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SEAN'S DEDICATION

After ten years of talking and thinking and jotting down notes, three people stand
out in my mind as having made this book a reality instead of being just a project
that | sincerely planned to do someday but never actually finished. It is to them
that | dedicate this book:

To my wife, Jo, who contributed ideas, offered encouragement, and most
importantly, hardly complained at all about me spending half a year writing full
time, rather than doing any “real” work.

To my best friend, Alex, who kept saying that he really wanted to read this book
that | had been talking about for so long, and finally said that if | actually sat
down and wrote the damn thing, he would do me any favor | asked — anything
up to shooting someone in the leg — he only drew the line at cold blooded
murder.

To my co-author, Paul, who agreed that my ideas were worth publishing, had
many of his own that fit well with mine to improve the book immensely, and put
up with my mood swings and general levels of insanity long enough to see this
project through to completion.

PAUL'S DEDICATION

| almost never write dedications, but this time it seems like a nice thing to do.

I'll start by thanking my wife, Ceci, who not only makes me happy, but makes me
better. (And from thence making everything | do better.)

I'd also like to thank the many, many people who contributed to my voyage
toward a clear mind. Some of you worked hard to get good ideas into my head,
and others just happened to be who they were at the right time. Some of you
didn’t even realize that you contributed. Thank you all.

Finally, thank you to Sean, for inviting me on this journey. Wow. It has not only
been fun, but it really has clarified my mind. Beside, working with Sean really
isn’t quite as bad as he makes it sound. :)
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A Note Concerning Digital Copying

At Vera Verba, we do not believe in standing in the way of progress. We are
happy to see new technology that allows words and ideas to move faster and
farther than ever before. However, if you have obtained a copy of one of our
books for free, we do provide a way for you to make a suggested donation. This
sort of patronage was the business model for all art, music, and literature before
copyright law existed, and hopefully will continue to be a decent model for
rewarding content creation long after governments are finally forced to give up
on the idea that they can change reality by passing legislation that will somehow
make some bits harder to copy than others.

To find out how to contribute, please visit: www.veraverba.com/donations.html
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Author Introductions

Sean's Introduction — Judging by the Cover

Holding this book in your hands, do you find yourself worried that people around
you might see what you are reading?

If so, why should that be? Reading a book is in no way an endorsement of the
contents of that book. Reading is a quest for knowledge. There should be nothing
wrong with wanting to learn why other people think differently than you, or
differently than the group in which you find yourself. You don’t have to already
agree with everything you read — in fact it would be boring if you did.

If you are the type of person who is not intimidated by the opinions of those
around you, and could bravely walk into a church carrying a copy of this book,
then you will enjoy reading it. But if you are a person who would be afraid to be
seen with this book, then you really should read it. It just might help you
understand why you feel pressure to conform to the ideas of those around you.

The cover of this book was designed to attract attention — a parody of a well-
known image, a shocking title, and some nudity. These elements were all meant
to increase the book’s fame (or infamy). However, the cover also communicates
the book's central theme: Beware of Higher Powers.

Y
Michelangelo painted the original picture on the Sistine Chapel ceiling. It depicts

God’s creation of Adam, the first human. In our version, God aims a gun at
Adam, clearly intending to revoke that earlier gift of life.

Adam, however, has learned a trick from Bugs Bunny cartoons. He plugs the
barrel of God’s gun with his finger. Symbolically, this represents the human will to
survive despite being born under a death sentence—and even suggests that
such survival is possible.




The title of this book, "God Wants You Dead" seems hostile and blasphemous at
first glance. However, it is not a statement with which the faithful can easily
argue.

Western religions generally hold that though Man has tasted the fruit of the Tree
of Knowledge, God has prevented us from eating from the Tree of Eternal Life.
So from a theological standpoint, it seems that God does want us dead or at
least wants mankind to earn immortality. And this then leads to the theological
question, "When does God want you to die?"

Suicide is prohibited by most religions. But some "true believers" (Christian
Scientists, Jehovah's Witnesses, and others) decline modern medical treatments.
They believe that such treatments are against God’s will. Although they would
probably bristle at the suggestion that this as a form of suicide, they still decline
certain medical help, even when the choice is clearly treatment or death.

Some people seem to think that medical science can be "too good." They feel
that current research directed at extending the human life span is unnatural.
They will often say that it is not good to be "playing God."

So we wonder, at just what point should the faithful believe that trying to stay
alive messes up God’s plan?

An even more important question this book will address is why people believe the
things they do. Why do some people believe that taking penicillin will thwart
God’s will, while others would gladly accept an artificial heart? Why do some
religions require a strictly regulated healthy diet, while others mandate the
drinking of poisoned fruit punch?

We believe the answers to these and other questions can be found in
understanding why and how people believe in Higher Powers. Our book explains
how these Higher Powers operate and why their goals are rarely aligned with
your best interests.

Please note that God is only one of many “Higher Powers” that affect people’s
lives. We choose to pick on God in the title, because God makes claim to being
the highest of all Higher Powers. We think this makes God worthy of special
attention. However, we will also examine nations, corporations, racial groups,
and other Higher Powers to which individuals sometimes surrender their minds.

The title focuses on the threat of death, because it's the most extreme price that
anyone can pay for faith in a Higher Power. And we maintain that an adherent's
willingness to choose death is a very good indicator that something is wrong with
a belief system. However, we also address the other common costs of having
faith in any Higher Power.

The faithful pay a price, not just with their lives, but also with their liberty and
property.

Sean Hastings
New York, New York
2007




Paul's Introduction — Owning Your Mind

Men stumble over the truth from time to time, but most pick
themselves up and hurry off as if nothing happened.

-- Winston Churchill

As you pass from the earlier to the later chapters of this book, you will see that it
is ultimately about restoration; about restoring control of your mind to your inner
self, and about restoring control of society to free individuals.

This may at first sound strange to you, but most people have limited control of
their own minds. Outside influences seem to control people more than the other
way around. It is also true that much greater control is both possible and greatly
preferable. Unfortunately, there are many strong forces standing against this.

Please don’t think of "ownership of your mind" as a trivial thing, or something that
everyone would automatically want to have. It isn’'t easy, and some folks would
rather kill than take responsibility for their own thoughts and actions.

This may affect you as well; many people experience a genuine terror when they
think about having no outsider to blame for their mistakes. So, start getting used
to the idea now. Giving up control of your mind doesn’t remove responsibility.
You can hide your head in the sand as much as you wish, but it doesn’t make
you innocent. You are still responsible for your actions — the things that you do,
and to a lesser degree also, the things that you could have prevented.

Hopefully, you are one of the people who want to improve themselves. On one
hand, we’re going to make it as easy for you as we can. But on the other, we are
not offering you a free lunch. If you want to regain control of your mind, you're
going to have to work for it...hard. Sure, it'll be worth it, but it won’t be easy.

Now, a few additional words on our seemingly blasphemous title: God Wants
You Dead. The "God" in our title is not the big guy on the heavenly throne. It is
the idea of God we are talking about — an idea that exists, almost as an
independent entity, in the minds of billions. We call these shared mental patterns
Distributed Identities and describe them as idea-organisms. (We’'ll explain this in
detail in the next chapter.) These ideas are what stand in the place of the big guy
on the throne, at least in the minds of most people. To make the point, please
consider the following:

The guy on the throne, at least according to the Bible, is strongly in favor of
human immortality. Now, what if (and this is not quite as "sci-fi" as you might
think) researchers figured out how to insert an immortality gene into humans, and
we suddenly attained the ability to live forever? How does that make you feel? Is
it a stupid idea? Is it something to ridicule? Maybe something that is plainly
wrong, against God, or maybe just against the established order of the universe?

Consider this: Such feelings are evidence of something in your mind that:

A. s against your own self-interest. (Dying is not good for you.)
B. Is contrary to the recorded will of God.

3



The generally accepted record of the Big Guy on the Throne’s words is dripping
with references to Him not only wanting immortality for men, but of Him sending
His only son to suffer and die in order to obtain this gift for us. We can argue
about exactly when the Bible says this will or should happen, but immortality itself
is plainly held as the highest gift of the God of the New Testament.

So, given that being immortal is both in your self-interest, and it is the stated
desire of God, why wouldn’t you leap immediately at the possibility? The obvious
reason is this: There is an idea in your head that says that actual immortality may
not (or should not) be achieved, and this idea feels more important to you than
actually living forever.

So how did this idea, that dying is a good thing, get into your head? You see,
immortality is not a problem to the guy on the throne, but it is a big problem to the
God idea in billions of minds — The God Distributed Identity. This is the thing our
cover refers to — the thing that wants you dead. And even if you don't believe in
God, a similar higher concept of universal order, such as Nature, may give you
similar ideas.

The Distributed Identities that we will refer to in this book have a strong presence
in your thoughts, as the example above may have illustrated to you. In fact, you
may still be deeply uncomfortable with this subject and may feel like pushing it
out of your mind as expeditiously as possible. And, of course, that is your choice
to make, even if it is a gutless one. If you aren't ready to take a look at your
beliefs — why you believe the things you do — you might just want to put this book
down now; it's going to make you uncomfortable.

Throughout our book, we will explain to you exactly what these idea-organisms
are, how to identify them, and how to remove their influence over you. If you do
indeed re-landscape your mind, you can achieve much more than you would
otherwise. But it will always be easier if you want to just go with the flow and be
average. What you do with all this information will be your choice; we have
neither the ability nor the need to make you fight for control of your mind, though
we do recommend it. And we have some information that we hope will help.

Paul Rosenberg
Chicago, Illinois
2007
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Executive Summary

WARNING: Although this book can be funny and light-hearted in
many places, we start with a fairly serious summary of our ideas. If
you are in a mood for a laugh rather than a lecture, feel free to skip
this introductory chapter. (Come back and read it later, when you
are in the mood for more serious fare.)

In fact, feel free to skip any part of this book where you are not
feeling it. Each section is very different, so the next one might well
be more to your liking. Or just flip through and look at all the
pictures and cartoons....

They are your eyes, use them as you choose.

This book is about the past, present, and future evolution of human ideas. Its
primary emphasis is on parasitic collectivist ideologies. It examines where such
ideas come from, how they harm us, and how we can remove them from our
own minds and from the culture around us. Finally, it tells us the amazing things
that will become possible for humanity when they are gone. Not only religions,
but also nation states, racial groups, corporations and other collectives are
targeted for observation and criticism.

This book will probably offend you, if you hold any icons to be sacred or are a
believer in any ideology that encourages group loyalty and action. When you get
to a part criticizing your favorite ideology, please just try to remember that we are
actually trying to be helpful. We are absolutely sure that many of your ideas are
very good and can create more value in the world. However, we are equally sure
that when you allow your good ideas to be bound up into an icon and used as a
source of social approval, that it becomes difficult to evaluate them properly and
you create a home in your mind for many bad ideas to also take up residence.

This book may also bother you if you have any strong ideas about the genres
that books should fit into. It has a lot of academic knowledge in it, but it is not an
academic book with footnotes or endnotes. It contains some very serious and
unsettling ideas, but it also contains some stupid jokes and amusing cartoons.
Its chapters and sections are numbered quite oddly and written in many different
styles. The primary goal of this book is to encourage readers to step outside the
patterns of thought that have been impressed upon them by their social groups;
to do this we have deliberately avoided conforming to any of the patterns
deemed normal or acceptable for publication in any given genre. In fact, the very
idea of “genre” is somewhat of an anathema to the ideas contained in this book.

This book offers a way to look at the world that explains why even well meaning
group-think so often produces bad results, and shows how better results can be
achieved when people identify themselves and others as free thinking individuals
rather than devotees to any icon or members of any group.
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0.1 Faith

A young girl gets onto a bus. She has layers of dynamite and nails taped below
her breasts. She wears a bulky coat to hide their shape. She tries to remain calm
until the bus is full and reaches the center of town. She is having second
thoughts. But as the bus arrives at its most crowded stop, she begins reciting the
words of a Higher Power, assuring herself one last time that this is the right thing
to do. Then she pulls a cord... and flies apart in a blast that instantly ends the
lives of almost everyone else on the bus and even several people on the curb,
along with her own.

In your language, her name translates as “Faith.”

It may be almost impossible for you to understand what is going through this girl's
mind when she commits this act of murder/suicide. How can she end her own
young life? How can she Kkill strangers she has never met — people who have
never done anything to harm her directly?

As incomprehensible as her actions may seem, they are just an extreme case of
a type of behavior that is common to almost everyone. You probably do things
that, while not nearly as extreme, are just as incomprehensible from a viewpoint
of rational self-interest. Just like this girl, and just like almost every other human
being on the planet, at some time you will almost certainly allow your actions to
be directed by a collective ideology that has little care for individual human lives.

Two of the questions that we will explore with you in this book are:

1. How are you different from a suicide bomber?
2. How can you become even more different from a suicide bomber?

The simple answer to the first question is not particularly comforting:

The only real difference between you and the suicide bomber is the extent
to which you allow yourself to make the same kind of mental errors.

More specifically, it is a question of how willing you are to accept a large number
of ideas, represented by a single name or flashy icon. Can you question the
individual ideas separately, once they are grouped together into an ideology, or
do you feel that any given philosophy must be either all good or all bad?

This makes the simple answer to the second question a more useful one:

The less you deny your own mind, the less you believe in voices of
authority without question, the less you substitute faith for reason; the less
of yourself you will sacrifice to any Higher Power.

The suicide bomber is probably the most extreme example of sacrifice to a
Higher Power, and as such it may be an example that does not strike home as
having any lesson to teach you personally. After all, your own behavior is almost
certainly not this extreme, and the Higher Powers to whom you feel loyalty may
never ask for such a sacrifice. But consider that the smaller sacrifices you do
make may be just as unnecessary and ill-considered, even if less overtly harmful.

It is even possible that you do not acknowledge loyalty to any Higher Powers, but
before you become confident of that, please explore with us the many things that
can qualify as such.




0.2 Higher Powers

We are defining "Higher Powers" as: Icons to which people grant greater
authority than they would to any individual human being.

