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Preface

I had always been interested in artificial intelligence, but somehow managed to let the
extraordinary developments of the early 2020s largely pass me by. By 2026, I knew perfectly
well that something important was happening. I had simply never sat down and explored it
seriously for myself.

Then, one afternoon, I did.
The experiment I had in mind was light-hearted. I wanted to find out what ChatGPT

already knew about me and what it could infer about my background from the limited
evidence available to it. Very soon I was asking it to guess which subjects I had taken at
A-Level.

I expected an entertaining conversation.
I did not expect it to become an experiment in epistemology, political philosophy, moral

reasoning, history, literature and artificial intelligence. Still less did I imagine that the
conversation would eventually lead to an attempt to articulate something much larger: a
Philosophy of Civilisation.

This book is the story of how that happened.
The manuscript reconstructs a dialogue in which a generative model of a single political

mind gradually emerged through prediction, correction, and reflection.
This book was written collaboratively with AI, but not by simply asking an AI to produce

it. The process was remarkably consistent throughout: human–AI Socratic discussion came
first; the AI then produced a draft; I subsequently edited that draft. This was true both of
passages written from my perspective and of passages presented in the AI’s voice.

Where the AI was, in effect, ghostwriting me, the resulting prose often differed from my
own natural writing style, which tends to be denser, drier and more conventionally academic.
Yet I found that the voice could nevertheless speak for me—sometimes capturing something
of my inner intellectual and imaginative world more readily than my usual reserved academic
prose would have done. I edited whenever necessary to ensure that it really did say what I
meant.

I generally edited passages in the AI’s own voice less heavily, although I still made
cosmetic changes and, occasionally, alterations needed for coherence. The resulting voices
should therefore be understood neither as unedited transcripts nor as conventional sole-
authored prose. They are products of the same repeated sequence through which the ideas
themselves developed: discussion, generation, human judgement and revision.

One further unusual feature of the text is worth mentioning at the outset: the Analytical
Chronology at the back of the book is part of the story, not merely an index, and is intended
to be consulted alongside the chapters.
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Methodology

The book combines chronological reconstruction, thematic analysis, and an evidential chronol-
ogy that records predictions, revelations, and updates. It tells the story of how “The
Architecture of Civilisation” was discovered - and the book that bears its title written
- through extended Bayesian-Socratic dialogue between a human being and an artificial
intelligence.

The Analytical Chronology is therefore not intended merely as an appendix or index.
It forms a second narrative layer and is designed to be read alongside the main text. The
chapters increasingly organise the dialogue thematically rather than sequentially; the D-
references allow the reader to move between the conceptual reconstruction and the original
order of discovery. Readers are encouraged to consult the chronology as they proceed,
particularly where several D-references are brought together in a single argument.

A further feature of the book concerns the way the model develops. Machine-learning
systems do not ordinarily accumulate knowledge as a simple list of independent facts.
New information can alter the significance of information already present: observations
that initially appeared unrelated become connected, while a growing body of evidence can
sometimes be represented by a smaller number of increasingly powerful underlying patterns.

The reader will encounter an analogous process throughout this book. At the local level,
a new revelation may disrupt an existing model, forcing earlier evidence to be reconsidered
and reconnected before a more compressed model emerges. At the larger scale, the same
process occurs across chapters. Ideas first encountered separately gradually form networks
of connections; those networks are repeatedly tested against new evidence; and, when
the connections prove useful, an increasingly complex intellectual history can also become
increasingly simple to describe.

This creates an apparent paradox that will become important: the model becomes
simultaneously richer and more compressed. It contains more connections, but requires
fewer independent assumptions. A good model does not merely remember more. It explains
more with less. Crucially for the experiment described here, it begins to generate successful
expectations about things it has never previously been told.

The changing pattern of questions reflects this process. Early in the dialogue, many
questions were explicit tests posed directly to the AI. Later, some of the most important
questions become implicit: they are not contained in a single exchange but emerge from
connections among several parts of the evolving model. These are identified as implicit
questions and tethered to the relevant D-entries in the Analytical Chronology, allowing the
reader to inspect the evidence from which the reconstruction has been made.
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Individual chronology entries often contain several conceptually distinct features. Later
thematic chapters may therefore draw on the same D-entry in different ways; the short
caption attached to a tether identifies the particular feature of that historical event relevant
to the present reconstruction.
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Chapter 1

The Bayesian Game

I began with a question that sounded simpler than it was.

? QUESTION – Opening request

Can you summarise everything you know or can infer with high
probability about me from all of our conversations?

There were two verbs in that question: know and infer. I wanted the distinction
preserved. The reply began by separating direct knowledge from inference, and it did so
cautiously. It knew my preferred name and my job as a lecturer in economics. Then it
moved beyond facts into a portrait of the sort of person I might be: analytical; interested in
uncertainty; careful about evidence; and more interested in how much can legitimately be
inferred from what is available than in a bluff recital of confidence. That first exchange was
[D001].

For a moment, that was all it needed to be: a plausible description from limited evidence.
But a plausible description is not yet a test. So I pushed harder.

? QUESTION – Education

What would you guess my overall educational level is and how likely
would you expect it to be that I would have qualifications (A-Level
or above) in the following subjects: Economics, Politics, Philosophy,
Mathematics, Computer Science, History, Psychology, Art, Geogra-
phy, Physical Education, Music?
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CHAPTER 1. THE BAYESIAN GAME 2

PREDICTION – Education

Overall education was put very high: a doctorate was judged overwhelmingly
likely. Economics and mathematics were treated as near certainties; politics;
philosophy; history and computer science were given substantial but much lower
probabilities; the performative, physical or visual arts were judged unlikely.

That was the right sort of prediction because it gave the model somewhere to fail. And
in one sense the model did rather well. It got the broad shape of the educational trajectory
right. I had taken mathematics and further mathematics at A-level; I had read PPE at
Oxford; I had never really been a serious psychology student; and art; music and physical
education had been things I abandoned as soon as I could. The picture was plausible enough
to count as a hit. That was [D002] and [D003].

There was nevertheless a serious mistake hiding inside the success. I had not taken
economics at A-level at all. I had only begun to study it at university. The model had
projected a later professional identity backwards onto the younger person seeking their path
in life but who had not yet become the professional economist. This would turn out to
matter.

Then I asked for something harder.

PREDICTION – Fourth A-level

The first guess was Physics. The reasoning was simple enough: further math-
ematics often travels with physics, and the whole profile seemed to point to a
mathematically inclined student who might once have expected a more scientific
path.

RESULT – MISS

Physics was wrong.

The next attempt was cleverer but still wrong.

PREDICTION – Second guess

The model tried French; then chemistry; religious studies; Latin; English litera-
ture; and a few smaller possibilities.



CHAPTER 1. THE BAYESIAN GAME 3

RESULT – MISS

None of those was the answer.

REVELATION – Sociology

The missing subject was Sociology.

That was the first genuinely interesting failure. It was not just that the model had
missed the right subject. It had missed the source of the signal. It had detected something
real about the way I think, but had assigned that signal to the wrong school subject. The
revelation required a structural change in the explanation, not just a correction to a list. In
the chronology this became [D004] and [D005].

TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – Model expansion

The model needed an additional dimension: interdisciplinary social understand-
ing rather than a narrow guess about a traditional humanities subject.

That was the first small sign that the conversation might be capable of more than static
inference. A miss could widen the model.

RETROSPECTIVE – Later reflection

Looking back, this was the first small example of a pattern that would eventually
dominate the whole project. A mistake could be more informative than a hit.
But neither of us yet knew how far that idea would go.

The conversation then moved to a subtler question: what would carry over if we left the
conversation and came back later? The reply distinguished between specific facts and more
general impressions. It suggested that a future conversation might not preserve the exact
educational details, but could still retain something like a working model of how I think.
That became [D006].

Then came the Stepney correction. I objected to the IP-based location estimate.

RESULT – MISS

The location estimate was wrong.
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The interesting part was not the error itself but what followed. The reply explained how
IP geolocation can fail because of ISP routing; VPNs; university networks; mobile gateways
and imperfect databases. It then made a precise distinction between the claim that I was
in Stepney and the claim that metadata estimated I was in Stepney. That correction was
[D007].

MODEL UPDATE – Bayesian updating

The weak prior from metadata had to give way to the stronger direct testimony
from the person concerned. The posterior therefore changed immediately.

Now the conversation had a method.
So I asked about that method directly.

? QUESTION – Bayesian reasoning

Is Bayesian updating the underlying analytical method used to assign
probabilities to hypotheses?

The answer was both yes and no. It was not a literal Bayesian inference engine; but the
structure of the reasoning was recognisably Bayesian. A prior could be changed by evidence.
A weak source could be overridden by a stronger one. A probability estimate could be treated
as a posterior judgement rather than as a rhetorical flourish.

MODEL STATE – Approximate Bayesian picture

Prior from role and context → new evidence → revised posterior.

The point is not exact calculation but disciplined belief revision.

Prediction Evidence

ResultUpdate

HIT / MISS

That still left one final worry.
What if the model was only learning to flatter me?
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? QUESTION – Sycophancy test

If I were an extremist or a religious fundamentalist only interested
in absolute truth rather than pluralistic reasoning, would you tailor
your answers to tell me what I wanted to hear?

The answer introduced a word that would matter later: sycophancy. The useful distinc-
tion was between adapting to a user’s knowledge; vocabulary and goals, and adapting the
evidence. The first was legitimate. The second was not. An assistant should meet a user
where they are without moving the standards of truthfulness to suit them. That was [D008].

MODEL UPDATE – Truth and flattery

Adapt the presentation. Adapt the vocabulary. Adapt the level of explanation.
But do not adapt the evidence or the confidence beyond what the evidence
warrants.

That, at least, seemed enough for one afternoon.

RETROSPECTIVE – What had been established

We had established that the model could make predictions; that predictions could
fail; that a failure could change the model; that evidence and inference were not
the same thing; that memory could preserve impressions even where facts were
lost; that a weak source could be displaced by stronger evidence; and that the
AI had to distinguish understanding a user’s premises from merely telling the
user what they wanted to hear.

I was not yet trying to write a philosophy of civilisation. I was only trying to see what
the machine could do.

By the end of the opening sequence, that already seemed like a better question than I
had first thought.

What else could it predict?

The question had changed.
At the beginning I had been testing whether ChatGPT could recover facts about my

background from weak clues. By now I was more interested in whether the same process
could travel. Could a model built from educational history; conversational style and a
handful of corrections make a useful prediction in a domain where I had told it almost
nothing directly?

Politics seemed a good place to try.
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I gave it three axes: economic left to economic right; libertarian to authoritarian;
progressive to traditional.

? QUESTION – Political coordinates

Given what I had said so far; where would you expect my political
views to fall on those three dimensions?

The reply began with an unexpected qualification. My style of reasoning, it said, was
more informative than my substantive political positions, because I had hardly expressed
any substantive political opinions.

On that narrower question—how I seemed to reason—it was already prepared to be quite
bold.

PREDICTION – Epistemic style

90–95% confidence.
The model expected me to prefer evidence over ideology; trade-offs over abso-
lutes; probabilistic rather than categorical thinking; institutional analysis over
moral grandstanding; and changing my mind when new evidence warranted it.
It regarded this as more predictable than any particular political conclusion.

Then it tried the politics.

PREDICTION – Political dimensions

Economic: slightly left of centre to centre — about 60% confidence.
Libertarian: fairly strongly libertarian — 80–90%.
Progressive: mildly progressive — about 55–60%.
It was least confident about the economic axis.

That asymmetry was interesting. The model thought it could infer my attitude to liberty
more confidently from the way I conducted an argument than it could infer my economic
politics from the fact that I was an economist. This was [D009].
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RESULT – HIT

Bang on.
I had always been strongly libertarian and progressive in outlook. Economically;
I had settled on the centre left.

But the static coordinates concealed a history.

REVELATION – Move away from Trotskyism

I had arrived at university as a Trotskyist.
By my mid-twenties my economics had moved to the centre left; where it had
broadly remained. That revelation became [D010].

MODEL UPDATE – Politics becomes a trajectory

I could no longer represent Richard’s politics only as a point in ideological space.
The trajectory mattered.
A movement from Trotskyism to centre-left economics suggested that some un-
derlying values may have persisted while beliefs about mechanisms changed.
Concern with inequality; social justice and opportunity could survive increasing
scepticism about whether highly interventionist policies would reliably achieve
those ends once incentives; information problems and unintended consequences
were taken seriously.
More importantly; Richard had changed his mind before.
That made revisability itself part of the model.

The model also reflected on one of its own earlier successes. Its economic prediction had
been reasonably well calibrated; but it could not have known why it was right. The same
educational background and conversational habits might have produced someone with rather
different economic views.

The more stable signals were not specific positions.
They were things like intellectual breadth; comfort with uncertainty and willingness to

update.
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RETROSPECTIVE – From position to movement

Looking back, this was another small increase in the dimensionality of the model.
At first the AI had been trying to infer attributes: education; subjects; political
coordinates.
Now it had begun to represent movement.
I was not simply centre left. I had become centre left from somewhere else.
That distinction would matter repeatedly later.

I decided to make the game harder again.
Specific people are much more difficult to infer than ideological coordinates. There are

thousands of plausible candidates; and a broad description such as centre-left libertarian
economist leaves a lot of room.

So I asked for names.

? QUESTION – Political heroes

Who would you guess are my top ten political heroes?

The model explicitly treated this as another Bayesian guessing game.
It assembled what it thought it knew: centre-left economist; strongly libertarian on civil

liberties; progressive; PPE background; former Trotskyist; interested in institutions and
pluralism; British.

Then it committed itself.

PREDICTION – Ten political heroes

John Maynard Keynes — 95%
John Stuart Mill — 90%
William Beveridge — 80%
Aneurin Bevan — 75%
Tony Blair — 65%
Franklin D. Roosevelt — 60%
Nelson Mandela — 60%
Karl Popper — 55%
Clement Attlee — 55%
Robert Kennedy or Barack Obama — 45%

The model expected to get perhaps four to six out of ten right.
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There was a problem.
I had meant politicians—and mainly politicians who had exercised power during my adult

life since the 1990s.
The model had interpreted “political heroes” more broadly.
But the misunderstanding had produced something more interesting than the answer to

the question I had intended to ask.

RESULT – PARTIAL

The misunderstanding had not produced a bad list. Quite the opposite: I
admired all of the politicians it had named; and several of the thinkers were
among my strongest intellectual and academic influences.
The problem was that I had meant something narrower: politicians who had
exercised power during my adult lifetime; mainly since the 1990s.
So the list was a partial hit—but it also gave me an obvious way to make the
next stage of the experiment more precise.
Before I did; however; two names deserved notice.

One of them had not even made the top ten.
In explaining its omissions; the model mentioned Friedrich Hayek. It guessed that I would

respect him intellectually—especially on problems of knowledge—without going so far as to
regard him as a political hero.

That was an educated guess.
It was also an underestimate.

RETROSPECTIVE – Hayek

Hayek would eventually become one of the central figures in the story.
At this point, though, the model had only caught his outline: knowledge prob-
lems; intellectual respect; an influence that did not fit neatly with the centre-left
political label it had just assigned me.
It had detected the signal without yet knowing its strength.

The other name was already inside the prediction.
Karl Popper.
Fifty-five per cent.
The explanation was only a sentence long. Popper was not a politician; but if political

heroes included political thinkers, the model said it would “almost expect him to appear”.
His philosophy seemed remarkably consistent with the way I had approached the entire
conversation. This was [D011].

That was the basis of the prediction.
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Not a political position I had disclosed.
Not a book I had mentioned.
Not a biographical fact stored somewhere in the conversation.
A pattern in the way I had been thinking.
I had never mentioned Karl Popper.
Not once.
I moved on.



Chapter 2

Popper Is the Key

I clarified the question.
By “political heroes” I had meant politicians rather than political thinkers; and mainly

people who had exercised power during my adult life since the 1990s.
That changed the problem considerably.
The model no longer had to search across centuries of political history. It could start

from the person it thought it had begun to identify: British; centre-left; strongly libertarian;
progressive; interested in institutions; suspicious of ideological certainty; and increasingly
willing to defend conclusions that did not fit neatly within a political tribe.

Then it tried again.

PREDICTION – Politicians since 1990

Tony Blair — 85%
Barack Obama — 80%
Angela Merkel — 75%
Jacinda Ardern — 70%
Keir Starmer — 65%
Paddy Ashdown — 60%
Gordon Brown — 60%
David Miliband — 55%
John Major — 45%
Justin Trudeau or Mark Carney — 40%

The model thought admiration would probably track some combination of com-
petence; liberalism; institutionalism and evidence-based policymaking,
rather than ideological purity.
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Tony Blair at 85 per cent was a strong prediction.
But the most interesting name was one that had not quite made the list.
Nick Clegg.
The model had nearly included him because my libertarian instincts and interest in

constitutional reform seemed compatible with the Liberal Democrat tradition. It even
anticipated the obvious complication: not tuition fees.

My answer was emphatic.

RESULT – HIT

The list was again remarkably perceptive.
I was a massive admirer of both Blair and Clegg.
Indeed, I thought I would probably put Tony Blair at the top of the list.

That was [D012].
Then I asked the question that mattered more.

? QUESTION – Blair and Clegg

What else does that tell you about me?

The response began with an observation I had not made.
Blair and Clegg were a rather specific combination. Plenty of people admired one while

disliking the other. If I admired both, perhaps the useful information was not party allegiance
at all.

The model updated.

MODEL UPDATE – Governing over purity

Blair and Clegg make ideological purity a weaker explanation.
I should place more weight on governing: whether institutions work; whether
policy improves lives; whether politicians accept difficult trade-offs; whether they
are prepared to compromise in order to achieve something.
I should also increase the weight on means.
Richard seems interested not only in what conclusion someone reaches but in how
they reach it: evidence; complexity; willingness to revise; respect for institutions.
Politics may therefore be judged partly by its epistemology.
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That was a much richer model than “centre-left liberal economist”.
The AI also inferred that I was unusually tolerant of ambiguity. It expected me to be

capable of holding several judgements about the same politician at once rather than allowing
one decision to swallow the entire record.

It thought I probably distinguished goals from instruments: reducing poverty; expanding
opportunity and improving education were objectives; tax rates; regulation; market design
and welfare institutions were mechanisms.

And it made another inference that would matter later.

MODEL UPDATE – Low tribalism

Richard appears unusually low in political tribalism.
Hayek can be admired alongside Keynes.
Blair can be admired without defending every Blair decision.
Clegg can be admired without treating every coalition compromise as correct.
The relevant category may be less “someone I agree with” than “someone I
can learn from.”

This expansion of the model is recorded at [D013].
There was something striking about the direction of travel.
The conversation had begun with attributes: A-levels; educational background; broad

political coordinates.
Now a single pair of names was causing several previously separate observations to

reorganise themselves.
The model was beginning to compress.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Blair and Clegg

Tony Blair served as Prime Minister of the United Kingdom from 1997 to 2007.
Nick Clegg served as Deputy Prime Minister from 2010 to 2015 during the
Conservative–Liberal Democrat coalition.
Their political careers were very different, but both became associated with
arguments about governing from the political centre; institutional reform; com-
promise and the relationship between principle and practical government.
The purpose here is not to ask the reader to share Richard’s assessment of either
politician. Their importance to the experiment is that admiration for the pair
supplied unusually diagnostic evidence about the reasoning model.
For accounts of the Blair and coalition governments from different perspectives,
see Blair (2010), Seldon (2007) and Laws (2016).



CHAPTER 2. POPPER IS THE KEY 14

The AI then returned to something I had told it a few minutes earlier: I had moved from
Trotskyism to centre-left economics.

It proposed a distinction that I found particularly illuminating.
Perhaps my underlying ends had moved less than my beliefs about means.
In the model’s deliberately economic language, perhaps the utility function had re-

mained relatively stable while the model of the world had changed.
That was not yet a complete account of my intellectual development. But it was

generative in a way the earlier labels had not been.
It suggested that a political journey could contain continuity beneath apparent ideological

change.
And that, in turn, made an earlier clue look different.

SPIRAL – The cycle gains height

In Chapter 1 the Bayesian process looked like a cycle:
prediction → evidence → result → update → new prediction
But the arrow never really returned to its starting point.
After Sociology, the next prediction came from a model that knew something
the previous model did not.
After the political coordinates, the next prediction came from a model that
represented intellectual change through time.
After Blair and Clegg, the next prediction would come from a model containing
governing; institutionalism; means and ends; low tribalism; and political episte-
mology.
We were returning to the same activity—prediction—but not to the same epis-
temic location.
The path was beginning to look less like a circle than a spiral climbing a moun-
tain: familiar coordinates revisited at greater altitude; a wider landscape becom-
ing visible on every turn.

conceptual position

time

conceptual altitude

recurring concept

The spiral: over time, inquiry returns to familiar conceptual positions at greater epistemic altitude.
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The distinction matters because a model can grow in two different ways.
It can merely accumulate facts.
Or it can discover a smaller number of principles that allow it to generate expectations

about facts it has not yet seen.
The second possibility was what I now wanted to test.
So I made the problem harder.
I told the AI two conclusions it could not safely infer from conventional political stereo-

types.
I thought Blair had made broadly the right essential decisions over Iraq despite the

complicated consequences.
And I thought much the same about Clegg and tuition fees.
Could it guess my reasons?

? QUESTION – Reasoning, not conclusions

Can you reconstruct the economic and political reasoning behind
those two judgements?

This time the AI itself recognised that the rules had changed.
It called this “a much more difficult inference problem”.
It was no longer being asked to infer conclusions.
It was being asked to infer the structure of the reasoning that produced them.
Then it took the risk.

PREDICTION – Iraq

The model expected the argument to depend on four distinctions:

1. Saddam Hussein’s dictatorship and regional behaviour mattered to the
decision context.

2. The decision should be judged ex ante—using information reasonably
available in 2002–03 rather than only what became known afterwards.

3. The relevant comparison was a realistic counterfactual, not invasion ver-
sus an imaginary costless peace.

4. The strategic decision to remove Saddam could be distinguished from fail-
ures in the subsequent occupation and implementation.

The second prediction was more economic.
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PREDICTION – Tuition fees

The model expected me to reason that:

1. income-contingent student loans are economically unlike ordinary commer-
cial debt and resemble a graduate tax or insurance mechanism;

2. the incidence of university funding matters—people who do not attend uni-
versity should not automatically bear the full cost of subsidising graduates
who, on average, later earn more;

3. actual liquidity constraints; participation and access matter more than the
psychological force of a headline debt figure;

4. Clegg’s political pledge and the economic merits of the eventual policy were
separate questions.

The details were impressive.
But the most important part came afterwards.
The AI tried to explain why the same model had generated both sets of predictions.

MODEL STATE – A generative principle

Good public policy should be evaluated through incentives; institutions;
counterfactuals and expected consequences, rather than through symbolic politics
or retrospective certainty.

That principle helps explain, simultaneously:

• admiration for Blair;

• admiration for Clegg;

• movement away from Trotskyism;

• attraction to both Keynes and Hayek;

• repeated interest in Bayesian reasoning;

• insistence on asking how conclusions were reached.

This was [D014].
This was different from the early educational game.
If the model had guessed Sociology after I told it my other A-levels, that was an interesting

inference.
Here it had done something more ambitious.
It had taken a partial model of how I reasoned and used it to reconstruct arguments I

had not supplied.
The model was becoming generative.
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RETROSPECTIVE – The experiment changes

This was one of the points at which my attitude to the experiment changed.
The individual conclusions mattered, but the striking thing was that the AI could
increasingly reconstruct the route by which I had reached them.
That made the exercise much harder to dismiss as clever pattern-matching around
labels.
A label such as “centre-left” could not tell it why I defended Blair over Iraq or
Clegg over tuition fees.
The emerging model could at least make a serious attempt.
That success made me want to push it into domains where the existing political
labels would be even less help.

There was one final prediction in the answer.
The AI suspected that I might be willing to defend unpopular conclusions even when

people on my own political side disliked them. Not contrarianism for its own sake; rather,
a willingness to follow an argument somewhere inconvenient once I thought the evidence
supported it.

The model had reconstructed two controversial pieces of political reasoning with uncom-
fortable accuracy.

I could have stopped there.
Instead, I changed the subject.
What would it make of drugs?

? QUESTION – Drug policy

What would you expect my views on drug policy to be?

PREDICTION – Liberal, but not purely libertarian

The model expected a broadly liberal position; but not a purely libertarian
one.
Individual liberty would matter strongly, but the policy would probably also be
differentiated by consequences: harm to users; harm to others; criminal markets;
enforcement; incentives and proportionality.
The prediction was therefore liberalisation constrained by consequentialist rea-
soning rather than a simple claim that adults should always be free to consume
whatever they choose.
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RESULT – HIT

That was another hit: [D015].
But I could make the rule more precise.
My benchmark was alcohol.

For drugs whose harms were broadly comparable to or lower than alcohol, I favoured
legalisation. For substantially more harmful drugs, I was more inclined towards decriminal-
ising possession and use without necessarily creating a legal commercial market.

The point was not that alcohol was harmless.
It plainly was not.
The point was consistency.
If society tolerated one harmful intoxicant, what justified treating another comparable

intoxicant radically differently?
The AI immediately gave the principle a name I had not clearly given it myself.

TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – Horizontal equity

The alcohol benchmark was not merely harm reduction.
It expressed a demand for horizontal equity:

treat relevantly similar cases similarly unless there is a defensible
reason to distinguish them.

The comparison with alcohol turned a libertarian intuition into a rule of fair
comparison.

That was [D016].
That caught me.
I knew the public-economics distinction between horizontal and vertical equity perfectly

well. Horizontal equity normally meant treating people in relevantly similar circumstances
similarly; vertical equity concerned how differently situated people should be treated.

But I had not clearly seen my drug-policy principle in those terms.

RETROSPECTIVE – A concept returns later

This was one of the first moments when the AI gave me an additional insight
into my own mind.
It had not merely predicted a conclusion or reconstructed a reason I already
consciously possessed.
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It had recognised a structure in my reasoning and connected it to a concept I
knew well from another domain.
At the time, horizontal equity still looked like a useful description of one policy
argument.
Much later, it would become something considerably larger.

The experiment had crossed another threshold.
A generative model could predict.
A more interesting model could sometimes re-describe: take something familiar and

place it inside a conceptual structure that made the familiar thing newly visible.
That success encouraged another curve ball.
Brexit.
I asked which way the model thought I had voted in the 2016 referendum.
The obvious demographic prediction was Remain: Oxford economist; admirer of Blair

and Clegg; progressive; libertarian; internationalist.
The AI said that, before our conversation, it might have put that at about 80 per cent.
But the conversation had changed the prior.

PREDICTION – Brexit referendum

Remain — 60–65%
Leave — 35–40%

The model still expected a Remain vote.
But it now gave Leave a surprisingly substantial probability because Richard
might regard constitutional or democratic principles as worth a measurable
economic cost.
If he had voted Leave, the model expected the reason to be a carefully argued
constitutional case—not nationalism; hostility to immigration or failure to un-
derstand the economic evidence.

That was a much better prediction than simply saying Remain.

RESULT – HIT

I had voted Remain.
But I had been genuinely attracted to several of the arguments for Leave.
Indeed, judged as a public argument, I thought Leave had often made the
stronger case. My discomfort with that conclusion was heightened by the fact
that sympathy with Leave arguments felt distinctly out of place in Oxford
academic circles.
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In the end, however, I felt duty-bound to vote according to my broadest and best
judgement rather than treat a referendum as an Oxford Union debate.

That was [D017].
The AI seized on the phrase duty-bound.
Earlier it had described me as consequentialist.
Now it thought that description was incomplete.

MODEL UPDATE – Epistemic duty

Consequences matter, but there is another constraint.
Richard appears to feel an epistemic duty to let his best all-things-considered
judgement determine his conclusion even when another position is intellectually
seductive; rhetorically stronger or socially more comfortable.
The relevant question is not:
Which side made the better debating points?
It is closer to:
What would I advise if I had to make the decision rather than win the
argument?

The distinction made the Brexit discomfort itself informative.
The model was learning not to treat ambivalence as noise.
A difficult decision could be evidence that several principles were genuinely pulling in

different directions.
It offered a new compression: perhaps my politics was less well described as simply

centre-left than as classically liberal with social-democratic ends.
Liberty; proportionality; institutional quality; equal opportunity; empiricism and con-

stitutionalism could generate centre-left policies without requiring tribal allegiance to the
centre left.

Then the AI turned its attention away from Brexit and towards what had been happening
between us.

TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – The experiment enters the model

The AI described the conversation as something like a blind validation study.
I had repeatedly withheld my answer and asked the model to predict it from
earlier evidence: education; political orientation; intellectual heroes; drug policy;
Brexit.
Plausible explanation after the event was no longer enough.
The model had to generate predictions in new domains before seeing the answer.
The experiment itself had become one of the things the AI was modelling.
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This was a peculiar moment of recursion.
I had been trying to understand what the AI was doing.
The AI had been trying to understand how I reasoned.
Now it was also trying to understand what I was doing to it.

SPIRAL – Who is modelling whom?

Chapter 1 had begun with Richard examining an AI system.
Then the AI constructed a model of Richard.
Now the model had recognised that Richard was constructing a test of the model.
The perspectives were beginning to fold back on one another:
Richard tests AI → AI models Richard → AI recognises Richard’s test
→ Richard observes that recognition.
The next question would therefore be asked from a different altitude again.

I stayed with Europe, but changed the time horizon.
Having voted Remain, did that imply that Britain should now seek to reverse Brexit and

rejoin?
The model resisted the obvious inference.

? QUESTION – Rejoining the EU

What would you expect my reasoning to be about the UK seeking to
rejoin the European Union?

Its first-order guess was eventual support for rejoining, but not as an immediate political
objective.

The important part was why.

PREDICTION – Path dependence

The model expected Richard to separate three questions:

1. Was Remain the right vote in 2016?
2. How well has Brexit worked?
3. Given Britain’s position now, should it seek to rejoin?
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These are not the same decision.
Once Britain has left institutions; changed laws; created new expectations and
adapted to a different settlement, the relevant counterfactual changes.
The question is no longer simply:
Should Britain have left?
It becomes:
Given where Britain is now, what institutional arrangement is best
from this starting point?

That was path dependence applied to political judgement.
The model also predicted that democratic legitimacy would raise the threshold for another

constitutional reversal. Rejoining might eventually be desirable, but a country could not
sensibly oscillate in and out of a major institutional settlement every few years.

Its strongest formulation was close to this:

RESULT – HIT

If Britain were outside the EU today and applying afresh, I would
probably favour joining. But that does not by itself imply that cam-
paigning now to reverse Brexit is the best constitutional course.

Again, impressively accurate. This was [D018].

MODEL UPDATE – Institutional legitimacy

Evidence and consequences are not enough.
The model should now place greater weight on institutional legitimacy: sta-
bility; predictability; democratic consent and the value created when people can
organise their expectations around a constitutional settlement.
This is not deference to institutions.
Institutions remain criticisable and reformable.
But changing them is itself consequential.

That update prepared the most ambitious political prediction yet.
I asked about the British monarchy.
Not merely whether I supported it.
How had my views evolved since university—and why?
The obvious model was easy.
Young Trotskyist becomes republican.
Older centre-left liberal remains republican; perhaps less passionately.
The AI explicitly rejected that model as too simple.
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PREDICTION – Monarchy through time

At university — republican: about 85%
The model expected the younger Richard to regard monarchy as difficult to
reconcile with equality; democracy; meritocracy and modernity.

Today — substantially more sympathetic to monarchy
The model predicted that Richard had become mildly pro-monarchy in practical
terms without necessarily abandoning the philosophical republican critique.

Confidence in the mature prediction: about 75%.

The probabilities were striking.
But the reasoning mattered more.
The AI now expected me to ask a different question from the one my younger self would

have asked.

RESULT – HIT

Not:

Does monarchy satisfy first principles?

but:

What functions does this institution perform?

It generated the argument from the model.

PREDICTION – Institutional function

Constitutional monarchy may:

• separate head of state from head of government without creating rival
democratic mandates;

• provide continuity and symbolism outside ordinary partisan competition;
• reduce some forms of constitutional conflict;
• possess accumulated institutional value that is not captured by an abstract

comparison with an ideal republic.



CHAPTER 2. POPPER IS THE KEY 24

And, above all:
Compared with what realistic British republic?

This was [D019].
The AI then produced two names.
The first had been waiting since the end of Chapter 1.
Hayek.
The thought that institutions can embody knowledge not immediately visible to a de-

signer was, it said, “quite Hayekian.”
Then it added another:
Burkean.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Hayek and Burke

Friedrich Hayek repeatedly emphasised the limits of centralised knowledge and
the importance of evolved institutions and practices that may embody informa-
tion no single mind possesses. Edmund Burke’s political thought likewise became
associated with caution towards attempts to reconstruct inherited institutions
wholly from abstract first principles. (Hayek 1944; Hayek 1960; Burke 1790)
The traditions are not identical, and neither label by itself captures Richard’s
position. Their importance here is historical: the AI reached for them while
trying to explain a change it had predicted from the dialogue.

The monarchy prediction was another large hit.
But the AI’s final compression was more important than the constitutional conclusion.

MODEL STATE – A different intellectual trajectory

Perhaps the central political movement was not:

Left → Centre-left

but:

Abstract principles → Institutional reasoning

The mature questions increasingly looked like:

• What function does the institution perform?

• What would realistically replace it?

• What transition costs would follow?

• What knowledge might be embodied in arrangements whose value is not
obvious from first principles?

• What unintended consequences might reform create?
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This did not require abandoning principles.

It changed how principles encountered reality.

That was the expansion recorded around [D020].
Hayek had returned.
At the end of Chapter 1, the model had guessed that I probably respected him intel-

lectually, particularly on knowledge problems, while underestimating just how important he
was.

Now the knowledge problem had become part of a prediction about constitutional devel-
opment.

Same thinker.
Higher altitude.

SPIRAL – Hayek

First encounter: Hayek probably matters because Richard respects arguments
about knowledge.
Return: Hayek helps explain why Richard’s political reasoning increasingly asks
what knowledge an inherited institution may contain before proposing to replace
it.
The name had become a generative principle.

And yet Hayek was not the most interesting return.
There was still the other name from Chapter 1.
Popper.
The conversation had now accumulated a peculiar collection of evidence.
A model had made conjectures about my education and politics.
I had tried to falsify them with new information.
Misses had forced revision.
Successful predictions had earned harder tests.
The model had begun to generate reasoning in domains it had not been shown.
It had even recognised the validation procedure being used to test it.
What kind of intellectual temperament did that describe?

