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“The Affliction of Thinking” 

 
The relationship between the human ‘affliction’ of thinking developed as a result of external 

factors, and an ability to control the unmoderated, exponential move to AI Symbiotic 

‘Singularity’ through Anarchy and Innovation.  To think outside of the box, get rid of the box! 

 
 

 

General Hypothesis 

 

This paper builds on the general 

hypothesis that influences from social 

conditioning and external factors from an 

early age can strongly and negatively 

impact the ability of an individual to think. 

This then manifests itself to a point where 

it can supress freedom of thought and 

creative, innovative thinking to the extent 

that it can have a negative and sometimes 

harmful effect on that individual.  The 

objective is to put forward possible causal 

effects on a persons ability to think and 

generate new ideas based on unnatural 

events, so in the future the effects of these 

influences can be tested and removed after 

controlled experimentation. 

 

It is our assertion that the power of 

cultural and societal norms, exert a ‘pull’ 

which will often create a conflict capable 

of supressing skills and talents which 

could otherwise be of significant benefit to 

development across all areas, especially 

where innovation can improve the 

underlying discipline. Furthermore, we 

believe that the negative effects of 

supressing these skills which we believe 

are innate, results in costly consequences 

to society, governments, individual 

development and relationships as a whole. 

 

We are influenced by the notion that at a 
time of rapidly expanding, exponential 
technological growth, the ability to think 
freely and without restriction will be 
paramount if we, as biological “learning 
machines” are to also grow and compete 
alongside the new ‘species’ of the 

artificially intelligent.  The disruption¹ 
brought about by this new technological  
 

 

advancement and the democratization² 

that ensues, will give rise to a second  
phase of growth.  In essence, we argue that 
successful competition in this 
environment relies heavily on one 
particular human trait, which is to 
innovate and think beyond the rules.   We 
would like to go further and be able to 
seek evidence that in an environment 
where rapid, exponential technological 
growth outpaces that of our biological 
brain, accompanied by concerns over 
individual privacy reign, the human race 
will need to forgo these concerns 
completely in favour of completely open, 
free innovative thought.  We recognise 
that this liberal and possibly ‘utopian’ 
notion may not be possible given the 
human predisposition to seek power and 
control but, it is also possible (based on 
historical evidence) that when ‘we’ are 
faced with a common threat (in this case 
self- learning technology without 
moderation or control), we tend to find 
strength in numbers, and collectively. 
 

With this in mind, the end objective is to 

utilise the four P’s (below) as a check and 

balance to the growth in AI so that all the 

positive benefits and fewer of the negative 

consequences of growth in this technology 

are used to their maximum benefit.  The 

four P’s being: 

 

1. Postulate  

        

2. Prove 

          

3. Prepare 

         

4. Prevent 
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Why can thinking be an affliction? 

 

I intend to draw on personal experiences 

here briefly, not as a result of a frustrated 

urge to write an autobiography, but for 

illustrative purposes. This is to outline 

some characteristics of human 

development which are critical to forming 

the link between those and AI later onin 

this paper. 

 

It is no great leap to suggest that having 

the ability to think can be a burden as 

opposed to those people who effectively 

live in a world without intense questioning 

or complex thought.  I remember from a 

very early age (probably around 9 or 10 

years old) often saying to people that I 

envied the ‘milkman’.  It became 

somewhat of a joke amongst family and 

friends.  I look back now and remember 

why I said that.  I felt that knowledge had 

placed a burden on me which was almost a 

responsibility I had not asked for.  I often 

watched people, and still do, and wonder 

how they think, why they think and if they 

think.  I then ponder if those people who 

get on with the daily lives, in the routine of 

the hum drum, do not question some of 

the greater existential issues or 

philosophical ideas, and if they are 

happier for it.  Again, this is nothing knew 

and has been written about for centuries¹. 

This does expand a little on my personal 

experiences, but bear with me, it should 

make sense a little later on. 

 

Now I am older, I realise there was 

actually a little more than simple envy of 

the ‘milkman’ at play here, or indeed the 

existence he represented.  There was a 

noise in my head that was there more 

often than not, and a noise which 

consisted primarily of repeated flows of 

ideas and questions at rapid rates.  At 

rates that often consumed me and 

distracted me from what one would then 

have considered ‘healthy’.  It was not the 

milkman’s existence I envied, it was the 

idea that he could ‘switch off’ and not have 

to lie there at night thinking about all sorts 

of strange ideas.  I have a clear visual 

image, which I have never discussed, of 

how I described my thought processes.  If 

you have seen the film “The Lawnmower 

Man”, there are scenes in it where his 

brain, acting like a computer, is throwing 

out lines of thought, trying to connect dots 

and find ways into the mainframe.  No 

entry to one, so find another one and 

another solution and keep going at ever 

increasing speed.  That is the best way I 

can describe it, and only now, after 

spending most of my adult life supressing 

those ‘functions’ can I actually embrace 

them and try to realise something positive 

from them. 