Such icons may be religious, such as "God" or "The Prophet." They may be
historical, such as "Our Founding Fathers" or "Honorable Ancestors." They may
be geographical, such as the "Voice of the Nation" or "Law of the Land.” They
may be natural forces, such as "Mother Nature.” They may even be deliberate
man-made constructs, such as a corporation. They can take many forms.

What they have in common is that none of them have any physical existence that
you can touch. Even the ones that might have been real things at one time are
not real, physical, things now. They are only ideas in people's heads.

It is also part of our definition that we may not speak directly with Higher Powers
in the way we can speak to another human being. People may attempt to talk to
Higher Powers, but few ever claim to receive answers, and we are never able to
verify such claims. Any entity that verifiably talks back to you is something
different than the Higher Powers we are discussing throughout this book.

0.2.1 Indirect Communication

In order to receive guidance from the Higher Powers, we must either decide that
we know deep in our hearts what they are telling us, accept the word of some
other individual who claims to know, or read writings which we believe contain
their wisdom. In all of these cases the actual communication comes from an
individual human being. Either it originates in our own thoughts (we are talking to
ourselves), is presented to us by another individual, or is in the words that were
written by the hand of another individual human being. It cannot be demonstrated
that these communications really do originate from the Higher Power.

Such Higher Powers have great authority in the minds of the people who believe
in them. When many people believe in such an entity, it can have a vast
influence over our lives, though we have no direct recourse to confront it for its
misdeeds.

When we surrender our thoughts to the alleged greater wisdom of a Higher
Power, it becomes easy for unscrupulous individuals to manipulate us. (History
certainly bears out that statement!) They can easily supply us with guidance that
furthers their own ends, in the guise of words from on high. It can’t be denied that
this occurs continuously and wherever such Higher Powers are being given
authority over individual thought and action.

Even when no individual is manipulating the voice of a Higher Power, blind
obedience is still a problem. Once we give up our right to question, no
improvement in our thinking on the subject is permitted. We have given up on our
own judgment and adopted the judgment of another. Bear in mind that an actual
powerful entity wouldn’t need to be protected from examination. On the other
hand, an ephemeral impostor would certainly desire such protection.

Which is worse, the commandments of a Higher Power coming from the
will of an unscrupulous individual, or the commandments of a Higher
Power coming from the spontaneous mutation of ideas within a group?
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The first is more malicious, but it can eventually be exposed. (Think of a
disgraced preacher.) But in the second case there is no identifiable source, and
bad ideas that slip in are far less likely to ever be questioned.

The idea of a Higher Power, mutating like a living system, can produce bizarre
commandments that no leader or individual would ever have invented.

0.2.2 Living Ideas

In this book — and we think accurately — we will be viewing ideas as living
organisms; organisms that survive inside individual human minds and multiply
themselves by communication to new minds. Give us a chance and we think we
can demonstrate this behavior convincingly.

No, ideas are not actually living things. At least not in precisely the same way
biological entities are. But these widely distributed ideas act in a very similar way,
so we find the analogy to living organisms useful — even factually accurate by
some broader definition of life.

Consider your ideas as living things that inhabit your mind — idea-organisms.
When these ideas help you achieve your individual goals of survival and growth,
they are symbiotic organisms. When they do not, they are parasitic organisms.

Blind acceptance of an unseen authority creates a fertile environment in which
parasitic ideas can thrive. In such an environment, they are separated from
reality, and are not held to an objective examination. This is precisely how every
seemingly insane mania works, from Nazism to suicide cults.

In such an environment, the ideas that grow best are not those that align
themselves with their human host’'s self interests, but those that direct human
actions according to the survival and reproductive goals of the ideas themselves.

The most successful ideas will be those that make the host’s actions (that
is, your actions) subservient to the idea — an ideological Higher Power.

You become a tool to be used by an invisible authority that cannot be verified,
and your actions become those which help that Higher Power survive and grow.

Like any living organism, these ideas must reproduce or they will die out.
Because of this, they cause their hosts (people) to take actions that will increase
the idea’s chances of survival and reproduction, even to the detriment of the
survival of the individual human hosts.

Get that again: These ideas can cause a person to do things that are against
their own best interests — perhaps even things that will directly result in a
person's own death.

People influenced by complex idea-organisms will labor to infect others with
these ideas. They will try hard to make sure that their children have the same
beliefs. They will donate money to organizations that spread the word. They will
stand on street corners handing out pamphlets.

They also act to oppose competing ideas. They tend to be closed-minded and
unwilling to listen to logical arguments. They will often become uncomfortable or
angry when their beliefs are questioned. They sometimes ban or burn books
containing competing ideas. They will even engage in bloody warfare to destroy
other large groups of people who hold different beliefs.
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Since Higher Powers exist on a different level than the individual, their wants and
needs are based on different things. This often puts them at cross-purposes with
the values and needs of peaceful individuals, which makes them dangerous to
individual survival. Sometimes they will even interfere with new ideas and actions
that would only serve to make all human life better.

It is important to these idea-organisms to maintain the status quo where the
powers of individual humans are concerned. The environment in which they
evolved included many human limitations. And it is not clear that they can
continue to survive in a world in which individual human beings gain more power
—a world in which certain human limitations are overcome.

Think of a field of crops that is growing well, then someone changes the
composure of the soil. Will the crops continue to grow properly? Probably not —
they were suited to the original soil mix. New knowledge can be like an
environmental change to the idea-organisms growing in your mind. Therefore,
these idea-organisms resist both personal learning and overall cultural advances
in knowledge, even when this is contrary to the survival interests of individual
human beings.

It seems quite likely that idea-organisms would be particularly upset about
knowledge of their true natures. However, if we wish to remain true to ourselves
(despite the best efforts of Higher Powers to bend us to their wills) we must try to
understand the nature of these idea-organisms.

0.2.3 The Making of a Higher Power

The key factor that allows the growth of a complex parasitic ideological organism
(as opposed to symbiotic ideas), is a common flaw in the way people tend to
think. The problem stems from our tendency to want to categorize things. We do
this in an effort to simplify our thinking and lives.

While mental categorization is a very useful tool, its miss-application is at
the root of the growth of the ideological entities we call Higher Powers.

Categorization makes life a lot easier. For example, if you find out you are
allergic to citrus fruits; it is very useful to recognize a pattern. You learn not to eat
any fruit with a thick, waxy, brightly colored skin. It is likely to be a citrus fruit, and
it could hurt you. It is useful for you to label all citrus fruits as "BAD" and to not
bother trying each new one that comes along. There might be exceptions, but it
is probably not worth finding out.

In the world of idea-organisms, this sort of thinking is encouraged, even beyond
what is appropriate or useful.

If you read a sheet of paper with ten ideas on it, you can easily go down the list,
evaluating each one. You can decide if you think each is true or not, based on its
own merits.

However, if there is an impressive title that groups the ten ideas into a seemingly
inseparable list, it may no longer be easy to think of each idea as separate
proposition. It does not matter if the list is entitled "The Code of Gozer the
Gozerian" or the "Ten Commandments of God.” Once the list has such a title, it is
now being presented as a single unit of thought, rather than ten separate
thoughts.




There is no logical reason why the ten ideas should be grouped as one in your
mind, but in order for idea-organisms to function, they must encourage this kind
of grouping. For an idea-organism to thrive, its various ideas must interact and
support each other. Complex idea-organisms can not exist unless your mind is
willing to let many ideas work together as a single system of beliefs.

If someone asked you, "What did you think of that list of ideas | sent you?" you
could easily say:

"l liked numbers five through ten all right, especially six, eight, and nine. They
were my favorites. But | thought those first four were pretty weak. Maybe you
should think about getting rid of those?"

On the other hand, if someone asks you what you think of "The Ten
Commandments," there is more of a feeling of inseparability. You will probably
feel ideological pressure to answer, "l think they are pretty good" rather than go
into specific details about which of The Commandments are good and which of
The Commandments could use some improvement. They are grouped together
in a way that makes it hard to separate them. Logically they should be individual
ideas that can each receive separate consideration. But the title of the list makes
that a very hard thing to do.

This bundling of ideas is how bad information can slip in along with good.
It is how complex ideological life forms, such as the Higher Powers we
have described, become possible.

Complex ideologies are built of simpler ideas. In order to act as a whole unit, they
must convince you that they must either be accepted or rejected as a whole unit.
If you start examining the individual ideas that are its parts, the complex idea-
organism falls apart. If everyone could learn to remember that they are always
free to pick and choose the simple ideas that work, from any given set of ideas,
while rejecting the bad ones, large parasitic idea-organisms could never survive
or continue to evolve.

Remember our suicide bomber? This is exactly how she got suckered into
triggering a bomb strapped to her chest. All the good ideas in her world; ideas
about family, loyalty, justice, etc, got packaged together with some very bad
ideas. She did not have the intellectual tools to separate the good ideas from the
bad ones, so she ended up acting on bad ideas that went against her own best
interests. Such bad ideas go against the interests of all individuals and are only
useful to the reproduction of certain larger idea-organisms.

In this book we will try to show you how to recognize the influences of such
parasitic ideas. We will discuss the dangers that occur when these kinds of ideas
saturate a group and how all Higher Powers stem from collective belief systems.
We will explain the strategies that these ideas use to convince you to believe in
them, how to avoid them, and how to rid your mind of them.

Finally, we will show how all the rewards that Higher Powers promise (even
God’s offer of immortality) may be obtainable without sacrificing yourself to the
cause.
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0.3 Self Sacrifice

Thinking as an individual, the actions of the suicide bomber seem truly
inexplicable. However, when you understand the driving forces of Idea-
organisms, her behavior makes perfect sense. From the point of view of the idea-
organism in her head, her sacrifice is a small one for a greater gain; a small price
to pay for "the greater good."

0.3.1 The Ultimate Sacrifice

Suicide is obviously not an action promoted by our biology. It ends the ability for
the genes to reproduce themselves, and is therefore something your genes
would not have you do. The only possible time that suicide can be good for the
genes is when the act of death is a sacrifice that vastly increases the survival
chances of a large number of related creatures such as children. Related
creatures carry a lot of the same genes, so the sacrifice of an individual animal
can still be in the best self interest of its genes.

The same benefit of self-sacrifice can be seen in the world of ideas. It is in the
best self interest of an ideology to cause a person to sacrifice her life in order to
save the lives of many other people who are also hosting the same idea-
organism. And in the world of ideas, a suicidal act might do more than just save
other people who have those ideas in their heads. It might also actually aid in the
reproduction of those ideas by calling greater attention to an idea. If the suicidal
act seems noble and heroic, it can help spread the idea that initiated the suicide.

In the case of the suicide bomber, this is part of the story. However, something
even more insidious is going on. Such acts are part of an ongoing war of
ideologies between people worshiping different Higher Powers. However, there is
actually a hidden friendly relationship between the two apparently rival powers.
By demonizing each other, they actually help each other convert new followers.

0.3.2 Violence Begets Violence

The extremist aspects of two warring Higher Powers are intensified with each act
of violence. One act of violence provokes retaliation, which provokes counter
retaliation, until it is almost impossible to sort out who started what. The
aggressive nature of ideas on each side is thus increased, and moderate ideas
within each population are silenced.

As more innocent people are dragged into the violence, more ill will is created in
people who would otherwise have never chosen to participate in such a conflict.
Thus many additional fertile minds, ripe for infection by these violent idea-
organisms, are cultivated. Suicide bombing lends itself particularly well to this
process.

When the person who commits a violent act is removed from the equation,
it almost guarantees that retaliation will be escalated above the level of
personal vengeance, to the impersonal level of competing ideologies.

If the bomber were still alive, she could be located, captured, tried, and executed.
This would give some closure to the friends and families of the victims. However,
since the culprit "escapes" by dying in the act, the natural desire for some
retribution becomes more widely directed towards some larger group that
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included the bomber. There is also a tendency for people to feel victimized if they
identify with the same group as the victims. When a violent act is ideological
rather than personal, people tend to feel involved, even if they do not actually
know any of the people hurt. This inflation of a personal act of hatred to the level
of larger groups can occur on both sides simultaneously.

One can imagine a Samoan living on the island of Hawaii in the late summer of
2001, who on September 10th was complaining about all the non-native
Hawaiians on the island and telling his friends that Hawaii would be better off if it
were independent from the United States. A couple days later, after the violent
actions of September 11th, he might have been proudly flying a US flag, and
telling his friends how he would punch out the next Arab he saw. Maybe he even
joined the army. The suicide attacks on September 11th, served to strengthen
the hold of the group identity, even over those in whom it was fairly weak.

Patriotic anger inspires misdirected violent retaliation that furthers the
cause of violent factions on both sides of the ideological conflict.

When a Higher Power inspires a member of a group to sacrifice herself in this
way, it may gain far more than it loses. The loss of one faithful believer is likely to
be compensated by greater faith in many of the previously less faithful. This cycle
of "violence begets violence" strengthens and furthers the goals of two Higher
Powers at war. They are secret allies, helping each other enslave more minds.

0.3.3 Ants and Men

It has been said that only ants and men fight their own kind to the death or go to
war. When two stags clash antlers over territory, rarely is either injured, and even
more rarely is either killed. They test their relative strengths and give ground
accordingly without mortal peril coming into the picture. Even where species do
go to war in groups, again these clashes rarely result in serious injury or death.
Most animals will not readily lay down their lives for others of their kind, no matter
how large a group they are protecting.

There are some notable exceptions. One of which is that the parents of many
species, especially the mother, will protect their young, sometimes even to the
death. To understand why it makes sense for them to do so, one must
understand that every animal is an expression of a genetic pattern, and that
these genes are at the root of all behavior. So when you observe behavior in
animals, no matter how bizarre it may seem to you, it usually makes sense from
the point of view of the genes contained within that animal.

The genetic relationship between parents and young is easily understood. Half of
the genes of each parent will be expressed in each of the offspring. Also, a
mother animal will know, with almost 100% certainty, which offspring are her
own. This makes the odds easy to calculate. From a gene's point of view it
makes sense for a mother to lay down her life for more than two of her own
offspring, or risk her life for just one, if the risk is less than a 50% chance of
death.