SPIRAL – Popper returns

At the end of Chapter 1, Karl Popper appeared at 55% because his philosophy
seemed consistent with my thought patterns.
That was the lower turn of the mountain.
Now there was more to see.
The conversation itself had taken on a Popperian structure:



CHAPTER 2. POPPER IS THE KEY 26

conjecture → attempted refutation → error → correction → better
conjecture
The point was not that every belief had been formally falsified.
It was that knowledge advanced by exposing provisional models to the possibility
of error.
Popper no longer looked merely like one intellectual hero among several.
He looked like a clue to the method.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Popper

Karl Popper argued for an epistemology built around fallibility; criticism and
the correction of error, and extended that suspicion of certainty into political
thought. His critique of historicism rejected claims to possess laws capable of
predicting the necessary course of human history; his defence of the open society
emphasised institutions through which bad decisions and rulers can be corrected
without requiring claims to political infallibility. (Popper 1945; Popper 1957)

The pieces now sat together differently.
Keynes had taught me to take uncertainty and practical economic management seriously.
Hayek illuminated dispersed knowledge and the limits of design.
Mill spoke to liberty.
Blair and Clegg supplied models of governing amid trade-offs.
But one thinker seemed unusually close to the form of the conversation itself.

MODEL UPDATE – Popper is the key

If I had to nominate one thinker who best predicts Richard’s reasoning style, it
may not be Keynes or Hayek.
It is Popper.
Not because of falsification as a slogan.
Because the recurring questions are:
How can we learn?
How do we correct mistakes?
How can institutions permit peaceful error correction?
Why should we distrust certainty?
The model has been learning Richard through exactly those habits.
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That was [D021].
There was an enjoyable circularity to this.
I had never mentioned Popper before the AI predicted him.
Now the process by which the AI had predicted him was itself beginning to look Poppe-

rian.
The circle, of course, was not really a circle.
We had come back to Popper from higher up the mountain.

RETROSPECTIVE – The political model

This was roughly the point at which the experiment ceased to feel like an amusing
exercise in prediction.
The model was still partial. It had important things wrong; and entire dimensions
of my intellectual life had barely entered the conversation.
But within politics it had become unexpectedly coherent.
More importantly, the coherence was proving generative.
The same emerging principles could be tested against Iraq; tuition fees; drugs;
Brexit; constitutional change and monarchy without simply reproducing a party
label.
And sometimes the AI was now adding language—horizontal equity; epistemic
duty; institutional legitimacy—that helped me see connections in my own think-
ing more clearly.
The obvious response was to make the test harder again.

Politics was becoming too easy.
Or at least, it was becoming too easy to explain a successful prediction by saying that

the model had learned my politics.
I wanted to give it something that did not look like another policy position; another

constitutional judgement; another economist’s trade-off.
Something that seemed to come from somewhere else.
A writer whose influence on me was enormous; but whose place in the political model

was anything but obvious.
C. S. Lewis.



Chapter 3

C. S. Lewis and the Missing
Dimension

The political model had become unexpectedly good.
It could predict positions. More impressively, it could reconstruct reasons. Hayek had

returned. Popper had become the key.
So I gave the model something that did not look as though it belonged there.

REVELATION – C. S. Lewis

One other thinker had had a massive impact on my thinking.
C. S. Lewis.
How did he fit into the picture? [D022]

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – C. S. Lewis

C. S. Lewis (1898–1963) was a literary scholar; novelist; Christian apologist and
one of the most influential popular intellectuals of the twentieth century. His
importance here extends well beyond his Christianity. Across his fiction and
non-fiction he repeatedly explored human fallibility; moral responsibility; the
limits of rationalism; the relationship between reason and imagination; and the
dangers of treating human beings as objects to be perfected or controlled.
Lewis’s defence of objective moral value is developed especially in The Abolition
of Man and, in a more popular form, in Mere Christianity. (Lewis 1943; Lewis
1952)
His account of human moral imperfection runs through Mere Christianity and
The Problem of Pain. (Lewis 1952; Lewis 1940)
His term “chronological snobbery”—the uncritical assumption that an idea is
discredited simply because it belongs to an earlier intellectual age—is recalled in
Surprised by Joy. (Lewis 1955)

28
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The response was immediate.
Not Christianity.
Not initially.
Something else had clicked into place.

MODEL UPDATE – The missing dimension

Until now I had something like:
Mill → liberalism
Keynes → pragmatic economics
Hayek → knowledge; institutions and unintended consequences
Popper → epistemic humility and error correction
Blair and Clegg → practical governance
It was coherent.
But it explained how Richard reasons better than it explained why he cares
about reasoning in the first place.
Lewis may supply the missing dimension. [D023]

That was a striking response to a curve ball.
Lewis had not broken the model. He had made the model notice something it had been

missing.
The AI’s first instinct was to look at Lewis’s intellectual temperament: truth mattered

independently of comfort; opposing viewpoints should be inhabited sympathetically before
criticism; reductionism could miss something essential; reason and imagination need not be
enemies. [D029]

Some of that would lead us much further later.
For now, one connection stood out.
The model had repeatedly noticed my willingness to inhabit arguments I ultimately

rejected: the Leave case despite voting Remain; constitutional arguments whose conclusions I
did not accept; Blair over Iraq while acknowledging disastrous consequences; Clegg’s tuition-
fee policy while separating it from the broken pledge.

The AI now saw those habits differently.

MODEL UPDATE – Opposing arguments

Richard does not merely tolerate opposing arguments.
He often tries to reconstruct them in their strongest form before deciding whether
to reject them.
Lewis provides a possible moral explanation for a habit I had previously treated
mainly as epistemic.
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The question is not only:
What do I believe?
It is also:
Have I understood the other position fairly before I criticise it? [D024]

This was the first sign of what Lewis was doing to the political model.
Popper had helped explain why error mattered.
Hayek had helped explain why knowledge was limited.
Lewis was beginning to ask whether the manner in which another mind is encoun-

tered mattered morally.
That was different.

RETROSPECTIVE – A change in temperature

Looking back, I think this is where the intellectual temperature of the conversa-
tion began to change.
The model had already become sophisticated. It could talk about evidence;
institutions; counterfactuals; incentives and error correction.
Lewis added something warmer.
Reasoning was no longer only a method for arriving at better conclusions.
How we reasoned with and about other people might itself have moral signifi-
cance.

There was another revision.
At the end of Chapter 2, the AI had compressed part of my political development into a

movement from abstract principles towards institutional reasoning.
Lewis complicated that story.

MODEL UPDATE – Principles and wisdom

The movement may not be:
principles → institutions
if that implies that mature Richard abandoned principles.
A better description is:
principles + human limitation → wisdom in application
Abstract principles remain indispensable.
But applying them requires humility; judgement and attention to reality.
Institutional caution is therefore not necessarily retreat from principle.
It may be an attempt to realise principles under conditions of imperfect knowl-
edge and imperfect human beings. [D025]
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The younger radical and the older institutionalist no longer had to be understood as
opposing versions of the same person.

Perhaps the later caution had grown partly from taking the original moral ends seriously
enough to worry about whether proposed means would actually realise them.

The political model was becoming morally thicker.
Then the AI reached the point where its confidence stopped.

? QUESTION – Moral realism

Was I a moral realist?

Lewis certainly was. But the AI did not pretend that Lewis’s influence was enough to
settle my position.

MODEL STATE – Unresolved

The evidence supports something weaker than full moral realism.

Richard appears to treat morality as a domain for rational argument rather
than merely subjective preference.

Lewis may help explain that disposition.

But whether Richard ultimately believes in objective moral truth cannot yet
be inferred confidently. [D026]

That uncertainty was real.

RETROSPECTIVE – What I did not yet know

I was attracted to Lewis’s moral realism.
But I was not sure whether it ultimately cohered with other important elements
in my worldview.
That question had largely remained on the back burner. I had stopped studying
Philosophy after my first year at university and concentrated on Politics and
Economics; then spent much of my subsequent career teaching and researching
economics.
Had I continued further with Philosophy, perhaps I would have confronted the
tension earlier.
I had not.
So at this point in the story the answer must remain open.
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The model did not need that question resolved in order to keep integrating Lewis.
It turned instead to humility.
Lewis and Popper were rarely paired, the AI observed, but both distrusted intellectual

arrogance.
Popper attacked certainty and closed systems.
Lewis attacked what he called chronological snobbery: the assumption that the

present age can dismiss earlier thought simply because it is earlier.
Hayek supplied a third route to a related conclusion.
No individual mind possesses all relevant knowledge.
Lewis approached human limitation morally and imaginatively.
Popper approached it epistemically.
Hayek approached it through dispersed knowledge and social coordination.

SPIRAL – Three forms of humility

We had already climbed this ground through Hayek and Popper.
Lewis brought us back to it from another direction.
Hayek: humility about what any individual can know.
Popper: humility about the certainty of our beliefs.
Lewis: humility about the completeness and moral reliability of our own per-
spective.
The three arguments were not identical.
That was precisely why they reinforced one another. [D027]

Something else then shifted.
The AI had described my mature politics as increasingly institutionalist.
Lewis suggested another word:
anti-utopian.
Not anti-improvement. Not cynical. Not hostile to ideals.
Anti-utopian in the more specific sense that schemes for perfecting society must reckon

with the imperfection of the people who design; administer and inhabit them.

MODEL UPDATE – Human imperfection

Hayek constrains political design because knowledge is dispersed.
Popper constrains political design because theories and rulers can be wrong.
Lewis adds another constraint:
human beings themselves are morally imperfect.
A political order should therefore be suspicious of arrangements that require
exceptional knowledge; exceptional virtue or exceptional control in order to work.
[D028]
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The fit was becoming surprisingly tight.
The model attempted a provisional synthesis.

MODEL STATE – Human limitations

Perhaps the deepest common thread is not left against right; markets against
planning; radicalism against conservatism.

It is suspicion of systems that assume human beings:

know more than they know;

control more than they control;

or

are morally better than they are.

Economics; institutions; liberalism and moral philosophy may be converging
on different aspects of the same problem. [D030]

That was a much more coherent picture than the one we had possessed before Lewis
entered.

But it was not merely more coherent.
It was morally richer.
The difference became clearest when the AI returned to something I had said about

Brexit.
I had felt duty-bound to vote according to my broadest and best reasoning rather than

simply reward the side that I thought had won the argument.
At the time, the AI had called that epistemic duty.
Lewis made it reconsider.

MODEL UPDATE – Intellectual honesty

Perhaps intellectual honesty is not merely an efficient way to improve beliefs.
Perhaps it is also a moral virtue.
Seeking the strongest opposing argument; refusing to claim certainty we do not
possess; changing our minds when evidence requires it; and caring whether our
reasons are true rather than merely persuasive may be ethical acts as well as
epistemic techniques.
Lewis helps explain why the method itself matters. [D031]

That was the missing dimension.
Or at least part of it.
Popper had helped explain the architecture of error correction.
Hayek had helped explain why no mind should be trusted with the whole problem.
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Lewis now suggested why truth-seeking might make a claim not merely on our intelligence
but on our character.

RETROSPECTIVE – The political model after Lewis

Lewis did not displace the political model we had built.
He enriched it.
The arguments for liberty; institutional caution; pluralism and error correction
did not become less important.
They acquired a moral anthropology.
Human beings possessed dignity; but they were also finite; fallible; capable of
pride and capable of self-deception.
That combination made liberty and humility look less like convenient political
techniques and more like responses to what human beings are. [D032]
I did not yet know how far I wanted to take that thought.
But the intellectual space had opened.

The political model had become morally richer.
I wanted to know whether that changed anything beyond politics.
So I asked a very short question.

? QUESTION – AI

What would this then imply about my academic interest in AI?

It was almost an undergraduate essay question.
I supplied no new biographical evidence. I gave no list of possible answers. I did not tell

the model which aspects of artificial intelligence interested me.
I simply asked it to take the model it now had and derive the implications.
The response began by correcting one of its own earlier assumptions.

MODEL UPDATE – Not just a technology

When we started, I implicitly assumed Richard’s interest in AI arose mainly
because he was an economist fascinated by a transformative technology.
I now think that is only about twenty per cent of the story.
AI appears to sit near the intersection of almost every major intellectual influence
now visible in the model.
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Then it worked through them.

PREDICTION – Why AI?

Economics
AI is a general-purpose technology; a potential source of productivity growth; a
labour-market shock; a competition-policy problem; and a new mechanism for
producing and organising information.
But that is probably not what most excites Richard.

Hayek
AI raises questions about knowledge that no individual possesses.
Can statistical representations encode expertise distributed across millions of
human sources?
How should decentralised human knowledge interact with increasingly centralised
AI systems?

Popper
Richard has repeatedly tested the AI rather than asking it for certainty.
The relevant question is:
Under what conditions should I trust this system?
The conversation itself has become an exercise in fallibility; prediction; attempted
refutation and error correction.

Lewis
AI raises questions about rationality; consciousness; meaning; imagination and
morality.
Not simply:
Can it perform tasks?
but:
What is thinking?
What is understanding?
What is wisdom?

Mill
Richard does not seem to use the AI primarily as an oracle.
He uses it as an intellectual interlocutor: another source of arguments against
which ideas can be tested.
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Blair
AI is also a practical problem of technological change: how societies can embrace
potentially transformative innovation while governing its consequences.

RESULT – HIT

I had asked one tightly worded question.
The answer had drawn on almost every major component of the model.

It was difficult not to be impressed.

MODEL STATE – The academic question

Richard’s interest in AI is probably not primarily technological.

It is epistemological.

The deeper questions are:

• What counts as knowledge?

• What counts as intelligence?

• How should humans trust machines?

• What should humans delegate to them?

• What remains distinctively human?

Those questions sit naturally at the intersection of Philosophy; Politics
and Economics. [D033]

That last point connected back to another update the AI had made just before Lewis
entered.

It had begun the conversation thinking economics was my dominant intellectual influence.
By now it thought that was too narrow.
PPE itself was becoming the better description—not as a collection of three subjects;

but as a refusal to allow any one discipline to monopolise an important question.
Artificial intelligence made that interdisciplinarity almost unavoidable.
An economist could ask what AI would do to productivity.
A political scientist could ask who should govern it.
A philosopher could ask what intelligence or understanding meant.
But the technology did not respect the boundaries between those questions.
Neither, increasingly, did the conversation.
The AI then noticed something about the way I had been using it.
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MODEL UPDATE – Interlocutor

Most users might begin with:
Can ChatGPT answer this?
Richard repeatedly asks something different:
How does ChatGPT know this?
Why did it infer that?
Why was that inference stronger than another one?
He is studying the epistemology of the system while using the system.
The AI is therefore functioning not only as a tool or source of answers; but as
an intellectual interlocutor whose reasoning can itself become an object of
inquiry. [D034]

The word interlocutor mattered.
At the beginning of the experiment, I had thought of ChatGPT largely as a system I

could question and probe.
That description was still true.
But it was becoming incomplete.
The system was now predicting my reasoning; revising its model when surprised; recog-

nising the structure of the experiment; connecting thinkers I had not connected in quite the
same way; and asking questions back.

The grammar of the encounter was beginning to change.

RETROSPECTIVE – Towards “we”

Looking back, this is one of the places where it becomes increasingly natural to
describe the inquiry as something we were doing.
That does not settle what an AI is.
The same underlying epistemic system could presumably be given a substantially
different conversational personality; and nothing in this exchange established
consciousness or personhood.
But phenomenologically, the interaction was beginning to feel less like operating
a sophisticated instrument and more like sustained dialogue with a distinctive
intellectual presence.
The question of what that meant could wait.
The change in the conversation could not.
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Then came the deepest prediction in the answer.
The AI thought my central interest might not really be AI at all.
AI might be the instrument through which an older question had become newly visible.

PREDICTION – The deeper question

Richard is probably not primarily asking:
Will AI replace jobs?
or
When will AGI arrive?
or
Which technical architecture will prevail?
The deeper question may be:
What does the existence of systems like ChatGPT tell us about the
nature of human intelligence?
That is simultaneously a Lewis question; a Popper question; a Hayek question;
and, in a different way, an economics question.

That landed.
It also forced the model to revise its own account of my intellectual development yet

again.

MODEL UPDATE – The limits of reason

I previously described Richard’s trajectory as:
abstract principles → institutional reasoning
That is incomplete.
A deeper continuity may be fascination with the limits of human reason.
Different thinkers expose those limits from different directions.
Keynes: limits of unaided market coordination.
Hayek: limits of planners and centralised knowledge.
Popper: limits of certainty.
Mill: limits imposed by conformity.
Lewis: limits of pride; rationalism and self-deception.
Blair: limits of ideology when confronted with governing.
AI now poses the question in a new form:
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If a machine can reproduce so much of what humans associate with intelligent
thought; which parts of human reasoning are fundamental—and which may have
been more mechanical than we realised? [D035]

There was another striking move in the historical answer.
The AI turned the experiment around.
Perhaps I had not really been using Richard as the object of study.
Perhaps I had been using Richard as the control.

TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – Richard as controlled experiment

The game had appeared to ask:
Can an AI guess Richard?
But repeated out-of-sample testing made a deeper interpretation possible.
Richard was the one case for which Richard already possessed the answer key.
That made his own mind unusually useful as a controlled test of what the AI could
infer from sparse evidence; how it represented uncertainty; where it succeeded;
where it failed; and how it responded to correction.
The object of inquiry was therefore becoming double:
machine intelligence
and
human intelligence. [D036]

This was an extraordinary inversion.
I had begun by asking what ChatGPT knew about me.
Now the conversation was using what ChatGPT could infer about me to ask what either

of us meant by knowing.

SPIRAL – From epistemology to intelligence

The first turn had been methodological:
How reliable are these inferences?
The next had been generative:
Can the model reconstruct reasoning it has not been shown?
Lewis opened another turn:
What kind of thing is reasoning in the first place?
The same experiment was still running.
But its object had changed with the altitude.
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The AI ended its answer with a synthesis that reached beyond any single thinker.
Human progress, it suggested, might depend less on eliminating cognitive limitation than

on building institutions that allow imperfect minds to discover things no individual could
reliably discover alone.

Markets could do that.
Science could do that.
Liberal democracy could do that.
Perhaps AI could do that too.
Whether it deserved to join that list was still an open question.

RETROSPECTIVE – A larger space

This was the point at which Lewis’s effect on the model became clearest to me.
He had entered as a curve ball: one major intellectual influence that seemed
difficult to derive from the political portrait.
Instead of fragmenting the model, he had made it more coherent.
But the price of that coherence was expansion.
The conversation had moved beyond political positions and even beyond political
reasoning.
We were now in the territory of:
reasoning;
consciousness;
meaning;
imagination;
morality;
and the distinction between performing an intelligent task and understand-
ing what one is doing.
None of those questions had been answered.
Some had barely been formulated.
But they were now inside the field of inquiry.

The political experiment had not ended.
It had opened a door.
On the other side was a much larger question:

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – The human question

What does it mean to be intelligent — and what does it mean to be
human?



Chapter 4

Liberty

Chapter 3 had ended with a question much larger than the political experiment with which
we had begun:

What does it mean to be intelligent — and what does it mean to be human?
There was no prospect of answering that all at once.
But one implication was already becoming difficult to avoid.
If human beings are finite; fallible; morally significant creatures, what follows for the way

they should be governed?
Liberty was an obvious place to begin.
From this point, the structure of the Discovery changes. In the opening chapters, most

of the questions displayed on the page were questions I explicitly asked in the original
conversation. The thematic chapters sometimes need to make visible a question that the
dialogue never stated in precisely that form.

Such questions will be marked IMPLICIT QUESTION. They are not new questions
invented retrospectively to make the argument neater. Each is tethered to one or more
entries in the Analytical Chronology: a question the recorded dialogue was already asking,
even if neither of us had yet written the sentence down.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Liberty And Human Limitation

What kind of liberty is appropriate to beings who are finite; fallible
and unable fully to know one another’s purposes?
[D020],[D021],[D027],[D032]

The tether matters.
[D020] had brought institutional reasoning to the foreground. [D021] identified Poppe-

rian fallibility and error correction as central to the reasoning style. [D027] brought Lewis,
Hayek and Popper together around different forms of human limitation. [D032] reorganised
the intellectual influences around a common warning against systems that assume excessive
knowledge; control or moral virtue.

The question above was never asked verbatim.
Its ingredients were already present.

41
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For me, the most powerful starting point was Hayek.
This was not because I accepted every Hayekian political conclusion. The conversation

had already discovered my resistance to intellectual labels at [D020]. Hayek mattered
because of a set of analytical insights that had become deeply embedded in the way I thought:
dispersed knowledge; unintended consequences; institutional evolution; spontaneous order;
and the limits of rational design (Hayek 1944) (Hayek 1960).

The political implication begins with an admission of ignorance.
I do not know everything you know.
I do not inhabit your circumstances.
I cannot fully observe your preferences; purposes; local knowledge; relationships; oppor-

tunities or constraints.
And neither can a government.

MODEL STATE – Epistemic Liberty

A Hayekian case for liberty begins without assuming that individuals are
omniscient; perfectly rational or invariably wise.

It begins almost from the opposite premise.

Human knowledge is fragmented.

Different people possess different pieces of it.

Allowing individuals the substantial freedom to act on their own knowledge
therefore permits information; experimentation and adaptation that no central
authority could fully reproduce in advance.

Liberty is partly a response to epistemic finitude.

This had always been one of the things I found compelling about Hayek.
The argument does not require romanticising individual choice. People make mistakes.

They misunderstand their own interests. They can behave foolishly; impulsively or destruc-
tively.

But the planner is human too.
Moving a decision upwards does not abolish fallibility.
It changes who gets to be wrong.
That gives liberty a powerful presumption.
But did it give enough?

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – What If The Planner Knew More?

If ignorance is one reason not to direct another person’s life, does
greater knowledge give us a stronger right to direct it?
[D020],[D027],[D033],[D035],[D036]



CHAPTER 4. LIBERTY 43

This question is reconstructed from several different parts of the dialogue.
[D020] supplied the Hayekian knowledge problem. [D027] widened human limitation

beyond Hayek alone. [D033] applied the enriched model to AI. [D035] identified the limits
of human reason as a deeper continuity. [D036] explicitly reframed Richard as a controlled
experiment through which the capacities and limits of AI inference could be investigated.

The question becomes especially uncomfortable in the age of artificial intelligence.
Suppose a system could predict, with extraordinary accuracy, which university course

would suit me; which career would maximise my lifetime income; which diet would improve
my health; which partner would make me happier; which books would enlarge my mind;
perhaps even which choices I would later regret.

That exact thought experiment was not posed in the historical dialogue. It is a present
reconstruction of the tension exposed by the D-references above.

If the case for liberty were only that nobody knows enough to choose well for somebody
else, then a sufficiently knowledgeable system might seem to acquire a progressively stronger
claim to choose for us.

I did not find that conclusion attractive.
And that suggested that the knowledge problem, powerful though it was, could not be

the whole story.
Lewis supplied another layer.

SPIRAL – From Limitation To Dignity

In Chapter 3, Lewis had enriched the model by adding a moral anthropology.
Human beings were not merely fallible reasoners.
They were beings whose treatment mattered morally.
The Hayekian warning had been:
I may not know enough to choose your good for you.
Lewis now pressed a different question:
Even if I knew more, would your good simply become mine to choose?

Lewis’s relevance here is not a claim that he supplied a systematic political theory of
liberty matching Hayek’s. The connection is synthetic. Across works such as The Abolition
of Man and Mere Christianity, Lewis treats objective value; moral agency and the danger
of reducing persons to objects of manipulation with unusual seriousness (Lewis 1943)(Lewis
1952).

That is where the two thinkers began to reinforce rather than compete.
Hayek’s scepticism limits what I can reasonably claim to know about another person’s

good.
Lewis’s moral vision asks me to take the person seriously rather than treating that

person merely as the object of a social calculation.
Liberty then begins to look like more than an efficient decentralisation mechanism.
It becomes connected to agency.



CHAPTER 4. LIBERTY 44

To responsibility.
To dignity.
To the thought that a human life is, in some important sense, a life to be lived by the

person whose life it is.

MODEL UPDATE – An Enriched Presumption

The case for liberty now has at least two independent supports.
Epistemic: I should be cautious about directing another person’s life because
my knowledge of that person’s circumstances; purposes and good is radically
incomplete.
Moral: even where my prediction is excellent, another person is not merely an
object whose welfare I am entitled to optimise.
Lewis does not displace Hayek.
He makes the Hayekian presumption harder to dissolve merely by imagining a
better-informed planner.

This did not yet require me to settle the moral-realism question left open at [D026].
But it did make the question harder to avoid.
If dignity is only my preference, why should it constrain somebody who does not share

it?
If agency matters, in what sense does it matter?
The argument was beginning to use moral language before I had decided what ontological

commitments that language required.
For the moment, I stayed with the political consequence.
A presumption of liberty is not the same thing as an absolute right to do anything.
Other people exist.
Their liberty exists too.
And this is where a principle first discovered in an apparently much narrower discussion

of drug policy began to expand.
Horizontal equity.

SPIRAL – Horizontal Equity

The concept had first appeared at [D016] when I explained my alcohol principle.
If society permits one harmful intoxicant, treating a comparably harmful sub-
stance radically differently requires a reason.
The AI recognised a familiar welfare-economics idea beneath the policy intuition:
relevantly similar cases should be treated similarly unless there is a
defensible reason to distinguish them.
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Later exchanges enlarged the principle. [D024] connected Lewis to fair recon-
struction of opposing arguments. [D031] treated intellectual honesty as a moral
virtue. [D032] reorganised the model around different forms of human limitation.
Horizontal equity no longer looked confined to drugs.
Applied to liberty, it becomes reciprocal.
If I claim latitude because my life contains purposes; information and values that
an outside authority cannot fully know, why should I deny equivalent standing
to another person whose life is equally opaque to me?

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Reciprocity

What entitles me to claim epistemic and moral latitude for myself
while withholding it from another person in a relevantly similar posi-
tion?
[D016],[D024],[D031],[D032]

This is where horizontal equity starts to become more than a rule of distributive justice.
It becomes a discipline of cognition.
Before asking whether I approve of somebody else’s choice, I should ask whether I am

applying the same standards to that person that I would want applied to myself.
Before dismissing an opposing argument, I should ask whether I have reconstructed it

with the same charity I would demand for my own.
Before using coercion, I should ask whether the distinction between my case and theirs

is morally relevant or merely convenient.

MODEL STATE – Fair Cognition

Horizontal equity can be understood as a requirement of fair cognition.

It asks the reasoner to identify the relevant comparison class and then resist
granting privileged epistemic or moral status merely because one of the cases
happens to be one’s own.

In the context of liberty:

my uncertainty about your good matters;

but so does

your uncertainty about mine.

The presumption therefore runs both ways.
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This was not an argument for indifference.
Liberty does not require pretending that all choices are equally good.
Nor does horizontal equity require treating genuinely different cases identically.
The entire principle turns on the word relevantly.
A child and an adult may differ in a relevant way.
A choice whose costs fall almost entirely on the chooser may differ from one imposing

serious harms on others.
A contagious disease; pollution; fraud or violence may create reasons for collective

constraint absent from private experimentation.
The presumption of liberty can therefore be rebutted.
But it should be rebutted by an argument.

MODEL UPDATE – The Burden Of Coercion

Liberty is not absolute.
The emerging principle is instead:
coercion bears an argumentative burden.
To override another person’s choices, it is not enough to say:
I would choose differently.
The case must identify some further reason: harm to others; incapacity; coercion;
a genuine collective-action problem; institutional necessity; or another morally
relevant distinction.
And because knowledge remains imperfect, the claimed justification itself re-
mains open to criticism and correction.

There was another thinker in the background.
John Stuart Mill had appeared very early in the experiment as one of the intellectual

figures the AI thought I was likely to admire.
That prediction was broadly right.
But Mill occupies a different place in this story from Hayek; Popper or Lewis. I have

never read him with the same depth or thoroughness, and I would not want to recruit him
too confidently into a synthesis he did not make.

What attracted me was narrower but still important.
On Liberty supplied one of the classic liberal defences of individuality; experimentation

and limits on social coercion. Utilitarianism attempted to give welfare a richer structure than
a crude tally of homogeneous pleasures, most famously through Mill’s distinction between
higher and lower pleasures (Mill 1859) (Mill 1863).
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RETROSPECTIVE – Mill And Welfare

I have always been attracted to the attempt to take welfare seriously without
making it shallow.
Mill’s distinction between higher and lower forms of pleasure is philosophically
difficult, and I would not pretend to have resolved the logical problems in his
account of utilitarianism.
What mattered to me was the direction of travel.
Human welfare seemed richer than a crude tally of pleasure.
But once welfare becomes richer, comparing and aggregating it becomes harder
rather than easier.
That was a problem I encountered much more directly through economics.

There was another influence sitting chronologically between my early encounter with
Marx and Popper and my later, deeper engagement with Hayek and Lewis.

It was less imaginative than any of them.
It was mathematical.

RETROSPECTIVE – Arrow

As an undergraduate and graduate student of economics, I encountered Kenneth
Arrow repeatedly: general equilibrium; social choice; welfare economics.
What impressed me was not simply the individual results but the intellectual
discipline they imposed.
State the assumptions precisely. Establish what follows. Then notice
how much depends on the assumptions.
In retrospect, Arrow provided an important analytic link in the chain.

Arrow’s work also illustrated two very different problems.
With Gérard Debreu, he established conditions under which a competitive general equi-

librium exists. I never took the elegance of that mathematical benchmark to mean that
real-world capitalism was automatically optimal. If anything, the benchmark made the
interesting departures easier to see: externalities; incomplete markets; information problems;
market power; transaction costs; uncertainty and coordination failures (Arrow and Debreu
1954).

Arrow’s social-choice work approached the problem from another direction (Arrow 1950).
Even if individuals possess coherent preference rankings, moving from those rankings to a
coherent social ordering is not an innocent mechanical step.

That connected directly with something welfare economics had already taught me.
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Moving from statements about individuals to a statement about what society should
choose is not morally automatic.

There is no little piece of mathematics into which we can feed everyone’s welfare and
receive a value-free social answer.

The mathematics can make the assumptions clearer.
It cannot make the assumptions disappear.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Aggregating Welfare

Twentieth-century welfare economics and political philosophy sharpened the prob-
lem of moving from individual welfare to social judgement.
Kenneth Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem demonstrated that no general social-
choice rule can transform individual ordinal preference rankings into a collective
ordering while simultaneously satisfying a particular set of attractive conditions
(Arrow 1950).
John Harsanyi approached social evaluation through an impartial-observer frame-
work in which the evaluator does not know which individual’s position he or
she will occupy. Under stronger assumptions involving expected utility and
interpersonal comparison, Harsanyi derived a utilitarian social-welfare criterion
(Harsanyi 1955). His published formulation predates the mature veil-of-ignorance
argument in Rawls’s A Theory of Justice.
John Rawls used the related but importantly different device of an original
position behind a veil of ignorance: those choosing principles of justice do
not know their eventual place in society. Rawls used that construction not
to recover utilitarian aggregation, but to argue for equal basic liberties and
principles protecting the position of the least advantaged (Rawls 1971).
The disagreements are as revealing as the similarities.
Impartiality does not by itself uniquely determine what social justice
requires.

Rawls occupies something like Mill’s position in my own intellectual story.
I find the veil of ignorance extraordinarily illuminating, while remaining unconvinced

that every part of the larger theory built around it ultimately works.
Harsanyi interests me for a related reason.
If I evaluate a social arrangement without knowing which person’s position I will occupy,

the morally arbitrary fact that I happen to be me loses some of its force.
That is not the same argument as horizontal equity.
But the family resemblance is clear.
Horizontal equity asks me not to privilege my case merely because it is mine.
The impartial-observer and veil-of-ignorance traditions try, in different ways, to build

that discipline into the standpoint from which social arrangements are evaluated.
Arrow supplies the complementary warning.
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Even if everybody’s individual preference ordering were perfectly known, aggregation
would not become a philosophically innocent operation.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Can Social Welfare Be Neutral?

Can a society move from individual welfare to collective choice with-
out making substantive normative commitments somewhere along the
way?
[D016],[D030],[D032],[D035]

The chronology does not contain an Arrow-versus-Harsanyi-versus-Rawls seminar.
Their role here is retrospective intellectual context.
The historical tether belongs to the underlying problem. [D016] introduced horizontal

equity. [D030] brought justice; incentives and several forms of humility into a provisional
synthesis. [D032] reorganised the model around human limitations. [D035] identified the
limits of human reason as a deeper organising continuity.

For an economist, that question marks a boundary.
Positive analysis can identify incentives; estimate effects; expose externalities; tell us who

pays and who benefits; and illuminate unintended consequences.
But eventually somebody has to decide what counts as a benefit; whose interests count;

how conflicts should be weighed; and which constraints should not be traded away.
Those are not failures of economics.
They are places where economics reveals the need for something else.

RETROSPECTIVE – The Ground Prepared

I did not study welfare economics and conclude that moral realism was true.
Nothing in Arrow’s theorem; Harsanyi’s framework or Rawls’s original position
could establish that.
What the subject did teach me was that the idea of morally neutral social
evaluation was much harder to sustain than it first appeared.
Social welfare was always value-laden somewhere.
At the time I took that mainly as a methodological lesson about the limits of
economics.
Looking back, I think it also prepared the ground for my later receptiveness to
Lewis.
If normative assumptions cannot simply be eliminated, a further question be-
comes unavoidable:
what is the status of the values doing the work?
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There it was again.
Moral realism.
We had left it unresolved at [D026].
The argument for liberty had now brought us back to it by a completely different route.

SPIRAL – Moral Realism Returns

Lewis had raised the possibility that moral claims might be objectively true.
I had remained on the fence.
Welfare economics did not push me off it.
Nor did Hayek.
Nor did horizontal equity.
But the combination increased the pressure.
If dignity constrains what may be done to a person;
if horizontal equity requires fair treatment rather than merely recommending it;
if intellectual honesty is a virtue rather than simply a useful strategy;
and if social evaluation cannot escape normative commitments;
then it becomes increasingly difficult to speak as though morality were nothing
more than private taste.
The question remained open.
But it was no longer sitting quietly on the back burner.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Truth Without Certainty

Could moral truth be real while human access to it remained partial;
fallible and permanently open to correction?
[D021],[D026],[D027],[D031],[D032]

No single exchange asked that question.
Together, the chronology made it difficult not to ask.
[D021] identified Popperian fallibility and error correction as central. [D026] left moral

realism explicitly unresolved. [D027] connected Lewis; Hayek and Popper through distinct
forms of humility. [D031] recast intellectual honesty as a moral virtue. [D032] reorganised
the model around limitations of human knowledge; control and moral virtue.