 

I watched an interview recently with Elon 

Musk and observed his somewhat 

uncomfortable manner when pondering 

and answering questions.  Without 

wanting to sound arrogant or compare 

myself with his level of accomplishments 

(in fact I go on to say the opposite) I did 

identify very strongly with some of the 

ways (not the things) he communicated.  

He was an unhappy soul and I took from 

his interview a feeling of sadness that he 

felt imprisoned by his thought processes.  

When asked what he thought the world 

would be like with “a million Elon Musks” 

he replied with a slight grimace that “it 

would be weird”.  He then went on to say 

that “people wouldn’t want to be me”.  

Here you have a man who seemingly has it 

all, the intelligence, the foresight, the 

ambition and of course, the money.  Yet he 

feels a burden, not necessarily with the 

day to day problems associated with 

running a business, but rather his own 

‘down time’ and inability to stop thinking.  

He stated that for him this began as early 

as four or five years old.  From a personal 

perspective, Mr Musk and people like him, 

achieved a much more positive solution 

than I did.  Some people just know they 

are different, and some people deal with 

that in very different ways.  For me, and 

this is one of the reasons for exploring this 

topic, it was to repress the creative or 

innovative urges.   
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For me, success in most things was all a 

little too easy.  So, I created clear hurdles 

in front of what should have been difficult 

tasks, simply to entertain myself and make 

the process a little more meaningful.  I 

should state at this stage that, I have never 

been and nor do I think I am, firmly on the 

autistic spectrum.  I once mused that I 

‘aspire’ to be on the spectrum, as that 

would in some way at least provide some 

explanation.  Back on topic however, the 

hurdles I purposely created made the 

accomplishments worthy to some extent.  I 

was an only child and I had no father, so I 

also learnt very early on to be both happy 

in my own company yet at the same time 

created small circles of very close bonds 

with friends.  This helped build the 

‘normal facade’.  Anyway, it was all a little 

easy.  Instead of studying for weeks or 

months to take an exam, I would leave it 

until the week before and cram.  Many 

people do this.  It provides a rush of 

adrenalin and is in some way an addictive 

feeling (we will focus on addiction later, as 

it is relevant here).  I was captain of the 

Rugby team, football team, athletics team 

and was pretty successful with the girls.  I 

even starred in some musicals.  Very 

embarrassing and uncomfortable, but the 

feeling of anxiety when stepping out of my 

comfort zone, also became addictive.  

When running races like the 800m, I 

would purposely stay back to fifth or sixth 

place, just so I could sprint at the last 80m 

and come from behind.  Showing off?  

Possibly, but as I look back, it was simply a 

way of elevating the mundane. The 

purpose here is to explain that, to all who 

saw me, I was a normal, slightly above 

average achiever who had it all going for 

him.  But, I hated it and it created a void 

eventually filled with sadness because I 

felt like a fraud.  I was not achieving my 

full potential and I was acutely aware that 

settling for mediocrity was the same as 

‘selling out’.  I dared not share my 

thoughts or observations for fear of being 

ostrichised.  A trait so common among 

humans and not in AI machines. 

 

 

Will AI have the same affliction? 

 

My belief is that there are many, many 

people like this.  People that become aware 

that they are different, but rather than 

embrace it, they fall by the wayside. When 

I look back and think of the milkman, 

although I am so glad I am not him and 

can have freedom of thought, I also know 

his contribution to the cycle is important, 

but absolutely in no way it is equal.  

Following the machine analogy, yes there 

are computers, but some have faster 

processors and more gigabytes of memory 

than others. The problem with humans 

however, is that sometimes the casing 

hides what components are really inside. 

 

Referring back to the question put to Mr 

Musk. There may well be a million Elon 

Musks out there, with this supposed 

‘super-power’ but the problem is they just 

don’t know how to use it and are not given 

the tools to develop it.  Think how much 

faster our technology and our species 

would develop if there were one million of 

them out there.  This is the basic premise 

behind this proposition, hypothesis, 

whatever you wish to call it.  The premise 

being that we as a species have weaknesses 

which are magnified because of the society 

we grow up in.  That in turn means there is 

a strong likelihood that the full potential of 

human innovation is simply not (or maybe 

never) reached.  At the same time we have 

opened the bottle and the Artificial 

Intelligence genie has been released and 

one can say with absolute certainty that as 

learning machines (as predicted by Alan 

Turing in the 1940’s) reach their second 

and third generations, they will not suffer 

from feelings of inadequacy or a pressure 

put on them by their friends and peers to 

adhere to the ‘norm’.  Their ability to 

problem-solve and innovate will not, 

eventually, have borders or controls.  