So a mother sacrificing her life for a child or children makes good genetic sense,
but how does this explain the behavior of two ant colonies fighting each other?

Truly a war between two colonies of social insects is the only sight in nature
comparable to rows of human soldiers killing each other en mass. For the ants'
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part, they are still just playing the roles that their genes have encoded into them.
And from the genes' point of view, once again, it all makes sense.

Most ants do not reproduce. Only the Queen ant and a select few male ants ever
breed. The worker and soldier ants are sterile, and will not pass along their
genes, except through the copies of those genes that are contained in the
Queen. So, when a soldier ant sacrifices its life for Queen and Colony, the way
human soldiers will sacrifice their lives for King and Country, its behavior is
benefiting the genes inside of it by helping ensure the safety of the few ants that
actually reproduce those genes.

In fact, because each ant colony only reproduces through the Queen, all the
other worker and soldier ants in the colony can be viewed as extensions of the
Queen ant. From this point of view, when two ant colonies of the same species
are fighting over territory, it is really no different than two stags locking horns.
The ants that die in the conflict mean as little to the whole colony organism as the
occasional splinter of lost antler means to the whole stag.

So then the question remains, why do men go to war?

Human beings are not colony insects breeding through a single Queen. It is not
in our genes best interest to sacrifice ourselves for our leader's whims. Certainly
our individual deaths mean more than the splintered antlers of a larger animal...

The answer to this question is found in the nature of our ideas. Ideological
replicators, rather than our biological replicators, often influence human behavior.
Collective idea-organisms are the higher animals of the idea world. Copies of a
collection of ideas (an ideology), inside the heads of each of its members, are
what defines a group. These ideas act together to create group behavior and turn
us into parts of a collective organism. Such a Collective will sacrifice us as
quickly as the colony will sacrifice worker and soldier ants, or the stag will
sacrifice the cells that make up its hooves and antlers.

When human soldiers go to war, it is because the group idea-organism that
causes this behavior is defending its physical or ideological territory.

Since the idea exists in all the members of the group, it makes sense to sacrifice
the warrior carrying one copy, for the many copies of the idea left in the minds at
home. When two ideological organisms clash, they use human beings the way
the ant colony uses soldier ants, or the stag uses its antlers. They are tools that
have been specially created for just this purpose.

Collective idea-organisms turn men into tools to be used for the survival and
growth of the Collective. This explains why people, who would not normally hurt a
fly in their own homes, can be made to travel half way around the world, to risk
death, and to kill people they have never met, in defense of their "way of life."

0.3.4 Personal Sacrifice

While you have never died for a cause (at least the fact that you are reading this,
and the current level of technology as we are writing it, makes that seem
unlikely), you have probably sacrificed yourself for a group in many ways, and at
many times.

If you have ever done something just because you felt it was expected of you,
you have sacrificed something to a Higher Power. Maybe this involved serving in
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the military or on jury duty, or maybe just paying taxes. Whatever it was, if you
did it out of a sense of obligation rather than because of a reasoned calculation,
you sacrificed to a Higher Power.

Do you tend to behave the way that is expected of you in a group? When
watching a performance, do you clap when everyone else does, not necessarily
because you liked the show, but because you would feel weird not clapping while
everyone else is? Do you feel constant pressure to conform? Worse yet, do you
pressure other people to conform?

Some people seem to have a problem fitting into groups. They are socially
awkward and never seem to know how to act. They are geeky. Perhaps you
know the type. Perhaps you even are one. If you are, then you lack the ability to
blend into a group. This might be seen as a natural resistance to the group-think
caused by Higher Powers — or as some sort of a lack of social skills. Both ways
of looking at the situation are probably somewhat true. Being a geek is both a
blessing and a curse. Being able to see the world in unapproved ways can be an
advantage, but not sending out the right social cues can make you a target.

If you do have social skills, then you have probably made fun of such people.
Maybe not recently, but what about when you were younger? Did you ever apply
hurtful pressure to anyone who just wouldn't fit in? Even if you have always been
nice about it, helpfully coaching people on how to better fit into a group is also a
service to the Collective. Even if you have just spent some of your time talking
about the virtues of some group, you have done work for an idea-organism.

Not all idea-organisms are necessarily the worst possible kind, but if you are
accepting ideas without analysis, just because it's what everyone else around
you also believes, then you well may end up as host to one of the very bad ones.
While you may not pay with your Life, paying in terms of your time or money is
also sacrificing something of yourself.

While our discussions will be relevant to all collective Higher Powers, we target
God for special attention because God makes the claim of being the highest of all
possible powers. This allows God to offer the most fantastic rewards in return for
an individual’s intellectual surrender. Believers are promised purpose in life and
immortality in exchange for belief.

If you have trouble seeing that other things we call Higher Powers — the Nation
State for example — are really the same sort of ideological constructs as God, ask
yourself what the differences are between the following two propositions:

1. The "Chosen People" should not live among, nor should they ever do
business with the "Infidels"

2. People born on different sides of an imaginary “border line” should not be
able to move to live near each other, nor to do business freely.

The prohibitions that the Nation State places on free movement and trade, based
on imaginary lines on a map, can be just as damaging as the results of any ideas
concerning the "Will of God.”

While other Higher Powers like Nation States and Corporations can't make
the kinds of promises that God does by laying claim to the highest possible
authority, they can still demand some truly significant sacrifices.

14



0.4 Picking on God

Religions, governments, corporations, and other "Higher Powers" that cause
people to act as a group are all examples of collective idea-organisms.
Collectives arise from the way human beings create mental identities for things in
the world around them and assign icons to represent complex groups of ideas.
God and Country are merely icons for such collective idea-organisms.

These idea-organisms influence large numbers of people to behave as a group.
Copies in the minds of individual human beings work together the way a higher
animal's component cells do, producing unified behavior. In addition, these idea-
organisms may act in ways that are harmful to their human hosts, encouraging
them to sacrifice themselves for the good of the Collective.

In defense of ourselves against charges of blasphemy (not that it will help), we
do not believe that any true GOD would object to this line of discussion. No true
GOD would need to fear examination or inquiring minds. The Big Guy on The
Throne does not require protection from a couple of little guys who are just
examining life on Earth and trying to find answers to problems.

In fact, we think that any god worthy of the name would have to smile upon our
efforts to understand the reasons why people think the way they do.

0.4.1 The Word "God"

All the words in the title “God Wants You Dead” are highly charged. They are
often misunderstood, ill defined, and/or filled with emotional response. The word
"wants" is directly related to the concepts of self interest, values, and the market
forces that make modern human life possible. The word "you" points directly to
the concept of identity or "the self," and this is a concept that philosophers have
been trying to unravel for as long as there have been philosophers. The word
"dead" draws a line between existence and nonexistence, and the idea of
nonexistence is one of the scariest things that a person ever has to face.

However, the first word of our title, "God,” is very likely the most powerful of the
lot. It may be that more people have been killed because of the idea of GOD or
gods than as a result of any other idea that was ever invented. On the other
hand, monotheism is also a part of the history of mankind's growth of ideas — a
process that has taken us from a global population of millions to that of billions of
living human beings.

So Who Is This God Person Anyway?

There are as many different answers to that question as there are people —
though many of the answers are very similar.

Some people think they know God from books they’'ve read. Others have been
introduced to God by their friends and relatives. Many people talk to God on a
regular basis, though only a small number of people find that God actually talks
back to them. Only a very small number of people claim to have actually met
GOD face to face, and for the most part, even the strongest believers in God
don't believe most of those claims.

Our use of the word "god" falls into three categories. The first is "god" — a being
with godlike powers. The second is "GOD" — the instance of a Supreme Being.
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The third is "God" — the concept of a Supreme Being as it exists in the minds of
human beings.

The first usage usually relates to belief in polytheism. Some religions past and
present detail the existence of many different gods. Some belief systems even
hold that it is possible for a human being to become a god, or at least possess
god-like powers. We will use the word "god" to mean any being who is worshiped
by those who believe in its divine powers.

The second usage refers to "THE GOD" rather than "a god.” GOD is the supreme
entity in a monotheistic belief system. Even in a polytheistic belief system, we
might logically attribute the title of "GOD" to the most powerful god. Many such
belief systems have some central figure that is the strongest, wisest, etc. We will
use the word "GOD" to mean the omnipotent being that is believed to have
created the universe. This is the being that we also call "The Big Guy On The
Throne.” If it amuses you to do so, you can think of the word "GOD" as an
acronym for "Generic Omnipotent Deity.”

The third usage, which is the way we use it in the title of this book, is the most
interesting to us. We will use the word "God" to mean the shared concept of an
omnipotent deity, as it exists in the minds of many human beings.

Even if you don’t believe in the existence of GOD or gods, you certainly
recognize the existence of God. The idea of a supreme being is something
that demonstrably exists and has an effect on our lives. It inhabits many
human minds and is capable of producing collective actions. God is an
icon representing a collection of ideas with its own agenda — an agenda
quite separate from the best interests of the individual human minds that
host it.

In the next section we will explore the nature of the God concept as it exists in
the minds of both believers and non-believers. We will show how this concept
causes collective actions, and examine it as an example of a Distributed Identity.

0.4.2 The Idea of God

If you're not one of those people who really know God well, but you'd like to get
to understand, perhaps the best way to do so is to look at the history of gods and
godhood.

In the early days of recorded history, there were a lot of gods around. Every
nation, clan, or valley had at least one, and many had several. Some people
thought, "the more gods the better" and tried to get into the graces of many. If
you had a good relationship with several gods, then there was a better chance
that at least one of those gods would keep your interests in mind while working
out things divine. This would be similar to your representatives in a modern
political system. (And you know how well that works for you!) In fact, gods and
political systems were once very much linked — they still are sometimes — even in
some modern states. (And you probably know how well that works too...)

In those days, the leader of a nation might be closely linked to their god, often
acting as the god’s physical embodiment in the real world, or perhaps as the
chosen conduit between men and the gods. When nations went to war with each
other, their gods were also fighting, and the winners were thought to have the
strongest god. Whether the winning nation’s strength made its god the greatest,
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or the winning god’s strength made its nation the greatest, was purely a matter of
semantics.

In early times, the god was combined with the nation, and both were
embodied in the leader.

Since the leader of a nation could be strongly associated with the god of a nation,
and nations weren’t as big as we grow them these days, there was a much
greater range of upward mobility. If you worked hard and had a lot of good ideas,
it might just be possible to become a god back then. And having achieved
godhood, your descendants could often get in on the "god gig" just by right of
birth. Therefore it was both possible to earn or inherit divinity.

A few thousand years ago, the god of the Jews (who later became the god of the
Christians and the Muslims too when those religions evolved from Judaism), was
promoted to being "THE GOD." This particular god had no single human being
attached, but did have a priesthood who shared in the benefits of being the only
people who really knew this god well.

This worked out well for everyone, as having a living divine entity on Earth
belching and farting like any other human can be very embarrassing to a religion.
It worked so well, that this particular "THE GOD,” is now the GOD that over half
of the people in the world are talking about when they talk about GOD. (Although
there is sometimes violent disagreement about whether Yahweh, Jehovah, and
Allah are the same "person.")

Not being seen allows a god to have much greater powers without the human
analog constantly being bothered to perform miracles. The Priests still get
bothered some, but they can simply promise to "put in a good word.” They can
also much more plausibly ask for money than can someone claiming to be
omnipotent.

In the case of this particular god, this growth of extra powers went so far as to
make him the best and greatest of all the gods. In fact he became such a strong
god that many people came to believe that he was the creator and controller of
everything. (OK, there were some advantages that came from monotheism, but
we're having fun here, so please don't interject!)

God started out by just wanting his people to "have no other gods" before him,
and ended up as "the Alpha and the Omega,” the beginning and the end of
everything. As "THE GOD,” he was so impressive that he did not even lose face
when the nation that believed in him was destroyed, scattered, and enslaved.
Wherever they found themselves, and however bad life got, believers in God
knew that they were the chosen people and that all was for the best.

One way that belief in God ensured this was by promising a next life in which
everything would be good for the believers. This was not a new promise. Many
gods had offered immortality to believers. God, however, was the big guy and
could control the afterlife for everyone, even those who didn’t believe in him.
Whereas the garden variety god could only reward or torture his own people in
the next life, THE GOD could claim that power over everyone.

Therefore, he could offer his people the consolation of knowing that not only
would the next life be great for them, but also that the assholes who had
persecuted and enslaved them would all be totally screwed. This was a big
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seller, as people like their revenge even when served that cold. It kept faith in
God alive through some very troubled times.

Later, such punishment was extended, not just to those who harmed the chosen
people, but to everyone who was not among the chosen. Not only did this make
people very happy with their chosen status but it was also a big help in any
recruiting effort by the chosen people. The original chosen people were not so
interested in this. They actually set up difficult and painful barriers to recruitment,
like having to learn a new language and having delicate pieces of one's anatomy
snipped off. But the whole "eternal damnation for non-believers" concept lent
itself so well to a recruiting drive that it was probably the major reason for the
appearance of many new factions. (This lead to the birth of Christianity, and later
Islam)

The other strength that this God had when it came to recruiting was that since he
was the only god, if another culture already believed in a supreme being, then
they must really believe in the same GOD. Thus a culture could be converted by
being told that they were worshiping the same GOD as always, that they had just
gotten the name wrong, and would have to change some of their methods of
worship. If the culture had more than one god, invariably there was one which
was the most good, most wise, and most powerful, to fit the bill.

This was much easier than the previous method of completely converting another
culture. The old method seems to have required killing every last adult male and
raping all the women. The new method just involved stealing and renaming a
culture's holidays.

This omnipotent and omnibenevolent (all powerful and all good) being, who
would eternally torture anyone who did not believe in him, was such a big hit that
he was soon the centerpiece of the biggest selling religious concept in the
western world. The only real competition persisted in the east where the general
belief was that when you died, you came back again as someone or something
else. This belief in reincarnation satisfies what appears to be a general human
need for some sort of immortality, but doesn’t fit well with God’s eternal reward or
eternal torture carrot and stick combination.