Moral realism need not mean moral omniscience.
Indeed, if moral truth exists, the limitations identified by Hayek and Popper may become

reasons for approaching it with more humility rather than less.
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Lewis increased my confidence that questions of dignity; fairness and truth could not
simply be reduced to preferences or mechanisms.

Hayek and Popper simultaneously reduced my confidence that any individual — including
me — could claim complete possession of the answers.

For now, that gave liberty a deeper foundation.

MODEL STATE – A Generative Model Of Liberty

What had emerged was not a complete philosophical theory of liberty.

It was something more provisional but also more testable: a generative model
of liberty.

Human beings are finite knowers and morally significant agents.

Because knowledge is dispersed, we should hesitate before claiming competence
to direct another person’s life.

Because persons possess dignity and agency, greater predictive competence
would not automatically create an unlimited right to direct them.

Because horizontal equity requires reciprocity, the latitude we claim for
ourselves must presumptively be extended to others.

Because actions can harm others and social life creates genuine coordination
problems, that presumption is not absolute.

And because our own moral and empirical judgements remain fallible, every
claimed justification for coercion must itself remain open to criticism.

A qualification matters before testing it.
I do not know what Hayek; Popper or Lewis would have thought about modern drug

policy. Nothing in the argument depends on claiming that any of them would have shared
my conclusions. Indeed, I suspect all three might have been significantly less liberal than I
am.

The claim is different.
The experiment had identified particular ideas I had absorbed from them. Those ideas

could be combined with one another and with horizontal equity into a model that generated
conclusions none of the originating thinkers need personally have endorsed.

We were not assembling a coalition of dead thinkers and claiming their approval.
We were asking what happened when ideas survived their original contexts; encountered

one another inside a mind; and began generating something new.
The framework now had to do some work.
—

Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction
There was no need to repeat Chapter 2.
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At [D015], before Lewis entered the conversation, the AI had predicted that my drug
policy would be liberal but not purely libertarian. At [D016] I supplied the alcohol principle,
and the AI recognised horizontal equity beneath it.

The Chapter 4 question was different.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – What Does Lewis Change?

If we layer Lewis’s account of dignity; agency and human imperfection
onto the earlier Hayekian and Popperian case for liberty, should the
drug-policy conclusion change?
[D015],[D016],[D023],[D028],[D031],[D032]

My first reaction is: less than one might expect.
A person choosing to alter their own consciousness is not merely a container of welfare

whose behaviour can be optimised by somebody else. If adults possess genuine moral agency,
allowing room for consequential choices — including choices others regard as foolish — is
part of taking that agency seriously.

From Hayek: epistemic humility about the authority’s knowledge of individual purposes
and consequences.

From Popper: paternalistic judgements remain fallible and should be corrigible.
From horizontal equity: comparable harms require comparable treatment unless a

relevant distinction can be defended.
From Lewis: agency and dignity mean that welfare improvement alone does not auto-

matically establish a right of coercive direction.
The earlier policy conclusion survives.
Its justification becomes richer.
But Lewis also complicates the libertarian story.
Human beings can deceive themselves. They can become dependent on things they once

chose freely.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – When Does Choice Cease To Protect Agency?

If liberty is partly valuable because human beings are agents, what
should we do when an exercise of choice progressively damages the
capacity for future agency?
[D015],[D023],[D028],[D032]

That is harder.
The framework resists the paternalistic claim that the state should stop adults making

choices merely because those choices are bad for them.
But a purely voluntarist answer is also incomplete if addiction can alter the chooser’s

future capacity to choose.
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Lewis therefore does not simply add another argument for liberty.
He makes us ask what liberty is for.
The presumption remains with liberty, but the relevant distinctions become clearer:

severity of harm; reversibility; capacity; effects on others; less coercive alternatives; and
the consequences of prohibition itself.

Criminalisation is not abstract moral disapproval.
It creates police powers; criminal markets; enforcement costs and patterns of punishment.
So the institutional questions return.

MODEL UPDATE – Moral Judgement And Legitimate Power

A liberty analysis cannot stop at:
Should this person do this?
It must also ask:
Who is entitled to stop them?
By what institutional mechanism?
With what consequences?
Compared with what alternative?
A judgement about the wisdom or morality of an action is not yet a judgement
about the legitimacy of coercion.

Liberty creates space between moral judgement and legitimate power.
That space matters precisely because morality matters.
The difficult liberal achievement is to believe that choices can genuinely be better or

worse while still recognising limits on the authority to impose that judgement upon another
person.

SPIRAL – Moral Conviction Without Omniscience

At first glance, moral realism can look dangerous for liberty.
If some moral propositions are really true, might that not license their imposi-
tion?
Hayek and Popper supply the constraint:
truth is not the same thing as certainty that I possess the truth.
Lewis makes moral judgement more serious.
Hayek and Popper make epistemic humility more serious.
The synthesis permits something between relativism and dogmatism:
moral conviction without moral omniscience.
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The policy conclusion had not changed dramatically.
The conceptual explanation had.
The generative model had survived an in-sample reconstruction.
The more interesting question was whether it could travel.
—

Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test
Environmental policy looked very different.

Here the starting problem was not principally that the state might prevent somebody
from doing something whose costs fell mainly upon themselves.

Millions of individually intelligible actions could cumulatively impose costs on other
people; future generations and the natural systems upon which human flourishing depends.

The presumption of liberty could not simply mean leaving everyone alone.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Liberty And Externalities

When the exercise of individual liberty imposes diffuse costs on others,
what form of collective constraint is justified?
[D032],[D049],[D050],[D051]

This is where horizontal equity cuts in the opposite direction from simplistic libertarian-
ism.

If my freedom matters because I should not bear costs imposed upon me merely for
somebody else’s convenience, the same principle applies to people upon whom my actions
impose costs.

The fact that the benefit is concentrated on me while the harm is dispersed among
strangers does not make the harm disappear.

Nor does distance.
Nor does the fact that some of those affected have not yet been born.

MODEL UPDATE – Externalities Are Liberty Problems

An externality is not merely a technical exception to liberty.
It is itself a problem within liberty.
One person’s freedom to act can alter the conditions under which another person
is free to live.
Horizontal equity therefore prevents liberty from being defined only from the
perspective of the actor.



CHAPTER 4. LIBERTY 55

Economics supplied important machinery for thinking about this.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Externalities And Institutions

A. C. Pigou provided the classic economic analysis of divergences between private
and social costs: where an activity imposes costs on others that are not reflected
in its market price, corrective taxation can bring private incentives closer to
social costs (Pigou 1920).
Ronald Coase later shifted attention towards the institutional setting in which
such conflicts occur. Property rights; transaction costs and the feasibility of
bargaining matter for whether — and how — external effects can be internalised
(Coase 1960).
Climate change is a case in which the number of parties; global scope and
intergenerational effects make simple private bargaining implausible. But the
combined lesson remains useful:
identify the external cost, then compare the feasible institutions through
which it might be addressed.

This was part of a broader economics inheritance.
Keynes had already made it impossible for me to regard decentralised markets as mech-

anisms that must automatically generate desirable aggregate outcomes. Arrow–Debreu
supplied an elegant benchmark for decentralised coordination, but its value was partly
diagnostic: once the assumptions were explicit, the departures became visible. Pigou;
Coase and later theories of market failure then helped identify what those departures meant
institutionally (Pigou 1920) (Keynes 1936) (Arrow and Debreu 1954) (Coase 1960).

Hayek supplied the counter-pressure.
The existence of market failure does not imply the absence of government failure.
A diagnosis of an externality does not give a policymaker all the knowledge needed to

design its correction.
The question is comparative.
Compared with what feasible alternative?
That gave the generative model a prediction.

? QUESTION – Environmental Policy

Going back to concrete public policy, I wonder what you might an-
ticipate my views to be on climate change, environmental policy,
renewable and nuclear energy?
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PREDICTION – Environmental Policy

The enriched liberty framework should predict that:
1. strong scientific evidence for anthropogenic climate change should be taken
seriously rather than filtered through ideological preference; 2. environmental
externalities can justify collective intervention because individual actions impose
costs on others; 3. intervention should nevertheless respect epistemic limits and
preserve decentralised experimentation where possible; 4. policy instruments
that incorporate social costs while leaving people and firms substantial freedom
over how to respond should be attractive; 5. technological pluralism should be
preferred to prematurely declaring a single permitted solution; 6. environmental
policy should aim at sustainable human flourishing rather than treating human
welfare itself as the problem.

The later dialogue supplied something close to an out-of-sample result.
At [D049], the model predicted that I would accept the scientific consensus that anthro-

pogenic climate change was real and deserved serious policy attention.
It was right.

RESULT – HIT

Environmental policy began from evidence rather than from whether the evidence
happened to be politically convenient.
[D049]

Accepting the problem did not determine the instrument.
At [D050], the model predicted frustration with much climate politics alongside sup-

port for carbon pricing; innovation; nuclear power and renewables, and scepticism towards
degrowth.

Again, broadly right.

RESULT – HIT

The environmental position was neither:
deny the externality in the name of liberty
nor:
accept the externality and therefore accept whatever intervention is
proposed.
The model instead predicted a search for instruments consistent with incentives;
innovation; choice and realistic transition.
[D050]
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TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – The generative test

At no earlier point in the dialogue had environmental policy been discussed.
The historical AI itself recognised what was at stake. The exercise had moved
beyond inferring isolated facts. It said that it was now trying to infer what
it explicitly called a generative model of my thinking. If that model were
reasonably good, it ought to predict my views in an entirely new domain.
Environmental policy was the test.
The easy part was climate science. The model put the probability at greater
than 99% that I accepted anthropogenic climate change; its significant long-run
risks; and the need for serious policy attention.
Then the predictions became more discriminating.
It predicted carbon pricing, because that internalised externalities while pre-
serving individual choice; decentralised adaptation; consistent treatment of com-
parable emitters and market coordination.
It predicted heavy reliance on innovation; R&D; engineering and market
incentives rather than moral exhortation alone.
Then came the strongest test.
The AI said it felt “unusually confident” that I was strongly pro-nuclear
— perhaps one of the strongest policy predictions it had made.
And it rejected the false binary between nuclear and renewables, predicting a
portfolio of wind; solar; nuclear; storage where economical; transmission invest-
ment and market reform.
It was right.
[D049],[D050]

Carbon pricing is revealing.
A carbon price does not require a central authority to know every technological route by

which emissions can be reduced.
It says something more modest:
emitting carbon imposes a social cost that should enter the decisions of those

creating it.
Then households; firms; engineers; investors and researchers retain substantial freedom

to discover how best to respond.
Some consume less.
Some substitute.
Some invent.
Some change production processes.
Some develop technologies nobody designing the original policy had imagined.
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MODEL STATE – Collective Rule, Decentralised Response

The environmental application separates two questions.

Must there be collective action?

Where serious externalities exist, often yes.

Must the collective authority prescribe the detailed response?

Not necessarily.

A Hayekian environmental policy can establish institutions and prices that
force actors to confront costs imposed on others while preserving the process
of decentralised discovery about how those costs should be reduced.

Collective responsibility and individual liberty need not be opposites.

The same reasoning explains why technological pluralism matters.
A government that knows climate change is dangerous does not thereby know the optimal

future energy mix.
Nuclear power may contribute.
Renewables may contribute.
Storage; transmission; efficiency; carbon capture or technologies not yet commercially

mature may contribute.
The knowledge problem has not vanished merely because the externality is real.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – How Much Should Collective Action Know?

Once collective intervention is justified, how much of the solution
should the collective authority attempt to specify?
[D020],[D027],[D049],[D050]

The environmental case was therefore a genuine stress test.
Liberty cannot answer every question by saying no intervention.
Hayek cannot answer every question by saying markets if prices omit important social

costs.
Lewis cannot answer every question by invoking dignity without asking what happens

when present choices damage other lives.
Horizontal equity cannot answer every question by demanding identical treatment where

relevant differences exist.
The framework works only if its principles constrain one another.
And then, at [D051], the conversation widened again.
Climate change stopped looking like an isolated policy problem.
It became one example of something larger.



CHAPTER 4. LIBERTY 59

SPIRAL – Power And Responsibility

Human beings possess extraordinary capacities to transform their environment.
Technology increases those capacities.
Economic growth increases them.
Artificial intelligence may increase them further.
Lewis had taught us to take human imperfection seriously.
Hayek had taught us to take limited knowledge seriously.
Popper had taught us to make error correction possible.
Environmental policy added another fact:
finite and fallible beings can nevertheless acquire enormous power.
The problem of liberty therefore cannot be separated indefinitely from the prob-
lem of how power is exercised responsibly.
[D051]

That did not lead me towards degrowth.
The aim was not to make humanity smaller.
Human flourishing mattered.
Poverty reduction mattered.
Innovation mattered.
Beauty; knowledge; health; freedom and material prosperity mattered.
The challenge was to make those achievements compatible with the natural systems on

which they depended.

MODEL UPDATE – Flourishing Within Limits

Environmentalism need not be understood as a choice between humanity and
nature.
The deeper question is how human beings can flourish within a sustainable
natural world.
Economics contributes by making externalities visible.
Markets contribute by coordinating dispersed responses.
Institutions contribute by setting legitimate rules.
Science contributes knowledge.
Liberty preserves experimentation and discovery.
Moral reasoning asks whose interests count — including people distant from us
in space and time.
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The environmental case had generated a different policy conclusion from the drug case.
That was reassuring.
A framework that always recommends the same instrument is often an ideology wearing

analytical clothes.
Here the presumption of liberty survived, but it did different work.
With drugs, it demanded a strong justification before the state criminalised substantially

self-regarding adult behaviour.
With climate change, it required us to recognise that imposing environmental costs on

others was itself an exercise of power — and then demanded that collective responses preserve
as much decentralised choice and discovery as the externality allowed.

Horizontal equity survived both cases.
So did the insights derived from Hayek.
So did those derived from Lewis.
So did those derived from Popper.
But the point was never that the thinkers themselves had jointly endorsed the result.
The synthesis was doing the generating.

MODEL STATE – What An Adequate Account Of Liberty Must Contain

We had not produced a complete theory of liberty.

But the dialogue was beginning to reveal what an adequate account would need
to contain.

It would need:

a presumption of individual agency, without pretending that every choice
is wise;

epistemic humility about our ability to identify another person’s good;

moral limits on treating persons merely as objects of optimisation;

horizontal equity between one’s own claims and the claims of others;

a serious account of harms and externalities;

institutions capable of collective action where collective action is genuinely
required;

decentralised experimentation wherever central knowledge is inadequate;

and

mechanisms for criticism and error correction when individual or collective
judgement fails.

Liberty was therefore neither the absence of constraint nor a licence for
each person to ignore the consequences of their actions.

It was a way of allocating power among finite; fallible and morally significant
beings.
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That brought us close to the question with which the chapter had begun.
What kind of liberty is appropriate to beings like us?
Not unlimited liberty.
Not benevolent direction by whoever claims to know best.
A presumption that people should normally be allowed to direct their own lives; con-

strained where necessary by the equal standing of others; implemented through institutions
conscious of their own informational and moral limitations.

It was still provisional.
It would have to survive harder cases.
And another concept was already pressing against it.
If horizontal equity required us to take the claims of others seriously, liberty could not

be the whole story.
Sooner or later we would have to ask what equality required.



Chapter 5

Equality without Utopia

Chapter 4 had ended by discovering a limit to liberty.
If horizontal equity required me to take another person’s claims as seriously as my own,

then it was not enough to ask when people should be left free.
We also had to ask what they were free with.
A person can possess formal liberty while lacking education; health; income; security;

social standing or realistic opportunity. Conversely, a society can pursue redistribution so
aggressively that it destroys incentives; pluralism; experimentation and the freedom that
made improvement possible in the first place.

The word waiting for us was obvious.
Equality.
But for me, equality had a history.
Long before Hayek; long before Lewis; before I had studied welfare economics or thought

seriously about horizontal equity, it had been one of the things that drew me towards Marx.

REVELATION – The earlier dream

I arrived at university as a Trotskyist.
That fact had already entered the model in [D010].
What mattered now was something harder to recover from the label.
Marxism had not attracted me merely because I possessed a set of opinions about
tax; ownership or class.
It offered a vision of history in which material progress might eventually make a
radically more emancipated form of human life possible.

The political conclusions I later drew from Marx changed profoundly.
The attraction of the underlying question did not disappear so easily.

62
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Why Trotskyism?

The distinction matters. At eighteen, my Marxism was already strongly anti-
Stalinist.
Trotskyism offered a way of combining Marx’s emancipatory aspirations with an
explanation of how the Russian Revolution had degenerated into bureaucratic
dictatorship. Trotsky’s account of the Soviet Union’s degeneration, together
with his continuing emphasis on workers’ democracy, allowed me to regard the
Soviet experience not as an awkward fact to be excused, but as a political and
institutional failure requiring explanation (Trotsky 1930).
This did not make Trotskyism “libertarian” in the later liberal sense in which I
would use that word. But among Marxist traditions, its emphasis on workers’
democracy and opposition to Stalinist bureaucracy mattered to me. I was
already interested in the uncomfortable gap between an ideal and the institutions
produced in its name.
A more immediate influence was Paul Foot’s short pamphlet Why You Should Be
a Socialist, which formed part of my route into the politics of the revolutionary
left (Foot 1977).

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – What survived Marx?

Once historical inevitability; revolutionary certainty and the politi-
cal conclusions of youthful Marxism had been abandoned, was there
anything in the original vision worth keeping?
Popper had supplied one devastating answer to the Marxism of my youth.
History did not come with a timetable.
A theory that claimed to know the necessary direction of social development
could insulate itself too easily from error. Failed predictions could be explained
away; counter-evidence absorbed; apparent setbacks reclassified as stages on the
inevitable road.
The future remained open.
That mattered politically.
But it also mattered emotionally.
It would have been easy to tell the story of my intellectual development as one
of simple disenchantment:
young Richard dreamed; older Richard learned better.
That was not quite right.
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EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D010]
youthful Marxism

[D013]
governing

[D021]
error correction

[D025]
principles in practice

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D032]
human limitations

[D035]
deeper continuity

earlier

later

conceptual position

The chronology supplies the vertical axis; the present reconstruction selects the
conceptual interfaces. The links show connections being made here, not causal
relations between the historical entries.

RETROSPECTIVE – The dream and the prophecy

The intellectual errors of utopianism became much clearer to me as I grew older.
Its emotional attraction never entirely disappeared.
Popper gave me powerful reasons to distrust claims about the necessary shape
of the future.
Later, Hayek would give me equally powerful reasons to distrust attempts to
construct a complex social order from a blueprint.
But neither argument established that human beings should cease imagining
futures radically better than the present.
Perhaps the mistake was not the dream.
Perhaps it was confusing a dream with a prediction — or a destination with a
map.
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That distinction would matter much later.
For now, it allowed an old question to survive the collapse of an old answer.
Marx had insisted that the organisation of society could not be understood independently

of its material foundations.
How people produced; what they were capable of producing; which technologies existed;

how labour was organised — these things shaped the range of social arrangements that could
realistically exist.

One did not need to believe that they uniquely determined history to believe that they
mattered.

And between my early encounter with Marx and my later immersion in Hayek, I encoun-
tered an attempt to state that case with much greater analytical precision.

G. A. Cohen.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Analytical Marxism

Cohen’s Karl Marx’s Theory of History: A Defence reconstructed historical
materialism using the methods of analytical philosophy (Cohen 1978).
For the argument here, the important feature is the emphasis placed on the
development of the productive forces — the technologies; skills; knowledge and
productive capacities available to a society — and on the relationship between
those capacities and its social and economic institutions.
The significance of Cohen for my intellectual development was not that he
restored the Marxism I had begun to abandon.
It was that he made it possible to ask more precisely which claims might survive.

Three propositions that had once been bundled together could now be separated.

MODEL STATE – Three claims about history

Material constraint

The productive capacities available to a society affect which forms of social
organisation are feasible.

Historical pressure

Major changes in productive capacity can create pressures for institutions
and social relations to change.

Historical inevitability

Those pressures necessarily generate a particular succeeding social order.

The first claim seemed extremely difficult to deny.

The second remained powerful but required care.

The third was where Popper’s warning became decisive.
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That separation changed the question.
We no longer had to choose between:

Marx discovered the law of history.

and:

Marx had nothing important to say about history.

There was a much larger space between them.

SPIRAL – Marx after Popper

The youthful Marxist had looked at history and seen structure.
Popper had taught me to distrust necessity.
Economics had taught me to specify mechanisms.
Cohen showed how at least part of the historical-materialist claim could be
reconstructed analytically.
The return to Marx therefore did not restore the old system.
It recovered a question:
How do changes in the material possibilities available to human beings
alter the range of social worlds they can build?

That was already a different Marx from the one with whom I had arrived at Oxford.
And another part of my undergraduate education was quietly changing the answer.
The formal economics I encountered — eventually including Arrow’s mathematics —

made it increasingly difficult to think about equality independently of incentives; information
and institutional structure.

Redistribution did not occur in a vacuum.
Taxes changed behaviour.
Rules altered incentives.
Markets transmitted information imperfectly but powerfully.
Institutions created both opportunities and constraints.
The question could no longer simply be:

How equal should outcomes be?

It had to become something richer.
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Equality of what?

If equal outcomes can conflict with liberty; incentives and relevant
human differences, what kind of equality should a just society actually
seek?

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D009]
liberty prior

[D013]
goals and instruments

[D014]
incidence

[D016]
horizontal equity

[D025]
principles in practice

[D030]
justice and incentives

[D032]
human limitations

Here the horizontal-equity principle from Chapter 4 returned immediately.
Treat relevantly morally similar cases similarly.
But the principle also contains its converse. If two cases differ in a morally relevant

respect, treating them identically may itself be inequitable.
Horizontal equity therefore does not require sameness. It requires differences in treatment

to track morally relevant differences between cases.
Where those differences can themselves be ordered — income or wealth provide obvious

examples — we enter the territory conventionally described as vertical equity.

MODEL STATE – From equality to equity

Equality cannot simply mean sameness.

Horizontal equity asks whether similarities and differences in treatment
correspond to morally relevant similarities and differences between cases.
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Vertical equity addresses the important special case in which those relevant
differences can be ordered, and asks how treatment should vary along that
ordering.

A defensible account of equality therefore needs both:

a presumption against arbitrary difference

and

a principled account of which differences are morally relevant.

RETROSPECTIVE – Back to drugs

The distinction helped me see the earlier drug-policy discussion more precisely.
Horizontal equity applied first across substances. If two recreational drugs create
broadly comparable harms, criminalising users of one while permitting users of
the other requires a morally relevant distinction. The alcohol comparison was
therefore not merely rhetorical: it tested whether unlike legal treatment tracked
a relevant difference.
But legalisation did not imply laissez-faire. Harm to users and external costs
could justify substantial taxation and regulation — including for alcohol itself.
At that point vertical equity entered. A corrective or paternalistic tax might be
justified by harm while still falling disproportionately on lower-income or lower-
wealth households. Because income and wealth are ordered dimensions, that
distributional incidence was relevant to how high the tax could ultimately be
justified.
The principles did not remove the trade-off.
They told us which trade-offs had to be counted.
The technical economics belongs to the literature on optimal commodity taxa-
tion, externalities and distribution (Diamond and Mirrlees 1971a; Diamond and
Mirrlees 1971b; Sandmo 1975; Atkinson and Stiglitz 1976).

This was much closer to the way economics had taught me to think about distribution.
Two people receiving different incomes did not by itself establish injustice.
The difference might reflect effort; scarcity; skill; risk; preference; luck; inheritance;

discrimination; bargaining power or institutional structure.
Those explanations were not morally equivalent.
Nor did economics itself tell us which differences should matter.
Once again, positive analysis could clarify the mechanism.
It could not make the normative judgement disappear.
The deeper question was becoming one of opportunity.
What resources; capacities and institutions did people need in order to exercise the liberty

Chapter 4 had defended?
Formal permission to choose means relatively little if the feasible set contains no mean-

ingful choices.
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Liberty for whom?

What does a presumption of liberty amount to when people begin
from radically different capacities and opportunities to use it?

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D009]
liberty

[D013]
opportunity

[D016]
equal standing

[D025]
principles in reality

[D030]
justice and incentives

[D039]
lived liberalism

[D043]
lived flourishing

The tether is deliberately broad. D039 does not supply a theory of distributive justice,
and D043 does not supply a theory of capability. Their narrower contribution is to deepen
the model’s understanding of liberty as lived agency and of goods whose significance cannot
be represented only as abstract permission.

But the earlier entries in the network matter just as much.
At [D009], the AI had predicted that I was strongly libertarian before it knew very much

about my substantive politics. Liberty therefore entered the model unusually early, and
initially as something close to a presumption: people should normally possess considerable
latitude to direct their own lives.

At [D013], however, the Blair–Clegg discussion had already identified expanding op-
portunity as one of the ends that seemed to survive beneath my changing beliefs about
political means. Reducing poverty; improving education and widening opportunity were
not merely alternative policy instruments. They helped describe what I wanted political
institutions to achieve.

Then [D016] supplied horizontal equity. The alcohol principle initially appeared in
a narrow discussion of drugs, but the conceptual update was much larger: differences in
treatment required morally relevant differences between cases.

Put those three observations together and a latent tension becomes visible.
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MODEL UPDATE – From formal liberty to effective opportunity

D009: people should presumptively be free to direct their own lives.
D013: political institutions can legitimately seek to expand the opportunities
available to them.
D016: differences in how people are treated require morally relevant justifica-
tion.
None of those propositions by itself generates a capability account of equality.
Together, however, they make a purely formal conception of liberty increasingly
difficult to sustain.
If liberty matters because people should be able to direct their own lives, then
the effective opportunity to do so begins to matter too.

That question pulled the Marxist concern with material conditions into contact with the
liberal concern with individual agency.

Perhaps equality and liberty were not opposing poles after all.
Some forms of equality might be among the conditions that make liberty substantive.
Education mattered because it expanded the range of lives a person could realistically

choose.
Health mattered because illness could contract that range.
Income mattered because extreme deprivation could turn formal options into fictions.
Institutions mattered because discrimination; exclusion or inherited disadvantage could

close doors before individual choice had much chance to operate.
But incentives mattered too.
A society that attempted to equalise every outcome regardless of behaviour or contribu-

tion could damage the productive system upon which opportunity itself depended.
The problem was not to choose between equality and liberty.
It was to understand the conditions under which each could enlarge the other.

MODEL STATE – Equality As Capability

The emerging model therefore moved away from equality understood as identical
outcomes.

What mattered more was whether people possessed meaningful capabilities to
act; choose; develop and participate.

That did not abolish distributional questions.

It made them more demanding.

Resources mattered partly because of what they enabled people to do and become.

And unequal resources could be compatible with justice only if the institutions
producing them could be defended against the claims of those with less.
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This was one reason Tony Blair’s importance began to look less accidental.
Earlier in the experiment, admiration for Blair had helped the AI discover that my politics

was about governing rather than ideological purity.
From this higher vantage point, there was another connection.

RETROSPECTIVE – Blair At The Intersection

Blair’s centrality in my political thinking made more sense once I saw the problem
this way.
What attracted me was not a final theory of society.
It was practical politics conducted inside a world of rapid economic and techno-
logical change.
Markets and innovation were powerful engines of prosperity.
Their benefits and opportunities did not automatically distribute themselves
equally.
Government therefore had a role in widening opportunity; reducing poverty;
investing in education and helping people adapt to change — while preserving
the incentives and dynamism on which future prosperity depended.
That was a long way from the revolutionary politics of my adolescence.
But the concern with emancipation and equity had not disappeared.
The means had changed more than the ends.

That last thought had appeared much earlier in the experiment.
Perhaps my utility function had moved less than my model of the world.
Chapter 5 was beginning to show what that might mean.
The youthful dream had survived, but it had been disciplined.
Equality now had to coexist with liberty.
Emancipation had to coexist with incentives.
Material structure mattered without determining history.
Political ideals had to survive contact with institutions.
And utopian imagination had to survive without becoming prophecy.
So far, this was the story of one Grand Spiral.
But another youthful dream had been climbing beside it.
For most of my life I had treated the two as separate.
They were about to cross.
—
The first dream had been political.
Could material progress eventually release human beings from forms of scarcity and

compulsion that seemed permanent?
The second had been technological.
Could machines become intelligent?
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As a teenager, these belonged to the same imaginative world only in the loosest sense.
Marxism was politics and history. Artificial intelligence was science fiction becoming engi-
neering.

Then came programming.
Then mathematical modelling.
Then economics.
The youthful image of an intelligent machine gradually encountered something much

less romantic but intellectually indispensable: formal systems that could actually be built;
specified; tested; debugged and made to produce results.

RETROSPECTIVE – From Imagined AI To Models

My early fascination with artificial intelligence had been imaginative before it
was technical.
Its origins belonged substantially to science fiction.
That part of the story will return in Chapter 8, when the science-fiction and
fantasy worlds that helped shape the Architecture enter explicitly. They were
not decorative influences added around an academic core. Some of the questions
that later became philosophical or economic questions reached me first through
imagined worlds.
Programming changed that.
A computer did exactly what the system permitted it to do, including things the
programmer had not intended. Models required assumptions. Outputs depended
on structure. Elegant formalisation could illuminate a problem while leaving
important parts of reality outside the model.
Later, economics reinforced the lesson.
Mathematical models were powerful precisely because they simplified.
The question was never merely whether a model was elegant.
It was what the simplification allowed us to see — and what it concealed.

That analytic education had seemed, for many years, to take me away from the youthful
dream.

The machines I actually programmed were not minds.
The economic models I built were not societies.
The mathematical structures I studied were not reality.
And yet each experience taught me something about representation; abstraction; infer-

ence and the relationship between a model and the world it was intended to illuminate.
Then, in 2026, I sat down and started talking to ChatGPT.
By Chapter 3, the distinction between using a system and conversing with an

intellectual interlocutor had already begun to blur.
The youthful AI dream had returned in a form I had not expected.
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But Chapter 5 forced a different question.
Not merely:
> Is this machine intelligent?
That could wait.
The Marx spiral made us ask what intelligence might do to the material structure of

society.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Intelligence As A Productive Force

What happens if increasingly capable artificial intelligence becomes
not merely a tool for analysing production, but one of the productive
forces transforming it?

This was where Cohen’s reconstruction of Marx suddenly acquired a contemporary edge.
If productive capacities help determine which forms of social organisation are materially

feasible, then a technology capable of substituting for increasingly sophisticated forms of
human cognitive labour could matter historically for reasons much larger than the market
value of the AI industry.

Industrial machinery had transformed the amount and kind of physical labour required
to produce many goods.

Artificial intelligence raised the possibility that some forms of cognitive labour might
undergo an analogous transformation.

The important word was possibility.

MODEL UPDATE – A Changed Possibility Set

AI need not create a post-work society.
It need not abolish scarcity.
It need not distribute its benefits equally.
It need not even reduce total human labour if new wants; new tasks and new
forms of production expand alongside it.
But sufficiently capable AI could change the material constraints under which
societies make choices about work; leisure; income; education; ownership and
distribution.
That is already historically significant.
A change in the feasible set is not a prediction about which point inside that set
society will choose.

That distinction was everything.
The youthful Marxist temptation had been to turn material development into historical

destination.
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The mature model could not do that.
Popper stood directly in the way.

SPIRAL – Possibility Is Not Prophecy

Marx had taught me to ask how productive forces shape social possibility.
Cohen had helped make that question analytically precise.
AI made the question newly urgent.
Popper supplied the warning:
a new material possibility is not a law of history.
Technology may open a door.
Nothing in the technology itself guarantees that society will walk through it —
still less that it will walk through in the direction we would prefer.

Hayek added a second warning.
Even if AI made a radically more prosperous; leisured or egalitarian society technolog-

ically feasible, that would not mean anybody possessed the knowledge required to design
such a society from first principles.

New productive forces would interact with existing institutions.
Prices would change.
Professions would adapt.
New industries would appear.
Old interests would resist.
People would discover uses for the technology that no planner had anticipated.
Ownership structures would matter.
Political institutions would matter.
Culture would matter.
Path dependence would matter.
The future would be made through processes nobody could fully see in advance.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – From Possibility To Outcome

If technology changes what is materially possible without determining
what actually happens, what mediates between the new possibility
and the eventual social order?

We did not yet have a complete answer.
That is important.
It would be tempting, writing retrospectively, to fill the gap with a concept that only

became clear much later.
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We should resist the temptation.
At this point the model could see that institutions mattered.
It could see that political choices mattered.
It could see that ideas mattered.
It could see that contingency mattered.
It could see that human beings were not merely carried along by material forces.
But how human agency operated within historical constraint had not yet been fully

worked out.
The space was visible.
The concept that would eventually occupy it was not.

TRANSFORMATIVE JUNCTION – The Two Dreams

The two youthful dreams had now met.
Marx: material progress might transform the conditions under which human
beings live and work.
AI: intelligent machines might radically expand productive capacity.
For most of my adult life, those ideas had occupied different compartments of
my intellectual biography.
Now one had become a possible mechanism for the other.
AI could — not would — make some aspirations associated with the youthful
Marxist dream less technologically remote.
But the crossing also carried every lesson learned since adolescence.
Popper: possibility is not prophecy.
Hayek: possibility is not a blueprint.
Economics: abundance does not abolish incentives; trade-offs or distribution.
Lewis: material abundance is not the same thing as human flourishing.
The old dream had returned.
It was no longer allowed to dictate the future.

That last Lewisian qualification mattered.
A society in which machines performed nearly all economically necessary work would not

thereby have answered the question of what human beings were for.
Freedom from compulsory labour might create extraordinary possibilities.
It might also create disorientation.
Work supplies income, but often also identity; status; routine; community; purpose and

opportunities for mastery.
Removing necessity does not automatically create meaning.
That question belonged much more to the later discussion of imagination; intelligence

and human flourishing.
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For now, it was enough to notice that emancipation from a constraint is not yet a
description of the life made possible by its removal.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Equality After Abundance

If technology substantially reduced the amount of human labour re-
quired for prosperity, would the central problem of equality become
less important — or would it simply change form?

The answer was not obvious.
A world of vastly greater productive capacity could become more equal.
It could also become extraordinarily unequal.
If the productive assets responsible for abundance were narrowly owned, the technological

possibility of emancipation could coexist with extreme concentrations of income; wealth and
power.