Religion will not play a part in the 

Artificially Intelligent world, well certainly 

not in the long run.   
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Within the lifetime of our next generation 

of humans, we will have AI machines 

becoming citizens.  This has already 

happened in Saudi Arabia and European 

legislation is currently scrambling to catch 

up to accommodate this new ethical 

dilemma.  That said, it will happen.  Next 

step?  Politicians and representatives of 

the people will be fact based, logical, AI 

citizens.  It makes sense.  It is a logical 

next step and one which is actually not as 

frightening as you might imagine.  No 

more scandals, no more lies, no more 

bribes and so on. 

 

Did you know that brothels are already 

open in the UK and USA which consist of 

female AI robots?  Most certainly crude in 

every sense of the word, but they already 

exist.  That is a topic in itself, but consider 

human interaction with sex throughout 

the ages and you can say with some degree 

of validity that when a new technology is 

on the cusp of a breakthrough, the sex 

trade has often been the first beneficiary.  

Take the internet for example.  Twenty 

odd years ago when the internet hit the 

general public, how long did it take for 

man (meant as ‘male’ in this context) to 

enter the search term ‘porn’ or ‘sex’ into 

their AOL or Yahoo search engine?  And 

we all know what happened to the internet 

after that.  By that rationale, as the dawn 

of openly accessible AI robots is upon us 

and already one beneficiary is the sex 

trade, we can deduce that this one is set to 

grow.  Not that there was ever any doubt 

of course. 

 

So, what are some of the ways we 

will need to change in order to 

compete with AI? 

 

 

Here we will leave you with a cliff 

hanger.  Dare I say it, things will get a 

little more scientific because a great deal 

of data across various disciplines exists 

which support some of the conclusions we 

come to.    

  

If you would like to contribute to this 

discussion or to read the full article, which 

is a relatively modest thirty pages, please 

click on the contact button and register for 

free.  

  

All we will say is that our approach to this 

problem is positive and relatively 

optimistic.  There are some key levers we 

as a society have to pull and in a certain 

order, to not only benefit from, but 

compete with, the next generations of 

Artificial Intelligence.   

 

There is a general assumption that, 

certainly in the immediate rise and 

development of AI, its growth will place 

great emphasis on logic and rules.  That is 

not to say that as the generations of AI 

grow and some sort of symbiotic 

relationship is established, that there will 

be no room for innovative development.  

Rather, this is most likely to be at a later 

phase in the process.  One of our 

fundamental theories is that anarchy will 

be the most effective counter mechanism 

with which to supress the exponential 

growth of the AI framework.  We use the 

word ‘framework’ intentionally because as 

the pace of growth increases, the 

performance and power of AI will be 

dependant heavily on the use of immense 

amount of data (big data) that even by 

todays standards will be almost 

inconceivable.  The theory also relies on 

coexistence of human and AI entities 

which, in order to be successful, will be 

wholly dependant on the (then) equivalent 

of bandwidth and finding a common 

method of transferring data.  Bottlenecks 

will undoubtedly occur in that particular 

process, but this will eventually be 

resolved and I would envisage that at the 

early stages, sufficient transference will 

exist to develop at an ever increasing pace. 

 

These may sound like fantastical 

propositions, but there is mounting 

speculation throughout the various 

disciplines that this is a likely and highly 

probable scenario.  Certainly, precedent 

and past performance in history has often 
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been used as a basis with which to forecast 

future events.  To some extent this will 

continue to be the case, but very much 

more so in terms of the use of large, 

extensive data sets.  Apart from this, the 

sheer pace of exponential development 

will be too fast and at multiples which in 

real terms will render previous events 

meaningless in terms of their predictive 

use.  In a non-linear world the past will 

very quickly become a blur.  In a non-

linear world the ability to think outside of 

the box will rely heavily on anarchy and 

getting rid of the box altogether.  In some 

cultures they may have referred to this 

aspect of humanity as the soul, and for the 

majority out there, that is probably a 

useful way to view this development.  In a 

world where anarchy and the ability of 

humans to break convention in order to 

compete against the ‘singular’ move to AI, 

the masses will need to be controlled to 

maintain order.  Historically the best way 

to do this has been through religion in 

some form or another, so if believing that 

it is the human ‘soul’ rather than 

spontaneous, innovative and random 

thought that will keep the species alive, 

then let people think that.  It is entirely 

possible and probable that it the one 

objective we and our AI counterparts will 

share, is that the human race needs to 

exist.  Although the reasons why we will 

share that objective may well be for 

entirely different reasons. 

  

 