To be clear: This book is about how ideas survive and reproduce, so throughout
this book we are, in almost all cases, using the word "God" in reference to the
idea of a Supreme Being as it exists in the minds of people around the world, not
in reference to any actual deity.

God is a concept existing in many human minds that is capable of producing
collective actions. God is an idea-organism with its own agenda, separate from
the interests of the individual human minds that host it. Where "GOD" and "gods"
are the intangible things of faith and/or myth that deny proof, God is something
that demonstrably exists and has an ongoing visible effect on our lives.

You may or may not believe in GOD, but you definitely experience the effects of
God (the idea-organism) on a daily basis.
0.4.3 The Power of God

Although God is the highest of all Higher Powers conceptually, he does not have
the real world clout that he once had. At one time, in most human societies,
defiance of the local belief in GOD or gods would be met with a punishment of
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torture and death. God no longer commands that kind of power in most parts of
the world.

For various reasons (some good and some bad) the authority to use violent force
has almost always been centralized to a single organization that is generally
called "The government." Where the government used to be controlled by
religion, recently (historically speaking) a new Higher Power has risen to this
peak position.

The new Higher Power we speak of is Geography. It sounds odd, when you put it
that way. Geography was a boring subject you studied in school. Geography is
about drawing lines on maps, and naming the areas inside the drawn borders. It
seems silly that writing names on maps could give rise to a Higher Power. Silly or
not, names are powerful things in the world of ideas.

Where Religion may play on people's instinctive and powerful fear of death,
Nation States based on geographic borders play on our likewise powerful
territorial instincts.

So the ideological power structure of the world has changed somewhat in the last
several hundred years. World leaders used to claim to be speaking the will of
God, or even be to a god on Earth. Now most of them claim to be speaking with
the voice of the "fatherland" or sometimes "motherland.” (But never "brotherland"
or "sisterland," as a Higher Power will never claim to just be your conceptual
equal.) Geography also calls for sacrifices from us. They are somewhat different
ones than those that God would want us to make, but possibly just as damaging.

And God is still around. He is down but not out. He can still affect the decisions of
most Geography-based government, even where he can no longer directly make
those decisions. So when we talk about the sacrifices that God wants us to make
in his name, we will also be talking about the avenues through secular
government that God must use if he wants his will enforced. We will discuss how
reducing the power that our governments have over us would help avoid having
them used by idea-organisms against our best interests. We will also discuss
other Higher Powers that use these same strategies to try to bend us to their will.

So, despite this book's title, we will not just be picking on God.
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0.5 God Wants You Dead

The concept of God has evolved over several thousands of years. (That is quite
a lot of evolutionary time for an idea, as ideological evolution moves a LOT faster
than the biological equivalent.) During all that time, death has been one of the
biggest and most constant facts of life.

Humans have a lot of limitations that make us who we are. All of these limitations
have been part of the environment that the idea-organism called God has grown
and thrived in. Remember that we are talking about a living idea with its own
agenda — with its own environmental needs for survival and replication. So
changing any part of its regular environment could be dangerous to God's
continued existence.

Idea-organisms are creatures of culture. To protect themselves, idea-
organisms must resist cultural change. One of the ways they do this is to
suppress new technologies that might cause serious changes.

As interesting evidence of this, consider the fact that the people who always
seem to invent new technology are the geeky types — the types that do not fit into
the Collective. Earlier we talked about the fact that geeks are less in touch with
the group-think of idea organisms. This makes them stand out as outsiders,
unable to blend into any group. However, this also leaves their minds free of the
influences of idea-organisms.

The history of technological innovation is a history of strangely geeky outsiders
as the innovators. Idea-organisms suppress the creation of new ideas in the
minds that host them. It takes a mind free from such idea-organisms to come up
with brilliant new ideas.

To see why idea-organisms feel the need to suppress new technology, let's
consider the impact that certain new technologies might have on various Higher
Powers:

First, we want you to imagine what would happen to national governments,
based on geographic boundaries, if a teleportation device (like a Star Trek
transporter) was ever invented. Imagine a world where individuals had access to
a device that allowed instant travel from place to place.

How could it not be a huge plus to human progress to eliminate travel time and
shipping time for goods? Yet the idea of national borders — and hence nation
states — would be threatened by this technology. You can not have a cohesive
national identity, based on geographical location, when people are empowered to
move freely and instantly from one side of the world to the other. We can pretty
much guarantee that governments would do anything they could to suppress and
control a new technology that would change or remove our concept of territory.

Your Geography-based government is already keenly interested in controlling
travel. It issues travel papers to allow you to cross imaginary lines drawn on
maps. It wants to make sure that you are not traveling across these lines with
any personal property it would rather keep inside or outside those lines. The
idea-organism of the geography-based Nation State can not allow total freedom
of movement and still survive. Therefore it must strongly regulate all
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transportation technology, and any advances of such technology will tend to
frighten it into action.

Next, imagine what would happen to the idea of Race if a technology that
allowed us to instantly rewrite our genetic code was invented. You could wake up
in the morning, and choose if you wanted to be Asian, Black, Caucasian,
Hispanic, or even blue with purple polka dots. The leadership of groups based on
racial identity would decry such technology. They would do everything in their
power to stop people from using it. Such a technology would remove stupid
prejudices that have long divided us from viewing each other as all just members
of the same species. But those prejudices are at the core of the concept of racial
identity. Those seriously infected with the idea of Race, no matter what their
actual specific race, would all denounce such technology as a great evil.

If the idea of Race happened to be the highest ideological power and was
currently controlling the government when such technology was developed, you
can bet that the government would quickly criminalize the new technology. If the
influence of Race on government was less, but still strong, the government might
just strictly control the use of race changing technology. The idea-organism of
Race could not survive the wide use of a technology that allowed people such
freedom of control over their bodies.

Now think about the way in which Corporations are also constantly threatened by
new technology. Old business models are often invalidated by new technology
that gives people the power to get along without goods or services previously
provided by a Corporation. When this happens, if the Corporation can not adapt
quickly, it must try to influence the government to make the new technology
illegal, or gain the legal right to stifle such technology for a period of time so it
can adapt.

All the above examples point to exactly the sort of resistance that Religion will
put up against revolutionary new medical technologies.

If human beings ever found a way to survive without eating, or breathing, this
would upset the environment for all the ideas that human beings have — it would
cause a lot of ideological changes. While clearly this would be something that
would make human life less fragile and easier, it would shake things up a lot in
the world of our ideas. So we could also say "God Wants You Breathing," which
sounds a lot nicer than "God Wants You Dead." However, if human beings ever
found a way to stop dying, it would be an even more serious blow to the God
Idea. God has evolved in such a way as to be linked with an idea of immortality —
of not actually dying when you die.

The invention of real immortality will be a bigger shake-up for the idea of
God than all the previous scientific progress that humanity has ever made.

In the name of God, true believers will fight against technology that can make us
all healthy and young for as long as we choose. What could be a greater boon to
humanity than complete health without any infirmity or ailment? Yet the idea of
God, fighting for its very survival, will resist any technology that might hurt its old
business model. It will resist such technology with all its available power. Religion
may not be the idea-organism currently controlling most national governments,
but it will use what influence it has to fight the acceptance of anti-aging medicine.
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God would certainly rather have you dead than give up a monopoly on
selling immortality.

Now, think again for a moment about the question we considered at the
beginning of the chapter: "How are you different from a suicide bomber?"

Does some feeling of duty to a Higher Power make you think that having
advanced medical technology that could give us physical immortality would be a
bad thing? Would you reject using that technology for yourself? Would you try to
prevent others from using it?

If your beliefs would cause you to oppose the development or use of new life-
saving technologies, for yourself and others, how different are you from those
who are inspired by some Higher Power to commit suicide and murder?
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1
Evolution of Higher Powers

In this chapter we will take a detailed look at what Higher Powers are, where they
come from, and how they act as icons for complex idea-organisms.

In the introductory summary, we touched briefly on the idea that such complex
idea-organisms could not exist if people did not commit the logical error of
bundling many simpler ideas into a larger construct — a construct that requires
you to accept or reject the set of ideas as a single unit. We also talked about how
attaching a label or title to such a collection of ideas made it hard for people to
separately consider the various smaller concepts, and to spot the bad ideas. This
is exactly what an icon does, only more so.

A Higher Power is an icon that stands for a group of ideas. It lends a face, a
personality, and a voice to a set of ideas. It not only helps bind an ideology
together, but it also strengthens the ideas by playing the role of a very
authoritative source for the ideas.

It is a logical "Error of Source" to accept ideas from authority, without examining
them, just as much as it is to attack ideas you don't like by criticizing the source.
However, it is still a very common fallacy, and seems to be part of the way we
tend to think when we are not being very careful. (See our chapter "The Art of
Thought" for more information on logical thinking and common fallacies.)

A higher power can present an icon of seemingly unchallengeable authority.
Such an icon does not just pop into existence, wholly formed. The icon and the
ideas that it represents are shaped by an evolutionary process. Over time, the
Icon may be described in slightly different ways. The ideas change slightly, as
they pass from one human being to another.

Historically, this changing with each telling would have occurred easily in ideas
passed down through an oral tradition. Once the ideas were committed to writing,
such changes would have occurred less frequently. But major changes could still
have happened in translations to other languages, or in new revised additions
authorized by some authority figure.

The most famous example of a possible ideological mutation through translation error is
the translation of the Isaiah 7:14 in which the Hebrew word "almah" was translated to
mean "virgin,” thus describing the miracle of a virgin giving birth. There is much debate on
both sides of this, and probably for all the wrong reasons — that is, the debaters are not
really interested in the truth of what was meant in the original passage, but only making
their own religious or anti-religious points.

The word "almah" can certainly mean either "virgin" or "young woman,” much like the word
"maiden” in English. And one might think that on such an important point, the author of the
text would have been clearer. However, in the context that this child's birth is given as
being a sign from GOD, a virgin birth is certainly more likely to have been seen as a
miraculous sign.

In any case, whether or not this is a valid example, there can be little doubt that such
mutations can occur in written texts as they are translated into different languages.
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Even when the words of a philosophy or religion are written in stone, if they are
many and complicated, they are open to interpretation. This interpretation then
becomes the equivalent of a new oral tradition, with different preachers saying
different things about their favorite bits from their favorite holy texts.

Where such small changes in ideas are allowed, evolution can occur. The stories
that impress people the most continue, and those that don't fade away. The icon
attributed as the source of those stories takes on whatever aspect conveys the
most authority. The more people who believe the ideas and pass them on, the
more authoritative the Icon becomes. The more authoritative the Icon is the more
people will pass the associated ideas on to others. The end product of this
evolutionary cycle will be a unified set of ideas that act together to be as
convincing as possible, represented by an icon of the most convincing possible
aspect.

The evolved icon will always be one that can convincingly claim higher
authority than anything you could personally hope to refute, perhaps even
the highest authority you could possibly imagine.

-
Bad Planet ! |
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1.1 Biological Evolution

In this book we will discuss at length the processes by which ideologies and
icons are formed and how they survive. This book is all about evolution, but for
the most part, not the biological kind. In this section we will touch on the "Theory
of Evolution" as it applies to biological life forms, but only to gain some
understanding of how the same process applies to ideas.

Since 1859 when Charles Darwin published "Origin of Species," the idea of
evolution has raised quite a bit of fuss among folks who believe that man was
created in God’s physical image. (They apparently believe that God has less
body hair than the typical ape, yet more than the typical woman.) However,
evolution is more than just the idea that we all have distant ancestors who had a
lot more fur on them than we do now, and it applies to more than just biological
animals.

Evolution is the observation that any set of replicating patterns will tend to
adapt to outside forces.

Evolution is a very simple idea, but it is surprisingly powerful in allowing us to
explain the world we observe. This is why it is not popular with organized
religions. It competes with another quite simple and powerful explanation,
“Things are the way they are because God wills it.”

But there is nothing about the idea of evolution that really denies the existence of
GOD or gods, it only implies that if GOD had specifically wanted to create a
certain animal, the process of creation started a lot further back and involved a
lot more time than just molding it out of clay and breathing life into it. The idea of
evolution doesn’t even deny the existence of one or more beings with the power
to instantly turn clay into flesh, it just points to another possible path by which this
can happen (albeit a lot more slowly).

Evolution isn’t really even a theory, so much as an observed fact of life. There is
good strong evidence that evolution does happen. You can even do experiments
yourself to see it happen. But be prepared to wait a while for results — such
experiments will take many generations of animals to show obvious results.
(Bacteria and insects breed fast, so it is in these species that evolution can be
most directly observed.)

1.1.1 Dogs and Rabbits

If you put a fence around a yard full of rabbits, and you put a hungry dog in the
yard, quite soon the average speed of the rabbits will be somewhat faster. (There
will soon be one less slow rabbit in the yard.)

If you leave the dog in with the rabbits long enough, and the rabbits are allowed
to breed, the offspring of the faster rabbits will tend to be faster rabbits. This is
direct evidence of evolution at work. Even the most faithful evolution-denying
creationist will agree that these remaining fast rabbits will indeed produce fast
offspring. In doing so, they are agreeing to an example of evolution in action.

If this experiment goes on long enough, eventually our hypothetical dog will not
be able to catch any of the rabbits because they are too fast, and he will starve to
death. But if you had a large enough yard and even more rabbits, you could also
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keep enough dogs that they could breed too. Over many years, some rabbits
would become dog dinner and some dogs would be too slow to catch food and
would starve. Over time, both rabbits and dogs would become, on average, a lot
faster.

But something additional and surprising will also happen. Wait a very long while,
and some dogs and rabbits will develop new ways to eat and avoid being eaten.
Some rabbits will burrow into the ground to hide from the dogs, and some dogs
will lie very still and wait for a nearsighted rabbit to walk close by, rather than
chase after those very fast rabbits. They will become very good at hiding quietly,
and the fur of some dogs might even start to look like the grass they hide in. Wait
even longer and some of the dogs will be going down the holes to catch those
rabbits that are hiding, and some of the rabbits will be climbing trees. Wait long
enough, and some of the dogs will be eating grass, and some of the rabbits will
be chasing and eating dogs.