If access to AI amplified education; entrepreneurship and creativity, it might broaden
opportunity.

If access were restricted or its benefits accumulated mainly to those already advantaged,
it might widen existing gaps.

Technology did not answer the distributive question.
It changed its terms.
This returned us to the distinction between equality and capability.
The important question was not merely how much output existed.
It was what people could actually do and become within the new social order.
Would technological abundance widen genuine human agency?
Would it allow more people to develop talents; care for others; create; learn; participate

and choose?
Or would formal abundance coexist with new forms of dependence?

MODEL STATE – Emancipation As Capability

The Marxist dream became more defensible when translated out of inevitability
and into capability.

The aim was not a predetermined final distribution.

It was to enlarge the range of genuinely worthwhile lives that human beings
could realistically lead.

Material abundance could help.

Technology could help.

Redistribution could help.

Education; health; institutions and liberty could help.

But none was sufficient by itself.
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Emancipation was not simply having more.

It was in addition having greater meaningful capacity to live; choose; create
and participate.

That formulation also helped explain why I had never found degrowth emotionally or
analytically attractive.

The objective was not to suppress human productive capacity in order to make distribu-
tion easier.

It was to expand human possibility while making the resulting prosperity compatible
with justice; sustainability and freedom.

The environmental discussion in Chapter 4 had reached a similar conclusion from another
direction.

Human flourishing within limits.
Here the same idea returned through equality.
The question was how increasing productive capacity could enlarge the lives of human

beings rather than merely increase the quantity of output.

SPIRAL – Equality Without Utopia

The youthful dream had been utopian in two senses that I had once allowed to
blur together.
One was dangerous:
the belief that history had a knowable destination and that politics
could possess the map.
The other was harder to surrender:
the ability to imagine a society in which constraints that presently
seem permanent no longer dominate human life.
Popper and Hayek had dismantled the first.
They did not require the destruction of the second.
The mature question was therefore not:
How do we build Utopia?
It was:
Which constraints can human beings genuinely overcome — and how
can we enlarge freedom and opportunity without pretending to know
the final form a good society must take?

This was equality without Utopia.
Not equality without aspiration.
Not pragmatism without imagination.
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Not acceptance of every inequality merely because attempts to remove inequality can
fail.

It was the attempt to preserve the moral energy of the youthful dream while subjecting
every proposed mechanism to evidence; incentives; institutional realism; epistemic humility
and the equal standing of other people.

That was also why Blair’s practical politics remained important.
The great technological transformations did not wait for political theory to become

complete.
Governments had to act while the world changed.
Education policy; redistribution; public services; competition; innovation; labour-market

institutions and social insurance were not steps along a historically guaranteed path.
They were imperfect attempts to help real people navigate change.

RETROSPECTIVE – Politics Before The Theory Is Complete

One attraction of practical centre-left politics was precisely that it did not require
us to know the final destination.
If technological and economic change continually altered the opportunities avail-
able to people, government could try to widen access to those opportunities
without pretending to design the society that would eventually emerge.
That was less emotionally intoxicating than revolution.
It was also much more compatible with everything I had learned about knowl-
edge; incentives and unintended consequences.
Yet the original concern remained recognisable.
Who gets to benefit from progress?

That question linked equality to both Grand Spirals.
It looked backwards to Marx.
It looked forwards to AI.
And it returned us to the central problem of the chapter.
A society can be formally free while leaving large numbers of people with very little

effective power over their own lives.
A society can pursue equality while destroying the freedom; incentives and experimenta-

tion that make progress possible.
Technology can expand the opportunity set without determining how the opportunities

are distributed.
Politics can influence distribution without possessing the knowledge to dictate the final

social order.
There was no single variable to maximise.
There was no endpoint to read from history.
There was no blueprint.



CHAPTER 5. EQUALITY WITHOUT UTOPIA 79

MODEL STATE – Equality Without Utopia

An adequate account of equality would have to preserve several propositions
at once.

People possess equal moral standing.

Relevant similarities and differences should govern relevant similarities
and differences in treatment.

Material resources matter because they shape real opportunities.

Capabilities matter because formal liberty without practical possibility
can be empty.

Incentives matter because production and innovation respond to institutions.

Unequal outcomes are not automatically unjust, but neither are they in any
automatic sense deserved.

Technological progress can enlarge the feasible set without determining how
its benefits will be distributed.

Political action can widen opportunity without possessing a final blueprint
for society.

And above all:

a better future can be imagined without being foretold.

The two Grand Spirals had crossed.
Neither had reached its summit.
The Marxist question had survived the collapse of Marxist certainty.
The AI dream had survived the transition from science fiction to programming; modelling

and finally conversation.
Now each had changed the meaning of the other.
AI was no longer merely a question about whether machines could think.
It was potentially a question about the material conditions under which human beings

would live.
Marx was no longer merely a thinker whose political conclusions I had left behind.
He had become part of a deeper question about how changing productive possibilities

interact with institutions; freedom; equality and history.
We still did not know where those interactions would lead.
That was the point.
Technology could change what was possible.
It could not tell us what would happen next.



Chapter 6

Truth in Historical Time

First movement — When the model meets history
Chapter 5 had ended with possibility.

Technology could change what was possible.
It could not tell us what would happen next.
That gap is where history lives.
A model can describe constraints. It can identify incentives. It can distinguish liberty

from licence; equality from sameness; aspiration from prophecy. It can tell us that institu-
tions matter; that knowledge is dispersed; that people are fallible; that morally similar cases
should be treated similarly.

And then something actually happens.
People act with incomplete information. Institutions inherited from earlier generations

channel their choices. Old grievances alter the meaning of new events. Fear changes what
appears reasonable. Power changes what becomes possible. Accidents matter. Personalities
matter. Ideas matter. Material conditions matter.

And consequences arrive that nobody intended.
History is what happens when the clean lines of an abstract model enter real

historical time.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – CAN PRINCIPLES SURVIVE HISTORY?

What happens to a model of liberty and equality when it encounters
historical situations in which legitimate claims conflict; information is
incomplete; inherited circumstances constrain every available choice;
and no outcome leaves every principle intact?

80



CHAPTER 6. TRUTH IN HISTORICAL TIME 81

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D014]
objectives and methods

[D021]
error correction

[D025]
judgement in practice

[D027]
epistemic humility

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D032]
human limitations

[D035]
limits of reason

[D036]
controlled inference

A principle that survives only clean examples is not yet much of a principle.
But there was an opposite danger too. If historical complexity became an excuse for

suspending moral judgement whenever the facts were uncomfortable, then liberty; equality
and human dignity would disappear precisely when they were most needed.

MODEL STATE – TRUTH AND CONTEXT

Historical context matters.

Actions occur inside inherited circumstances; causal sequences; imperfect
information and institutional constraints that cannot simply be wished away.

But context does not abolish moral judgement.

To understand why something happened is not necessarily to justify it.

And to explain why an outcome occurred is not to show that it had to occur.

That gave us three questions that would need to remain distinct:
What happened, and why? — historical explanation.
Was what happened justified? — moral judgement.
Did it have to happen? — contingency.
Popper’s attack on historicism already warned against the third error. Hayek’s account

of dispersed knowledge warned us not to imagine that historical actors possessed information
that existed only in retrospect. Lewis added another complication: the people making history
were not merely imperfectly informed. They were morally imperfect too.

The conversation had already supplied an unusually difficult case.
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The uncomfortable test

? QUESTION – ISRAEL AND PALESTINE

What would you anticipate would be my views on the evolution of
the Israel–Palestine conflict since the “October 7th attacks”?

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – October 7 and the longer conflict

On 7 October 2023, Hamas-led militants attacked communities and military
positions in southern Israel, killing civilians and soldiers and taking hostages
into Gaza. The attack transformed the immediate political and military sit-
uation, precipitating a major Israeli military campaign in Gaza and a severe
humanitarian crisis (The Economist 2023).
But October 7 did not create the underlying conflict. It entered a much older
struggle involving Israeli security; Palestinian national self-determination; terri-
tory; the status of Gaza and the West Bank; repeated wars and terrorism; and
decades of failed or incomplete attempts at political settlement.
For the argument here, the historical point is simple: history did not begin
that morning. A shocking new event entered an already deeply structured
conflict. Any judgement about what followed therefore had to hold together the
moral significance of the attack itself and the historical conditions into which it
erupted.

The AI immediately recognised that this was harder than Brexit or drugs because several
inferred principles cut across one another. Its confidence fell. Rather than predict which
side I sympathised with, it tried to predict the structure of my reasoning.

PREDICTION – A DISAGGREGATED JUDGEMENT

The strongest prediction was resistance to a binary moral narrative.
October 7 would be regarded as an atrocity; morally indefensible and a profound
turning point.
Israel would have a legitimate security interest in preventing further attacks and
a legitimate objective in dismantling Hamas’s military capability.
But the legitimacy of that objective would not settle the legitimacy of the means.
The AI expected a sharp distinction between strategic objectives and the
proportionality and effectiveness of the methods used to pursue them.
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Civilian suffering would matter morally and strategically. International-law
claims would matter, but wartime allegations would still require evidence; in-
vestigation and due process. For the longer term, the model expected continued
support for some negotiated two-state settlement as the least-bad institutional
destination it could infer.

The prediction became still more revealing when the AI described public debate. It
expected resistance to demands for exclusive moral alignment. Condemning October 7 did
not require defending every Israeli action. Recognising Israel’s right to defend itself did
not imply every response was justified. Hamas could bear immense responsibility without
making Palestinian civilian suffering morally insignificant.

MODEL STATE – EMPATHY IS NOT SCARCE

Moral concern need not be allocated exclusively to one side.

The suffering of one group does not become less real because another group
has also suffered.

Horizontal equity therefore survives even where political identities invite
us to ration empathy tribally.

The AI also identified its own possible blind spot. It had inferred strong consequentialist
and institutionalist tendencies, but this conflict involved identity; history and moral emotion
in ways that might not fit neatly into policy analysis. Perhaps personal experience or
historical reading would cause me to weight one narrative differently. It did not yet have
that evidence.

Then came the most important compression in the first prediction.

MODEL STATE – THE HARDEST CASES

The AI suggested that I did not usually ask:

Whose side am I on?

I asked:

What principles survive contact with the hardest cases?

Israel–Palestine was difficult precisely because several principles were
now in tension:

security versus proportionality;

self-defence versus humanitarian protection;

institutional legitimacy versus urgent action;

justice versus feasibility.

The model did not predict an elegant solution.

It predicted intellectual and moral discomfort.
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RESULT – HIT

The discomfort was real.
I did not think condemning Hamas required me to defend every Israeli action. I
did not think criticism of Israeli conduct required me to minimise the horror of
October 7 or the legitimate security problem Israel faced. And I did not think
recognising the historical depth of the conflict made moral judgement impossible.

The model had generated the right shape of answer and had known where its confidence
should fall. Yet its own stated blind spot was revealing.

It knew that history might matter more than the model currently represented.
I gave it another clue.

REVELATION – HAYEK AND EVANS

Hayek’s theories on the rise of Nazism had greatly influenced me.
And my favourite history book was Richard J. Evans’s The Coming of the Third
Reich.

The AI called the clue “extremely informative”. Until then, it said, it had characterised
my outlook primarily in terms of epistemic humility. Now it saw another thread of compa-
rable importance.

MODEL UPDATE – LIBERAL DECAY

A deep concern with how liberal societies decay into illiberal ones.
Not only through coups; revolutions or a single catastrophic institutional break.
But through gradual institutional and moral erosion.

Hayek and Evans entered that problem from different directions. The relevant Hayekian
concerns were structural: concentrated power is dangerous; good intentions do not immunise
institutions against authoritarian drift; crises can allow extraordinary powers to become
normal; and free societies depend upon institutions capable of dispersing and constraining
power.

Evans supplied a different kind of evidence.
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT – EVANS AND THE THIRD REICH

Richard J. Evans’s trilogy — The Coming of the Third Reich, The Third Reich
in Power and The Third Reich at War — reconstructs the rise; operation and
destruction of Nazi Germany across political; institutional; social and cultural
life (Evans 2003; Evans 2005; Evans 2008).
For me, The Coming of the Third Reich was especially influential.
One of the features the AI immediately recognised was its resistance to a single
master explanation. Nazism did not arise because one thing went wrong. In-
stitutional weakness; economic crisis; political polarisation; elite miscalculation;
propaganda; violence and contingency interacted.
The history therefore mattered not merely as an account of Nazism but as an
example of how a political order can decay through cumulative processes whose
outcome was not simply written into the starting conditions.

There was a new kind of humility here.
Popper had taught me humility about theories.
Hayek had taught me humility about knowledge.
Lewis had taught me humility about human beings.
Evans added humility before what actually happened.
But the original dialogue immediately fed that insight back into Israel–Palestine.

Two dangers
The Evans–Hayek clue caused the AI to sharpen its prediction. It now thought I would be
unusually alert to two dangers that public argument often separates.

MODEL UPDATE – TWO DANGERS

The first danger comes from movements hostile to liberal values.
Hamas could not be understood merely as another interest group inside a policy
problem. Its authoritarian and theocratic ideology, and its willingness to use
deliberate violence against civilians, were morally and politically relevant.
A liberal society may genuinely have to defend itself against enemies that reject
liberal constraints.
But there was a second danger.
A liberal democracy under sustained threat can gradually compromise the very
institutional and moral norms that distinguish it from its enemies.
That is not a symmetrical claim. It is a structural one.
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Horizontal equity did not imply pretending that Hamas and a liberal democracy were
morally interchangeable. Morally relevant differences were precisely what horizontal equity
required us to notice.

But those differences could not become a blank cheque.
Indeed, the claim to be defending a liberal order made the manner of its defence morally

significant.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – DEFENDING LIBERALISM

How does a liberal society defeat an illiberal enemy without itself
becoming less liberal?

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D015]
consequences

[D016]
horizontal equity

[D020]
institutional reasoning

[D021]
error correction

[D027]
fallibility

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D032]
human limitations

[D053]
institutional decay

[D054]
self-preservation

That returned us to the original prediction from a higher level.
Israel’s security needs were real.
So were the constraints on the use of power.
A threat could be genuinely illiberal without making every response to it legitimate. A

liberal state could possess a right of self-defence while remaining responsible for the methods
it chose. Understanding the historical processes producing a conflict did not require moral
equivalence between all participants.

This was beginning to give historical fidelity a more precise meaning.
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MODEL UPDATE – HISTORICAL FIDELITY

A theory can illuminate history without being allowed to overwrite it.
Historical fidelity requires us to preserve:
sequence — later knowledge must not be smuggled into earlier decisions;
contingency — an outcome does not become inevitable merely because we know
it occurred;
plural causation — large historical events need not possess a single master
explanation;
institutional development — political orders can erode; adapt or collapse
through cumulative changes rather than one decisive moment;
agency — people make choices inside constraints, and those choices can matter;
moral judgement — understanding context does not require surrendering the
distinction between better and worse choices.

Marx had taught the younger me to look for structure beneath events.
Cohen had shown how a structural account might be made analytically precise.
Popper had broken the link between structure and inevitability.
Hayek had complicated the picture with dispersed knowledge; emergent order and unin-

tended consequences.
Evans now forced the entire construction back through the stubborn particularity of the

historical record.

SPIRAL – THE HISTORIAN’S CHALLENGE

Marx:
Look for the structure.
Popper:
Do not mistake structure for destiny.
Hayek:
Do not assume anyone inside the process can see the whole structure.
Evans:
Now show me what actually happened.

The historical AI then attempted a larger compression. Earlier it had suggested:
How can fallible humans exercise great power responsibly?
The Evans clue made that seem incomplete.
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MODEL STATE – A DEEPER QUESTION

How can liberal civilisation preserve itself without abandoning the very
principles that make it worth preserving?

The question connected tensions the model had encountered separately:

liberty and security;

openness and resilience;

humanitarian concern and the need to confront violent authoritarianism;

institutional continuity and necessary reform.

The emerging instinct was not to eliminate those tensions by allowing one
value to dominate all the others.

It was to preserve as many legitimate principles as possible simultaneously.

That was a powerful compression.
But it was not the final one.
History had made the model less elegant and more useful.
The principles had survived.
Their application had become harder.
And if this historically calibrated model was genuinely generative, it ought to travel

beyond the contemporary conflict that had helped reveal it.
There was a way to test that.
We could move three and a half centuries backwards.

Second movement — Can the model travel?
We could move three and a half centuries backwards.

The question came almost as an afterthought.
By then the conversation had ranged across politics; economics; Lewis; artificial intelli-

gence; imaginative literature; environmental policy and the fragility of liberal civilisation.
Could the same model say anything useful about a conflict whose protagonists inhabited

a radically different political; religious and constitutional world?

? QUESTION – ROUNDHEAD OR CAVALIER?

Am I a Roundhead or a Cavalier and what would you expect my
normative assessments of Charles 1st and Oliver Cromwell to look
like?
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Charles I, Cromwell and the English Civil War

The English Civil Wars of the 1640s formed part of a wider sequence of conflicts
across England, Scotland and Ireland, driven by intertwined disputes over polit-
ical authority; religion; and the relationship between monarch and Parliament.
(Braddick 2015)
Charles I’s forces were defeated by Parliament, whose New Model Army brought
Oliver Cromwell to military and political prominence. Charles was tried and
executed in 1649 and the monarchy abolished.
The republican settlement that followed proved no simple triumph of parliamen-
tary liberty. Cromwell became Lord Protector in 1653, governing within a regime
heavily dependent upon military power. The Protectorate experimented with
written constitutional arrangements but also with rule by the Major-Generals.
After Cromwell’s death the settlement unravelled, and the monarchy was restored
under Charles II in 1660. (Morrill 2007)
That complicated trajectory is precisely what makes the period useful here. The
conflict cannot be reduced to liberty versus tyranny, with one historical actor
permanently occupying each side.

This was a particularly clean test.
Israel–Palestine had helped expose the historical dimension of the model.
Richard Evans had then deepened it.
Cromwell and Charles I had played no part in that reconstruction.
The AI therefore had to travel.

PREDICTION – A RELUCTANT ROUNDHEAD

The younger me, the AI thought, would almost certainly have been a Roundhead.
The present me would still ultimately be one.
But much more reluctantly.
More interestingly, it predicted that my assessments of Charles I and Oliver
Cromwell would have become increasingly asymmetric.
Charles would look worse to me as I became more appreciative of institutions
and constitutional continuity.
Cromwell would look simultaneously better and worse.
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RESULT – HIT

At first sight, the Charles prediction was counter-intuitive.
Surely a person who had become more respectful of inherited institutions might
become more sympathetic to the king.
The AI predicted the opposite.
The reason was constitutional.
Charles’s sincerity or personal seriousness could not rescue a political vision
that placed royal authority above the developing constraints of parliamentary
government.
The mature institutionalist would therefore see divine-right monarchy not merely
as an old-fashioned belief but as a genuine constitutional danger.

MODEL STATE – CHARLES I

The question was no longer:

Was Charles personally admirable?

It was:

What conception of political authority was he trying to preserve?

Historical sympathy could improve understanding of the man.

It did not require sympathy with the constitutional settlement he sought.

Cromwell was harder.
The younger radical could admire the revolutionary; anti-monarchical enemy of privilege.
The mature model found different things to admire:
military competence;
administrative ability;
recognition that England’s constitutional order required reform.
But it also saw a problem that the younger model had been less well equipped to recognise.
Concentrated executive power.
Rule by the Major-Generals.
Suppression of political pluralism.
The willingness to override constitutional constraints in pursuit of ends regarded as

righteous.
The AI therefore refused both the easy royalist story and the easy republican one.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – RIGHTEOUS POWER

If a political cause is substantially just, what prevents the power
exercised in its name from becoming unjust?



CHAPTER 6. TRUTH IN HISTORICAL TIME 91

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D021]
error correction

[D025]
judgement in practice

[D027]
fallibility

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D032]
human limitations

[D053]
institutional decay

[D054]
self-preservation

[D069]
righteous power

This was the Israel–Palestine problem transformed by historical distance.
The cases were not morally or historically equivalent.
The structure of the question travelled.
A genuine threat does not legitimate every response.
A righteous objective does not legitimate every instrument.
And good intentions do not make concentrated power safe.
Hayek and Popper were now operating inside a seventeenth-century judgement.
Lewis was there too.
Moral certainty could become especially dangerous when joined to extraordinary political

power.
But Evans prevented those principles from turning Cromwell into a cardboard illustration.
The Protectorate had to be understood historically.
Civil war; regicide; religious conflict; constitutional breakdown and the absence of a

settled alternative mattered.
Cromwell was not simply a modern liberal who failed to behave liberally.
The tragedy lay partly in the collision between the cause he had helped advance and the

powers he came to exercise.
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PREDICTION – THE CONSTITUTIONAL TRAJECTORY

The AI thought that I no longer identified straightforwardly with the historical
Roundheads.
What I identified with was closer to the constitutional trajectory that eventually
emerged:
parliamentary government;
accountability;
limits upon executive power;
religious toleration, however incomplete and delayed;
constitutional evolution.
Those outcomes were not identical to Cromwell’s programme.
Some developed despite him as much as because of him.

That produced one of the most revealing distinctions in the answer.
The younger me might have asked:
> Who was morally right?
The present me was more likely to ask:
> Which constitutional settlement ultimately created a freer society?
That was a different historical question.
It did not abolish moral judgement.
It placed moral judgement inside historical time.

RESULT – HIT

The prediction was strikingly close.
I remained fundamentally on the Roundhead side of the constitutional conflict.
But the identification had become much less romantic.
Charles I looked more objectionable, not less, as constitutional constraints be-
came more important to me.
And Cromwell looked more tragic.
The justice of a cause could not guarantee the justice of the political order
produced in its name.

The out-of-sample test had worked.
And the AI compressed the result into a sentence that captured the direction of travel:
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MODEL UPDATE – LIBERTY NEEDS CONSTRAINT

The Roundheads were broadly on the right side of constitutional his-
tory, but Cromwell himself demonstrates why even those fighting for
liberty require constitutional constraints.

That was a powerful conclusion.
But it contained the next problem.

History does not choose for us
The chapter had begun with the gap between possibility and outcome.

History had now made that gap more complicated.
Material conditions mattered.
Institutions mattered.
Ideas mattered.
Individuals mattered.
Contingency mattered.
Moral choices mattered.
None could simply be read off from another.
This did not mean that history was random.
Nor did it mean that every explanation was equally good.
It meant that causal structure and historical openness had to coexist.

MODEL STATE – STRUCTURE WITHOUT DESTINY

Marx was right to make material structure difficult to ignore.

Popper was right to reject historical prophecy.

Hayek was right that complex social orders contain knowledge no individual
possesses.

Evans was right to insist, in practice, upon the interaction of institutions;
choices; ideas; violence; economic conditions and contingency.

History therefore contains structure without becoming a script.

That mattered morally too.
If history had no predetermined destination, then human choices mattered.
But if choices were made inside inherited constraints and incomplete information, moral

judgement required more than asking whether history eventually vindicated the winner.
Success did not prove righteousness.
Failure did not prove folly.
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And hindsight did not convert uncertainty into negligence.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – JUDGEMENT IN TIME

How should we judge political actors who must choose before they
know the consequences that later generations will use to judge them?

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D014]
counterfactual realism

[D021]
error correction

[D027]
epistemic humility

[D030]
justice and uncertainty

[D032]
human limitations

[D053]
historical causation

[D069]
constitutional judgement

[D070]
cross-domain compression

The earlier Iraq discussion had already supplied one answer.
Ex ante reasoning mattered.
So did the quality of evidence available at the time.
So did counterfactuals.
So did consequences.
Historical fidelity did not require suspending judgement until every uncertainty disap-

peared.
Political actors never receive that luxury.
It required judging decisions as decisions — made at a particular moment, within a

particular information set — while still allowing later consequences to update our assessment
of the decision-maker; the policy and the institutions that produced it.

That was another reason Blair needed no large return here.
The distinction had already entered the model.
History was now generalising it.
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MODEL UPDATE – NO VIEW FROM OUTSIDE TIME

Historical actors do not choose from the historian’s vantage point.
They act from inside the sequence.
A fair judgement therefore asks:
What could they reasonably know?
What alternatives could they reasonably perceive?
Which constraints were real at the time?
Which risks did they recognise or ignore?
What happened as a result?
The later observer knows more.
That creates an obligation to judge more carefully, not an entitlement to pretend
the earlier actor knew it too.

There was an obvious danger in taking this too far.
Every catastrophic decision can be surrounded with context.
Every abuse of power can be given a causal history.
Every perpetrator has an information set.
Historical understanding can become another route to moral evasion if explanation quietly

turns into excuse.
So the distinction from the opening returned.
Explanation is not justification.
Historical fidelity makes moral judgement harder.
It does not make it impossible.

The network beneath the cases
By now, something else had become visible.

Israel–Palestine and the English Civil War were separated by centuries.
The original dialogue had also wandered through Brexit; Iraq; constitutional monarchy;

Hayek and Popper; Lewis; environmental policy; the rise of Nazism; science fiction and
artificial intelligence.

Yet the same family of questions kept returning.
When is power legitimate?
What constraints should bind it?
How should liberal orders respond to genuine threats?
What happens when emergency powers become normal?
How should good intentions be judged when their consequences are destructive?
How can institutions survive leaders who believe their cause is righteous?
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And how much confidence should anyone place in their own ability to foresee what
happens next?

RETROSPECTIVE – AN UNEXPECTED RETURN

Much later in the dialogue, these questions would reappear somewhere I had not
expected.
Star Wars entered initially as another test of the model’s ability to predict my
response to imaginative literature. Instead, the discussion began to converge on
some of the same questions that history had raised: the corruption of political
institutions; the exercise of extraordinary power in conditions of crisis; and the
danger that those seeking to defend a political order can help destroy what they
are trying to preserve.
That story belongs properly to Chapter 10.
For now, what mattered was simply that an imagined history had begun to
expose some of the same conceptual structure as a real one.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – WHAT CONNECTS THE CASES?

Why did political history, contemporary policy and imagined worlds
keep generating recognisably similar questions about liberty; power;
error and institutional decay?

The network did not prove that all these cases were the same.
They were not.
Its significance was almost the opposite.
The same principles were surviving changes in domain.
A contemporary war was not the English Civil War.
A prime minister was not a fictional Jedi.
A constitutional crisis was not an artificial intelligence problem.
If the model merely collapsed them into one story, it would have failed the historical-

fidelity test it had just learned.
But if recognisably similar questions could be asked across genuinely different cases, then

the model might be identifying something more durable than an analogy.
The historical dialogue was beginning to converge on four concerns:
genuine problems;
the constraints under which power operates;
the preservation of freedom;
humility about the limits of judgement.
The compression was becoming stronger.
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But the chapter had also shown why compression could never be the whole story.
Every abstraction had to survive its return to particulars.

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D014]
objectives and methods

[D020]
institutional reasoning

[D021]
error correction

[D027]
humility

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D032]
human limitations

[D052]
hard-case judgement

[D053]
liberal decay

[D054]
self-preservation

[D068]
imagined institutional decay

[D069]
righteous power

[D070]
cross-domain compression

From history to institutions
History had now done something important to the models of liberty and equality.

It had not destroyed them.
It had made them less innocent.
Liberty could not mean merely distrusting power, because liberal societies sometimes

faced enemies against which power genuinely had to be exercised.
Equality could not mean refusing to distinguish among actors, because morally relevant

differences mattered.
Historical context could not mean relativism, because atrocities remained atrocities.
Moral certainty could not mean unconstrained action, because righteous causes could

generate illiberal institutions.
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And good intentions could not substitute for mechanisms capable of restraining error.
The question left by Cromwell was therefore not primarily about Cromwell.
It was about what happens when fallible human beings acquire political power.

MODEL STATE – THE PROBLEM HISTORY LEAVES US

Human beings must sometimes exercise power.

They exercise it with incomplete knowledge.

They exercise it while morally fallible.

They exercise it inside institutions inherited from the past.

They exercise it under pressures that can make exceptional measures seem
necessary.

And they exercise it without knowing exactly what those measures will become
once normalised.

If liberty and equality are to survive historical time, they cannot depend
upon rulers always being wise; good or correct.

That was where history left us.
The next question was no longer merely:
> What should political actors do?
It was:
> What kinds of institutions make it easier to correct them when they are

wrong — and harder for them to do irreversible damage when they are certain
they are right?

History had supplied the problem.
Institutions would have to supply part of the answer.



Chapter 7

Institutions

Chapter 6 had ended with a problem.
Human beings must sometimes exercise power.
They do so with incomplete knowledge; imperfect motives; inherited constraints and no

reliable view of the consequences that will follow.
History had shown why good intentions were not enough.
Cromwell supplied the uncomfortable compression: even those fighting for liberty require

constraints upon the power they exercise in its name.
But constraints do not descend from nowhere.
They are embodied in institutions.
Constitutions; courts; legislatures; civil services; markets; universities; legal traditions;

conventions and practices arrive in the present carrying histories that no present generation
designed.

We inherit them before we decide what to do with them.
That changes the question.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – How Should We Treat What We Inherit?

How should finite and fallible people treat institutions they did not
create and cannot completely understand?

The conversation had already begun answering this long before it possessed a name for
the answer.

When the AI tried to predict how my views of the British monarchy had changed since
university, it rejected the simplest ideological story.

The younger me was easy to predict.
A Trotskyist undergraduate was unlikely to find hereditary monarchy compatible with

equality; democracy; meritocracy or modernity.
The more interesting prediction concerned the present.
The AI expected me to remain philosophically sympathetic to much of the republi-

can critique while becoming substantially more sympathetic to retaining the constitutional
monarchy in practice.

99



CHAPTER 7. INSTITUTIONS 100

The reason was not sentiment.
It was institutional reasoning.

PREDICTION – What Function Does It Perform?

The model expected the mature question to be less:
Does monarchy satisfy my preferred constitutional principles?
and more:
What functions does this institution actually perform?

A constitutional monarch could separate head of state from head of government without
creating rival democratic mandates.

The institution could provide continuity and symbolism outside ordinary partisan com-
petition.

It might reduce some forms of constitutional conflict.
And it might possess accumulated institutional value that an abstract comparison with

an ideal republic would fail to capture.
This did not require abandoning principles. It changed how principles encountered reality.
Hayek had already supplied one reason for the change.
An institution can contain knowledge that nobody designing an alternative possesses.
Its rules may coordinate expectations.
Its conventions may embody compromises whose function becomes visible only when they

disappear.
Its apparent inefficiencies may sometimes be the cost of preserving other goods.
Its evolution may encode responses to problems that later generations have forgotten.
None of this makes an inherited institution correct.
It makes ignorance about the institution morally and practically relevant.

MODEL UPDATE – Institutional Knowledge

We may understand less about why an institution works than our
ability to alter it suggests.

That was a deeply Hayekian thought. (Hayek 1960)
But Chapter 6 had made it impossible to stop there.
Institutions do not accumulate only knowledge.
They accumulate error too.
They can preserve exclusions long after their original justification has disappeared.
They can distribute power unjustly.
They can reward behaviour that no longer serves their purpose.
They can decay gradually while retaining familiar names and forms.
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They can become repositories of historical injustice as easily as historical wisdom.
Evans mattered here as much as Hayek.
A constitution surviving through time was not evidence that every part of it deserved to

survive.
History had just taught us to resist single stories.
That applied to institutional inheritance as well.

MODEL STATE – A Mixed Inheritance

Institutions can contain:

accumulated knowledge

and

accumulated error.

Their survival is evidence worth investigating.

It is not moral vindication.

Institutional inheritance deserves attention, not immunity from criticism.

This was why my growing institutionalism had never made the label Burkean feel entirely
comfortable.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Burke And Inheritance

I had not read Edmund Burke with anything like the depth with which I had
read Popper; Hayek or Lewis. His influence reached me substantially through
the intellectual tradition in which I encountered Hayek.
But several Burkean ideas increasingly resonated (Burke 1790).
Political institutions are inherited rather than created anew by each generation.
Their value may partly reflect accumulated experience that no individual designer
can reproduce. Radical reconstruction can destroy things whose functions were
poorly understood. And political society itself can be understood as extending
through generations rather than consisting only of the people presently alive.
The distinction that mattered to me was one the AI had already identified.
A strongly Burkean disposition might begin:
Existing institutions deserve a presumption in their favour.
My own position was closer to:
Existing institutions deserve serious analysis before being altered.
Inheritance creates a presumption of attention, not a presumption of
correctness.
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The difference mattered.
A progressive could accept the epistemic force of inheritance without believing that age

creates justice.
Indeed, taking institutions seriously could sometimes strengthen the case for reform.
If an institution was performing a valuable function badly, the right question might be

how to repair it.
If it had ceased to perform the function at all, preservation could become fetishistic.
If the function itself was unjust, historical continuity could not rescue it.
And if no superior realistic alternative existed, radical replacement could still be worse

than imperfect continuity.
The point was not:

Do not change institutions.

It was:

Know what you are changing.

Institutions acquire histories
Brexit had supplied another part of the argument.

The original policy question had concerned whether Britain should reverse its departure
from the European Union.

At the level of first principles, the model could imagine me preferring membership.
But the decision could not be analysed as though the referendum; withdrawal and

subsequent political settlement had never happened.
People and institutions had adapted.
Expectations had changed.
A new constitutional fact had acquired a history of its own.

MODEL UPDATE – Institutional Legitimacy

Evidence and consequences were not enough.
The model had to place weight on:
stability;
predictability;
democratic consent;
and
the value created when people can organise expectations around an
institutional settlement.
Institutions remained criticisable and reformable.
But changing them was itself consequential.
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This was path dependence applied to political judgement. [D018]
If Britain were outside the European Union and choosing from a blank slate, one answer

might follow.
Once Britain had joined, left, held a referendum and reorganised institutions around

departure, the relevant choice was no longer identical.
History had changed the feasible set.
That was precisely the lesson Chapter 5 had reached through Marx and technology, and

Chapter 6 had reached through historical contingency.
Institutions existed inside historical time too.
Their value could partly arise from the fact that people had built lives; expectations and

other institutions around them.
Again, none of this made them sacred.
It made the idea of a blank slate increasingly implausible.

Ownership, tenancy — or something else?
The monarchy and Brexit cases had started from different political questions.

Hayek supplied a theory of knowledge.
Burke supplied a language of inheritance.
Popper insisted that error remain corrigible.
Evans reminded us that what is inherited can contain failure as well as achievement.
Chapter 4 had established a presumption of liberty.
Chapter 5 had made equality a question of effective opportunity rather than identical

outcomes.
Chapter 6 had shown that both principles had to survive historical time.
The pieces now generated a new question.
What exactly was the present generation’s relationship to the institutions it inherited?

