of the global organism that we 
ǿƻƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ōŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƻŦŦ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ 
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?

A: wƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ tŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ 
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.

I: How can we ever give up our political 
ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ǘƻ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎŜƭŦΚ LǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
a violent process? A prelude to a war to end all 
wars?

A: We may now be unable to imagine a better 
ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ .ǳǘ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ǿŜΩƭƭ ōŜ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǘ 
how smooth the change can be. My guess is 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΦ

I: LǘΩǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŜΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
religious fanatics?

A: The layers of self that govern our actions 
ƴŜŜŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǳǎΦ L Ŏŀƴ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ Ŧƻƻƭ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ 
about how selfish I am. I can easily act in what 
I imagine is an altruistic way, only to find on 
deeper reflection that it was somehow pure 
ǎŜƭŦƛǎƘƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ 
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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I: .ǳǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘ ǿƘŀǘ 
religious people want ςyou 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. 

I: 5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƘƻǇŜƭŜǎǎΚ LŦ 
ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ DƻŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ŘƻΚ

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 ςwhich for me means the bright light of 
organized science and the logic of mindworlds 
ςwe 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 ςthe God of Abraham is as

airbrushed human self blown up in the Biblical 
projection to absurd proportions. The details in 
the Bible story seem very human, just as the 
directions in a Mercator map are all correct, 
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 
ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΦ LŦ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
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 
ƎƭƻǊȅΦ {ƻ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ DƻŘ ƻŦ !ōǊŀƘŀƳ ǘƘŀǘ 
ƎŜǘǎ ōƭƻǿƴ ǳǇΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǳǎ ǘƻƻΦ aŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƭŘ ς
the two poles of the basic worldview I told you 
ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǿƘƛƭŜ ōŀŎƪΦ bƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ ƳŜ ŀƴŘ DƻŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
poles, with the world in the middle. Either way, 
we have a trick of perspective that we need to 
overcome to see the truth.

I: LΩƳ ǎƻǊǊȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨŀƘŀΩ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ 
has not yet dawned for me.

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?

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

I: {ƻǊǊȅΣ ȅƻǳΩƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜΦ

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
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A: LǘΩǎ ŀ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΦ Lƴ YŀƴǘΩǎ ƳŜǘŀǇƘȅǎƛŎǎΣ ȅƻǳ 
have the transcendental ego on one side, the 
phenomenal world in the middle, and the Ding 
an sichςthe thing in itself ςat 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 ςthat sounds very old-fashioned.

A: ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŘŘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ 
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 
ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 
ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ L ŎŀƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΣ ƴŀƳŜƭȅ Ƴȅ ǊŜŀƭ 
self and the real nature of the external world.

I: ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ƳǳŎƘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ǿƘŜƴ 
ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ΨL ŀƳ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ ςǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ 
ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ DƻŘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ƭƻǎǘ ƛƴ 
the wash.

A: bƛŎŜƭȅ ǇǳǘΦ .ǳǘ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
ƪƴƻǿ L ŎŀƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƛǎ 
a phenomenal category in the Kantian scheme 
ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ YŀƴǘΩǎ ŦŀƳƻǳǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƻǊ IŜƎŜƭ 
pointed out something like this and proposed 
putting all the unknowns into one bag and

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

I: .ǳǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ IŜƎŜƭΩǎ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ƎŜǘ ƻǾŜǊǘǳǊƴŜŘ 
ƛƴ aŀǊȄƛǎƳΚ !ƴŘ ƛǎƴΩǘ aŀǊȄƛǎƳ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ 
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 
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.

I: ²ƘŜǊŜŀǎ IŜƎŜƭ ŘƛŘƴΩǘΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ 
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.

I: And did it, in your opinion?

A: In my opinion, having written a couple of 
ōƻƻƪǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ IŜƎŜƭΩǎ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ 
transition to modern mathematical logic, not

quite. His philosophy needs such a radical 
reformulation that we do better to start again, 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 
modern architecture of the sciences, with logic 
and information science as the enabling 
ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎΣ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀǎ ƴŜŀǊ ŀǎ ǿŜ ƎŜǘΦ LǘΩǎ ƴŜŀǊ 
enough to the basic vision he had, or at least it 
is if we go to the trouble of describing it 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀƴƪƛƴƎ 
Hegel for the result.

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, 
I 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 
ςwhich I want to come back to ςbut 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 pole is a 
geometric requirement for closure, so a 
ƳƛƴŘǿƻǊƭŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƎŜƻƳŜǘǊƛŎ 
construction unless that pole is in place. In that 
view, God is just a formal element in a picture, 
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with an assigned role, like a king or queen in 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 
ŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨLΩ ǇƻƭŜΣ Ƴȅ ǇƻƭŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ L 
formally endorse and complete the geometric 
construction too. Whether you have one pole 
or two is neither here nor there.

I: LΩƳ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘΦ L ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨLΩ ς
the meςin 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?

A: LΩƳ ƎƭŀŘ ȅƻǳ ǎǇƻǘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΦ [ƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
ƴŜŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
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 
ǇƻƭŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΣ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘ ǘƘŜƳ 
cleanly anyway.

I: ¸ƻǳ ƳŜŀƴ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ŦǊƻƳ 
God?

A: Touché! That apparent hubris is the 
predicament that my scientific psychology 
ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ǳǎ ƛƴΦ ²Ŝ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ōǳǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ 
gods in our own mindworlds, just as authors

ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ōǳǘ Ǉƭŀȅ ƎƻŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
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. I think the self 
that forms either the organizer or the thing 
organized ςor both ςin self-organization is a 
godlike entity for the growing organism. In 
ŎƘŀƻǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƧŀǊƎƻƴΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
growing pile of stuff that gets organized.

I: ¸ƻǳΩǾŜ ƭƻǎǘ ƳŜΣ LΩƳ ŀŦǊŀƛŘΦ

A: bŜǾŜǊ ƳƛƴŘΦ LǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
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

ςin the sense of having their minds and bodies 
under good control ςseem godlike in a 
primitive sense. The old pagans used to take 
ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƛƳŀƎŜǊȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭΦ

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 
ŎŀƴΩǘ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ 
Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎƭŀƛƳǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
ƪƴƻǿΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƻǳōǘƭŜǎǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƪƴƻǿ 
ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ 
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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I: Excuse me?

A: Our planet has a mass of six zettatons, near 
enough, which translates to six billion trillion 
ǘƻƴǎΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƳŜŀƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƭƛƳŜ-
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. 
{ƻ L ǎŀȅ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǊŜǘƻƻƭ ƳƻƴƻǘƘŜƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
celebrate not humanity but Globorg.

I: Do you want to start a new religion now?

A: [ŜǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŀȅ L ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
particularly want either to start it or to stop it. 
But I can see that it would improve on the old 
Abrahamic patriarchies. And yet I see that we 
ŎŀƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳǇǊƻƻǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƻǾŜǊƴƛƎƘǘΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ 
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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