&G
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Leporidae Grandidentatum

Of course these kinds of highly significant evolutionary changes would take
longer than your lifetime to observe — in fact they would take many, many human
lifetimes.

The initial observation, that the rabbit population gets faster (on average) when
the slower rabbits are getting eaten, seems ordinary and obvious. The idea that
this can eventually produce rabbits that eat dogs, however, is quite extraordinary
and counter-intuitive.

1.1.2 Unexpected Consequences

What happens is that the same sort of variance in the inherited traits of the
rabbits — that makes some rabbits faster than others — can also lead to
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unexpected consequences: Better jumping ability to avoid dogs can lead to
reaching the lower limbs of trees to escape. Longer claws for catching those
branches and climbing those trees can also be used to defend against and
maybe even sometimes kill dogs. Once the rabbits are sometimes killing dogs,
learning to eat the bodies can provide more food for the new killer rabbits. Within
perhaps as little as tens of thousands of years, there could be saber-tooth rabbits
that have learned to seek out dogs as food rather than avoid them as a threat.

Each increase of a given trait by the evolutionary pressure of one survival
strategy, can lead to a new, unexpected and unplanned, survival strategy. Each
change to the population is caused by the death of many individuals. In this way
the collection of animals "learns" new abilities over time — but this learning is very
slow. Each noticeable stage requires many generations of breeding to improve
the animal. It takes many generations of increasing survival traits and reducing
counter-survival traits before any perceivable advance in survival behavior is
noticed.

Genetic learning is the origin of instinctive behavior as well as body design. But
this sort of learning is very slow compared to the kind humans are used to.

1.1.3 Human Learning

If a human touches something and burns his fingers, he can tell his friend that it
is hot, and his friend can then exhibit avoidance behavior. Within seconds of that
first human being’s encounter with the dangerous object, other human beings
can learn of the danger, and they can communicate it to other people who were
not there to see it happen, who can communicate it to still others, and so on.

Let's compare human communication and learning to the genetic method of
learning.

Suppose a new dangerous thing, like fire, appears in the environment. Through
random genetic variance, some animals would be attracted to fire, and some
would avoid it. Those attracted to the fire, or not sufficiently wary of it, would
sometimes burn themselves. This injury might sometimes be fatal, or it might just
slow them down enough that something else kills them sooner than they would
have otherwise died. Over many generations of this kind of natural selection, the
species would then "learn” to avoid fire.

Lower orders of life, like bacteria, have less complicated bodies and can more
directly exchange genetic information. They are observed to swap genes directly.
This ability, combined with a very fast rate of reproduction, allows them to adapt
to changes in the environment much more quickly than higher animals can. If you
drop a small amount of penicillin into a dish full of bacteria — not enough to kill all
of them immediately — within a few days you will have a culture of penicillin-
resistant bacteria.

The direct gene exchange and fast reproduction of bacteria demonstrates the
very best learning speed that genetic information can manage. However, it still
doesn’t compare to the speed at which a group of human beings can adapt to
their environment. Human learning can be measured in fractions of a second, not
generations. It is no wonder that this amazing ability allows us to rule the planet.

So, just what is it that we are doing differently, and how did we start doing it?
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1.2 ldeological Evolution

| think that a new kind of replicator has recently emerged on this
very planet. It is staring us in the face. It is still in its infancy, still
drifting clumsily about in its primeval soup, but already it is
achieving evolutionary change at a rate that leaves the old gene
panting far behind.

-- Richard Dawkins, "The Selfish Gene"

In his book "The Selfish Gene,” biologist Richard Dawkins pointed out that the
human ideas are replicators much like genes and coined the term "meme" as an
analog to the biological concept of "gene.” Although the actual physical structure
for the encoding of ideas has not yet been fully understood (unlike the well
understood DNA molecule that records the genetic code), the analogy between
biology and ideology that Dawkins made is a useful one. Ideas are certainly
replicators, reproducing themselves from mind to mind. They fit many of the
normal definitions of living things.

1.2.1 The Jesus Fish

Here is an amusing case of evolution at the memetic level: The fish became a
symbol for Jesus for various theological reasons. Christians who wanted to
display their faith while driving made a fish logo to put on the back of their cars:

Some people believe that the need for God (and his son the fish) was eliminated
by the understanding of evolution. In the 1980s, some believers in evolution
created a parody of the Jesus Fish image depicting a fish with legs:

Someone else credited Charles Darwin as the man who first published the idea
of species evolution, by putting his name inside the evolved fish logo:

DARWIND




1.2.1.1 Fishier Mutations

This started a whole slew of fish mutations, including devil fish, sharks, and this
peculiar looking specimen:

010

This might need some explanation if you are not already familiar with the "Church
of the Flying Spaghetti Monster." The church of the FSM was the invention of
concerned citizen Bob Henderson in an open letter to the Kansas School Board:

www.venganza.org

At the time, the school board was considering the adoption of curriculum based
on the theories of intelligent design. The argument was that students should be
exposed to all theories equally. Bob’s point was that if all theories should indeed
be taught then any idea, up to and including Flyingspaghettimonsterism (his
personal religious belief) would also need to be seriously considered by the
board for possible inclusion in the curriculum.

1.2.1.2 Fish or Cut Bait

So now, thanks to a fishy idea that evolved into many different forms, if you want
to proclaim your religious beliefs, your taste in food, or some combination of
those two ideas like Flyingspaghettimonsterism, you can do so on the back of
your car in the form of a plastic fish.

You can purchase all the standard fish at www.evolvefish.com and if you think up
a new one, they might make it for you. Or you could learn how to make plastic
fish for yourself. (Give a man a plastic fish and he has something to put on his
car. Teach a man to make plastic fish and he can start a web business?)

Here is a fish that Sean came up with many years ago:

If you believe that Richard Dawkins contributed greatly to our understanding of
replicating information systems with his introduction of the meme analogy, then
perhaps you should decorate your bumper with this "Dawkins Fish" mutation. As
you can see it is in the legged evolution family, but has developed a bigger brain
for carrying around memes.
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1.2.1.3 Family Tree

Here is a possible family tree arrangement of car bumper fish, much the way a
biologist might classify existing animals based on theorized evolutionary

X
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The "fish" in the example above seems to evolve in much the same way that
animals on this planet have. You can clearly see three families, one religious,
one evolutionary, and one related to food. This is an illusion. The Darwin fish is
not a descendant of the Jesus fish so much as a competing idea borrowing
memetic code from its competition. Believers in evolution borrowed the idea of a
car bumper fish and cleverly added legs to make their point.

In the religious family you might find return salvos, including one with the Truth
Fish eating the Darwin Fish. This is not normal biological evolution in the sense
that animals of different species do not reproduce.

But it is a form of evolution. The existence of the “food fish” sub family highlights
the typical evolutionary occurrence of unexpected consequences. The link
between the Jesus Fish and the Food Fish family is the Gefilte Fish. This fish
was clearly intended as a Jewish response to the Christian Jesus Fish. However,
where Christ is linked in biblical scholarship to the symbol of the fish, the only
well known fish in Judaism is an actual food dish that many Jewish people
commonly eat.

Rather than continuing the religious battle of the religious fishes, this fish caused
other fans of various fishy food dishes to devise their own emblems. Just like
biological evolution, evolved ideological traits that come into being in response to
one survival threat, often lead to new survival strategies and further evolution in
totally unexpected directions.

It is important to note that many people who believe in Jesus, and might even
have an IXOYE fish on their car, would also agree that evolution is a valid theory.
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A whole range of ideas with constant back and forth exchange and competition
exist in the world of ideology. The process by which ideological organisms evolve
is more akin to bacteria than to any higher biological animal.

As previously mentioned, bacteria exchange genetic information directly and
reproduce by dividing, rather than through sexual combination as higher animals
do. ldeological organisms are even more fluid creatures — able to separate and
recombine in whole or in parts. They do compete for ideological territory in the
brains of human beings, but even that analogy isn’t completely valid — as any
brain is capable of holding contradictory information. What they are really
competing for is not simply storage space, but ongoing thoughts and actions.

Ideas compete to cause human beings to expend their resources (time, money,
etc.) doing things to promote the ideas. Sometimes this means doing relatively
harmless things like buying a plastic logo and attaching it to the back of your car.

Sometimes it means torturing and killing the non-believers.

1.2.2 Survival and Replication Strategies

Your mind is a memetic structure, and your memes have certain reproductive
goals. If you've ever wondered why everyone seems to want to tell you what to
do, but no one ever listens to your advice, this is the reason. Your memes are
trying to copy themselves into other minds, and their memes are trying to do the
same. They resist your ideas (which would displace theirs) and you do the same.

Memes have evolved to resist competition from other memes. When people
communicate, they are trying to put their ideas into someone else's head. People
get into arguments when they have different ideas already occupying the same
evolutionary niches in their minds. Seen this way, an argument is simply an
attempt by the memes on each side to colonize each other's mental territory.

In addition to explaining why it's so hard to get people to change their ideas
(even when it seems quite obvious to you that their ideas are SO totally stupid),
looking at ideas as organisms explains a lot of other things.

For example, since your memetic reproductive strategies are different than the
goals of your genes, there are often conflicts between mental and physical
desires. This explains the mind/body duality that most people feel. Other
conflicts, purely mental, may be described as conflicts between memes
competing internally for the same resources.

Brains evolved to allow animals to react to changes in their environment. When
communication of information between brains became possible, ideas began to
reproduce themselves. That is, they became replicators of a new sort.

All replicators, genetic or memetic, are affected by natural selection, and this,
combined with any inexactness in the replication process, is what allows
evolution to happen.

For genes, sexual intercourse is the means of replication. For memes,
communication between human beings is the method of replication. Memetic
organisms have evolved ways of making them more likely to be communicated to
other hosts.
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Memes exist on top of the biological platform (without it they could not exist), but
they have their own reproductive strategies. They may have a separate agenda
from the body in which they reside, even though they still need that body to exist.

Idea-organisms cannot survive without minds to hold them. It is therefore not at
all surprising that ideological survival and replication strategies are often (but not
always) closely linked with the survival and replication of their hosts. In order to
continue to survive and replicate, an idea-organism must influence its host to
exhibit behavior that favors its replication.

The Idea-organism may adopt one or more replication strategies. It might offer its
host some direct additional survival advantage. It might help its hosts get along
and work together better as a team. Or it might just trick its host into spreading
the idea, even where it is not in the host’s biological interest to do so. We identify
three classifications of memes based on their general replication strategy. They
are called: Symbiotic, Altruistic, and Parasitic.

1.2.2.1 Symbiotic

The word symbiotic is used in biology to describe a relationship between two
species that is mutually beneficial. Symbiotic memes are beneficial to the
individual. They survive by making themselves useful to their hosts.

Because these ideas produce results that the biological platform identifies as
beneficial, they are more likely to be remembered and passed on to others. And
because they do, in fact, benefit the biological organism, the host lives longer.
This gives the ideological organism more time for replication to other hosts. It is a
symbiotic relationship.

Examples of Symbiotic memes:

e  “Always look both ways before crossing the street.”

e "Don't use lead pipes for your drinking water."

e  "Make sure that doctors wash their hands before performing surgery."

Symbiotic memes can be very simple ideas. Since they provide human beings
with direct benefit, they do not need to be bundled with other ideas into more
complicated idea-organisms that try to hold themselves out as inseparable
collections of ideas.

Symbiotic ideas can be considered individually, and are not afraid of the light of
logical inspection. In fact, they welcome a chance to show that they are indeed
useful. Thus they do not need any complex defense mechanisms.

People rarely get angry when someone disagrees with a simple symbiotic idea.
There is usually no emotional reaction, simply logical discourse. A person might
be puzzled that another is resisting a logically beneficial idea, but will not get
angry about it.
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If there is emotional reaction, this indicates that the idea has probably become
bundled into some larger idea-organism, and is now a belief, rather than just a
simple idea.

1.2.2.2 Altruistic

Whereas the symbiotic memes benefit their host directly, altruistic memes can be
beneficial to a group of hosts.

These memes survive by increasing the availability of other susceptible hosts for
communication. They ensure group stability at the expense of limiting individual
actions — but do so in such a way that everyone is better off on average.

It is notable that these memes, as part of their replication strategy, will often call
for special treatment of those who are guaranteed to be strongholds for copies of
the same meme — such as the respected elders of the group. Special attention is
also made to those who are most likely to be more susceptible to conversion,
such as very young children.

All moral and ethical codes fall into this category.

Examples of Altruistic memes:

e  "Thou shalt not kill."

e  "Thou shalt not steal.”

¢ "Do unto others as you would have them do unto you."

e "Aninnocent child's life is more valuable than a cynical adult's life."

o "ltis better to give than to receive."

Although altruistic memes can cause individuals to behave in ways that are not
necessarily to their immediate advantage, they can still be considered useful to
individuals. This apparent contradiction arises from the existence of certain
classical problems of economic game theory. Two such classic problems are "the
tragedy of the commons" and "the prisoner's dilemma." We will not go into a very
detailed description of such problems here, but we do suggest that you look them
up if you are unfamiliar with these concepts.

The basic idea behind problems of this type is that there are often situations in
which greater total value is gained by cooperation than through the expression of
individual self interest. Or perhaps we should say greater good is achieved
through cooperation than "unenlightened" or "short term" self interest. So,
adopting such memes can still be in one's rational self interest, even if they
sometimes limit an individual from taking actions of short term benefit.

To make this clearer — consider the first two items on the list of examples above.
A society in which people do not kill each other or steal from each other, but
instead engage in peaceful production and trade, will soon far surpass a society
in which people do not adopt these memes. While any given individual might find
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short term benefit in killing another person and stealing their property, a society
in which people commit theft and/or murder on a regular basis will never have the
same quality of life as one where they refrain from such behavior. Living in a
peaceful society is a huge benefit to all the individuals in it, the sacrifice of giving
up certain opportunities for immediate gain is a small price to pay for peace.