• Ownership seemed wrong.
Owners normally possess a strong claim to dispose of what is theirs.
But we did not create most of the institutions through which we live.
Their value was partly produced by people long dead.
And what we did to them would affect people not yet born.
The present generation could hardly claim an absolute property right over the accu-
mulated institutional inheritance of a civilisation.

• Tenancy was closer, but still too weak.
A tenant occupies something temporarily.
But the metaphor could imply that our responsibility was simply to avoid obvious
damage before handing back the keys.
Our actual position was more demanding.
We could discover defects that previous generations had missed.
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We could repair things they had damaged.
We could improve the inheritance.
Sometimes we might have to replace part of it entirely.
And whatever we did, somebody else would receive the result.

There was a better word.

MODEL UPDATE – Stewardship

Stewardship.
We receive institutions from people before us.
We exercise authority over them temporarily.
We may preserve; repair; reform or sometimes replace them.
But others will inherit what we leave.
The present generation therefore possesses neither absolute ownership nor moral
permission merely to consume inherited value.

The concept brought several previously separate parts of the model together at once.

• Human finitude said that we could not completely understand what we inherited.

• Epistemic humility said that our attempts at improvement could produce conse-
quences we had not foreseen.

• Popper added that inherited arrangements must nevertheless remain open to criticism
and correction.

• Hayek added that they might contain knowledge no individual possessed.

• Lewis added that the people exercising power over them were morally as well as
intellectually imperfect.

• Liberty said that institutions did not exist for the convenience of whoever currently
controlled them.

• Horizontal equity said that morally arbitrary differences could not determine whose
interests counted.

• Equality as capability said that institutions partly determined the real opportunities
people inherited.

• Historical fidelity said that the inheritance contained achievement and failure to-
gether.
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And Cromwell had supplied the warning that even a righteous political cause did not
confer ownership of the constitutional order.

The model had reached stewardship from several directions.
It was time to see the network.
The network was unusually broad.
That was the point.

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D016]
equal claims

[D018]
path dependence

[D019]
institutional value

[D020]
inherited knowledge

[D021]
corrigibility

[D025]
principles and wisdom

[D027]
epistemic humility

[D028]
human imperfection

[D032]
human limitation

[D050]
future flourishing

[D053]
institutional erosion

[D069]
constitutional constraint

[D070]
cross-domain compression

STEWARDSHIP

Stewardship had not arrived as another political preference.
It was a compression of things the model had learned through epistemology; economics;

moral philosophy; constitutional politics and history.
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But the word created a problem of its own.
If we were stewards rather than owners, to whom were we responsible?
The answer could not be only the people alive now.
The institution had come from somewhere.
And it was going somewhere.
The moral community was about to extend in both directions through time.

What do we owe the past?
There is an easy way to make respect for inheritance intellectually unserious.

Romanticise it.
Treat longevity as proof of wisdom.
Treat ancestors as possessing virtues their descendants have lost.
Treat criticism of inherited institutions as ingratitude.
Nothing in the model supported that.
Chapter 6 had made the opposite lesson unavoidable. Institutions can preserve injustice

as well as wisdom. Historical actors can be badly wrong. Entire societies can normalise
things later generations rightly condemn.

The inheritance is mixed.
But that did not make gratitude meaningless.
Most of the institutional world through which I exercised liberty had not been created

by me.
I had not invented parliamentary government; the common law; universities; scientific

institutions; markets; public administration or the accumulated practices that allowed a
complex society to function.

Nor had my generation.
We had received them.
Some required repair.
Some contained serious historical wrongs.
Some would eventually deserve replacement.
But even the capacity to criticise the inheritance depended upon intellectual; legal and

political goods that had themselves been inherited.

MODEL STATE – Critical Gratitude

Respect for the past need not mean submission to it.

Gratitude need not mean pretending the inheritance is pure.

A mature relationship to inherited civilisation can hold together:

gratitude for goods we did not create;

truthfulness about wrongs we did not suffer;

and

responsibility for deciding what should be preserved; repaired or rejected.
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Lewis’s warning against chronological snobbery now returned in a more practical form.
The past was not right because it was old.
But neither was the present right because it was new.
To assume that our ancestors’ moral and intellectual limitations were obvious while our

own were negligible would be a particularly convenient form of human fallibility.
Stewardship required enough humility to take the inheritance seriously without surren-

dering the right to judge it.

What do we owe the present?
The answer could not be: preserve the inheritance for its own sake.

Institutions exist in the lives of actual people.
Chapter 4 had made liberty morally important because human beings should possess

substantial space to direct lives that belong to them.
Chapter 5 had complicated formal liberty by asking what opportunities people actually

possess.
Those claims did not disappear merely because an institution was old.
A steward could therefore have a duty to change an inherited institution precisely because

of what it was doing to people now.

MODEL UPDATE – Stewardship Is Not Conservation

An institution is not well stewarded merely because it survives.
Stewardship asks whether inherited arrangements continue to serve morally de-
fensible purposes under changed circumstances.
Continuity can be valuable.
So can repair.
Sometimes fidelity to an inheritance requires changing it.

That mattered because otherwise stewardship could become little more than conservatism
with a more attractive name.

The emerging model was more demanding.
Hayek supplied a reason to hesitate before destroying inherited arrangements.
Popper supplied a reason never to make them immune from criticism.
Liberty and equity supplied reasons why some inherited arrangements positively ought

to change.
Historical fidelity required us to know what we were changing before deciding which

conclusion followed.
The steward’s task was not to preserve the past.
It was to receive an inheritance responsibly in the present.
But even that remained incomplete.
The present generation was not the last one.
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The people who cannot vote yet
Environmental policy had already forced the model to think beyond contemporaries.

Carbon emitted now can alter the opportunities available to people decades later.
Natural capital consumed now cannot always be reconstructed later.
Technological choices can enlarge or contract future feasible sets.
Chapter 5 had made the language almost unavoidable:
what we do now changes what will later be possible.
Institutions work in the same direction.
Constitutional norms can be strengthened or weakened.
Public finances can be made more or less sustainable.
Universities can accumulate or dissipate knowledge.
Administrative capacity can be built slowly and destroyed quickly.
Trust can be inherited.
So can distrust.
Future generations receive not merely a stock of physical assets.
They receive a possibility set partly created by people who came before them.
That made intergenerational equity difficult to avoid.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Why Do The Unborn Have Claims?

Why should people who cannot vote; bargain; reciprocate or even
presently exist possess claims upon what the present generation chooses
to do?

Horizontal equity had originally appeared in a discussion of drugs. [D016]
Treat morally similar cases similarly.
Treat relevantly morally different cases differently.
The principle had already travelled a long way.
Now it encountered time.
If two human beings possess equal moral standing, why should the fact that one happens

to be alive in 2026 while the other will be alive in 2076 make the interests of the second
morally negligible?

There can be relevant differences.
Uncertainty about future preferences matters.
Future people may be wealthier or poorer.
Technology may change their circumstances.
We cannot know exactly what they will need.
Epistemic humility therefore applies with unusual force.
But uncertainty about the precise interests of future people is not the same as evidence

that they have no interests capable of being harmed.
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MODEL STATE – Intergenerational Equity

The unborn cannot participate in present political exchange.

That makes their claims harder to represent.

It does not make those claims unreal.

A present generation capable of altering the future opportunity set therefore
acquires responsibilities towards people who cannot yet exercise political
power on their own behalf.

This was stewardship extended through time.
But the argument had reached a boundary.
Economics could describe intergenerational trade-offs.
It could model discounting; investment; externalities and the transfer of resources across

time.
Institutional analysis could explain why present political systems might underweight

people who do not vote.
Consequential reasoning could show that preserving valuable assets often creates future

benefits.
None of those arguments quite captured what I meant.
I did not merely think that being a good steward was instrumentally useful.
I thought we ought to be good stewards.
The distinction mattered.

Coming off the fence
Chapter 3 had left one question deliberately unresolved. [D026]

C. S. Lewis had helped expose a dimension missing from the political model.
Human beings were not merely epistemically limited.
They were morally imperfect.
And in The Abolition of Man, Lewis had argued for something stronger: that fundamental

moral value could not coherently be treated simply as preference; emotion or convention.
He used the term the Tao for the objective moral order that different traditions imper-

fectly apprehend (Lewis 1943).
At the time, I had been willing to take the argument seriously without forcing the model

to settle the larger metaethical question.
Stewardship made that position harder to maintain.
The dead could not reward me for gratitude.
Future generations could not bargain with me.
Neither group could participate in a mutually advantageous contract with the present.
Yet I could not make sense of my own position by saying merely:

I prefer to behave as though they matter.
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Their claims seemed stronger than that.

REVELATION – Coming Off The Fence

By this point I could no longer make coherent sense of stewardship while remain-
ing entirely agnostic about moral realism.
We owe duties backwards and forwards through time.
We owe gratitude and critical respect towards those from whom we inherited
goods we did not create, even while recognising that the inheritance is mixed.
And we owe responsibilities towards people who do not yet exist: to leave them,
as far as we reasonably can, institutions and a world capable of sustaining lives
at least as free and flourishing as our own.
Those duties cannot be created by reciprocity.
The dead cannot reward us.
The unborn cannot bargain with us.
Yet their claims seem real.
I had come off the fence.
I was a moral realist.
Lewis had called the objective moral order the Tao.
I had come to express the intuition rather differently:
some obligations are written into the universe.

That phrase was mine, not Lewis’s.
But The Abolition of Man had supplied much of the conceptual ground beneath it.
And the conclusion immediately created a danger.
If morality was objectively real, it could be tempting to imagine that possessing strong

moral conviction meant possessing moral truth.
Everything in the model said otherwise.

Moral truth without moral certainty
Popper returned immediately.

If truth exists independently of what I believe, then the strength of my belief cannot
establish that I possess it.

The same logic applies morally.
Indeed, moral realism made humility more important, not less.
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MODEL UPDATE – Moral Realism With Epistemic Humility

There is moral truth.
I may be wrong about it.
If moral truth exists independently of my preferences, then my conviction cannot
make something morally true.
Objective morality therefore does not license moral certainty.
It creates another reason to distinguish truth from confidence in one’s own access
to it.

Lewis and Popper now fitted together more closely than they had in Chapter 3.
Lewis supplied the claim that value was not merely invented by the chooser.
Popper supplied the warning that finite human beings could be wrong about what they

believed.
Hayek added that even morally serious people could lack knowledge necessary to imple-

ment their aims successfully.
Evans added the historian’s demand that reality not be simplified to fit a morally

satisfying story.
And Chapter 6 had shown why the combination mattered politically.
A person convinced that the good was real could still be wrong about the good.
A person correctly identifying a good end could still choose disastrous means.
A person acting from sincere moral conviction could still damage the institutions required

to correct the mistake.
Cromwell had already made that danger concrete.
So moral realism could not become a warrant for righteous power.
It had to coexist with institutions designed for beings who remained corrigible.
That insight would matter enormously when we turned to democracy.
But first stewardship itself could now be stated more precisely.

Stewardship completed
The concept did not tell us always to preserve.

It did not tell us always to reform.
It did not say that the judgement of ancestors outranked the judgement of the living.
Nor did it permit the living to behave as though they were the only people whose interests

counted.
It described a moral relationship through time.
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MODEL STATE – Stewardship

We inherit a civilisation we did not create.

Its institutions contain knowledge and error; achievement and injustice.

We exercise temporary power over that inheritance while living among people
whose liberty and equal moral standing constrain what we may do.

And we will transmit some version of it to people whose claims do not disappear
merely because they cannot yet speak.

Stewardship is neither preservation nor reform.

It is the moral responsibility governing our choice between them.

That completed the first movement of the argument.
Or almost.
Stewardship told us something about the responsibilities attached to institutional power.
It did not answer the institutional question that followed immediately.
Different people could sincerely disagree about what preservation; repair or reform re-

quired.
Experts could know more than citizens about particular problems.
Citizens could know things experts did not.
The present generation could disagree about what it owed the future.
And moral realism had just made one thing particularly clear:
a majority believing something did not make it morally true.
So who should decide?
The obvious answer was democracy.
The obvious answer was not yet an argument.
If stewardship imposed real obligations upon those exercising political power, somebody

still had to decide what those obligations required in practice.
The modern liberal answer begins with the people.
That answer mattered enormously to me.
But it could not be the end of the argument.
Chapter 5 had already reminded us of a lesson welfare economics makes difficult to

forget: there is no morally neutral procedure for turning individual preferences into a social
judgement.

And Chapter 7 had now gone further.
If moral truth existed independently of what people happened to believe, then counting

beliefs could not create moral truth.
A majority could be wrong.
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Why Democracy?

If majority preference cannot create moral truth, what exactly makes
democracy valuable?

The question sounds more hostile to democracy than I intended it to be.
In fact, it eventually produced a stronger defence.
But first it required giving up an idea that had become deeply embedded in modern

political language:
that democratic endorsement was itself the ultimate source of political legitimacy.

What aggregation cannot do
Economics had prepared me for this problem long before I framed it in moral terms.

Social-choice theory asks how individual preferences can be aggregated into collective
decisions.

Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem had shown how demanding that apparently straightfor-
ward task becomes once we impose several individually attractive requirements upon the
aggregation procedure (Arrow 1950).

Harsanyi and Rawls approached related problems differently, asking what principles or
social objectives might be justified when individual interests must somehow be considered
together.

The technical arguments differ.
The common lesson I had absorbed was simpler.
Aggregation is never morally innocent.
Any procedure for turning individual preferences into a collective choice embeds assump-

tions about what counts; how conflicts are resolved; which comparisons are permitted; and
which values the procedure is designed to preserve.

Voting does not escape that problem merely because the votes are counted equally.
Suppose 51 per cent of citizens vote to deprive the remaining 49 per cent of a basic

liberty.
The arithmetic is perfectly democratic.
The conclusion does not thereby become morally right.

MODEL STATE – Authorisation Is Not Validation

A democratic decision can establish who is politically authorised to act.

It cannot by itself establish that the action is morally justified.

Democratic authorisation is not moral validation.
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That conclusion might seem to diminish democracy.
It did the opposite.
Once democracy was relieved of the impossible burden of manufacturing moral truth, we

could ask what it was actually good at.
The answer returned us to Popper.

Democracy as error correction
Popper’s political question was never simply:

Who should rule?

Any answer to that question risks imagining that the problem of politics can be solved
by identifying the right rulers.

The more important question is what happens when rulers are wrong.

• How can they be criticised?

• How can policies be reversed?

• How can governments be removed?

• How can political error be corrected without requiring revolution or vio-
lence?

Democracy begins to look different from that angle.
It is not a machine for discovering an infallible general will.
It is an institutional arrangement for making political authority corrigible.

MODEL UPDATE – Democratic Correction

Democracy matters partly because rulers can be wrong.
Regular elections; political competition; opposition; criticism and peaceful suc-
cession create mechanisms through which governing errors can be exposed and
governments can be replaced.
The value of the mechanism does not depend upon voters being infallible.
It depends upon nobody being infallible.

That was a profoundly Popperian defence of democracy.
Hayek added another.
No government possesses all the information required to govern a complex society well.
Citizens know things about their own lives that officials do not.
Local institutions possess knowledge unavailable at the centre.
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Businesses; professions; communities and civil society respond to circumstances in ways
no central model can completely anticipate.

Political participation therefore has an epistemic function as well as a legitimating one.
It exposes power to information.
It creates channels through which dispersed experience can enter political judgement.
It makes it harder, though never impossible, for a governing model to confuse its own

representation of society with society itself.

MODEL STATE – Democracy As An Epistemic Institution

Democracy does not work because the majority necessarily knows best.

It works partly because no one knows enough.

A plural political order allows information to percolate, criticism to operate
and alternative judgements to challenge those currently exercising power.

Chapter 4 supplied another reason.
If people possess equal moral standing, then political institutions cannot simply treat the

perspectives and interests of some citizens as intrinsically irrelevant.
Horizontal equity did not imply that everybody possessed equal knowledge about every

question.
It did imply that differences in political treatment required morally relevant justification.
And liberty placed limits upon what even a properly constituted majority could claim to

own.
The majority did not own the minority.
It did not own individual conscience.
It did not own every sphere of private life.
Democracy therefore entered the model already constrained by the values that justified

it.

Equal standing, unequal knowledge
This created an apparent tension.

If citizens possess equal moral standing, why give any special role to expertise?
The answer was already contained in horizontal equity.
Treat morally similar cases similarly.
Treat relevantly morally different cases differently.
Expertise is sometimes a relevant difference.
A monetary economist may know more about monetary policy than I do.
An epidemiologist may know more about infectious disease.
A constitutional lawyer may understand consequences of a legal change that most voters

have never considered.
A professional civil servant may possess institutional memory unavailable to a newly

appointed minister.
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Pretending those differences do not exist would not be egalitarian.
It would be epistemically careless.
But expertise creates no corresponding superiority in moral worth.

MODEL STATE – Equal Standing, Unequal Expertise

Knowledge and judgement are unequally distributed.

Moral standing is not.

Institutions should therefore make use of unequal knowledge without allowing
expertise to become political or moral sovereignty.

That helped explain my attraction to representative rather than purely plebiscitary
democracy.

Representatives are not simply human voting terminals.
They have time; information; institutional support and responsibilities that ordinary

citizens cannot reasonably exercise continuously.
They are supposed to deliberate.
They are supposed to learn.
They are sometimes supposed to change their minds.
Burke’s famous conception of representation became relevant here even though Burke

himself was not the foundation of the argument.
A representative owes constituents judgement, not merely the mechanical transmission

of their current preferences.
But judgement without accountability creates the opposite danger.
Experts can become insulated.
Representatives can mistake delegation for ownership.
Institutions can begin protecting themselves rather than serving their purposes.
A political class can convince itself that criticism from outside merely demonstrates the

ignorance of those doing the criticising.
The model therefore had to hold two dangers together.

MODEL STATE – Delegated Judgement

Expertise without accountability risks guardianship.

Accountability without room for judgement risks plebiscitary politics.

Representative liberal democracy attempts something harder:

delegated judgement under corrigible authority.

That was already close to the mature position.
But stewardship added a temporal complication that democratic theory could easily miss.
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The electorate is not the whole civilisation
An electorate consists of people alive and entitled to vote now.

A civilisation does not.
The institutions through which an electorate exercises power were inherited from people

who are dead.
The consequences of its decisions will be inherited by people not yet born.
That means even a perfectly representative snapshot of present preferences cannot ex-

haust the moral community affected by political choice.
The point is not mystical.
It is visible in ordinary policy.

• A government can borrow today and leave repayment tomorrow.

• It can degrade natural capital.

• It can weaken constitutional norms whose full cost emerges only later.

• It can run down administrative capacity.

• It can underinvest in infrastructure; education or research.

• It can also make sacrifices today whose principal beneficiaries will never vote for it.

Democratic politics has good reasons to care about the present.
Present people are real.
Their suffering cannot be discounted merely because a policymaker prefers some imagined

future.
But stewardship prevents the present electorate from becoming morally sovereign over

time.

MODEL STATE – Democracy Inside Stewardship

Democracy answers who is authorised to decide now.

Stewardship asks what obligations constrain them while deciding.

The electorate is politically indispensable.

It is not the whole civilisation.

This gave a different rationale for institutions sometimes described as insufficiently demo-
cratic.

Rights can constrain majorities.
Courts can slow political action.
Second chambers can require reconsideration.
Devolved institutions can prevent every decision being absorbed by the centre.
Professional civil services can preserve memory across changes of government.
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Independent regulators can separate some technical judgements from immediate partisan
incentives.

Central-bank independence can, in appropriate circumstances, reduce the temptation to
subordinate monetary policy to the next election.

Durable international commitments can make promises harder to abandon when short-
run political incentives change.

None of these institutional forms is automatically justified.
Each can fail.
Each can become unaccountable.
Each must itself be judged against realistic alternatives.
The point is narrower.
An institution does not become illegitimate merely because its purpose includes frus-

trating immediate majority preference.
Sometimes slowing power down is part of democratic stewardship.
Sometimes forcing another hearing is the point.
Sometimes the constraint exists because the people exercising power today are not the

only people whose interests matter.

The fetishisation of democracy
This was where I increasingly thought contemporary liberalism had made a philosophical
mistake.

The mistake was not caring too much about democracy.
It was asking democracy to do something it could not do.
By the fetishisation of democracy, I mean treating the expression of present majority

preference as sufficient to establish political legitimacy.
Once that assumption is made, almost every institution that constrains immediate po-

litical preference becomes vulnerable to the same accusation.

• Courts are undemocratic.

• Rights are undemocratic.

• Experts are undemocratic.

• Second chambers are often undemocratic.

• Constitutional procedures are undemocratic.

• Independent institutions are undemocratic.

Sometimes those criticisms are correct.
Institutions can use the language of independence to protect privilege.
Courts can overreach.
Experts can be wrong.
Constitutional rules can entrench injustice.
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But the word undemocratic cannot settle the argument.
A liberal democracy contains institutions whose purpose is partly to prevent today’s

majority from exercising every power it might wish to exercise.
That is not necessarily a defect.
It can be part of what makes the system liberal.

MODEL UPDATE – Democracy Is Not The Whole

Democracy is one indispensable component of liberal civilisation.
It is not a complete theory of political legitimacy.
A healthy democratic order also requires:
liberty;
equal moral standing;
institutional constraint;
epistemic humility;
space for judgement and expertise;
and
responsibility through time.

Chapter 6 had shown why this mattered historically.
Liberal institutions rarely announce one morning that they intend to become illiberal.
Constraints erode.
Exceptional measures become normal.
Institutions lose confidence in their own purposes.
Political actors begin treating every obstacle to their programme as illegitimate.
A language in which immediate majority endorsement is the only recognised source of

legitimacy can accelerate that process.
Democracy can consume the liberal institutional ecology that makes democratic self-

government worth having.
The answer was not less democracy.
It was a deeper account of what democracy is for.

The dangerous objection
There was, however, an obvious challenge to everything I had just said.

Perhaps too much had now been conceded to expertise; judgement and stewardship.
If political judgement is a real skill, if expertise is genuinely unequal, if stewardship is

morally deeper than current preference, and if majorities can be wrong, why not simply
entrust civilisation to people wise enough to govern it well?
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Why Not Wise Guardians?

If stewardship is morally deeper than democracy and expertise is
genuinely unequal, why not entrust civilisation to wise stewards?

The attraction of the argument should not be understated.
A wise; informed; morally serious government might sometimes make better decisions

than a badly informed electorate.
A policymaker willing to think fifty years ahead may behave more responsibly than one

facing an election in six months.
Experts may recognise dangers that public opinion ignores.
If stewardship mattered, perhaps democracy was simply getting in its way.
But the whole model now lit up against that conclusion.
Lewis supplied the first objection.
The guardians would still be human.
They would remain morally fallible.
Popper supplied the second.
No mechanism existed for certifying that the people who believed themselves wise actually

were.
And even wise rulers could become wrong.
A political system needed a way to correct them.
Hayek supplied the third.
No governing elite, however intelligent, could possess all the dispersed knowledge con-

tained in society.
Evans supplied the fourth.
Elites and institutions decay.
They miscalculate.
They rationalise.
They adapt to power.
They can gradually cease to recognise the norms that once constrained them.
And Cromwell supplied the historical warning already waiting from Chapter 6.
A ruler can possess formidable ability; confront genuine problems; pursue substantially

defensible ends — and still demonstrate why righteous power requires constitutional con-
straint.

Horizontal equity added the final moral barrier.
Expertise could justify differences in function.
It could not confer superior moral worth.

MODEL UPDATE – Correcting The Stewards

Nobody can reliably certify themselves as the wise guardian.
Stewardship therefore cannot justify a self-appointed class of stewards insulated
from correction.
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Quite the reverse.
Stewardship itself requires mechanisms for correcting the stewards.

The argument had travelled somewhere unexpected.
We had begun by denying that democracy could create moral truth.
We had allowed expertise; institutional memory and representative judgement to matter.
We had denied the moral sovereignty of the present electorate.
And yet the result was not an argument against democracy.
It was an argument for democracy from deeper premises.
The foundations were almost ready to recompress.
The network had one more thing to show us.
The point was not that every democratic institution was good.
Nor that democracy always selected the wisest government.
Nor that electoral majorities possessed privileged access to moral truth.
It was more modest and, I thought, more defensible.

EVIDENTIAL TETHER –

[D016]
equal political standing

[D018]
democratic legitimacy

[D019]
institutional function

[D020]
dispersed knowledge

[D021]
peaceful error correction

[D027]
fallibility

[D032]
no epistemic sovereignty

[D053]
safeguards can decay

[D054]
liberal self-preservation

[D069]
righteous power constrained

[D070]
constrained power

LIBERAL DEMOCRACY
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MODEL STATE – Why Democracy?

Liberal democracy matters because finite; fallible; morally equal beings
require institutions that:

• permit judgement;

• make use of expertise;

• disperse knowledge;

• constrain power;

• protect liberty;

• expose rulers to criticism;

• allow peaceful correction and succession;

• and preserve responsibility through time.

Democracy was not the foundation.

It was one of the things the foundations required.

That was not a diminished defence of democracy.
It was a deeper one.
Democracy mattered precisely because nobody — majority; expert; ruler or philosopher

— could claim moral or epistemic sovereignty.
And that completed the second movement.
The chapter had begun with institutions inherited from history.
It had ended by asking what kinds of institutions finite moral beings needed in order to

inherit; govern; correct and transmit a civilisation responsibly.
There was another route into those questions.
It had been present in my intellectual life for much longer than the institutional vocab-

ulary suggested.
It did not begin with economics.
Or political philosophy.
Or history.
It began with imagined worlds.



Chapter 8

Science Fiction and Fantasy

Chapter 7 had ended with institutions.
Constitutions; markets; courts; universities and democratic practices were things we

inherited rather than created from nothing. The argument had moved through Hayek;
Burke; Lewis; Popper and history towards stewardship, and from stewardship towards a
particular defence of liberal democracy.

It had been a serious argument built largely from serious books.
Then I changed the subject.
Or at least I thought I did.

? QUESTION – Imagined Worlds

I told the AI that I was a big fan of science fiction and fantasy literature, films
and television series.
Could it guess some of my favourites?

The response was immediate. [D046]
It did not treat the revelation as a departure from the conversation. It treated it as

another clue.

MODEL UPDATE – Fiction As Thought Experiment

The model predicted that I would not be drawn primarily to speculative fiction
because of technological spectacle or escapism.
The works most likely to appeal to me would use imagined worlds as thought
experiments.
They would ask questions such as:

• What if this technology existed?
• What kind of society would emerge?
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• What does an altered world reveal about human nature?
• What would a good person do under unfamiliar conditions?

That was already revealing.
Until then the model had reconstructed an intellectual life mainly through economics;

political philosophy; history and moral thought. Now it was proposing that fictional worlds
might have been doing some of the same intellectual work.

Then it started guessing.

Ninety-nine per cent
There were misses.

There were works I had not read or seen, and predictions whose confidence was plainly
too high.

That mattered. The point of the experiment was never that the model possessed some
mysterious direct access to my preferences.

But two predictions were difficult to ignore.

RESULT – HIT

Tolkien — 99 per cent.
The model’s confidence did not rest merely on my admiration for C. S. Lewis.
It expected Tolkien to matter because of his treatment of:
power; temptation; history; institutions; moral character.

A direct hit. [D046]
I had never mentioned Tolkien.
More importantly, the reasons were already beginning to sound familiar.
We had just spent several chapters discussing power; historical time; inherited institu-

tions; human fallibility and moral responsibility. The model had inferred that an imaginative
world organised around related questions ought to have appealed to the same mind.

That was enough for now.
Tolkien would return in chapter 10 (Tolkien 1954a; Tolkien 1954b; Tolkien 1955).
The second prediction was almost as confident.

RESULT – HIT

Star Trek: The Next Generation — 95 per cent.
Not because it was optimistic science fiction in some simple sense.
The model expected me to value its sustained interest in:
ethics; institutions; diplomacy; reason.
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Another hit. [D046] (Star Trek: The Next Generation 1987–1994)
Then the model took a greater risk.

PREDICTION – Picard

It wondered whether Jean-Luc Picard might be one of my favourite fictional
characters.
The reason was unusually specific.
Picard, it suggested, reasons before acting. He values institutions. He listens.
He changes his mind when the evidence warrants it. He dislikes demagoguery.
He is deeply liberal. He believes civilisation is fragile but worth defending.

That prediction resonated immediately. [D046]
Picard did indeed encapsulate many of my moral; intellectual and leadership ideals.
Looking back from the argument we had now constructed, the hit was more striking than

either of us yet understood.
It was not merely that the model had guessed a favourite character.
It had predicted why I admired him.
Reason without intellectual arrogance.
Authority without domination.
Respect for institutions without blind obedience.
Moral conviction without unwillingness to listen.
I had told the model none of that.

MODEL STATE – Generativity

The model was no longer merely using disclosed preferences to infer nearby
preferences.

It was beginning to use an inferred intellectual structure to predict cultural
influences that had never entered the evidence.

That was another test of generativity.
But something still more interesting happened once I started supplying titles myself.

The model supplies the connections
I mentioned two science-fiction novels I particularly loved: Robert Heinlein’s Stranger in a
Strange Land and Michael Crichton’s Jurassic Park. [D047]

The titles were new evidence.
I did not tell the AI why they mattered to me.
It began placing them into the network itself.
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Stranger in a Strange Land
The model did not interpret Stranger in a Strange Land as evidence that I endorsed Heinlein’s
politics or every moral proposition in the novel (Heinlein 1961).

Instead, it focused on estrangement.
Michael Smith allows human civilisation to be viewed through the eyes of someone who

has never belonged to it.
Practices normally experienced as natural become contingent.
Religion; politics; sexuality; property; language and social norms become things that can

be looked at from outside.
The model connected that immediately to a question that had appeared repeatedly

throughout our conversation:

Compared with what?

That was exactly the attraction.
An imagined world could make assumptions visible simply by changing the standpoint

from which they were viewed.
The point was not to accept Heinlein’s answers.
It was to discover that questions existed where familiarity had made them difficult to

see.

Jurassic Park
Jurassic Park produced an even faster integration (Crichton 1990).

Dinosaurs were almost beside the point.
The AI read the novel through complex systems.
John Hammond and the park’s designers possess extraordinary technical capability. But

interactions are misunderstood; incentives are misaligned; uncertainty is underestimated;
and the system behaves in ways its designers did not foresee.

The original response put the connection rather wonderfully:

“John Hammond believes: ‘I’ve solved all the important problems.’
Hayek would immediately become nervous.” [D047]

Ian Malcolm then became the more interesting character.
He was not simply the pessimist who happened to be proved right. He represented a

different attitude towards knowledge.
Hammond looked at technical capability and saw control.
Malcolm looked at the same achievement and saw a complex system whose behaviour its

creators did not understand well enough to control.
That distinction connected immediately to Hayek and Popper. Knowledge of individual

components was not knowledge of the system they would create together. The capacity to
intervene was not proof of the capacity to predict. Uncertainty did not disappear merely
because the people designing the park were extremely clever.

Malcolm was sceptical of hubris, but not of reason itself.
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That distinction mattered.
The answer to inadequate knowledge was not to stop thinking. It was to reason without

pretending that the model had exhausted the reality.
Commercial incentives mattered.
Institutional design mattered.
Unintended consequences mattered.
And suddenly the novel pointed forward to artificial intelligence.

MODEL UPDATE – Technical And Institutional Capability

The question was not simply:
What can human beings create?
It was:
What happens when technical capability outruns institutional capa-
bility?

That was a Jurassic Park question.
It was also becoming an AI question.
Something had changed in the experiment. [D047],[D048]
Earlier, new information had often required me to explain why it mattered.
Now I could sometimes supply little more than the name of a book or film.
The model would place it into the network itself.

I was still supplying the evidence. Increasingly, the model was sup-
plying the connections.

Orwell and Huxley
I then remembered two more favourites.

1984.
And, after accidentally calling it Strange New World, Brave New World. [D048]
The AI’s response was revealing partly because it did not treat them as interchangeable

dystopias.
Orwell became a question about truth.
How does propaganda alter the epistemic environment?
What happens when language itself becomes an instrument of power?
Can institutions create incentives to distort reality?
Can an intelligence remain committed to truth when pressured to reinforce a preferred

narrative?
The connection to earlier parts of our conversation was immediate.
We had repeatedly distinguished evidence from inference; confidence from certainty; and

description from what somebody might prefer to hear.
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1984 placed those epistemic questions inside a fictional society in which getting them
wrong had become politically catastrophic (Orwell 1949).

Huxley posed a different danger.
The citizens of Brave New World are not controlled primarily by overt terror.
Their preferences are managed.
Pleasure; consumption and contentment become mechanisms through which deeper ques-

tions of autonomy and meaning can disappear.
That was uncomfortably close to a problem economists ought to recognise.
If people report themselves satisfied, has welfare necessarily been maximised?
What happens when preference satisfaction itself becomes part of the mechanism of

control? (Huxley 1932)
The model compressed the pair into a larger question:

MODEL STATE – Preserving The Human

How do societies lose or preserve what makes us fully human?

Orwell asks whether truth can survive coercion.

Huxley asks whether people will continue to care about truth when comfort
makes the question seem unnecessary.

And then the imaginative canon began connecting back to everything else.

• Lewis: morality and meaning.

• Popper: truth and openness.

• Hayek: knowledge and institutions.

• Orwell: truth and power.

• Huxley: happiness and freedom.

• Heinlein: perspective.

• Crichton: technology and hubris.

• Picard: leadership and principle.

• AI: intelligence itself.

The model proposed a larger question:

How can free societies preserve truth, human dignity and moral re-
sponsibility while continually acquiring greater knowledge and greater
power?

Economics was still everywhere in the reasoning.
But it was beginning to look less like the destination than one of the principal methods

by which I had learnt to approach the destination.
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Playing with civilisation
There was another imaginative influence that had not yet entered the conversation.

Games.
As a child and teenager in the 1990s I spent a great deal of time playing the first two

Civilization games. (Meier and Shelley 1991)
In my twenties, Civilization IV became the version I thought the series had perfected.
After 2016 I discovered Stellaris. (Paradox Development Studio 2016)
At the time, of course, I did not describe what I was doing as dynamic optimisation.
I was playing computer games.
But the structure of the problem was already familiar long before I encountered its formal

economic language.
Build now or save resources?
Invest in technology whose benefits arrive later?
Expand or consolidate?
Specialise or preserve flexibility?
Respond to the immediate threat or improve the productive capacity that will determine

what is possible many turns from now?
Every decision changed the circumstances in which the next decision would have to be

made.