The simpler an altruistic idea is, the easier the benefit of group agreement on a
matter can usually be seen logically, and need not be taken of faith. This again is
manifest in the fact that arguments against simple altruistic memes do not usually
provoke anger or fear, only logical argument.

For example, if someone suggested to you that you could improve your diet by
eating human flesh, you would probably not be angry. You would just point out
that a lot of the benefits that people receive from being able to live in close
proximity to each other would not be possible if people went around eating other
people. Thus it is a benefit to you to refrain from eating other people, with the
understanding that they should also refrain from eating you. (Compare this to
trying to convince a Jew, Muslim, or Vegan that pork is good for them — you may
well spark some hostility.)

Altruistic ideas are not quite as open to inspection as symbiotic ideas. It is often
possible to logically understand that, although they may limit potentially beneficial
individual actions, the collective benefit they can provide outweighs some loss of
freedom. However, such ideas do sometimes tie themselves into emotional
responses of loyalty and kinship. When this happens, altruistic memes can act as
an anchor to start bundling ideas into a collective idea-organism, and this is when
parasitic memes start to make their appearance.

While there is great overall benefit for each individual to be found in the adoption
of a proper set of group altruistic memes, there is also great danger here for the
group to take on a life of its own that has no care for individual values.

1.2.2.3 Parasitic

Parasitic memes are not beneficial and may even be harmful. They survive
without regard to the needs of host or group. They will often attach themselves to
more beneficial memes as part of an ideology. They can offer themselves as
solutions to problems that have no other answer to compete with them, or they
can find flaws in other biological or ideological systems to exploit.

Examples of Parasitic memes:

e "If you believe this ideology you will never die."
e  "We must kill the enemy to protect our way of life."

e "Use our product and you will be more sexually attractive."

It is important to note that a parasite can produce results that look beneficial.
There exist species of fluke (small flatworms) that parasitically inhabit snails.
When a snail is infected it grows a thicker shell than it might otherwise. While the
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shell is a good defense mechanism, it has already been tuned evolutionarily to
optimal thickness for the snail’s survival and replication. The fluke, however,
does not care about the snail's genetic goals, that might actually be easier to
fulfill with a thinner shell; it influences the snail to produce a thicker shell to
protect its own goals. If the snail starts to strain under the weight of the new shell,
the fluke can always find other snails to infect.

Somewhat similarly, a country infected with Strong Nationalism may arm itself to
the teeth, well beyond its real need for defense. This forces other countries to do
the same, thus replicating the idea. If surrounding countries do not also arm
themselves, when the strong nationalistic country's economy is straining under
the weight of the additional defense, the nation can easily turn outward to
enslave and steal from its neighbors. If all the neighboring countries are likewise
infected with nationalism, bloody war ensues. The additional weapons might look
like an advantage to any given country — but if nobody had them, everyone would
be much better off.

Parasitic memes almost always need to hide inside a larger idea-organism to
survive. When taken on their own, as a simple idea, they will be destroyed by
logic. They must therefore surround themselves with a bundle of other ideas in
order to survive. Sometimes they are even useful to the replication of such an
idea-organism, but sometimes they just exist as a parasite inside an ideology.

The less directly harmful they are, the better they can get away with being carried
along inside a bundled idea-organism. They become the equivalent of junk-DNA
if they are not too harmful. They might be dead weight but it would be dangerous
for any complex idea-organism to allow its component ideas to be individually
considered, and this is exactly what would be required to root out the parasite.

The concept of "hype" is also a clue into the nature of parasitic memes. Ideas
that sell the package without offering any true content are hype. About 50% of
everything you hear is hype — this is because bullshit sells an idea and the more
an idea is sold, the more you will hear about it.

Imagine two schools of martial arts. Both schools teach equally good self
defense, and are equally good exercise. However, one of them claims that when
you attain the highest levels (which only the master in Asia and a few of his
closest disciples have ever supposedly achieved) you can do things that seem
impossible. The other school makes only mundane claims about its uses. Of the
two arts, the one you are most likely to hear about is the one with the extra hype
attached. It's interesting. It makes people talk. Thus it does better in the market
of ideas. In fact, it can actually be a worse martial art (containing fewer symbiotic
memes) but still do better in the market than the more realistic discipline.

Parasitic ideas need to be helpful, or at least not too harmful, to the idea-
organism in which they reside, but they can be very harmful to individual human
beings. So long as they help (or do not badly harm) the idea-organism's chances
for survival and reproduction, they can cause all sorts of pain and death to their
hosts. Since pain and death can be good motivators for people to believe things,
this can be exactly the way they are helpful to the idea-organism in reproducing
itself.

In fact, as human beings have gotten better at taking care of their physical
bodies, protecting them from biological diseases and parasites, the blame for
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most of the pain and suffering in the world has shifted to such parasitic memes
residing inside complex idea-organisms.

1.2.3 Evolved Ideologies

While most memes behave like quasi-living replicating chemicals, they have also
made steps towards evolving into higher ideological animals. These higher-level
memetic organisms are sometimes known as ideologies. An ideology is a
collection of ideas that work together for mutual advantage in survival and
replication.

Some people, extending Richard Dawkins' meme analogy, use the word "memeplex" to
describe a collection of ideas that work together. However, this is not as linguistically cute
as the meme=gene thing, because very few people are ever heard to refer to a biological
organism as a "geneplex." Perhaps a better term for a memetic organism would be
"morganism,” but that sounds too much like a religion started by a guy named Morgan.
Anyway, throughout the book, we will be using the term "Ideology" or "idea-organism" to
describe ideological (memetic) organisms. We know that there is no cute linguistic parallel
for this word either, as no one refers to a biological organism as a "biology" or "bio-
organism,” but these at least have the advantage of being words that are actually in
common usage, meaning roughly the same thing that we are using them to mean.

An ideology may also be sometimes called a system of beliefs. The word
"system" is entirely accurate in this context — it is a functioning system tuned by
evolutionary pressures. It is not a case of biological evolution affecting the
structure of the brain (although memes can exert some evolutionary pressure in
that direction as well), but a case of evolution of ideas, caused by their
competition with other ideas. A "belief" differs from an "idea" only because it is
included in this type of memetic system.

Any successful ideology will have evolved defenses that make it resistant to
competing beliefs. It is easy to openly discuss the validity of people’s ideas, and
sometimes even change their minds about them; however, questioning other
people’s beliefs can get you killed. Conversions from one ideology to another are
actually pretty rare, despite the MASSIVE amount of effort that some people
spend trying to convert others to their way of thinking. (For example, we have
spent a lot of time and energy writing this book.)

Again, ideas or memes are individual posits — mental possibilities that may or
may not stand-alone. Beliefs are ideas that act as sub-parts of an ideology.
Depending on the level at which an idea operates as part of an ideological
organism; and depending upon the specific survival and replication strategies of
that ideology; a given idea will be more or less resistant to change.

Evolution is a process that weeds out creatures that fail to survive long enough to
reproduce themselves. In the biological sphere, this has lead to quite an array of
survival strategies. The ideological world is no different.

Ideologies exhibit a wide array of belief structures that survive and reproduce in
different ways. There are only a few basic ideas that seem common to all
ideologies. They are, as might be expected, those most closely related to
requirements for survival and replication of any set of ideas as a cohesive group.

There are three basic component ideas that all ideologies contain:
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1. Identity. The ideology is (and should stay) a complete unaltered and
inseparable whole.

2. Morality. The ideology is the right thing to believe — that not believing in it
is wrong.

3. Recruitment. The ideology should be taught to other people.

1.2.3.1 Identity

Instead of being a collection of individual ideas, each of which may be separately
evaluated for truth or falsehood, an ideology must maintain a single cohesive
identity. This is such a common component of all ideologies that it has made its
way into the thinking of almost every human being. It is the source of much
erroneous thinking. The damage that this does to individuals is incalculable, but
from the point of view of the idea-organisms, it is an absolute necessity.

If the human mind does not label a collection of ideas and treat it as a unit, the
ideology cannot replicate itself as a unit. If the average human mind could pick
and choose useful pieces from a set of presented beliefs, then no system of
beliefs could ever evolve into a combined replicating entity, except where it
directly benefited all its believers.

In biology, when two replicators work together for their combined benefit of
survival, this is known as symbiosis. When the symbiotic relationship becomes
close enough that the replication path for both creatures is the same, they can be
labeled as one organism. The cells of a human being (or any animal) show an
excellent example of this:

The mitochondria are an organ of the cell that has its own separate DNA. It
seems that, several billion years ago, they entered another single cell life form,
probably initially as parasites. Eventually they developed a symbiotic relationship,
providing the vital function of supplying energy to the rest of the cell.

When this combination cell, called a eukaryotic cell, evolved into multi-cellular life
forms with sexual reproduction, the reproduction path of mitochondria became so
closely linked with the larger cell that it is considered to be part of the same
organism. We can still see that in some ways the mitochondria are hitchhiking
inside another creature, in that they still reproduce separately and make the jump
to the offspring animal only inside the egg cell. They share the larger cell's
reproductive path, but do not share the sexual combination of the host cell. This
means that the genes of the mitochondria in your cells are inherited only from the
mitochondria of your mother.

The example of the mitochondria is a good one to see how replicators can and
do end up bundled together into one organism. It is a good example because the
reproductive pathway is not quite completely merged, and we can still see some
separation of the two replicating systems.

Something similar probably happened earlier when multiple strands of DNA
(chromosomes) joined together to form the first single celled life forms. Each
chromosome undergoes its own separate replication; however, they are all acting
using the same cell wall for protection. They stick together as a group and divide
the whole cell with them, thus giving them combined paths for replication, and
allowing us to consider all the chromosomes together as a single replicating
system — a single animal.
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The way that human minds lump a number of ideas under one name, then reject
or accept them as a whole, acts as the ideological equivalent of a cell wall. It
allows groups of ideas that are self-reinforcing to become a system of beliefs that
replicate as a unit — an ideology.

One might at first assume that a human mind labeling a group of things and
treating it as an indivisible unit is just mental laziness; that humans just do this
only to simplify the thinking process. However, it is more likely a factor of
ideological evolution.

This concept of identity, acting as the cell wall around an ideological organism, is
directly linked to the survival of such organisms. It is therefore plausible to
believe that it is also spread by such organisms. It is certainly not an absolutely
required part of the human thought process. Indeed, some human beings can be
seen to exhibit it less than others, having the mental fortitude to break belief
structures up into their component parts and examine these component ideas
individually. (This is always the right thing to do.) However, this mental tendency
to think in larger groups of ideas is reinforced by ideological organisms. It has
grown along with their evolution until it has, to at least some degree, infected
almost all human minds.

1.2.3.2 Morality

The second idea found in almost every ideology is linked to both the survival and
reproduction of its collection of ideas. An idea-organism becomes resistant to
outside attack when its host believes that the ideology is good or right — that
competing ideas must be bad or evil. This also leads to behavior that is either
approving or disapproving of others based on whether they exhibit belief or
disbelief in the ideology. In this way, morality acts as both a shield and a sword —
both protecting the idea-organism and making survival harder for competing
ideas.

Morality also reinforces the concept of inseparable cultural ideas. Those who try
to think a little deeper — to analyze each of the component parts of an ideology
for their symbiotic value — will often feel like an outcast, with pressure from
society to conform. They will give themselves away by not feeling a need to do
the things that have no obvious purpose but are merely signal flags for the
ideology: Wearing the right clothes, eating the right foods, singing the right
songs, to name but a few examples of how idea-organisms have their hosts
signal membership in the group.

Like the concept of identity, the idea of Morality has been carried into nearly
every human mind. Nearly every human being has some concept of good and
evil, and knows that their own beliefs are the good ones. But this is not a
detailed, reasoned judgment of the merits of the ideas. Acceptance of any whole
ideology as good, or denying it as evil, is a substitute for analysis. It's a fast, easy
conclusion — a cheap substitute for real understanding of the merits and failings
of the component ideas.

The idea of Morality can also be seen as an “on/off” switch for each ideology. It is
possible for a human mind to hold all of the information of a system of beliefs
without actually being a believer. The flip side of morality is immorality; one or the
other is almost always present along with the information about any given
ideology. It is rare for people not to have strong feelings about ideas — their own
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and those of other people. Rarely do people hold feelings of neutrality about any
ideology.

Few people manage to ignore the higher level structure and consider the
component ideas. This means that you can usually consider someone who
despises a philosophy as a whole to be just as brainwashed as someone who
embraces it completely. A person may know all the dogma of a certain ideology
and still reject it in its entirety. It is the rarer person who can dislike a given idea-
organism but is still able pick out the few good and useful ideas it has.

For example, an environmentalist might study the economics of capitalism but
will see the underlying self-interest that drives commerce as being evil. He will
understand capitalism but will not be a believer. The businessman may likewise
understand the environmentalist argument but is not a believer. He could tell you
what things the environmentalist will be for or against, and even understand why,
but he would tell you that putting the interests of plants and animals above those
of human beings is an evil thing to do.

In each case, all of the information of an ideology can be present, except for one
idea — that the given ideology is correct — right — just — good — holy. And this idea
makes all competing ideologies incorrect — wrong — unjust — evil — unholy. Once
that idea is also accepted as part of the ideology, the information becomes active
in controlling the behavior of the host. The host then believes the information,
rather than just knowing the information. The idea of Morality is what activates an
Ideology, bringing it alive, and turning a "set of ideas" into a "system of beliefs."

1.2.3.3 Recruitment

The third idea that is included in most ideologies is the desire to convert others to
the ideology. The evolutionary benefits of the recruitment drive are obvious, as is
the analogy to the sex drive in biological creatures. And here again, this idea has
found its way into almost every human mind.

Recognizing this desire as an ideology trying to reproduce makes the world more
understandable. It explains why people always seem to be trying to tell each
other how to live and act. It explains why human history is one of violence
towards, and torture of, people with different ideas.

The minimal level of the recruitment scheme is just that the ideology should be
taught to one's children and passed on to the next generation. The maximal level
is that one should go out into the world, convert as many as possible, torture
people as necessary, and kill the ones who cannot be changed.

It is interesting to note that where an ideology has a weaker recruitment strategy,
it often compensates with stronger identity and/or Morality. This makes absolute
sense from an evolutionary standpoint. The ideology that engages in less
recruitment must also lose less of its followers to outside recruitment if it is to
survive. It must believe that its members are the "chosen people" and that its
sacred texts must never be changed. It must strongly favor believers over non-
believers. In this way, stronger concepts of identity and Morality can compensate
for a lower level of Recruitment. This can allow it to survive, despite making its
hosts a target for the violence that more strongly recruiting ideologies will often
instigate.
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1.2.4 Collective Ideologies

Once the right elements (detailed above) were in place for Ideological Organisms
to hold themselves together and reproduce like simple one-celled organisms, the
next step they took was one that had already been discovered by their biological
cousins. They learned to work together in groups.

The multi-celled animal was an evolutionary leap made when individual cells —
sharing the same DNA — learned to do different jobs for the good of a whole
multi-cellular animal. This required that some cells be protected by other cells,
who must lay down their lives for the good of the whole organism.
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When just a few people stop believing,
the Collective can get weak in the knees.

Unfortunately, in the world of ideologies, those insignificant cells that will sacrifice
themselves for the good of the larger organism are actually individual people. For
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collective ideological systems to perpetuate themselves, people have to believe
in the ideology enough to kill, suffer, or even die for the cause.

The pressure of collective thought processes is nearly always with us. Sports
teams do measurably better at home with the crowds cheering for them than at
away games where the collective pressure is for them to fail. When someone is
upset, it makes those around uncomfortable too. There is a distinct mental
pressure felt to bend to the will of the upset person and do what they want. If a
larger group is upset with you, this feeling that you should give in can be almost
irresistible.

In order to understand how such collective idea-organisms can get into our
heads and make us do things that hurt us, we must consider the nature of our
minds — how we think about things.
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1.3 Identities and Icons

One of the things that human beings do with memetic information is to model the
world around them. They create mental identities for the things they perceive in
the world. They assign names and icons as labels by which to refer, both in their
own minds and in speaking to others, to the things around them. These labels
are used as shorthand to sum up a large amount of data.

Previously, we used the term identity in discussing the evolved survival and
replication strategies of idea-organisms. In this section we will show how these
concepts start out as useful tools for the thought processes of individual humans
and are then hijacked by Higher Powers.

1.3.1 Identities

Identities are predictive models of behavior. If that doesn’t make sense
immediately, we're about to explain:

Your mind holds identity concepts for yourself, other people, groups, and even
the inanimate objects in your environment. You use these models to help make
sense of the world, to predict what will happen next, and how the world will react
to your actions.

Such predictive models are a major function of the brain — maybe even the main
function.

The lowest forms of life that have two brain cells to rub together use them to
predict cause and effect. For example, a worm can be trained to navigate a
simple T-maze. If it takes the right-hand path it receives an electric shock. If it
takes the left path it finds a reward (or at least no shock if the person running the
experiment is being stingy with the worm treats). Run this experiment enough
times and the worm will choose the left path more often. In its brain it has learned
to identify right as bad, and left as good. When navigating the maze it will have
learned to avoid the sinister right path, having learned that left is right.

Higher animals (including human beings) have evolved huge brains with the
ability to create predictive models for just the same reason that the worms have —
but a lot more of them and a lot better. Creatures that can best predict what
actions will produce which results can avoid punishment and seek out reward
better than the others. This gives them a greater probability of being able to
survive and reproduce, and thus these predictive traits are passed on.

Our world is much more complex than a worm’s, so our identity models are also
much more complex. We store identities in our brain corresponding to all the
things, and people in the world around us. Starting as babies, we build up
concepts of Mother, Father, Pets, Toys, etc. To some of these things we attribute
sentience (the ability to think like ourselves). Some are alive but not intelligent,
others are inanimate objects.

1.3.1.1 Things and Categories

The general concept of "thing" is at the root of the tree of identification. Any
structured pattern of thinking starts with the "thing" concept. In language, the
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term used is "Noun.” In computer programming, the term is "Object.”
Classification begins with the generic thing, and then divides into categories.

Each branch of classification shares the qualities of the branch from which it
divided, it is just a further narrowing of concept. When a level is reached where a
specific object is uniquely described, the branching ends. For example, consider
a young girl named Anja:

Anja is a little girl; is a human; is a mammal; is an animal; is a
life-form; is a thing.

Working backwards, we have started by dividing “thing” into non-living and living
groups. Then we have divided the living group into a plants and animals group.
Then we split animals into a number of types including primates. Then we split
primates into a number of types, including human. Then we split humans into
adults, adolescents, and children. Finally we note that little Anja is a specific
member of the child group. Bear in mind that we do this pretty much
automatically without ever thinking too much about it.

This example probably makes things seem cleaner than they are. Child, for
example, is a group that could also be shared by other living things, and Little
Anja would actually inherit attributes from multiple other categories such as sex
and cultural origin.

Here is a more complex diagram that shows the idea of multiple inheritances:
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The main point however, is that all identity concepts start with the generic “thing”
and move through identity classes that inherit from previous branches of the
identity tree until a specific individual is described.

Everything in the world around us is modeled in pretty much the same way. This
all points to the fact that there is no difference in the way the brain models the
identity of a rock and a politician. The politician just has different modeled
characteristics such as a control fetish and a larger ego. Both are examples of
the generic Thing in our minds and share the same basic mental modeling
structure to get from generic classes to specific instance.

We don’t actually even know that other people have the same sort of intelligence
that we do. In most cases it makes sense to give them the benefit of the doubt as
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they resemble us closely and exhibit similar behavior. But we cannot logically
prove that they are sentient, since our only example of what it means to be an
intelligent thinking individual has been self-examination.

Therefore, when we build an internal model of another person, we lend them our
own concept of sentience. And if we can do this with our mental models of
people, why not do it with anything?

1.3.1.2 Anthropomorphism

Anthropomorphism is the attribution of human characteristics to non-human
things. We automatically assume that other people are sentient because we
define human beings as being sentient. However, it is also easy for us to imagine
non human intelligence.

Because the brain models our sense of self as just another instance of a thing, it
is easy for us to project qualities that we only know of from our own minds into
other objects. This allows us to imagine intelligence in a rock, a tree, an animal,
or even a politician. While it may not be logical, accurate, or even useful to
assign personalities to such objects, it is certainly a possibility that the mind has
no trouble exploring. In fact, at least half of our children’s entertainment is based
upon it. We learn to do this from a very early age.

Often, the identities we associate with our pets are almost as complex as the
ones we attribute to other human beings. We even build complex identities for
some inanimate objects. They can seem almost alive to us. The more personal
and specific an object is, the more it seems to have a personality. Does your car
have a name? When it won't start is it being stubborn? We can lend a sentient
identity to any object — even one that we know does not think. Associating a
certain personality with a non-sentient is a normal way to remember that it might
exhibit unpredictable behavior.

This seems to work, because at some level, sentience is associated with a
degree of unpredictability. If you could accurately predict the behavior of fellow
human beings 100% of the time, you would probably not consider them to be
sentient. You would at least feel superior. You could control them by always
being able to say or do the things you knew pushed their buttons. It would be like
they were robots.

If you think about it, you probably apply the same robot prejudice to yourself. If
you always knew how you would react to any situation, then you could write a set
of rules that exactly depicted your behavior. If you did this, wouldn't you feel like
a robot with no free will? In some ways, our degree of unpredictability is what
makes us sentient. We are all too complex to ever create a simple set of rules, so
we build more complex identity models to do the job. In effect, we lend a piece of
our minds to the model we create — bring it alive with a bit of our own sentience.

You even create such identity models for yourself. In a weird self-referential way,
you create your own self identity the same way you create an identity for other
people and things.

1.3.1.3 Your Self

Just as the identities we create for other people and things help us model their
behavior, the identities we create for ourselves help us model our own behavior.
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We have a great deal of control over our own behavior, so our predictive models,
in some respects, are also self-fulfilling prophecies. If you think that you are the
type of person who would rush into a burning building to save a child, then there
is a good chance that you will. If you don’t live up to this self-image, you will
either have to change it or continue pretending to be something you are not.

We constantly modify our self-images. How often have you done something and
then said to yourself "That wasn’t like me at all!"? When that happens, you are
faced with the choice of changing your identity model to fit the facts or deciding
that you will not do such a thing again. Alcoholics and drug addicts are told that
the first step is to admit that they have a problem. They come to a "moment of
clarity" when they can see things as they really are. They must be able to modify
their self-image to fit the reality of the situation before they can do anything to
change it. To some degree we are all addicted to certain sets of behavior that
cloud our thinking in a similar way.

We constantly borrow from other people and things to make our own identities.
We have heroes whom we try to emulate. We see people around us who have
qualities that we admire, as well as those who have qualities we despise. We can
imagine ourselves at our worst and at our best. Usually we try to be our best
possible self.

To make matters even more complicated, we may have more than a single self-
identity. Many theories of psychology have included multiple personality
segments as an inherent part of the human psyche. Jung had us split into our
ideal selves and our feared shadow selves. Freud said we all had an id, ego, and
super-ego.

Often the group of people we are with modifies who we are. Have you ever
noticed yourself acting one way around one group of people, and a different way
around another? If you haven’t, then you have almost certainly noticed this sort
of behavior in someone else. This can be caused by a desire to fit into the given
group or by feeling freer to act in certain ways with certain people. Our concept of
the rules and preferences of the group is another sort of identity.

1.3.1.4 Groups

Whenever we think of a group, whether it is an organized religion, a country, a
corporation, a club, or any other gathering of human beings with some common
purpose or identity, we simplify it in our minds. A single human being is so
complex that there is hardly room for more than one complete one in your brain
(and that is you). Therefore, holding a whole group of people in mind, with all the
relationships that exist between the individual members, is a daunting task.

When we think of a large group of people, the task of keeping track of every
individual member quickly becomes impossible. Therefore, we tend to think of
that group as a unit with its own individual personality.

If we are part of that group, the personality we assign the group tends to be like a
part of our own. It is easy for us to think of how we resemble the members of the
group. If we didn't consider ourselves to be members of the group, the group’s
personality would be more like that of a separate individual, and we would be
more likely to note the differences between ourselves and the members of that
group.

45



This sort of simplification is a natural mental process for dealing with higher-level
structures. However, this way of thinking has quite probably either led to, or
allowed to happen, virtually every kind of evil of which mankind is capable.

There would be a lot less war, bigotry, and genocide without first an "Us and
Them" relationship. It would not be possible for people to hate one another based
solely on the color of their skin without first creating a stereotype for people of
that color, and then assigning that stereotype qualities worth hating.

When we meet a person for the first time (sometimes even before we meet
someone) we start to quickly assemble an identity based on exhibited behavior.
In order to do this as quickly as possible, we use ready-made group identities.
We try to recognize what known groups the new person falls into, and use that to
start a new identity model.

As we get to know a person better we continue to refine or even completely
rebuild this model based upon the person’s actions. The better we know a person
and the more we use a specific identity model for them, the less we think about
the groups into which they fit. We start to think of them more in terms of how they
differ from our stereotypes, than how they resemble them. Finally they become
an individual to us, rather than just a member of a group.

Separate identity models even allow a person to feel hatred for a certain ethnic
group but still have friends from that same ethnic group. For example:

John White may automatically dislike and distrust any Mexican he sees, but at
the same time, he might be fond of Julio Estrada, who lives next door. The
reason is simple: John holds a negative model for "Mexican" but use a separate
identity model for "Julio,” acknowledging his positive characteristics.

The first time John met Julio, he probably started off using his "Mexican"
stereotype when he thought of him. But as he got to know him better, a separate
"Julio" identity grew and split off from that model. Mentally separated from the
racial stereotype, soon none of the negative “Mexican” qualities remained
connected to the "Julio" identity model.

If you asked John, he would probably tell you that he still does not like Mexicans,
but if you ask him about his good friend and neighbor, he would say something
like “Oh, that’s Julio — he is totally cool.” He might even use the fact that he has a
Mexican friend to tell himself and others that he is not really a racist.

1.3.1.5 How You Use Identities

Imagine you are at a party, and you hear your friend Pat in the next room
addressing someone as Sandy.

Your brain quickly creates an internal identity model of the thing your friend is
talking to. But what is it? Is Sandy a dog? A computer? A person? Because the
context is a party and there are many people there, you assume Sandy is a
person.

But what kind of person? The name Sandy could be either male or female. So
what do you know about this person?

Since Sandy is at the same party as you, it actually tells you quite a bit. Sandy
was invited to the party, as were you. This indicates that you share a common

group.
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Your friend Pat is talking to Sandy, so Sandy is probably someone you might
also want to talk to.

For the time being you can assign Sandy an identity based upon the group
identity of "person who would be at this party" and refined by the more personal
knowledge of being a "person who Pat would talk to.”

You make this assessment quickly and without thinking about it.

You step through the door and find that Sandy is middle aged male, below
average height, and with Northern European physical characteristics. You can
now add four new pieces to the identity you are constructing.

If it happens that you hold bad feelings towards people of below average height,
you may find that you already do not like Sandy. Of course you don’'t know
Sandy, so what you really dislike is the Group Identity you have for people of
below average height.

1.3.1.6 Echoes

The local identities that you have in your mind can contain their own identities.
You not only store your images of other people but also everything you know
about the images they have in their own heads.