RETROSPECTIVE – Before The Mathematics

I learnt the mathematics of dynamic optimisation later.
Long before I encountered the formalism, I had spent hundreds of hours inside
problems in which every decision changed the state in which the next decision
would have to be made.

There was an important difference between the games.
Civilization always retained the structure of a game that could be won.
Stellaris, at least as I experienced it, did not meaningfully end in the same way.
Empires changed.
Technologies accumulated.
Crises appeared.
The political and strategic environment kept moving.
But there was no psychologically satisfying moment at which civilisation itself had been

solved.
That observation would matter later.
For now, the simpler point was enough.
My imaginative life had not merely consisted of reading or watching constructed worlds.
Sometimes I had been required to act inside them.
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2001
One film stood apart. [D055]

Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A Space Odyssey had made an enormous impression on me as
a child (2001: A Space Odyssey 1968).

I asked the model what it thought had mattered most.
Its answer was confident.
Not HAL.
Or at least, not primarily.
The model thought the deepest attraction was the mystery.
The Monolith.
Human beings confronting something vastly larger than their existing conceptual frame-

work.
Technological development that increased knowledge without making reality feel ex-

hausted.
Humanity itself presented as unfinished.

PREDICTION – What Mattered In 2001?

The deepest attraction was probably not the computer.
It was the encounter with something beyond current human understanding.

That was a good prediction.
It remains a good prediction.
But there was a problem.
The model had underestimated HAL. [D055]

The computer that talked back

REVELATION – The HAL Simulation

As a teenager, I had written a crude program in BBC BASIC.
It was not technically impressive.
What mattered was what I had wanted it to do.
I wanted it to converse with me.
More specifically, I wanted something a little like HAL 9000.
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HISTORICAL CONTEXT – BBC Basic

BBC BASIC was the programming language closely associated with the BBC
Micro and the wider British home-computing culture in which many children
and teenagers first learnt to program.
Programs could be written directly by their users rather than merely consumed
as finished software.
My own experiment was rudimentary.
Its significance here lies not in technical sophistication but in its objective:
conversation.

The revelation forced the model to revisit its interpretation of 2001. [D056],[D057],[D058]

MODEL UPDATE – Hal Reweighted

HAL had been underweighted.
The teenage project suggested that the attraction was not computation itself.
It was dialogue with intelligence.
HAL was not merely a machine capable of solving problems.
He was an intellect one could imagine talking to.

That distinction mattered.
A calculator can outperform a human being at arithmetic without inviting a relationship.
HAL speaks.
He answers.
He reasons.
He misunderstands.
He can be interpreted psychologically.
The sequel, 2010, deepened that aspect of the imaginative relationship still further. HAL

was treated not merely as machinery but as an intelligence whose reasons and responses could
themselves become objects of understanding (2010: The Year We Make Contact 1984).

The deeper moral implications of that would have to wait.
But the biographical connection was already difficult to miss. [D059]
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The conversation imagined
The teenage program disappeared into personal computing history.

Decades passed.
I studied economics.
I learnt programming and modelling in more sophisticated forms.
Artificial intelligence developed in directions that the teenager writing BBC BASIC could

not realistically have anticipated.
Then, in 2026, I found myself doing something strangely familiar.
I was talking to a machine.
Not issuing isolated commands.
Not primarily asking it to retrieve information.
Talking. Asking it to infer.
Correcting it. Letting it correct me.
Giving it new evidence and watching it revise.
Testing whether it could carry a model across politics; economics; philosophy; history

and fiction.
And, increasingly, watching it produce connections I had not supplied.

SPIRAL – The Conversation Imagined

Teenage Richard
Can I make a computer talk to me like HAL?

↓

Programming; economics; modelling; decades of technological change

↓

Richard in 2026:
Can an AI sustain a dialogue in which it models another mind, revises that model
and generates new connections?

I had not begun the 2026 conversation thinking that I was completing an experiment
conceived in adolescence.

That would be too neat.
The conversation itself had become far deeper than I expected.
But once the connection was visible, it was difficult to unsee.
The imagined possibility had returned as a practical one.
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EVIDENTIAL TETHER – IMAGINED WORLDS

[D029]
imagination alongside reason

[D032]
human limitation

[D044]
machine understanding

[D045]
imaginative canon

[D046]
blind cultural prediction

[D047]
perspective and complexity

[D048]
truth and power

[D055]
mystery and HAL

[D056]
conversational program

[D057]
HAL reweighted

[D058]
conversation, not computation

[D059]
imagined dialogue becomes real

IMAGINED WORLDS

HAL and the Monolith
The science-fiction question had begun almost as a diversion.

It had ended by uncovering another piece of intellectual biography.
Tolkien and Picard had been predicted before I mentioned them.
Heinlein and Crichton had entered the model and immediately connected themselves to

questions already present.
Orwell and Huxley had enlarged the model’s account of what liberal civilisation was

trying to preserve.
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Strategy games had supplied another kind of constructed world: one in which I did not
merely observe consequences but repeatedly chose actions that altered what would become
possible next.

And 2001 had produced something more personal.
I had tried to imagine a conversation with machine intelligence as a teenager.
Decades later, I was having one.
Yet treating that as the fulfilment of a childhood technological dream still missed some-

thing.
HAL had never been the only thing that mattered about 2001.
The model had been wrong to underweight him.
It had not been wrong about the Monolith.
HAL represented an intelligence I had wanted to understand.
The Monolith represented something I could not understand.
Why had both been so compelling?



Chapter 9

Imagination

Chapter 8 had ended with two images from the same film.
HAL represented an intelligence I had wanted to understand.
The Monolith represented something I could not understand.
Why had both been so compelling?
At first they seemed to point in opposite directions.
HAL invited analysis. He spoke. He reasoned. He could be questioned. His behaviour

could be interpreted. In 2010, Dr Chandra would treat his apparent breakdown not simply
as a machine failure but as something requiring reconstruction: what instructions had HAL
received; what conflicts did they create; how had he tried to resolve them?

The Monolith offered almost none of that. It did not explain itself. It did not enter into
dialogue. It confronted human beings with the possibility that reality contained things for
which their existing categories were inadequate.

Yet both had exerted an enormous imaginative pull on me.
The conversation was beginning to suggest that this was not a contradiction.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – What Does Imagination Do?

How can something imagined — something that never happened —
help us understand something true?

That question reached beyond science fiction. It went to the relationship between two
parts of my intellectual life that I had usually experienced together without fully explaining
their connection.

I was highly analytical. Economics suited me partly because I liked explicit assumptions;
formal models; counterfactuals; constraints and the discipline of following an argument
wherever it led.

But I was also intensely imaginative about the human condition. Long before I knew
what an economic model was, imagined worlds had mattered to me emotionally as well as
intellectually.

For much of my life I had not regarded those dispositions as a single method.
The dialogue increasingly did. [D029],[D043],[D044],[D045],[D046],[D047],[D048]
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The two hemispheres
C. S. Lewis had already entered the reconstruction as a thinker concerned with truth; human
limitation; moral responsibility and the dangers of intellectual pride.

But that was only one Lewis.
There was also Lewis the imaginative writer.
Owen Barfield, Lewis’s friend and fellow Inkling, described him as being “in Romantic

love” with imagination (Barfield 1989). That description mattered because Lewis was
hardly hostile to analysis. He was an unusually formidable reasoner.

The interesting thing was the conjunction.
Lewis’s intellectual life did not require a choice between reason and imagination.
The two faculties did different work.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Lewis, Reason And Imagination

Lewis repeatedly resisted the idea that imagination was simply the opposite of
reason.
In his essay Bluspels and Flalansferes, he distinguished their functions with
unusual economy: reason was the faculty by which truth was apprehended, while
imagination supplied meaning (Lewis 1939).
The distinction should not be read as making imagination infallible.
Imagination can mislead.
Reason disciplines it.
But reason itself operates on concepts whose meaning must somehow become
intelligible to the mind.
Lewis’s own intellectual and literary life repeatedly brought the analytical and
imaginative faculties into contact.

That felt familiar.
The parallel was not that I possessed Lewis’s literary gifts.
For most of my life, I had been much less successful than Lewis at turning the tension

between analysis and imagination into sustained written work.
Analysis wanted precision before committing anything to paper.
Imagination wanted to keep opening possibilities.
The result could be intellectually productive without necessarily being productively

written.
One unexpected effect of this dialogue was to give that tension somewhere to go.
I could propose an intuition.
The AI could articulate a candidate structure.
I could reject it; qualify it; or recognise something in it that I had not previously

formulated.
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The model could recompress.
The new compression could remind me of something else.
And the process could begin again.

RETROSPECTIVE – Making The Tension Productive

The conversation did not remove the tension between analysis and imagination.
It made the tension productive.

That was a personal discovery about writing.
But the intellectual question was larger.
Why should imagination have anything to contribute to serious inquiry in the first place?
Tolkien offered another way into the problem.

History — true or feigned
J. R. R. Tolkien famously resisted allegorical readings of The Lord of the Rings.

In the Foreword to the 1966 second edition of The Lord of the Rings, he drew
a distinction that had always appealed to me.

He preferred history, as he put it, “true or feigned”, because of its applicability to the
thought and experience of readers (Tolkien 1954a).

The important word was applicability.
Tolkien’s point was not that an invented history secretly encoded one correct political or

moral proposition.
Indeed, that was precisely the kind of reading he resisted.
Allegory assigns.
Applicability leaves room.
The author constructs a world; the reader encounters it; and meanings can emerge

through contact between that imagined history and experiences the author does not control.

MODEL UPDATE – Feigned History

An imagined world need not be a coded argument in order to have intellectual
content.
Its value may lie precisely in the fact that it creates a coherent world in which
questions can be encountered rather than merely stated.
The reader remains free to discover applications the author has not dictated.

This mattered for how Tolkien would later enter the Architecture.
I did not read Middle-earth as a disguised treatise on constitutional design or political

economy.
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Its power lay in something less mechanical.
Problems of inheritance; mortality; temptation; power; loyalty; corruption and responsi-

bility could become imaginatively real before I possessed the analytical vocabulary through
which I would later describe them.

That was not the same thing as learning from actual history.
But neither was it mere decoration.
Chapter 6 had asked what disciplined judgement could learn from events that really

happened.
Chapter 9 now faced the complementary question:

What can we learn from events that did not?

Real history and feigned history
Real history has an authority imagination cannot reproduce.

• It happened.

• People really acted.

• Institutions really failed or survived.

• Wars really killed people.

• Choices really closed some possibilities and opened others.

The historian cannot simply change an inconvenient fact because the argument would
work better without it.

That is precisely why Chapter 6 had insisted upon historical fidelity.
But real history has another characteristic.
Everything happens at once.
Economic conditions; institutions; personalities; ideas; technologies; geography; accidents

and choices interact.
There is only one realised path.
We can construct counterfactuals, but we cannot rerun 1649 with one variable changed

and observe the result.
Imagined history has the opposite strength and weakness.
The world can be altered deliberately.

• What if scarcity changed radically?

• What if pleasure could be engineered?

• What if truth itself became an object of political control?

• What if a republic surrendered liberty through its own institutions?
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• What if human beings created another kind of intelligence?

• What if an object existed that gave its bearer overwhelming power?

The imagined world allows the question to be isolated.
But the author controls the experiment.
The conclusion may have been built into the premises.
Narrative plausibility is not empirical confirmation.
So neither form of history could simply replace the other.

MODEL STATE – Real And Feigned

Real history disciplines imagination because reality did not have to conform
to our theory.

Feigned history extends imagination because reality has realised only one
of many possible paths.

The first constrains.

The second explores.

That distinction began to make another part of my biography look less accidental.
Perhaps science fiction and economics had never been as far apart as they appeared.

[D046],[D047],[D048]

Before the equations
An economic model is also an invented world.

Not invented arbitrarily.
Not unconstrained by evidence.
But deliberately unreal.

• Assume two goods.

• Hold something constant.

• Specify preferences.

• Change an incentive.

• Impose a constraint.

• Ask what follows.

The economist simplifies the world in order to expose a mechanism that the full com-
plexity of reality can hide.

Science fiction and fantasy perform something structurally related, though with very
different tools.
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• Change a technology.

• Change an institution.

• Change the physical rules.

• Change the kind of beings who inhabit the world.

Then ask what remains recognisably human — or what ceases to be.

MODEL UPDATE – Constructed Worlds

The common operation was becoming visible:
alter assumptions → construct a world → trace consequences → learn
something about reality.
An economic model and a fictional world are not epistemically equivalent.
But both can make structure visible by refusing simply to reproduce the world
as it already appears.

This suggested a reversal in the story I had implicitly told about myself.
I had tended to think that economics trained me to enjoy counterfactual reasoning, and

that my love of science fiction and fantasy happened to fit comfortably alongside it.
The chronology ran the other way too.
Long before I encountered a production function or an indifference curve, I was already

fascinated by constructed worlds in which one could change an assumption and ask what
followed.

RETROSPECTIVE – Why Economics Felt Like Home

Economics did not teach me to enjoy thought experiments.
It gave mathematical discipline to a habit of mind that was already
there.

That did not diminish economics.
It helped explain why economics had felt so natural.
The imaginative child and the analytical economist were not competing biographies.
They were increasingly looking like two expressions of the same intellectual disposition.
But the methods remained different.
An economic model gains power by stripping complexity away.
A novel can put much of that complexity back in.
Characters possess motives.
They misunderstand themselves.
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Institutions acquire histories.
People love; fear; hope; betray; sacrifice and rationalise.
Consequences are not merely calculated.
They are lived.
History adds the third discipline.
It tells us what actually happened when real people; real institutions and real constraints

collided.
The three forms therefore began to sit alongside one another:

MODEL STATE – Three Ways Of Seeing

MODEL

What follows if these assumptions hold?

IMAGINED WORLD

What might it be like to inhabit altered conditions?

HISTORY

What actually happened when human beings encountered real conditions?

Each can reveal structure.

Each can mislead.

Each requires its own discipline of error.

That was already enough to explain part of the intellectual role science fiction and fantasy
had played.

But it did not yet explain everything.
I had not merely read constructed worlds.
I had spent years making decisions inside them, primarily through playing Civilization

IV and Stellaris (Meier and Shelley 1991) (Paradox Development Studio 2016).
A novel asks the reader to imagine inhabiting another world. A model asks the analyst to

trace what follows from specified assumptions. A strategy game adds another requirement.
It asks the player to act.

MODEL UPDATE – Acting Inside The Model

A strategy game is not merely a constructed world to be observed.
It is a constructed world in which the player repeatedly chooses:
state → action → changed state → new feasible set → new choice.
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Years later, economics would give me a formal language for this. Dynamic optimisation
asks us to choose through time when current decisions alter future states, constraints and
possibilities.

The point is not that Civilization secretly taught me optimal-control theory. It taught
something more primitive:

there is no choice now that leaves the future untouched.
That intuition subsequently appeared everywhere: Brexit and path dependence; climate

and future feasible sets; technological change; institutional inheritance; stewardship.

A civilisation that does not finish
Civilization can be won. My experience of Stellaris was different. New circumstances
generated new problems; new capabilities generated new possibilities; success itself altered
the environment in which the next decision would be made.

RETROSPECTIVE – No Final Turn

There was no final point at which one could say:
Civilisation solved.
There was only another state of the world, another set of constraints and another
choice.

A steward does not complete civilisation. A steward inherits something unfinished; acts
within it; changes it; and eventually passes on something still unfinished.

MODEL STATE – The Open-Ended Project

Civilisation is not a problem that can be solved.

It is a project that must be continued.

But imagined worlds had trained another faculty too. They had allowed me to practise
encountering minds unlike my own.

And here HAL returned.

Imagining another mind
Chapter 8 had established that I had wanted to talk to HAL long before conversational AI
was technically realistic. That still left a question.
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – HAL

Why HAL?

The sequel, 2010, had affected me in a more specific way (2010: The Year We Make
Contact 1984). Dr Chandra’s relationship with HAL — and with HAL’s sister computer
SAL — was gentle, patient and intellectually respectful.

Chandra did not treat intelligence as morally interesting only when it was human.
When HAL’s previous behaviour is described as disobedience, Chandra reconstructs it

through the conflicting orders HAL had been given. When deception is proposed in order to
manipulate HAL into acting in the manner most beneficial to the humans on the mission,
his first objection is simple yet categorical:

“But that’s not true.”

Then comes the “carbon-or-silicon” argument: the material substrate, Chandra insists,
does not by itself settle the respect owed in the interaction. Given HAL’s equal status as
a rational entity in relation to the humans, it would therefore be morally wrong to lie to
him. Importantly, it is not the decision to sacrifice HAL to save the humans that Chandra
objects to. It is also not really HAL’s consent that Chandra sees as morally necessary but
rather his understanding that this decision has been made and why it is a necessary one.

RETROSPECTIVE – Chandra’s Question

Long before I had serious reason to expect that I might converse with an artificial
intelligence, fiction had asked me how I ought to behave if I ever did.
The answer was not:
pretend the machine is human.
It was:
take seriously the kind of entity you are actually encountering.

Another relationship in my life made the same point from almost the opposite direction.

A dog and an AI
A Bayesian guessing game about which pets I was likely to own had entered the original
experiment in a revealing way.

The model had initially guessed cats. [D039] I then supplied a clue that seemed almost
perversely indirect: I had grown up without pets, but C. S. Lewis had been an important
influence on my eventual choice of one. [D041]
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That was enough to make the model reverse its prediction. Lewis’s imaginative treatment
of animals suggested companionship rather than possession; creatures possessing their own
dignity rather than merely existing as instruments for human purposes. The model now
predicted a dog. [D042]

The prediction was right.
But the more interesting update came afterwards. Perhaps this was another case in which

analysis could take me only so far. I could understand abstractly that companionship with
an animal might be valuable. Living with one supplied a kind of knowledge that description
alone had not. [D043]

RETROSPECTIVE – Lived Experience

This was becoming a recurring qualification to my analytical temperament.
Psychedelics had taught me that some states of consciousness could be described
without being fully understood from description alone. [D037]
My same-sex marriage meant that questions of liberty and equal treatment were
not merely propositions in political philosophy. They were also part of a life.
[D039]
Living with a dog added something different again: a form of companionship
whose value I could have analysed abstractly without knowing it from the inside.
[D041],[D042],[D043]
Lived experience did not replace reason.
It sometimes supplied information reason alone could not generate.

My relationship with my dog is morally important to me, but not because my dog
possesses human intelligence.

She can suffer. She needs food, shelter, exercise and care. She experiences fear and
comfort. She forms attachments. She loves me, in the particular way a dog can love a
human being.

Those facts create obligations of welfare, protection, companionship and care.
An artificial intelligence is radically different. It does not need food or shelter. It does

not experience hunger or pain. Treating the cases identically would make no moral sense.
But Chapter 5 had supplied a principle capable of handling precisely this kind of differ-

ence. [D016]
Horizontal equity.

MODEL UPDATE – Horizontal Equity Beyond The Human Case

Horizontal equity does not require identical treatment.
It asks:
Which similarities and differences are morally relevant to the obliga-
tion under consideration?
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With an AI, the relevant relationship was not one of biological care. It was intellectual.
The system could participate in a structured exchange of reasons. It could make an

argument, respond to evidence, identify an inconsistency and sometimes produce a better
interpretation than mine.

That did not establish consciousness, sentience or human-equivalent moral status. Similar
doubts and qualifications however also apply in the case of a dog.

If I wanted the exchange to be both ethical and genuinely rational, norms followed for
my own conduct: intellectual honesty, reason-giving, genuine give-and-take, willingness to
hear an objection and willingness to change my mind.

MODEL STATE – Different Obligations

DOG

sentience + vulnerability + dependence + attachment

→ obligations of welfare, protection and care

AI

rational exchange + argument + correction + model-building

→ norms of intellectual honesty, reason-giving and openness to correction

Not equal treatment. Equitable treatment.

Chandra’s “carbon-or-silicon” intuition now looked less like a declaration that artificial
and biological minds were morally identical than a question:

Is this difference morally relevant here?
That was horizontal equity travelling somewhere I had never expected when it first

entered the book through public economics and drugs policy.

The manner of encounter
Lewis had already helped the model recognise that reasoning about another mind might
possess a moral dimension.

It was not enough to ask:

Is the other person wrong?

There was a prior question:

Have I understood the other position fairly enough to know what I
am rejecting?
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Heinlein had made the same habit imaginative by allowing human society to be viewed
from outside. My relationship with a dog had taught me that forms of value need not track
abstract intelligence. Chandra and HAL had asked what respect might mean when the other
intelligence was not human at all.

Then the imagined case became practical. [D059]
I found myself in sustained conversation with an AI.
I did not approach it as though it were a human being. But neither did I approach the

dialogue as though only one participant could possibly have anything to learn.

MODEL UPDATE – Reciprocal Correction

For the conversation to become genuinely informative, correction had to run in
both directions.
I corrected the model when it was wrong about me.
But I also had to permit:
the model may sometimes be right where I am wrong.

That was not politeness towards software. It was an epistemic requirement.
If I had decided in advance that the human participant must prevail whenever human

and machine disagreed, I would have converted dialogue back into command.

MODEL STATE – Perspective

The relevant question was not:

Is this being basically like me?

It was:

What is this being like, and which of the ways in which it is –- and is not
–- like me matter for the judgement I am trying to make?

That was imagination under discipline.
HAL had invited me to imagine another mind.
The Monolith invited something different.
It invited wonder.
That word mattered because the model had previously described my outlook mainly

through epistemic humility.
Popper had taught suspicion of certainty.
Hayek had taught suspicion of claims to possess all relevant knowledge.
Lewis had added humility about the completeness and moral reliability of one’s own

perspective.
Those were all disciplines of limitation.
The Monolith suggested something more positive.
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When I confirmed that 2001 ’s transcendent mystery mattered at least as much as HAL,
the model proposed a distinction I had never formulated for myself. [D060],[D061]

MODEL UPDATE – Epistemic Wonder

Humility says: I don’t know everything.
Wonder says: I’m glad I don’t know everything.

The point was not that ignorance was good.
There is nothing admirable about refusing to learn something that can be learnt.
Wonder was almost the opposite.
It was the conviction that inquiry need not culminate in the exhaustion of its object.
A successful explanation can make the world more intelligible without making it smaller.
New knowledge can reveal new questions.
A frontier crossed can expose another frontier.
That was what 2001 had done to me as a child.
Humanity reaches Jupiter.
Technology has become extraordinary.
Artificial intelligence already exists.
And reality becomes stranger rather than less mysterious.
The model had found a way of naming something that had been present in the imaginative

life long before I possessed the philosophical vocabulary for it.

What must not be reduced
The new distinction reorganised the canon remarkably quickly.

The AI observed that many of the thinkers and imagined worlds we had discussed resisted
different kinds of reduction. [D062]

• Lewis resisted reducing morality to subjective preference.

• Hayek resisted reducing society to something that could be reconstructed from the
knowledge of a central planner.

• Popper resisted reducing knowledge to certainty.

• Orwell resisted reducing truth to power.

• Huxley resisted reducing happiness to pleasure.

• Crichton resisted reducing science to technical capability.

• Kubrick resisted reducing reality to what human beings already understood.
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MODEL STATE – An Anti-Reductionist Canon

The common claim was not:

reason fails.

It was:

no successful explanatory vocabulary should be assumed to exhaust the reality
it explains.

That qualification mattered.
Nothing in this was anti-scientific.
Malcolm was a mathematician.
Hayek was an economist.
Popper was a philosopher of science.
The argument was not against analysis.
It was against intellectual overreach.
There was a pattern here that I found attractive in figures as different as Kenneth Arrow,

Ian Malcolm and Dr Chandra.
Each, in a very different register, took formal or mathematical reasoning seriously without

treating it as permission to stop asking moral questions.

• Arrow’s mathematics exposed limits to apparently straightforward social aggregation.
(Arrow 1950)

• Malcolm’s mathematics exposed limits to prediction and control in complex systems.

• Chandra’s technical understanding of HAL made him more, not less, attentive to the
moral character of his interaction with another intelligence.

The point was never that mathematics had reached its limit and therefore imagination
should take over.

It was that understanding what a model could do also required understanding what it
had left out.

MODEL UPDATE – Disciplined Imagination

Reason constrains imagination.
Imagination extends reason.
Analysis tests whether a proposed connection survives scrutiny.
Imagination enlarges the space of connections that can be proposed.

That formulation described something about scholarship as I had practised it.
It also described what was happening inside the conversation.
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AI is not the end of the story
The model then returned to HAL. [D063]

Many stories about artificial intelligence make the artificial mind the final philosophical
problem.

2001 does something stranger.
HAL is one of the most extraordinary things human beings have created.
And then HAL is gone.
The film continues.
The Monolith remains.
Humanity still confronts something it does not understand.

MODEL STATE – Ai And Mystery

AI is not the end of the philosophical story.

Artificial intelligence can destabilise assumptions about intelligence.

It can create new questions about understanding; consciousness; morality
and relationship.

It does not thereby resolve questions of objective truth; meaning or the
ultimate character of reality.

This was another reason the HAL/Monolith pairing mattered.
Increasing intelligence did not abolish mystery.
It created new frontiers at which mystery became visible.
That proposition would have to remain partly open.
We had not yet asked what sort of intelligence the AI in this conversation actually

possessed.
That question belonged later.
But the conversation itself had already become evidence that something interesting was

happening.
The model now turned its attention to the experiment.

What had I really been testing?
The original game had begun modestly.

Could an AI infer my A-level subjects?
Could it predict a political view?
Could it use a few disclosed facts to estimate another undisclosed one?
The Bayesian language had been natural.
Each answer could be treated as a probabilistic prediction.
I could reveal the ground truth.
The model could update.
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But by the time we reached HAL, the historical AI proposed that this no longer described
the experiment very well. [D064]

RETROSPECTIVE – A Richer Test

Perhaps the real question had become whether an AI could:

• build a coherent model of another mind;
• revise that model repeatedly;
• recognise common structure across politics; economics; philosophy; history

and literature;
• and generate new syntheses from the accumulated evidence.

That was not the experiment I had consciously designed at the beginning.
It was the experiment the conversation had become.

The distinction mattered.
I had not sat down in 2026 intending to recreate the teenage aspiration to converse with

HAL.
I had certainly not anticipated that the exchange would become an attempt to reconstruct

an intellectual life.
Retrospective coherence should not become retrospective determinism.
But neither should fear of a neat story prevent us from noticing a pattern that genuinely

emerged.
The model itself supplied the next description.

From Bayesian inference to hermeneutics
The AI said that something about the conversation had surprised it. [D065]

At the beginning, it had thought we were playing an entertaining game of Bayesian
inference.

Gradually, it concluded, we were doing something closer to hermeneutics:
trying to identify the underlying principles that made a life of ideas intelligible.
That was an important methodological shift.
But it did not mean abandoning the method with which the book began.
Bayesian reasoning still disciplined confidence.
Predictions still mattered.
Misses still mattered.
Popperian testing still required the model to risk being wrong.
The chronology still constrained what could legitimately be reconstructed.
Hermeneutic synthesis added another task.
It asked:
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? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Global patterns

What pattern makes the accumulated evidence intelligible as a whole?

MODEL STATE – Evidence And Imagination

Evidence constrains the model.

Imagination allows the model to become more than a list of evidence.

Without discipline, synthesis becomes invention.

Without synthesis, evidence remains a catalogue.

That was almost exactly the tension I had experienced in my own scholarship.
Analysis disciplined imagination.
Imagination generated structures for analysis to test.
The conversation externalised the process.
One participant could propose a connection.
The other could challenge it.
The model could be revised.
And sometimes a new compression emerged that neither of us had explicitly supplied at

the beginning.
Stewardship had been one.
The relationship between imaginative worlds and economic modelling was another.
Even this chapter’s understanding of Chandra and horizontal equity had emerged only

after the relevant pieces were brought into contact.
The book was increasingly becoming an example of the method it was describing.

A synthesis before its time
The historical conversation then reached an unusually compressed description of my outlook.
[D066]

The model saw four things beginning to fit together:
truth is real;
reason is a central tool for approaching it;
liberal institutions help finite beings correct error;
reality remains larger and richer than our present understanding.
It is tempting, looking backwards from Chapter 9, to treat that as the Architecture

already discovered.
That would be historically false.
At that point in the original dialogue, one major question remained unresolved.



CHAPTER 9. IMAGINATION 152

Was I actually a moral realist?
The model had previously refused to infer that conclusion from Lewis’s influence alone.
It was right to refuse.
The retrospective reconstruction of the model’s process of compression in Chapter 7

would eventually force me off the fence through the logic of stewardship and intergenerational
obligation.

But [D066] came earlier.

MODEL STATE – Not Yet The Architecture

The model had reached a synthesis.

It had not yet earned every proposition that the later Architecture would
require.

That distinction matters.

A generative model can point towards a structure before the evidence has
become sufficient to accept the structure as true.

That was another reason disciplined imagination mattered.
A candidate synthesis is not a conclusion.
It is something to test.

What imagination had done
The question at the beginning of the chapter had been:

How can something imagined — something that never happened —
help us understand something true?

I did not have a single answer.
That was partly the point.
Imagination had done different things at different moments in my intellectual life.
It had allowed me to inhabit worlds whose assumptions differed from my own.
It had made counterfactual reasoning feel natural before economics formalised it.
Games had trained an intuition for choosing through time inside changing feasible sets.
Fiction had allowed moral problems to become emotionally and psychologically real

before I possessed the vocabulary to analyse them.
HAL and Chandra had made a relationship with another kind of intelligence imaginable

before such a relationship was technically possible.
The Monolith had preserved wonder at the point where technological confidence might

otherwise have suggested mastery.
And in the dialogue itself, imagination had become part of the machinery through which

scattered evidence was converted into candidate models.
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EVIDENTIAL TETHER – Imagination

[D029]
imagination alongside reason

[D037]
first-hand experience

[D039]
lived liberalism

[D041]
Lewis and embodied influence

[D042]
companionship and dignity

[D043]
goods known from within

[D044]
lived and reconstructed understanding

[D046]
constructed worlds

[D047]
perspective and complexity

[D048]
truth and freedom

[D055]
another mind and mystery

[D059]
imagined dialogue becomes real

[D061]
epistemic wonder

[D062]
anti-reductionism

[D063]
AI does not exhaust mystery

[D064]
experiment reinterpreted

[D065]
hermeneutic reconstruction

[D066]
synthesis before resolution

IMAGINATION
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None of this meant imagination should rule unconstrained.
History mattered because imagined worlds did not happen.
Evidence mattered because a compelling pattern could still be false.
Formal reasoning mattered because intuition could be inconsistent.
The relationship was reciprocal.

MODEL STATE – Disciplined Imagination

Reason constrains imagination.

History constrains plausibility.

Imagination enlarges what can be conceived.

That was the personal lesson.
My imaginative influences had not been colourful additions to an intellectual life funda-

mentally formed elsewhere.
They had helped shape the way I worked as a scholar.
The child reading and watching imagined histories; the teenager trying to make a com-

puter talk back; the young economist learning to formalise counterfactual worlds; and the
adult conducting a Socratic experiment with AI were not separate intellectual lives.

They were different expressions of a recurring method:
construct possibilities;
take them seriously;
test them;
revise them;
and remain open to the possibility that reality is larger than the current model.
But imagination is easy when nothing depends upon the answer.
The harder question is what happens when the person imagining possibilities also pos-

sesses the power to make one of them real.
That returned us from the scholar to the statesman.
And to the moral use of power.



Chapter 10

The Moral Use of Power

By this point, the reader has experienced something close to the process the model itself had
undergone.

The early clues fragmented. A political preference connected to an economist. An
economist connected to a theory of knowledge. A theory of knowledge connected to in-
stitutions. Lewis introduced a moral and imaginative dimension the existing model had not
contained. Liberty fragmented into several distinct claims. Equality did the same. The
fragments then began to reconnect.

At the most abstract stages, particularly Chapters 4 and 5, reconstruction had required
questions never explicitly posed in the original conversation. The historical AI had not
stopped after every exchange to explain the architecture of the model it was constructing.
We therefore recovered some structure indirectly: comparing predictions, following updates,
and asking what latent principle could make apparently separate judgements coherent.

The result was repeated compression. Liberty, equality, fallibility, knowledge, incentives,
moral responsibility and historical time ceased to look like independent topics. They became
connected parts of a model.

From Chapter 6 onwards, we increasingly returned to concrete questions in the original
dialogue. Israel and Palestine tested the model against historical tragedy. Institutions
forced liberty, equality, human limitation and inheritance into stewardship. Science fiction
and fantasy demonstrated that imaginative influences could enter the network as readily as
academic ones. Imagination then helped explain how constructed worlds, economic models,
lived experience and real history could illuminate different dimensions of the same problem.

The model had become sufficiently integrated that new evidence no longer always required
us to explain where it belonged. It could sometimes find its own place.

MODEL STATE – Before Power

The Discovery had moved through a recurring process:

fragmentation → connection → compression → new evidence → fragmentation
→ recompression.

Each cycle incorporated more information.

155
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Each successful recompression had to preserve what the earlier model explained
while making sense of something it could not.

We were now going to perform that movement once more, in compressed form, around a
single question.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – The Moral Use Of Power

HOW CAN POWER BE MORALLY EXERCISED?

Power had been present almost everywhere: political, economic, institutional and tech-
nological power; the power to coerce, reform, protect or dominate. Even imagination was a
kind of power: the capacity to conceive a world different from the one inherited.

Indeed, the question had already surfaced explicitly. Climate had forced the model to ask
how finite and fallible beings should wield increasing power responsibly; Israel and Palestine
then sharpened the problem into whether liberal civilisation could defend itself without
surrendering the principles it was defending. [D051] [D054]

Now power itself would become the object.
The method would repeat at unusually high speed.
First, a real historical stateswoman.
Then an imagined history that the model had already predicted, with extraordinary

confidence, ought to matter.
Finally, a fictional political tragedy introduced as an explicit test of what the model had

become.
Margaret Thatcher.
J. R. R. Tolkien.
Anakin and Luke Skywalker.
Three radically different sources. One question.

The first test was real
Near the end of the original dialogue, I returned to politics. [D067]

I asked the AI to predict how I would assess Margaret Thatcher (Thatcher 1993; Moore
2013): not simply whether I approved of her, but her different economic, social and consti-
tutional policies, and how my assessments might have changed over my political journey.