For example, let's say you know two people well — Bo and Jo. Because you know
them both well, you also know that they do not like each other. If each of them
talks to you about the other, then you will have the following identities built up in
your head:

e Jo
e Bo
e Jo'simage of Bo
e Bo's image of Jo

Their dislike of each other is fed by the fact that each person also is sure that the
other holds an unfavorable opinion of them. Of course they tell you all about this.
So there are additional identities that you are exposed to:

e Jo's image of Bo's image of Jo
e Bo’simage of Jo's image of Bo
Maybe even:

e Jo's image of Bo's image of Jo's image of Bo
e Bo’s image of Jo's image of Bo's image of Jo

At some point this is just silly, but that doesn't mean that people don't go there.

The fact that you can understand Jo when she says "l know he knows that | think
he's an asshole," shows that your mind is capable of storing many levels of
echoed identity information.
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So, the multiple levels of "he thinks she thinks he thinks..." can go pretty deep.
This is particularly interesting when your own self-image is involved. One way to
assess the accuracy of your self-image is to get an accurate feel for how other
people see you — how they think you see yourself, etc...

1.3.1.7 Spirits

A lot of the ideas about the supernatural are probably based in the way our
brains model the world. We already talked about how it was possible to assign
characteristics like sentience to things that don't have them. It is possible to
create such anthropomorphic mental models for things as abstract as the
seasons, or as unlikely to talk to you as the sun, moon, or stars. People certainly
have. Early religions were all about the idea that inanimate things had some sort
of intelligent spirit.

Once you start thinking this way — ascribing spirit to inanimate objects — it is easy
to relate personally to them. Is a bad storm a case of a weather god being angry
at you? Does the sun rise daily only because you ask it to? Did that politician
pass the bill you wanted because you voted for him?

The idea of spirit, as it relates to our mental identity models, could also account
for some feelings concerning after-life. If you know a person well, and create a
complex mental model for them, that model doesn't die with the person. It is all
too easy to imagine that person still alive.

Perhaps they even speak to you inside your head? That complex model — which
is a little piece of your mind that you have set aside, doesn't have any use any
more. Maybe it gets lonely?

Our mental models are imperfect reflections of the world. Mistakes are made.
This is not surprising and is no cause for shame. The best we can do is to “keep
on keeping on” and try to correct any errors of thought we make.

However, some of the very worst errors of thought are not personal — they move
through the minds of whole groups of people, making them very hard to correct.
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1.3.2 The Distributed Identity

Let’s begin this section by reviewing our progress thus far:

e Some identities you consider to be a part of yourself, representing either
a model of your own actions or those of a group to which you belong.

e Other identities are models of others, representing people you know, or
groups that you know about but do not belong to.

o All of these, however, exist inside your mind.

e Because we hold that other people have minds too (despite occasional
compelling evidence to the contrary), we must allow for another (and
very large) set of the identities: Identities hosted by other minds.

OK, given that, let us continue:

Some people know you well and will have good models of you; others may have
flawed or limited concepts of what you are like. One of the stranger experiences
you can have is to realize that someone you know has a very different concept of
you than you have of yourself.

Some people know each other so well that they can tell what the other person is
thinking. It's like they share the same thoughts. Often, the better people know
each other, the more they influence each other. They become more alike through
contact. This is because increased exposure allows the ideas in one mind a
better chance to replicate themselves in the other mind.

When you model a friend in your own mind, you give their models extra access to
your own mind. To predict the actions of others, you must understand their ideas.
In understanding their ideas, you become susceptible to accepting them and
incorporating them into your own mind. This is how you learn from other people.

When the ideas are good for you, this is a healthy process. When the other
person has a head full of very bad ideas, it can be dangerous.

Of course, the people around you experience the same sort of interaction with
your ideas. The more people you have exposed to your self-identity, the greater
influence the ideas from your mind have on the population around you.

This extended effect of your mind on the world around you is what we are calling
your Distributed Identity.

Distributed Identities are concepts of identity, shared by multiple persons.

When Distributed Identities do not encourage group action, such Distributed
Identities can be thought of as public opinion or common knowledge.

When Distributed Identities influence individuals to act in the interest of the
group, they create Collectives. Political parties, religions, countries and
corporations are all Collectives represented by Distributed Identities.

Every thing that is known to more than one person has a Distributed Identity.
Since language allows human beings to pass ideas from mind to mind,
Distributed Identities are very common. To get a feel for how Distributed
Identities work, we will first examine the one closest to you. That is your own DI —
the ideas about you that exist in the minds of other people.
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1.3.2.1 A Cloud of You

You exist both as a set of local information in a single brain and as a Distributed
Identity across multiple minds and other information storage media. Every person
who knows you has an identity for you that they have built up in their minds. This
collection of identities is your Distributed Identity. It contains all the information
about yourself that you have conveyed, through your words and actions, to the
people around you.

You serve as a root or anchor for your DI. You are the best source of information
about you, so you can modify people’s concept about you, through your actions

This Distributed Identity can also have a life of its own. If the people around you
like you and want your approval, they will tend to act in ways that they believe will
please you. In this way, your Distributed Identity can have effects on the behavior
of others and make changes in the world, quite independent of your physical
being.

‘o (@

If you were to die, and those people did not know, they would continue to do
these things in hopes that you would be pleased. Therefore, even without your
continued existence in the world, your Distributed Identity can continue to affect
the world.

In some cases, the Distributed Identity of a person can still be around even when
everyone knows the person is dead. This could be because of a sympathetic
effect on people who knew the deceased. People often say, "She would have
wanted it that way." As we mentioned earlier, this sort of thing may be how the
idea of spirits and afterlife originated.

It could also be that the person’s Distributed Identity has extended well beyond
the set of people that the person actually knew directly. When identity information
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extends to people that the real life person doesn’t know directly, the Distributed
Identity really starts to take on a life of its own.

1.3.2.2 Fame

A person’s degree of fame can be described as the degree to which that person’s
Distributed Identity has permeated the minds of people outside their immediate
acquaintance. Because of the size of the DI, the famous person who is at its root
becomes less crucial to its content. The public image of a famous person can
often drift widely away from the root self-identity. The DI can almost be seen as
re-rooting itself in other sources of information besides the actual physical person
— hence the spectacle of people who are just "famous for being famous."

The ability of the human species to persistently record information in the form of
written words, and more recently in reproducible sounds and pictures, lends itself
to the existence of the detached DI. Books that a person has written or have
been written about a person are persisting sources of identity information. In the
case of actors who play roles in films, the fictional characters portrayed often
have personalities widely different from the actor playing them. Fans can often
confuse these characters with the actor’'s own personality.

The more famous a person is, the less connected their DI is to their physical
existence, and the longer their DI is likely to remain in the society — even after
their biological death. It is even possible for the DI of a famous person to
continue to grow, and for the person to become more famous after their death.
(Think of Vincent Van Gogh, for example.)

R.IP.

It is also possible for a DI to exist that no longer has, or never had, any reference
to a single living or once living person or person. Group identities, as discussed
above, are Distributed Identities. Numerous people share similar information
about a group’s beliefs. Those who identify themselves as members of the group
carry the DI information and usually attempt to spread it. Those who know of the
group but think of themselves as being outside it can also carry the DI
information but they are not interested in spreading it.
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1.3.2.3 Collectives

Some Distributed Identities exist throughout a population without causing any
particular group action. For example, a huge number of people may have a
picture in their minds of what Mount Everest looks like — it is tall, cold, and
dangerous to climb. However, many Dls are about what it means to be part of a
group or actually create a group of the people who have the DI in their heads.

3E ke

The DI of a famous political leader can invoke collective action. The "If we all
work together we can accomplish my goals" ideas that the politician spreads are
present in the identity of the politician and in all of the followers. These ideas can
cause individuals to put the interests of the group and its leader above their own
interests. Even after The Great Leader dies — the cause can go on in the leader's
name.

A DI creates a Collective when it causes individuals to act as a group.

The parts of the DI within each individual become like cells in a larger organism
that act together. With enough followers, smaller sub groups can form that act
like organs in the body of a larger animal and each individual follower comes to
be considered expendable for the good of the collective organism.

Collectives often present themselves as being necessary to protect us from ourselves.
However, more human death and suffering have been caused throughout history by large
scale conflicts between competing Collectives than could ever have been caused by
conflicts between individuals. People sometimes kill and steal from each other because of
self interest but it is group thinking that leads to theft and murder on a massive scale.
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The simplest Collective is a couple, acting for "us,” while The Nation State is a
large, powerful, and often dangerous Collective acting in the interests of "The
Homeland.”

1.3.3 Icons and Archetypes

We talked at the beginning of this chapter about Higher Powers being icons for
collective belief systems tuned by evolution to express the most possible
authority. Sometimes such an icon starts out as a real human being whose
Distributed Identity survives and grows, even long after the individual human
being has died. Sometimes the identity grows from a general concept into an
icon without ever having been a real thing or person. Regardless, the Icon is fine-
tuned by the environment of human minds into a figure which represents a set of
ideas.

These images might have once been real people. They might be fictional
characters. They can be corporate logos, religious symbols, or flags. They can
even be idealized images of sexual identities. (Think of Barbie and Ken). ldentity
images that strike a chord in our minds and command our attention are known as
archetypes. Authors that write fictional works that contain some new memorable
character have stumbled upon an archetype. Religious prophets whose
teachings outlast them are remembered, not as the human beings they were, but
as archetypical icons for their teachings.

When Christians say to themselves, "What Would Jesus Do?”, they are
answered by the identity concept of Jesus that they hold in their minds. This
concept is a very different thing than any man named Jesus, who might have
actually lived a couple of thousand years ago.

The actual Jesus may have had days where he was cranky and did not always
have the right answers. He may have sometimes turned the other cheek and

sometimes got angry and struck
back, just like any other human
being. The Jesus Distributed That he told his follqwers to ?ake up their
Identity, however, has no place for swords? That he dismissed the importance of
human  flaws: it is an iconic | Nis mother and his brothers? That he said God

het f ’ the teachi § | was away in a "far-off country"? That Peter and
arc_e ype for e eac. Ings o most of the Apostles were married and took
Christ. Both the Jesus icon and | iheir wives with them on their travels? That
those teachings have undergone | jesus' brother James ran the church in
an evolutionary process to make | Jerusalem rather than Peter?

them b?tter at. belng .part of a All of this is in the New Testament, but it has
successful ongoing religion. proven inconvenient for most versions of the
Jesus has grown into a Higher Christ icon or the Church icon. Hence, you
Power that is an icon for a very probably never heard most of these things...
L . . . !
popular religion. This is nicely even though they are clearly recorded!

Did you know that Jesus got angry?

analogous to his ascending to
heaven to join his father as part of the same complex multi-part being. In much
the same way as your memetic/genetic division gives rise to the idea of a
body/soul division, the evolved memetic entity that is a religious icon spawns the
concepts of supernatural beings such as angels, demons, and gods.

A similar concept is at work in the promotion of status of certain human beings
above that of mere mortals. The King or President of a nation is promoted as a
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living icon for that nation. The human being filling that role is still recognized as a
person, but the role itself takes on the status of an icon. Heads of State
throughout the ages have taken to referring to themselves in the third person, in
recognition of this dual role. Heads of religions, such as The Pope, can speak
either as individuals or directly for God. The office is a separate iconic identity.

In political discourse in the United States, you are allowed to have contempt for the man
who is President, but you are always supposed to respect The President Of The United
States. This illogical duality is an effect of the office of the presidency being an icon for the
Nation State and the Nation State demanding higher status and respect than any individual
human being could ever actually deserve.

Elevating a job to an icon representing the Collective can give bad leaders a
huge amount of power. They speak with the weight of authority, and with the
assumption that they speak for a much larger group of people, or for some
supernatural force. Of course, the people who actively seek out such positions of
being able to speak as a Higher Power are often not the type of people you
would want to wield such power. They are probably not even believers — true
believers in the Collective would probably never consider themselves worthy.

People should learn to be wary of all messages that come from such Higher
Powers.
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1.4 The Higher Powers

Religion is by no means the only idea that causes enforced collective behavior
and individual sacrifice. God is not the only icon of such an idea. Countries,
Corporations, Families, and any other sort of group you can think of, are all
Collectives held together by commonly shared ideas. Such groups invariably
have flags, symbols, coats of arms, and living figureheads as icons.

All such Higher Powers share a common nature: They exist as ideas in multiple
minds and cause individuals to act like cells of a larger organism. They are
evolved entities with their own agendas that do not necessarily coincide with
what is best for the individual members of the group. They influence large
numbers of people to behave as a group, and sometimes that influence can be
hijacked by unscrupulous individuals.

In this chapter we have been discussing the Distributed Identities that arise from
the models people create to understand the world around them. In many cases,
these Dls correspond to things that are popularly considered real, in other cases
they correspond to things that most people consider imaginary, and some fall in a
gray area, with debate on both sides of the issue. Real or symbolic, DIs can
become Higher Power type icons for a collective idea-organism and can
sometimes incite violence against those with conflicting ideas.

1.4.1 The Lineup

“Number three - please step forward...”

Here are some of the Higher Powers that exist as icons for ideologies that
survive and reproduce by co-opting human mind-space:

God

Country

The People
Class

The Isms
Science
Conspiracies
Race
Corporations
Family
Couple




1.4.1.1 God

GOD (or a collection of gods) is an icon for a set of religious beliefs. God is the
top level icon for a monotheistic religion. However, even a monotheistic religion
will sometimes have additional faces for the same God, and usually also have
many additional icons (devil, angels, demons, saints, and so on). A religion can
also have an existing human leader as an icon, such as the Catholic Pope.

The collective idea-organism here is the religion, with God as the top level icon
acting as the face of the Higher Power. God makes claim to the highest authority,
the best rewards, and the most terrible punishments. However, those rewards
and punishments are put off until after death. This makes God conceptually more
motivating than any secular force, but with the weakness of being less immediate
in that motivation.

1.4.1.2 Country

This has a dual application, to both your geographical nation and its government.
The idea-organism, however, folds those both together into one semi-
mythological entity. The loyalty we are inspired to feel towards our home Nation
State is based on territorial and clan instincts. This loyalty is then co-opted by the
government. (Think of God and Country as analogous icons, with church and
government as analogous institutions, and clergy and politicians as the
analogous leadership)

The Nation State has become very powerful over t