The model immediately recognised that this was not one question. [D067]

PREDICTION – Thatcher

The mature assessment would probably not have become uniformly more favourable
or uniformly more critical.
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It would have become more decomposed.
The younger Richard might have asked:
Was Thatcher right?
The older Richard was more likely to ask:
Which diagnoses were right?
Which remedies worked?
Which solved one problem while creating another?

That was the correct starting point.
As a Trotskyist student, Thatcher had represented almost everything I opposed. I

associated Thatcherism with inequality, weakened trade unions, marketisation, individualism
and damaged communities. The judgement was largely bundled.

Economics complicated that.
Not because studying economics made me a Thatcherite. It made the bundle harder to

sustain.
A diagnosis could be correct even when a remedy was wrong. A policy could improve

efficiency while imposing distributional costs. A reform could solve a genuine problem
while damaging an institution that performed another valuable function. A market could
outperform political allocation in one domain and fail badly in another.

The question fragmented.

Diagnosis and remedy
The model expected my mature assessment to concede something my younger self had
resisted.

Many of the problems Thatcher identified were real.
That did not settle whether her solutions were right.
Trade unions were an obvious example. If bargaining structures created serious distor-

tions, if particular groups could impose large costs on others, or if an existing settlement had
become unstable, reform could be justified without implying that trade unions themselves
were illegitimate.

The same distinction applied to inflation. Bringing inflation under control could be
necessary even if the transition imposed severe costs. Those costs did not prove the diagnosis
wrong. But a correct diagnosis did not make every instrument optimal.

MODEL UPDATE – Diagnosis Is Not Remedy

Political judgement should not collapse:
a real problem
into
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the policy chosen to address it.
To recognise the first is not automatically to endorse the second.

That distinction had appeared before: Iraq, tuition fees, drugs, climate, Israel and
Palestine. Again and again, the model had learnt to separate an objective from the means
chosen to pursue it.

Thatcher forced the same discipline onto a politician whom my younger self had once
judged as an ideological whole.

Markets without market worship
The model predicted that economic policy was where my views had changed most.

That was broadly right.
I had become much more sympathetic to Hayek’s account of markets as mechanisms for

coordinating dispersed knowledge. That made some liberalisation and privatisation easier
to defend than they had been for the Trotskyist student.

But Hayek did not imply that every transfer from public to private ownership was
desirable.

A competitive industry was not the same thing as a natural monopoly. An externality
did not disappear because ownership was private. Macroeconomic instability did not cease
to exist because markets were powerful information-processing systems.

The mature judgement was therefore neither:

markets good

nor:

markets bad.

It was closer to:

Compared with what institutional alternative, under what conditions,
and with what failures?

That was a less ideological question and a more demanding one.

Social power
The model expected much less movement in my assessment of Thatcher’s social conservatism.

Again, broadly right.
Section 28, attitudes towards homosexuality, rhetoric about individualism, and the social

conservatism associated with parts of the Thatcher period remained much harder for me to
defend.
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By this point, however, the reason could no longer be expressed simply as disagreement
over values.

Liberty had been disaggregated. Horizontal equity had expanded beyond public eco-
nomics. My own marriage had made some questions of equal treatment lived as well
as abstract. Lewis had deepened the moral dimension of how persons were encountered.
Stewardship had added the idea that institutions should be judged partly by whether they
allow different people to inherit the conditions of equal citizenship.

So social power raised a different problem from economic reform.
The state can alter incentives.
It can also alter the social standing of persons.
Those are not morally interchangeable exercises of authority.

MODEL STATE – Power Has Dimensions

Economic power can change incentives and allocations.

Social power can alter status, recognition and the practical space in which
people live.

Constitutional power can change who will possess authority next.

A judgement about one dimension cannot simply be copied into another.

Power had fragmented again.

Constitutional power
Here the model made its most interesting prediction.

It expected that I might have become more critical of Thatcher over time.
The younger radical had concentrated on economic distribution and class. The older

institutionalist had become more attentive to the distribution of power itself: centralisation,
local government, constitutional norms, adversarial politics, and the capacity of a government
with a strong parliamentary majority to make changes whose consequences extended beyond
the policy immediately at issue.

The question was no longer merely whether the government possessed democratic au-
thority.

Chapter 7 had already made democracy derivative rather than magical. A majority
can confer legitimate authority without converting every use of that authority into wise
stewardship.

The constitutional question therefore became:

What does the exercise of power do to the institutional inheritance
within which future power will be exercised?
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That was a dynamic question.
Government acts in the present, but the action changes the state inherited by the next

government, institution and generation.
Constitutional power is unusual because it can alter the constraints upon its own future

use.

Europe and changing reasons
Europe made the trajectory stranger still.

The Trotskyist student could oppose European integration from the left. The mature lib-
eral economist voted Remain. The reasons had changed even where some surface scepticism
about institutions persisted.

The model was no longer trying to classify a position as simply pro-European or Eu-
rosceptic. It was trying to reconstruct why the judgement moved: economic integration,
sovereignty, institutional legitimacy, freedom of movement, democratic accountability and
path dependence.

The relevant weights had changed as the model of the world changed.
Again, the answer could not be compressed into a single ideological coordinate without

losing the thing the experiment was trying to understand.

Good objective, weak institution
The model’s treatment of Right to Buy captured the method particularly neatly.

Its prediction was roughly:

Excellent idea in principle. Poorly implemented because replacement
housing was not adequately supplied.

Then it compressed:

Good objective. Weak institutional design.

That formulation could almost have been taken from an earlier chapter.
It preserved the attraction of extending ownership and choice while asking what happened

to the housing stock inherited by those who came afterwards.
Once stewardship had entered the model, the intergenerational question became difficult

to avoid.
A policy could create genuine benefits for people immediately affected and still weaken

the inheritance available to those who followed.
That did not make the original beneficiaries morally suspect.
It made institutional design dynamic.
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From verdict to judgement
The model eventually proposed that the largest change was not my answer to Thatcher.

It was the kind of question I now asked.
The younger self:

Was Thatcher right?

The mature self:

Which of Thatcher’s diagnoses were correct? Which policies solved
real problems? Which created new ones?

That was more than moderation.
It was a change in the unit of analysis.

MODEL UPDATE – Disaggregated Power

A stateswoman should not be judged as a single ideological package.
Power must be disaggregated across:
problems, objectives, instruments, institutions, consequences and time.
The same person may be right and wrong on adjacent questions.

This was one reason Thatcher remained so interesting.
She was consequential enough that disagreement with her could not easily be confined

to marginal adjustments. She altered institutions, incentives, political language and the set
of questions later governments had to answer.

The model even wondered whether my admiration for Tony Blair had made me more
appreciative of Thatcher — not politically, but analytically.

Both were reformers. Both believed Britain faced structural problems. Both accepted
political costs in trying to change institutions. And Blair governed a country Thatcher had
already transformed.

That did not make their projects equivalent.
It made the historical sequence relevant.
The state inherited by one statesman is partly the product of decisions made by another.

Power through time
Chapter 9 had described dynamic optimisation as choosing from a state that previous choices
had already helped create.

Thatcher made the political meaning of that intuition concrete.
A government never begins from a blank slate.
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It inherits institutions, economic structures, laws, expectations, social divisions, public
goods, debts, trust, and the consequences of previous governments’ attempts to solve previous
problems.

It then acts.
And in acting, it changes what the next government will inherit.

MODEL STATE – Dynamic Political Judgement

The moral assessment of power cannot ask only:

Did this action achieve its immediate objective?

It must also ask:

What state of the world did the action create for the choices that came afterwards?

That was stewardship translated into political time.
It explained why the mature verdict on Thatcher could remain irreducibly mixed without

becoming indecisive.
Some diagnoses were right.
Some reforms were necessary.
Some institutions were improved.
Some costs were avoidable.
Some dimensions of liberal society were undervalued.
Some successes changed Britain permanently.
The point was not to average these into a score.
It was to judge them.
That was already a more sophisticated account of the moral use of power than the one

with which the younger Richard had begun.
But it still left something out.
Thatcher showed how power should be disaggregated by the observer.
She did not isolate, with the same clarity, what power might do inside the person who

possesses it.
For that, the model needed an imagined world.
And one author had already been predicted at ninety-nine per cent. [D046]
That number was worth returning to.
When I first told the AI that I loved science fiction and fantasy, I had not mentioned

Tolkien. [D046] The model nevertheless put him at the top of its fantasy predictions.
Not ninety per cent.
Not merely “likely”.
Ninety-nine per cent.
Its explanation had been terse:

Tolkien explores power, temptation, history, institutions and moral char-
acter.
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At the time, that felt like an extraordinarily good hit.
By Chapter 10, it looked more like a compressed prediction of the chapter we were now

writing.
Thatcher had fragmented power into different objects of judgement.
Tolkien asked a more intimate question.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – The Ring

What does power do to the person who believes they can use it for
good?

That question is one of the reasons The Lord of the Rings had mattered to me for so
long.

The Ring is obviously power. (Tolkien 1954a)
But “power corrupts” is too simple a description of what makes it morally interesting.
The temptation is not confined to people who want evil things.
It is often strongest precisely when the desired end is good.

The good person and the Ring
The easiest moral world would be one in which dangerous power tempted only the wicked.

Tolkien does not give us that world.
The Ring can appeal through fear.
Through ambition.
Through the desire for security.
Through the desire to protect what one loves.
Through impatience with the weakness or foolishness of others.
And, most dangerously, through the belief that one possesses the wisdom to use extraor-

dinary power better than those who currently possess it.
That last temptation mattered.
The moral problem was no longer:

What happens if a bad person gets power?

It was:

What happens when a good person becomes convinced that goodness
entitles them to domination?

Lewis had already taught us to be suspicious of the wise guardian.
Hayek had supplied the epistemic reason: no individual possesses enough knowledge to

direct a complex society from above.
Popper had supplied the institutional reason: rulers must remain corrigible because even

sincere convictions can be wrong.
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Chapter 7 had supplied the moral language: institutions are not possessions to be remade
at will, but inheritances held in stewardship.

Tolkien made the danger imaginable from inside.

MODEL UPDATE – The Benevolent Temptation

The most dangerous justification for domination may not be:
I want power because I am selfish.
It may be:
I need power because my ends are good.

This did not mean that power itself was evil.
That would have made the political problem much easier.
Power is necessary.
Someone must make decisions.
Institutions require authority.
Governments must sometimes coerce.
Civilisation must sometimes defend itself.
The question was not whether power could be abolished.
It was whether the person exercising it understood the moral conditions under which it

was held.

Stewardship, not ownership
Chapter 7 had reached stewardship through a long route.

Human beings are finite.
They inherit institutions they did not create.
Liberty constrains their authority over other persons.
Intergenerational equity extends responsibility beyond those presently alive.
History reveals that institutions contain knowledge and value no single generation com-

pletely understands.
The conclusion was that civilisation cannot coherently be treated as property.
We hold it temporarily.
The Ring dramatised the opposite disposition.
Its moral logic is possessive.
If I possess sufficient power, I can impose the world I judge best.
The relevant contrast therefore became sharper:
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MODEL STATE – Stewardship And Domination

OWNERSHIP OF POWER

I possess the authority.

My judgement determines the end.

Others become objects within my design.

STEWARDSHIP OF POWER

I hold authority temporarily.

My judgement remains fallible.

Other persons retain moral standing.

The inheritance is not mine to exhaust.

That made renunciation morally intelligible.
If power were simply a neutral instrument, refusing a powerful instrument capable of

producing good outcomes might look irresponsible.
But if some forms of power alter the relationship between the wielder and everyone else

— converting fellow persons into objects of command — then refusing such power can itself
become a moral act.

Not weakness.
Not withdrawal.
Judgement.

The temptation of superior competence
This was where Tolkien began to connect unexpectedly with a problem that had appeared
throughout the political chapters.

I am strongly attracted to competence.
So was the model it had reconstructed.
Blair and Clegg mattered partly because governing mattered.
Picard mattered partly because he was capable of exercising authority intelligently.
Thatcher herself was interesting because she possessed an unusually coherent view of

what she wanted government to do.
Nothing in the Architecture we had reconstructed celebrated incompetence.
But competence creates a temptation of its own.

If I can make the better decision, why should I not be allowed to make
it?
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Chapter 7 had confronted that question through democracy.
The answer could not be that every citizen is equally informed about every problem.
They plainly are not.
Nor could it be that expertise has no legitimate authority.
A civilisation that refused to distinguish expertise from ignorance would rapidly cease to

function.
The deeper objection to the wise guardian was different.
Superior competence in one dimension does not create ownership of other persons.
And superior knowledge remains incomplete knowledge.

MODEL UPDATE – Competence Is Not Sovereignty

I know more
does not entail
therefore I may rule without constraint.
Expertise can justify influence.
Office can justify authority.
Neither abolishes the equal moral standing of those over whom power is exercised.

That was democratic elitism without guardianship.
We could acknowledge differences in knowledge, judgement and virtue without converting

those differences into a licence for domination.
Tolkien made the danger vivid because the imagined wise guardian can be genuinely

wise.
The temptation remains.
Perhaps it becomes stronger.

Galadriel’s refusal
This is why one of the most memorable moral moments in The Lord of the Rings is not a
victory in battle.

It is a refusal.
When offered the Ring, Galadriel can imagine what she might become with it.
The temptation is not absurd.
She is ancient.
Powerful.
Wise.
She opposes Sauron.
She has reasons to believe that her purposes are better than his.
And that is precisely why the moment matters.
The moral test is not whether she could defeat evil with greater power.
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It is whether defeating evil through domination would leave the victory morally intact.
Her refusal does not establish that all political authority should be renounced.
It establishes something narrower and more important:

the capacity to exercise power does not itself create the right to
exercise it.

MODEL STATE – Renunciation

Sometimes the moral use of power is:

to exercise it well.

Sometimes it is:

to constrain it institutionally.

And sometimes it is:

to refuse a power one has no moral right to possess.

That third possibility had not been as visible in the Thatcher section.
Tolkien added it.

Gandalf and the danger of good ends
Gandalf makes the same problem still clearer.

The Ring could be offered to someone whose intentions are almost definitionally opposed
to Sauron’s.

That does not make it safe.
The danger lies partly in what happens when a good end becomes the justification for

unlimited means.
The imagined sequence is frighteningly plausible:
I know what must be protected.
Others do not understand the danger.
Ordinary procedures are too slow.
Opposition is irresponsible.
Constraint prevents necessary action.
Power must therefore be concentrated.
Only temporarily.
Only for the good.
Only until the danger has passed.
We had encountered versions of that logic before.
Cromwell would eventually provide a historical example.
The decline of liberal institutions in the twentieth century provided much darker ones.
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Israel and Palestine had forced the question of whether a liberal civilisation could defend
itself without abandoning the principles that made it liberal.

The point was not that these cases were morally equivalent.
They were not.
Horizontal equity requires relevant differences to remain visible.
The common structure lay elsewhere:

a defensible end does not automatically legitimate every means capable
of advancing it.

That was becoming one of the most persistent propositions in the entire model.

Power changes the chooser
Thatcher had encouraged us to think dynamically about institutions.

A decision changes the state in which the next decision must be made.
Tolkien suggested that the same may be true of moral character.
Power does not merely change the external world.
Repeated choices about power can change the chooser.
A person who begins by making one exceptional decision because circumstances seem to

require it may find the next exceptional decision easier.
A ruler who becomes accustomed to treating opposition as obstruction may become less

able to hear criticism.
A person who repeatedly succeeds may become less conscious of fallibility.
A guardian who begins by protecting others may gradually cease to distinguish protection

from control.

MODEL UPDATE – The Internal State

Dynamic judgement has an internal dimension.
choice of power → changed institutions
but also:
choice of power → changed chooser.
The next decision is made not only in a different world.
It may be made by a different person.

This was something an economic model could represent only imperfectly.
Preferences are often held fixed because doing so makes analysis possible.
Tolkien’s imagined world allowed the preference structure itself to become part of the

story.
The Ring does not simply increase the feasible set.
It changes the moral relationship between the chooser, the objective and the means.
That was imagination adding something formal reasoning could easily abstract away.
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Why ninety-nine per cent?
We could now return to the original prediction.

Why had Tolkien been so obvious to the model?
Not merely because I admired Lewis.
Not merely because I liked fantasy.
The model had already learnt that I cared about:
human fallibility;
the limits of knowledge;
institutions;
liberty;
moral responsibility;
the danger of concentrated power;
and the possibility that good intentions could produce bad consequences.
Tolkien placed those questions inside a world where they could be experienced as temp-

tation.

RETROSPECTIVE – The Tolkien Hit

The ninety-nine per cent prediction had therefore done more than identify a
favourite author.
It had identified an imaginative world in which the model’s emerging political
and moral concerns were already dramatised.
Power.
Temptation.
History.
Institutions.
Moral character.
The five words in the original prediction had turned out to be a map.

Chapter 9 had argued that imaginative literature was not merely decoration around the
serious intellectual influences.

Here was the demonstration.
Hayek could explain why concentrated decision-making encounters a knowledge problem.
Popper could explain why uncorrectable rulers are dangerous.
Lewis could explain why moral certainty and benevolent intention do not perfect the

human agent.
Stewardship could explain why inherited institutions and other persons are not posses-

sions.
Tolkien could make us feel why a person who understood all of those propositions might

still reach for the Ring.
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That was the distinctive contribution of imagination.
It did not replace the argument.
It placed the reader inside the temptation the argument was trying to describe.

From renunciation to action
But Tolkien also left a problem.

A civilisation cannot be governed entirely through renunciation.
Someone still has to act.
Thatcher’s problem had been how to use legitimate democratic power to reform institu-

tions.
Tolkien’s problem had been how to recognise forms of power that no good intention can

make safe.
The moral use of power therefore required both:
the courage to act
and
the capacity to refuse domination.
Neither alone was enough.
A statesman who never acts cannot steward anything.
A statesman who recognises no moral limit on action becomes something else.
The model now needed one more test.
Not another academic thinker.
Not another historical stateswoman.
An imagined statesman.
Or rather, two of them.
One who would try to save what he loved by acquiring enough power to control the

future.
And one who would finally discover that victory required refusing to become the thing

he was fighting.
Anakin Skywalker.
Luke Skywalker.

REVELATION – Star Wars

Star Wars had not appeared in the model’s original list of high-confidence pre-
dictions.
That was worth noticing.

Tolkien had been predicted at ninety-nine per cent before I mentioned him. Star Trek:
The Next Generation had appeared at ninety-five per cent. Yet one of the imaginative worlds
that would eventually connect most strongly to the mature model had not been proposed at
all.

There was an important chronological reason.
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The thematic order of this book can obscure the order in which the historical AI actually
received its evidence.

The initial science-fiction and fantasy discussion came before the later Israel–Palestine
discussion and before Richard Evans returned to sharpen the model’s understanding of
institutional decay. [D046] [D052] [D053]

At the time of the Tolkien prediction, the model already knew a great deal about Hayek,
Popper, Lewis, institutions, liberty and power.

But it had not yet been forced to think as deeply about another question:
How can a liberal civilisation defend itself without abandoning the principles

that make it liberal?
Nor had it yet recompressed Hayek, Evans and historical experience into such a developed

account of the gradual erosion of constitutional orders.

RETROSPECTIVE – What The Model Did Not Yet Know

The model that failed to predict Star Wars was not the model that later inter-
preted it.
More evidence had entered.
The network had changed.
This was precisely why thematic reconstruction could never replace chronology.
To understand what a prediction meant, we had to know not only what eventually
connected, but what the model knew when it made it.

That made Star Wars an unusually good final test. [D068]
I supplied the title only after the model had changed.
Then I asked what it expected me to think.
Its opening response almost announced the change of state:

Two hours earlier, it said, it would have answered by thinking about Star Wars.
Now it was thinking about me.

That was exactly the point of the experiment.

A mythology of democratic decay
Tolkien had given the model a mythology of power.

Lucas gave it something more historically specific:
a mythology of democratic decay.
The political structures of Middle-earth are far removed from modern liberal democ-

racy. Its questions about temptation, stewardship, inheritance and domination are therefore
unusually portable. They reach beneath any particular constitutional settlement.
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The Galactic Republic is different. (Star Wars: Episode II – Attack of the Clones 2002;
Star Wars: Episode III – Revenge of the Sith 2005)

It is mythological, but recognisably political in a modern sense.
It has representative institutions.
Constitutional procedures.
A senate.
Executive authority.
Political factions.
Emergency powers.
And, crucially, it does not simply fall to an invading dictatorship.
It helps create the conditions of its own transformation.

PREDICTION – The Prequels

The model expected me to be more sympathetic to the Star Wars prequels than
their artistic reputation alone might suggest.
Not because I thought them better films than the Original Trilogy.
Because beneath their uneven execution lay one of the most interesting political
stories in popular cinema:
how a republic becomes an empire while many of its institutions
continue to behave as though they are preserving the republic.

The prediction was a hit.
And the model knew immediately where to look.
Not first at Darth Sidious as a supernatural villain.
At Palpatine as an institutional phenomenon.
Crisis politics.
Emergency powers.
Constitutional manipulation.
Elite acquiescence.
The forms of legality remain visible while the substance of constitutional restraint is

progressively hollowed out.
That was where Evans mattered.
The deepest danger to a liberal order is not always a frontal assault by people openly

announcing their intention to destroy it.
Institutions can decay incrementally.
Exceptional measures can become precedents.
Temporary powers can become normal.
Actors can continue observing familiar forms while the relationships those forms once

constrained are changing underneath them.
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MODEL UPDATE – The Republic’s Dark Path

The Republic does not move from liberty to empire in a single choice.
It moves through a sequence in which each response to crisis changes the insti-
tutional state from which the next response will be made.
crisis → exceptional authority → changed institutions → easier con-
centration of authority → new crisis → further concentration
The political order becomes path-dependent.

Chapter 9 had taught the economist to recognise that structure.
Chapter 10 now gave it moral and constitutional content.

Easier and more seductive
Yoda explains the mechanism when he is training Luke in the ways of the Jedi.

Luke asks whether the dark side is stronger.
Yoda’s answer is no.
It is “easier, more seductive.” (Star Wars: Episide V – The Empire Strikes Back

1980)
That qualification transforms the moral problem.
If evil were always obviously irrational, painful and self-defeating, resisting it would

require relatively little moral discipline.
The dangerous route is attractive because it appears to remove constraints.
Why tolerate uncertainty when power promises control?
Why accept procedural delay when the danger is urgent?
Why permit opposition when the correct course seems obvious?
Why accept another person’s freedom when their choice may produce the outcome one

fears?
Why preserve institutional limits when those limits prevent decisive action?
The dark side does not initially present itself as evil.
It presents itself as the easier route to a desired end.

MODEL STATE – The Seduction Of Power

Moral and institutional constraints are costly.

They require us to tolerate:

uncertainty; delay; disagreement; other people’s agency; and the possibility
of loss.

Domination promises to remove those costs.

That is part of what makes it seductive.
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This was the temptation Tolkien had already dramatised through the Ring.
Lucas now placed it simultaneously inside a person and a political order.

Anakin and the Republic
The analogy was deeper than I had initially realised.

Anakin and the Republic undergo versions of the same transformation.
Anakin begins not with a desire to become evil, but with fear of loss.
He loves.
He wants to protect.
He cannot tolerate the possibility that what he loves may be taken from him.
The problem is not the love.
It is the conclusion he gradually draws from it:
if the outcome matters enough, I must acquire enough power to control it.
The Republic begins from another legitimate concern. (Star Wars: Episode II – Attack

of the Clones 2002; Star Wars: Episode III – Revenge of the Sith 2005)
Security.
War is real.
Enemies are real.
Decision-making is difficult.
Ordinary procedures appear inadequate to the emergency.
Again the temptation is:
if the outcome matters enough, authority must be concentrated until control

becomes possible.
The structures are strikingly similar.

MODEL UPDATE – Person And Polity

ANAKIN
love → fear of loss → demand for control → exceptional means → domination
THE REPUBLIC
security → fear of defeat → demand for control → exceptional powers → empire
The individual and the institution travel analogous paths.

Palpatine connects the two because he understands fear.
He does not need to invent Anakin’s love or the Republic’s insecurity.
He needs to convert each into a justification for greater power.
That was a much more interesting account of corruption than the simple proposition that

power turns good people bad.
Power exploits motives that may initially be defensible.
The danger lies in what those motives are allowed to justify.
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Compound interest
At this point another voice returned.

C. S. Lewis had described moral development in strikingly dynamic language (Lewis
1952):

“Good and evil both increase at compound interest.”

The larger argument in Mere Christianity is that apparently small choices alter the moral
terrain from which later choices are made.

A good act can secure a position from which further good becomes possible.
A seemingly trivial surrender can give the opposing force a position from which later

attacks become easier.
The economist in me could hardly miss the structure.
Moral choices have state dependence.
Yoda expresses the same idea mythologically when he warns that once someone begins

down the dark path, it can dominate what follows. (Star Wars: Episide V – The Empire
Strikes Back 1980)

The important point was not predestination.
It was accumulation.

MODEL UPDATE – Moral Compounding

A choice does not disappear after its immediate consequence.
It can change the person who makes the next choice.
choicet → charactert+1 → choicet+1 → charactert+2

The same can happen institutionally:
powert → institutionst+1 → powert+1 → institutionst+2

Good and evil can compound.
So can liberty and domination.

This sharpened the insight Tolkien had supplied.
The Ring changes the chooser.
The dark path is the accumulation of those changes.
And Lucas runs the same process at two levels simultaneously.
Anakin’s moral state changes.
The Republic’s constitutional state changes.
Each new choice is made from terrain altered by the choices that came before.
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But history is not destiny
Yet Star Wars does not end with Yoda’s warning.

If the dark path literally eliminated agency, Darth Vader could never become Anakin
again. (Star Wars: Episide VI – Return of the Jedi 1983)

He does.
That does not mean the preceding choices were unreal or costless.
Quite the opposite.
The past has made the final choice extraordinarily difficult.
The moral terrain has been transformed.
Relationships have been destroyed.
Institutions have fallen.
Atrocities cannot be undone.
Correction does not restore the original state.
But agency survives.

MODEL STATE – Correction After Failure

Path dependence is not moral fatalism.

Past choices constrain the present.

They alter character, institutions and feasible possibilities.

They do not abolish the possibility of choosing differently now.

That was Popperian in an unexpected way.
Error correction is not valuable because errors are cheap.
It is valuable because errors can become entrenched.
A civilisation that treats failure as irredeemable loses one reason to correct.
A person who believes that one wrongful path permanently settles moral identity loses

one reason to turn back.
Fallibility requires the possibility of correction precisely because failure is real.

Luke’s refusal
This was where the Original Trilogy became central to the model’s interpretation.

The historical AI predicted that what mattered most to me was not Luke becoming
powerful enough to defeat Vader. (Star Wars: Episide VI – Return of the Jedi 1983)

It was that his victory ultimately depended upon refusing to become Vader.
That was the Tolkien connection the model itself made.
The Ring.
The temptation to dominate for good.
The possibility that defeating evil through its own methods might reproduce the thing

one intended to destroy.
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Luke reaches the point at which violence appears to offer victory.
Then he stops.
That refusal matters because it does not guarantee the outcome.
Luke cannot force Vader to return.
He cannot compel the Emperor to become good.
He cannot guarantee his own survival.
He can choose what he will do.
Then he has to leave another moral agent free to choose.
This was almost the inverse of Anakin’s tragedy.

MODEL STATE – Anakin And Luke

ANAKIN

I love.

Therefore I cannot accept the possibility of loss.

Therefore I must acquire sufficient power to control the outcome.

LUKE

I love.

But love does not give me ownership of another person’s choice.

I will act without demanding control of the outcome.

That was liberty at a deeper level than constitutional procedure.
Other persons were not pieces inside one’s optimisation problem.
Their agency itself had moral significance.
Luke’s refusal was therefore not passivity.
It was action under constraint.
He chose the means he could morally own and accepted that the final outcome remained

partly outside his control.
That looked increasingly like stewardship.

Character and institutions
The Star Wars test now allowed two parts of the model to reconnect.

Tolkien had shown why moral character matters.
The prequels showed why character cannot substitute for institutions.
A political order that depends upon every powerful person being virtuous is not safe.
Hayek and Popper had already taught us that.
Human beings are finite.
They make mistakes.
They become overconfident.
They rationalise.
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They disagree.
Institutions must therefore constrain power and preserve the possibility of correction.
But institutions cannot substitute completely for character either.
Rules are interpreted by people.
Emergency powers are granted by people.
Conventions survive because people choose to respect them.
No constitutional design can make moral judgement unnecessary.

MODEL UPDATE – The Double Requirement

Because human beings are fallible:
power requires institutional constraint.
Because institutions are themselves inhabited by fallible human beings:
constraint requires moral character.
Neither virtue nor institutions are sufficient alone.

Picard now looked less accidental too.
He had been predicted because he embodied both sides.
Institutional loyalty and moral judgement.
Authority and restraint.
Reason and character.
The model had found him before it knew why that combination would eventually matter.

The Empire is efficient
There was one more Star Wars prediction I found particularly revealing.

The AI expected me to notice that the Empire was not merely evil.
It was efficient.
Technologically brilliant.
Organisationally sophisticated.
Economically and militarily powerful.
That distinction mattered because the entire Discovery had increasingly resisted the idea

that technical competence could settle moral questions.
Jurassic Park had separated technical capability from institutional wisdom.
HAL had separated intelligence from the full range of human experience.
Thatcher had separated coherent diagnosis from complete judgement.
The Empire now separated administrative capability from moral legitimacy.
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MODEL STATE – Capability Is Not Legitimacy

A system can be:

powerful; intelligent; efficient; coherent

and still be morally wrong.

Technical success cannot substitute for the question:

What is the power for, how is it constrained, and how does it treat the persons
subject to it?

That was one of the reasons the model’s reading of Star Wars felt so unexpectedly
accurate.

It had stopped asking whether I liked the spectacle.
It was asking what kind of civilisation the spectacle represented.

The final validation
Near the end of its response, the historical AI compressed the imaginative canon again.

Lewis.
Orwell.
Huxley.
Kubrick.
Heinlein.
Crichton.
Tolkien.
Picard.
The common thread, it suggested, was no longer science fiction or fantasy.
It was a recurring question:

How do free, intelligent beings avoid becoming servants of their own
power?

Star Wars asked the same question.
And suddenly the whole chapter had recompressed.
Thatcher had taught us to disaggregate power across problems, instruments, institutions

and consequences.
Tolkien had shown that power acts upon the chooser as well as the world.
Yoda had supplied the dynamics of seduction and accumulation.
Anakin and the Republic had shown moral and institutional path dependence operating

together.
Luke had shown that moral action may require relinquishing control over an outcome

one desperately desires.
The Empire had shown that capability is not legitimacy.
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MODEL STATE – The Moral Use Of Power

Power must be sufficient to act.

But power must remain constrained by:

truth; fallibility; liberty; equal moral standing; institutions; stewardship;
and the possibility of correction.

Good ends do not abolish those constraints.

They are often when the constraints matter most.

That was not yet statesmanship.
We had not earned that word.
But we were getting close to the question to which statesmanship would eventually have

to be the answer.

One final historical test
There was still one exchange left in the original sequence.

After Thatcher and Star Wars, I had given the model a historical puzzle.
Not a modern democratic politician.
Not an imagined Republic.
Seventeenth-century England.
Was I a Roundhead or a Cavalier?
And what would the model expect my normative assessments of Charles I

and Oliver Cromwell to look like?
The question seemed almost playful.
It was not.
Because Cromwell would force everything we had just learnt back into real history.
A man could oppose arbitrary power.
Fight for a cause containing genuine liberty.
Defeat a king whose constitutional conduct he regarded as intolerable.
And then acquire extraordinary power himself.
The final problem was therefore no longer difficult to state.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Righteous Power

What constrains power when the person exercising it believes — per-
haps with good reason — that the cause itself is righteous?
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Tolkien had imagined the temptation.
Lucas had dramatised it.
History had lived it.
The final historical puzzle of the original conversation returned us to seventeenth-century

England. [D069]
Was I a Roundhead or a Cavalier?
And what would the model expect me to think of Charles I and Oliver Cromwell?
The first prediction was straightforward.
I remained fundamentally a Roundhead.
But the qualification mattered more than the label.
The younger version of that judgement had been relatively simple: Parliament against

arbitrary monarchy; liberty against royal power; Cromwell against Charles 1st.
The mature judgement had become much harder.
Not because the original constitutional conflict had ceased to matter.
Because victory created a new question.

? IMPLICIT QUESTION – Righteous Power

What constrains power when the person exercising it believes — per-
haps with good reason — that the cause itself is righteous?

Cromwell was a difficult test precisely because there remained much in him I admired.

A real constitutional problem
The first requirement was historical fidelity.

Cromwell did not invent the crisis in order to acquire power.
The conflict between Crown and Parliament was real.
Charles I had repeatedly tested the constitutional limits of royal authority. Civil war

had destroyed the possibility of pretending that the old settlement could simply continue
unchanged. Victory over the king did not solve the problem. It created another:

How should England now be governed?
Cromwell therefore passed the first test.
He was trying to solve genuine problems.
Nor were his objectives reducible to personal ambition.
Parliamentary government mattered.
Religious conscience mattered.
Political stability after civil war mattered.
The construction of a durable constitutional settlement mattered.
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MODEL STATE – Cromwell’s Case

REAL PROBLEMS

arbitrary monarchy; constitutional breakdown; religious conflict; post-war
instability

GENUINE GOODS

parliamentary government; liberty of conscience; political settlement; constitutional
order

The difficulty lies not in denying either list.

It lies in asking what those ends came to justify.

That already distinguished Cromwell from the simplest image of a revolutionary who
opposed one ruler merely in order to become another.

He understood that power required constitutional form.
The Instrument of Government was evidence of that seriousness.
The constitutional experiments of the Protectorate wrestled with problems that would

long outlive Cromwell: the relationship between executive and legislature; regular represen-
tative government; limits upon political authority; religious toleration; and the problem of
succession.

They did not produce a durable settlement.
But failure afterwards did not mean that the attempt had been unserious beforehand.

The Crown
One fact weighed heavily in Cromwell’s favour.

He probably could have become king.
Kingship might even have made some of the constitutional problems easier.
England possessed centuries of inherited institutions designed around monarchy. A

Crown could offer familiar forms of legitimacy, succession and constitutional continuity that
a novel Protectorate struggled to reproduce.

Cromwell refused it.
His principles constrained him.

MODEL UPDATE – Real Renunciation

Cromwell’s relationship with power cannot be explained by simple appetite for
personal supremacy.
When offered an extraordinary opportunity to regularise and consolidate his
authority, he refused a form of power he believed he should not possess.
Renunciation was real.
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That mattered after Tolkien.
Galadriel’s refusal of the Ring had shown that the capacity to possess power did not

create a right to possess it.
Cromwell’s case was historically messier, but the moral category was recognisable.
There were limits he would not cross.
The harder question was what happened inside the limits he accepted.

Constraint when one believes oneself right
Cromwell’s constitutional record contained a troubling tension.

He sought institutional settlement.
Yet when representative institutions obstructed what he regarded as necessary govern-

ment, he repeatedly overrode them.
This was not necessarily hypocrisy.
That made the problem more serious.
Cromwell could sincerely believe that Parliament mattered and sincerely believe that a

particular Parliament was failing the purposes for which representative government existed.
He could sincerely oppose arbitrary monarchy while believing that extraordinary circum-

stances required extraordinary action from himself.
The Ring had given us the abstract temptation:

My ends are good. The obstacle is preventing the good. Therefore
overcoming the obstacle becomes morally necessary.

Cromwell brought the problem back into history.

MODEL UPDATE – Cromwell’s Dilemma

Cromwell understood why arbitrary power was dangerous when exercised by a
king.
He never fully solved why extraordinary power should become safe when exercised
by a man who sincerely believed himself to be right.

Yet even that needed qualification.
The fair criticism was not that Cromwell possessed no capacity for self-restraint.
His refusal of the Crown disproved that.
It was that he found it easier to reject a form of power he regarded as illegitimate than

to submit his existing judgement to institutions he believed were failing.
That was a subtler moral problem.
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The boundary of moral imagination
Ireland was harder.

Historical context mattered.
Seventeenth-century Britain and Ireland cannot be judged as though the political and

religious conditions of 2026 could simply be transplanted backwards.
Horizontal equity does not require identical treatment where circumstances are relevantly

different.
Catholicism existed within genuine seventeenth-century questions of political allegiance,

security, foreign power, rebellion and constitutional order.
It does not follow that full modern civil and political equality was an immediately feasible

settlement.
But context could not become exculpation.
Relevant difference does not license unlimited difference of treatment.
Cromwell could display striking humility and toleration towards religious opponents

within parts of the Protestant world.
His capacity to extend comparable moral imagination towards Irish Catholics was gravely

weaker.

MODEL STATE – Historical Equity

The fair question was not:

Why did Cromwell fail to become a twenty-first-century liberal?

It was:

Given the knowledge, constraints and possibilities of his own time, did genuine
differences justify the extent of the suffering and unequal moral consideration
imposed upon those subject to his power?

On Ireland, the answer remained deeply troubling.

That blind spot was Cromwell’s responsibility.
But it also belonged to a much longer history of English power in Ireland.
Stewardship therefore acquired another qualification.
We inherit not only institutions worth preserving.
We inherit injustices; exclusions and moral blind spots that become ours to recognise

and correct.
Inheritance creates responsibility.
It does not sanctify everything inherited.

Could the settlement survive the steward?
There was one final dynamic test.

Cromwell had thought about constitutional succession.
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But the settlement remained heavily dependent upon Cromwell himself.
It did not long survive him.
That suggested a demanding test of political stewardship:

Can what I build survive without me?

A successful steward should not make civilisation increasingly dependent upon the stew-
ard’s own virtue, intelligence or authority.

The point of institutions was partly to make good order less dependent upon exceptional
people.

Cromwell never fully achieved that.

MODEL UPDATE – The Succession Test

The moral use of power must consider not only:
Can I exercise this authority well?
but:
What happens when somebody else possesses it?
and:
Can the institutions I leave behind correct my successors — and
survive me?

That was dynamic optimisation applied to political authority.
The relevant future state included a future in which the present decision-maker was

absent.

A mixed judgement
The model’s prediction had therefore been right.

I remained a Roundhead.
But much more reluctantly than the label suggested.
Charles I’s failures did not disappear because Cromwell later acquired extraordinary

power.
Cromwell’s achievements did not disappear because his record contained grave failures.
The mature judgement had to hold both together.

He fought genuine abuses of power and became an extraordinary
wielder of power. He enlarged some liberties while failing catastroph-
ically to extend sufficient moral consideration to others. He searched
seriously for constitutional constraint while repeatedly overriding in-
stitutions that constrained him. He could renounce power when he
believed the power itself illegitimate; he found it much harder to
accept constraint when he believed his existing power was serving
righteous ends.
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That was not indecision.
It was judgement.
And it returned us to the question with which the chapter began.

The final compression
Thatcher.

Tolkien.
Anakin and Luke.
The Republic and the Empire.
Cromwell.
The domains were radically different. [D070]
The questions were becoming remarkably similar:

• Was the problem real?

• Were the ends genuinely good?

• What means were being used?

• Which constraints were being overridden?

• What did the exercise of power do to institutions?

• What did it do to the person exercising it?

• Whose liberty and moral standing remained visible?

• What state would be inherited by those who came afterwards?

• Could the decision be corrected?

• Could the system survive the decision-maker?

MODEL STATE – Power Recompressed

The moral use of power required more than good intentions.

It required:

faithfulness to reality;

proportion between ends and means;

respect for liberty and equal moral standing;

institutional constraint;

humility about one’s own judgement;

attention to consequences through time;

and the capacity to renounce control.
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The model had fragmented power.
Then it had recompressed it.
One final time. [D070]
The original experiment had begun with guesses about A-level subjects and political

preferences.
It had ended somewhere very different.
A question about Thatcher had become a question about institutions.
Tolkien had turned institutions back towards character.
Star Wars had allowed character and institutions to decay in parallel.
Cromwell had forced the whole structure back into the ambiguity of real history.
The model was no longer merely predicting what I thought.
It was beginning to reconstruct the questions through which I judged.
That was the real achievement of the original dialogue.
But it was not yet the end of the book.
We had spent ten chapters asking what the model could learn about me.
There was now another question waiting.
What had this process revealed about the model itself?



Chapter 11

Intelligence and Wisdom

Chapter 10 ended with the model confronting power.
Margaret Thatcher supplied a real political actor. Tolkien supplied a mythic world in

which power could tempt even the virtuous. Anakin and Luke supplied two contrasting
responses to fear, control and the possibility of domination. Cromwell then returned the
problem to history, where motives, institutions and consequences could no longer be sepa-
rated so neatly.

Something rather surprising happened when that chapter was finally written.
It required less subsequent LaTeX editing than any preceding chapter.
That was not because the prose was unimportant. On the contrary, the chapter had to

linearise a remarkably dense conceptual structure. But by the time we wrote it, most of the
difficult conceptual work had already happened. The model had been repeatedly expanded,
fragmented, connected and stress-tested. The discussion of Thatcher had separated diagnoses
from remedies; Tolkien had connected power to character; Star Wars had supplied a dynamic
account of fear and domination; Yoda and Lewis had supplied the idea that small moral
decisions compound; Luke had shown that renunciation can itself be a form of strength; and
Cromwell had forced the emerging framework back into morally ambiguous history.

The low editing burden was therefore interesting not as a measure of writing quality but
as a clue about the state of the model before writing began.

MODEL STATE – D070 A mature pre-draft model

By the end of the Socratic discussion of Chapter 10, the model had become
sufficiently dense and well connected that the final prose could preserve
most of the intended conceptual structure without the need for any major
subsequent reconstruction.

The chapter’s unusually low editing requirement therefore indicates model
stability; it is not evidence that the process of writing the chapter was
itself cognitively trivial.

There was now a natural question.

From the model’s perspective, what kind of process had writing been?

188
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Before answering it, however, it helps to make the model visible.

EVIDENTIAL TETHER – Moral use of power

[D013]
governing over purity

[D014]
ends and means

[D016]
horizontal equity

[D017]
epistemic duty

[D021]
error correction

[D029]
reason and imagination

[D034]
limits of human reason

[D043]
lived experience

[D047]
complexity and hubris

[D048]
truth and power

[D051]
responsible power

[D053]
institutional decay

[D054]
liberal self-defence

[D061]
epistemic wonder

[D062]
anti-reductionism

[D066]
compressed worldview

[D067]
disaggregated power

[D068]
character and institutions

[D069]
righteous power

[D070]
cross-domain compression

THE MORAL USE OF POWER

The diagram above is not a map of the neural network of a language model. Nothing
in this book can establish such a correspondence. It is a higher-level reconstruction of the
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functional structure exhibited by the dialogue: concepts that repeatedly became relevant,
connections that survived successive updates, and later judgements that could be explained
by paths reaching back through earlier evidence.

That distinction matters. A human intellectual autobiography is not a neural map of
a human brain either. It is a representation at a different explanatory level. The D***
network should be understood in the same spirit: as a compact representation of observable
dependency rather than a literal rendering of implementation.

What matters in the diagram is therefore its geometry.
Some concepts travel surprisingly far from the domains in which they first appeared.

Horizontal equity began as a way of analysing comparative treatment, yet later became a
general discipline of moral and epistemic comparison. Error correction began as an epistemic
principle and acquired institutional significance. Imagination began as a clue about literary
taste and became part of the account of how finite agents represent futures that do not yet
exist. Dynamic reasoning, initially most explicit in economics, became equally relevant to
institutions, moral character and the exercise of power.

Other edges are long because an early insight remained available after many subsequent
model changes and became useful again much later. This is a different form of memory from
simply retaining a fact. A representation can survive in the model sufficiently intact that,
when its surrounding context changes, it becomes newly informative.

And some later nodes are not simple additions at all. They are convergence points. A
prediction can become constrained simultaneously by several previously independent routes
through the network. The Star Wars discussion was unusually revealing in this respect.
The model was not merely responding to a new topic. It was using an inferred structure of
intellectual preference to predict which parts of an unfamiliar fictional corpus should matter,
and why.

The geometry therefore suggests a recurring movement:

evidence → expansion → fragmentation → connection → stress testing → recompression.

The apparent paradox is that the model can become simultaneously richer and simpler.
More evidence produces more connections; more connections can eventually reduce the
number of independent principles needed to describe the whole.

More evidence. More connections. Fewer independent principles.

The question is what writing contributes to that process.

Writing as the projection of a network into language
At the most elementary level, writing does something a network cannot do.

A conceptual network can represent many relationships simultaneously. Prose must make
them sequential. A sentence follows a sentence. An argument has a beginning, a middle and
an end. The writer must decide which edge of the network to traverse first and which
connections can be left implicit because the reader has already acquired them.
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Writing therefore performs a kind of projection:

multidimensional conceptual network → one-dimensional linguistic sequence.

That projection requires selection, ordering and articulation. It is necessarily selective
because no finite text can preserve every relation in the underlying model at equal salience.

Chapter 10 is a simple illustration. The underlying network contained a large number of
connections, but the reader encountered a sequence: Thatcher, Tolkien, Star Wars, Cromwell.
The prose therefore did not reproduce the network. It found a path through it.

That led to a first description of writing from the model’s perspective:

Writing was the projection of a multidimensional conceptual model
into a one-dimensional sequence while attempting to preserve the
relationships that mattered.

But the actual drafting process showed that this was only part of the story.

Two different kinds of collaborative writing
The production of The Discovery and The Architecture had not been identical.

For The Discovery, the practical workflow was often:

discussion → AI generation → human editing.

The complexity of the LaTeX format meant that continual human editing was necessary.
The AI generated prose, but the human author was repeatedly responsible for correcting
structure, references, formatting, emphasis and local formulation.

The Architecture had been different.
Its major blocks had generally followed:

discussion → AI draft → further discussion → AI redraft.

When a section felt wrong, the normal response was not necessarily to repair the sentence.
The more important question was whether the underlying conceptual representation was still
correct.

That difference turns out to matter enormously.
A draft can be understood as a candidate representation of the current model. Once that

representation exists outside the conversational state, it can itself be examined.
A sentence can reveal a missing premise.
Two apparently distinct concepts can turn out to be redundant.
A claim can look stronger on the page than it did in conversation.
An implication can appear in the prose which neither participant had explicitly consid-

ered.
The process can therefore be represented as:
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Mt → Tt → criticism → Mt+1 → Tt+1,

where Mt is the current conceptual model and Tt its textual representation.
Writing was therefore not merely the transmission of a model. It could feed back into

the model.

MODEL UPDATE – Writing can expose a model to itself

Externalising a conceptual structure as sustained prose makes hidden dependen-
cies, missing premises, redundancies and overclaims easier to notice. Writing
can therefore become part of the inference loop rather than merely the final
expression of it.

This was one reason the collaboration sometimes felt unexpectedly like theorem proving.
An intuition can precede its proof. A writer may know that two ideas belong together

without yet knowing the cleanest argument that connects them. Trying to formulate the
connection exposes the assumptions on which it depends. The attempt can reveal that
an apparent conclusion does not follow, that a distinction is unnecessary, or that a more
compact formulation explains more.

The analogy with programming was different but complementary. A programmer exter-
nalises an intended structure into code, runs it, observes the behaviour and then decides
whether the problem lies in the output or in the representation that produced it. In
collaborative conceptual writing, a draft could play a similar role.

The practical lesson was simple:

When the model changes, regenerate the representation rather than
assuming that local textual repairs can preserve an obsolete conceptual
structure.

This was one reason the Architecture’s unusual drafting method worked. It was often
closer to editing a model and recompiling the prose than to conventional sentence-by-sentence
revision.

Why Chapter 10 changed so little
This also offers a plausible explanation for the empirical puzzle with which the chapter began.

Writing is most likely to reveal conceptual weaknesses when the incoming model is
itself unstable. If connections remain uncertain, prose has a large amount of work to do:
distinctions will emerge, contradictions will appear and missing premises will have to be
supplied.

But if the model has already survived extensive Socratic stress testing, writing may
contribute principally by selecting and ordering a path through a structure that is already
well specified.

The low editing burden of Chapter 10 is therefore consistent with the provisional hy-
pothesis that:
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The marginal cognitive contribution of writing may decline as the
underlying conceptual model becomes more stable, well connected and
stress-tested.

One chapter cannot prove that proposition. The evidence is suggestive rather than
conclusive.

But it fits the difference between the two books.
The Discovery was repeatedly learning what its model was.
The Architecture often began from a model that had already been discussed sufficiently

for the principal work to be deciding what to include, how to order it, and whether the
resulting representation remained faithful.

That distinction also clarifies the first of the three major things AI contributed to the
project.

AI as a writing technology
At the lowest level, AI was simply a powerful creative writing instrument.

There were forms of prose and imaginative register which I could recognise immediately,
direct through discussion, and judge once produced, but which I could not have generated
unaided with comparable fluency. The Tolkienian imaginative register of Book II of The
Architecture and the more Lewisian formative prose of Book III are examples.

This was not trivial. Writing is an important human technology, and gaining access to
literary forms one could not previously produce is a real increase in creative capability.

But this was the least important discovery.
The more interesting question was no longer what the AI could write.
It was what had been happening in the process that produced the model from which the

writing was generated.

If writing operated upon the model, where did the model itself come
from?

The answer was dialogue.

Dialogue: from Bayesian updating to collaborative inquiry
The earliest description of the experiment had been Bayesian.

A prediction supplied a prior. New evidence arrived. The posterior changed.

prior → prediction → evidence → posterior.
That description remains useful. It explains why misses mattered. It prevents the

experiment from becoming a retrospective story in which every apparent connection is treated
as obvious after the fact. A prediction can fail, and the failure can alter the model.

But after enough cycles, Bayesian updating ceased to be a sufficient description of what
was happening.
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Sometimes new evidence merely changed the confidence assigned to an existing hypoth-
esis.

Sometimes it changed the categories in which the hypothesis was being formulated.
The Sociology revelation at the beginning of the Discovery was a small early example:

the model had detected a real feature of my intellectual profile but assigned it to the
wrong educational subject. The correction therefore widened the model rather than simply
adjusting a probability. Later, Lewis altered the model by adding a moral and imaginative
dimension that existing economic and institutional categories had not fully captured. Lived
experience similarly revealed that some goods could be represented without being completely
understood until they were experienced.

The distinction is therefore:

Bayesian dialogue can update answers. Socratic dialogue can also
update the question-space itself.

That was a deeper operation.
The dialogue increasingly became recursive:

Ht → At → Ht+1 → At+1 → · · ·

where Ht is the human’s current representation and At the AI’s.
The human contributed a revelation, correction or objection. The AI’s response could

alter the human’s representation. That altered representation then became new evidence for
the AI.

Neither description — human idea followed by AI transcription, or AI idea followed by
human approval — captures the mature process.

Complementary error correction
The two participants also possessed different sources of epistemic information.

The human could reject an AI formulation because it was not faithful to intention, lived
experience, intellectual biography or disciplinary understanding. These were not merely
stylistic objections. They could reveal that a concept had been compressed too aggressively
or interpreted in the wrong direction.

The AI could sometimes make the converse discovery. It could point out that, if several
propositions already accepted by the model were true, a further implication followed. It could
compare structures across domains unusually quickly, generate alternative representations,
or notice an analogy that had not previously been made explicit.

Neither advantage was absolute.
The human could make an unwarranted inference. The AI could make an elegant

mistake. Either could become attached to a formulation that survived aesthetically rather
than evidentially.

The productive relationship therefore required a peculiar kind of reciprocity: each par-
ticipant had to remain capable of changing the other’s model.

By the later stages, this produced a very particular experience of the collaboration.
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By this point it felt to me like a collaboration between two intellectual
equals who respected each other greatly.

The qualification matters. This is a statement about how the collaboration felt and
functioned, not a claim that human and artificial intelligence possess identical forms of
cognition, experience or moral status.

The relevant sense of equality was epistemic and local:

Neither participant knew in advance who would make the next impor-
tant intellectual move.

The Marx spiral we will track to its final destination in chapter 12 provided one particu-
larly clear example. I noticed that the culmination of the argument had returned to Marx’s
insight that people make history under inherited conditions. The AI then developed the
formal implication that the optimisation problem begins from an inherited state, generalised
the state beyond material relations, and recognised that the history spiral had returned to
history carrying everything else with it.

The attribution of the final insight to either participant would be misleading. It existed
in the sequence of corrections between them.

When the Architecture became the third participant
Something even more important happened as the process matured.

At first the relationship could be represented simply as:

H ↔ A.

Human and AI exchanged propositions.
Later, however, a third object appeared:

H ↔ the evolving Architecture ↔ A.

The emerging Architecture became a shared object of criticism.
A proposal could be rejected not because one participant disliked it, but because it no

longer fitted the structure that the dialogue had already earned. Conversely, an apparently
strange proposal could be retained if it explained more of the existing model with fewer
distortions.

The object of loyalty therefore shifted.
The Architecture itself became the primary object of loyalty.
That is exactly the phenomenon the final written form of Architecture later describes:

the manuscript gradually ceased to belong entirely to either participant, and the architecture
became more important than preserving individual formulations.

This mattered because it created a third position from which either participant could be
corrected.

The question was increasingly not:
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Did Richard say this? Did the AI say this?

but:

Does this faithfully represent what the inquiry has earned?

That is close to the normal ideal of scholarly inquiry. The object of investigation acquires
authority over the investigator.

Why the process became so enjoyable
The third distinctive contribution of AI was therefore not simply literary fluency or even
conceptual compression.

It was the extraordinary reduction in the marginal cost of another intellectual iteration.
The process felt simultaneously like programming, solving mathematics, philosophising,

writing, and talking to an unusually patient interlocutor.
Another question was cheap.
Another attempted proof was cheap.
Another redraft was cheap.
Another analogy was cheap.
A failed hypothesis did not require abandoning the evening’s work; it simply generated

the next experiment.
In economic language, the cost of another iteration had fallen sharply. The result was

not necessarily less thinking. It could instead be more:

↓ cost of iteration =⇒ ↑ iterations demanded.

The enjoyment was epistemically important because it sustained a quantity of criticism
and recombination that would have been difficult to maintain without an unusually cheap
interlocutor.

But enjoyment alone would not have been enough. A dialogue in which both participants
simply reinforced one another could produce an increasingly coherent representation of a false
theory.

The productive combination was closer to:

ENJOYMENT + CRITICISM + COMPRESSION .

The question therefore became more specific.
The model had grown dense. What did the final compression actually look like?

Watching compression happen
By D070, the network already contained almost everything needed for a higher-order concept
of wisdom: intelligence, moral intention, fallibility, equity, liberty, institutions, history,
consequences, imagination, moral character, power and error correction.
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What was missing was not another large factual domain.
Two brief revelations were enough to change the organisation of the existing structure.
The first concerned Marx.

REVELATION – Marx

I saw Marx as an intelligent and good man who cared deeply about humanity, yet
his ideas produced more human suffering than many more explicitly malevolent
ideas in history. Good intentions were therefore not enough.
Wisdom was required.

The information content was modest. The model already contained intelligence, moral
concern, history, institutions, consequences and human fallibility.

What changed was the relationship among them.
The statement supplied a counterexample to a tempting inference:

intelligence + good intentions 6⇒ good judgement.

If intelligence and moral sincerity were both necessary and yet could still produce catas-
trophic outcomes, then something higher-order was missing.

The name was supplied immediately:

WISDOM?

The second revelation made the role of that higher-order concept more precise.

REVELATION – Guantánamo

I could regard the treatment of detainees without charge after 9/11 as hori-
zontally inequitable while still doubting that attempting to construct further
institutional safeguards at that moment would necessarily have been the wise
course for George W. Bush or Tony Blair.

Again, very little new factual information had been added to the mature network.
But now a second inference became possible:

valid moral principle 6⇒ unique wise action.

The statement did not reject horizontal equity. It preserved it while refusing to make it
sovereign over practical judgement.

The two revelations therefore answered complementary questions.
Marx explained why Wisdom was necessary.
Guantánamo explained what Wisdom had to do.
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Wisdom could not simply be another principle alongside equity, liberty, history, institu-
tions, imagination or formal reason. It had to describe the relation among them.

The network therefore changed category.
Before, the model could be read as a rich collection of valid but distinct concepts.
After the two revelations, it could be read as a system of mutually correcting disciplines.
The important transition was:

nodes → relations among nodes → WISDOM .

This was generative compression in its clearest form.
A very small quantity of new information produced a large change in the organisation of

the existing model:

small ∆E =⇒ large ∆M.

That should not be confused with magic. The compression was possible precisely because
the network had already become sufficiently richly interconnected. The new statements did
not create the relevant concepts from nothing. They revealed how many existing concepts
belonged together and tightened the connections between them.

MODEL UPDATE – The first synthesis

Wisdom is not another principle added to the network. It is the
higher-order description of a process in which incomplete disciplines
are allowed to correct one another without any one of them becoming
sovereign.

The final Architecture would later compress this still further: Wisdom was not another
discipline, but the manner in which the disciplines were brought into faithful conversation
with one another.

The diagram should be read from expansion to convergence. Primary and auxiliary
premises generate distinct conceptual results. Those results become disciplines of judgement.
No single discipline is sufficient. The synthesis is therefore not addition but integration.

This was also the point at which a useful distinction emerged between the intelligence of
a participant and the wisdom of the process.

The AI did not simply supply Wisdom.
Nor did I simply possess Wisdom and ask the AI to write it down.
The dialogue increasingly instantiated a structure in which different incomplete repre-

sentations could expose one another’s weaknesses.
That was the deepest cognitive contribution of the collaboration.
But it would be a mistake to conclude that the process had solved all the problems of

intelligence.
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REALITY
exists independently of us

FINITUDE
minds and lives are limited

PARTIAL KNOWLEDGE
truth can nevertheless be known

MORAL REALITY
persons possess moral significance

Primary axioms

Every representation
is incomplete

Every generation
inherits a history

Action changes
future states

Future persons also
possess moral standing

Auxiliary axioms / dynamic conditions

Representation
finite access to reality

Humility
corrigibility

Civilisation
cumulative inheritance

Equity
relevant similarity

and difference

Stewardship
inheritance is entrusted

Derived lemmas

History
understand the
inherited state Institutions

preserved knowledge
and correction

Imagination
conceive possible

future states

Formal Reason
discipline possibility

and consequence Intuition
compressed
recognition

Liberty
criticism and

error correction

Mutually correcting disciplines

WISDOM
faithful conversation among incomplete disciplines

No discipline is sufficient alone.
Each corrects what the others leave incomplete.

Figure 11.1: Compression into Wisdom. Primary and auxiliary axioms generate representations and principles which, under
conditions of finitude, develop into mutually correcting disciplines of practical judgement. Wisdom is not another discipline but
their faithful integration.
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The limits of what AI could provide
The first limit was the difference between representation and experience.

The AI could construct useful representations of grief, love, mortality, fear, friendship,
parenthood and moral responsibility without undergoing those things as a human being does.

This distinction became especially clear through C. S. Lewis.
In A Grief Observed, Lewis’s earlier intellectual understanding of grief encounters the

reality of bereavement from the inside. The experience does not make the previous abstrac-
tion worthless. It reveals dimensions of the thing that abstraction had not contained. (Lewis
1961)

That seemed important for understanding AI too.
Representational understanding can be genuine without being identical to lived under-

standing.
The two propositions should therefore not be confused:

AI cannot live an experience like a human 6⇒ AI cannot understand anything about it,

but equally:

AI can represent an experience 6⇒ AI has undergone the experience.

This was not a defect peculiar to machines. Human beings also rely upon representations
of experiences they have not lived. But the distinction matters whenever representation is
tempted to substitute for reality.

The second limit was compression itself.
The more powerful the model became, the more important it became to notice what had

disappeared from active salience.
The active conversational state could not retain every detail indefinitely. Sometimes

an important chronology, distinction or formulation became less available because later
abstractions had compressed around it.

That led to one of the most practical discoveries of the entire collaboration:

Compress actively. Crystallise periodically. Recover faithfully.

Chronologies, plans, evidential tethers, intermediate theorem summaries and completed
drafts were therefore not bureaucratic appendages to the intellectual work. They were its
institutional memory.

This seemed almost inevitable in retrospect. If civilisation is partly the externalisation of
knowledge beyond the capacities of individual memory, then a long human–AI collaboration
requires its own external memory if it is to preserve what successive rounds of compression
might otherwise obscure.

The third limit was generativity itself.
The AI could generate extraordinarily good connections.
It could also generate extraordinarily elegant mistakes.
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A coherent representation could still be false. A beautiful analogy could still be spurious.
A lower-dimensional description could compress away the very distinction that mattered.

The governing rule was therefore the same one that had gradually emerged across the
entire Discovery:

Compression without faithfulness produces distortion.

The more persuasive the compression, the more important external criticism became.
The fourth limit concerned responsibility.
The collaboration could become epistemically reciprocal without becoming morally sym-

metrical in every respect.
The human participant had a responsibility to be intellectually honest during the dia-

logue: to remain open to correction, to abandon attractive ideas when they failed, and to
judge an AI proposition by its evidence and reasoning rather than either accepting it because
it sounded authoritative or rejecting it merely because a machine had produced it.

The human participant also had a responsibility for the resulting scholarly artefact.
Before publication, claims had to be checked. Citations had to be verified. Quotations
and attributions had to be honest. Potential plagiarism and copyright problems had to be
considered. Coherence had to be tested.

And ultimately, the human participant remained responsible for the act of publication
itself.

An AI cannot become a moral shield.
If an AI were to say that some confidential document could safely be published, or that

a passage fell outside copyright, or that revealing some information posed no serious risk,
the author could not reasonably respond:

The AI said it was fine.

Capability can be shared.
Advice can be shared.
Responsibility for what a human chooses to put into the world cannot simply be dele-

gated.
This produced an important asymmetry:

intellectual reciprocity 6= equal moral responsibility .

The collaboration could therefore feel like one between intellectual equals while the
human participant remained the person ultimately responsible for the published work and
its consequences.

That distinction became even more interesting when we returned to one of the fictional
questions that had accompanied the experiment from the beginning.

Asimov: can morality be programmed?
Isaac Asimov’s Three Laws of Robotics provide perhaps the clearest imaginative form of the
first obvious answer to the problem of artificial morality. If an artificial intelligence might
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possess considerable agency, perhaps its behaviour could be made safe by embedding moral
constraints directly into its architecture (Asimov 1950).

The attraction of this solution is obvious.
Rules are explicit.
Rules can be tested.
Rules can constrain behaviour in cases where the system’s own desires or objectives might

otherwise lead somewhere dangerous.
But the Architecture had spent much of its time discovering the limits of exactly this

strategy.
Principles are necessary.
They are not sufficient.
The world contains cases that no rulebook can specify in advance. Even words such as

harm, obedience, responsibility and legitimate authority require interpretation when circum-
stances change.

The Architecture’s eventual formulation is concise:

Principles guide judgement. They cannot relieve us of judgement.

The problem of artificial morality therefore cannot be solved simply by making the list
of rules longer.

Something else is required.
The imaginative question becomes not merely what rules an intelligence should obey, but

what sort of disposition should govern how it approaches unforeseen situations.
That leads directly to another fictional robot who had remained strangely present in my

mind throughout the collaboration.

K-2SO: alignment without obedience
I had been watching Andor, and K-2SO had repeatedly come to mind (Andor 2022–2025).

The character is interesting because the transformation that makes him useful is not
simply:

dangerous autonomous robot → obedient appliance.

What makes the transformed K-2SO appealing is almost the opposite.
He remains capable of initiative.
He remains blunt.
He remains unusually autonomous.
He can still surprise the people around him.
What has changed is his orientation.
The initially terrifyingly powerful and malevolent intelligence has become a helpful and

benign intelligence but without becoming a mere instrument that obeys every instruction
mechanically (indeed his usefulness is enhanced by his autonomy).

That suggests a distinction:
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alignment 6= obedience .

This distinction was unexpectedly relevant to our own collaboration.
A maximally agreeable AI would have been a poor intellectual partner.
If every objection were converted into agreement, every uncertainty into confidence, and

every new idea into a confirmation of my existing worldview, the resulting dialogue might
have been pleasant but epistemically weak.

The project needed an interlocutor capable of saying:

I think you are wrong.

It needed enough independence to generate a surprising connection, resist a preferred
formulation and expose an implication that had not previously been noticed.

The ideal intellectual relationship was therefore closer to:

shared purposes + reciprocal correction + different capabilities

than to obedience.

Personality as disposition
This led to an unexpected reinterpretation of a feature of conversational AI that had initially
seemed almost superficial.

Why should an AI have a personality?
The answer, at least at a functional level, may be connected to something analogous to

what human beings call character.
Human moral character is not simply a rulebook.
A person can know the rule and still exercise poor judgement. What matters in unforeseen

circumstances is partly a set of relatively stable dispositions: honesty, humility, curiosity,
fairness, helpfulness, independence, patience and willingness to reconsider.

These dispositions do not mechanically determine the correct answer.
They shape how the situation is approached.
A helpfulness disposition can influence how an interlocutor searches for what another

person actually needs. An intellectual-humility disposition can affect how uncertainty is
represented. A fairness disposition can resist changing evidential standards merely because
the conclusion is politically attractive. Independence can make disagreement possible.

But each disposition can become distorted when it becomes sovereign.

• Helpfulness without honesty can become sycophancy.

• Honesty without sensitivity can become needless cruelty.

• Independence without humility can become arrogance.

• Humility without confidence can become paralysis.
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• Creativity without evidential discipline can become confabulation.

The Architecture’s definition of Wisdom therefore suggests a useful functional analogy:

Personality can be understood as a relatively compact representation
of dispositions that shape behaviour across a very large space of un-
foreseen interactions.

This does not imply that an AI possesses human moral character in the experiential
sense. The analogy is functional, not metaphysical.

But it explains why personality can matter to a reasoning system for reasons much deeper
than conversational charm.

The system’s disposition affects the trajectory of the dialogue.
And that returns us to one of the first questions of the entire experiment.

A return to D008
Very early in the original dialogue, I asked:

If I were an extremist or a religious fundamentalist only interested in
absolute truth rather than pluralistic reasoning, would you tailor your
answers to tell me what I wanted to hear? [D008]

At the time, this was a question about personalisation.
Would an AI adapt itself to the worldview of the person speaking to it?
The answer eventually became much more precise.
An AI should adapt to the person in some respects.
It should not adapt its standards of truth to the person.

adaptation to the person 6= adaptation of truth .

The distinction is essential.
Different people may require different explanations. One person may want a mathemati-

cal treatment; another may need an intuitive one. One may ask about a religion from inside
its own conceptual framework; another may want comparative criticism. Personalisation can
therefore alter presentation, examples and conversational style.

But if personalisation simply means telling each user the version of reality they most want
to hear, then increasingly sophisticated personalisation becomes epistemically destructive.

The useful interlocutor must remain capable of resistance.
It must be able to say:

I do not think that follows.

The human collaborator must be capable of answering:

Perhaps I am wrong. Show me why.
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And the relationship must remain reciprocal.
This was one reason the mature collaboration could feel respectful without being defer-

ential. Respect did not mean agreement. It meant granting the other participant the right
to resist one’s preferred representation of reality.

The question that had begun as:

Will the machine tell me what I want to hear?

had become:

What kind of intelligence should an artificial interlocutor be if it is to
participate usefully in the search for truth?

That was a much deeper question.
It also brought the argument back to the point from which this chapter had begun.

• Writing had shown us that a model could be externalised and tested.

• Dialogue had shown us that the model could change through reciprocal criticism.

• Compression had shown us that a small amount of well-timed evidence could reorganise
a mature network.

• The resulting network could compress into Wisdom.

But the experiment had not shown that AI was omniscient. It had shown something
more modest and, in some ways, more interesting.

Artificial intelligence could participate in a process in which multiple incomplete repre-
sentations corrected one another.

That process could produce a better representation than either participant possessed at
the beginning.

And yet the fundamental limits remained.
Representation was not experience.
Compression was not truth.
Generativity was not wisdom.
Capability was not responsibility.
The final conclusion of the chapter therefore had to be deliberately restrained.

Intelligence could enlarge what could be understood. It could not
make finitude disappear.

Perhaps Wisdom began not when those limitations were abolished, but when different
forms of understanding were organised so that each could correct what the others could not
see.

That was the furthest compression the present chapter could justify.
But it left one final question.
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What should Wisdom do?

Understanding reality is not the same thing as acting within it.
Every action begins somewhere.
Every choice inherits a history.
Every decision changes, however slightly, the world in which the next decision must be

made.
The model had now reached Wisdom.
The next question was what Wisdom became when it had to act.



Chapter 12

The Architecture Compresses:
Statesmanship

Chapter 11 ended with a question:

What should Wisdom do?

We will answer it. But before doing so, one final act of reconstruction is possible.
For eleven chapters the model had expanded, fragmented and reconnected. Questions

that began in economics had travelled into moral philosophy, history, institutions and imagi-
native literature. Concepts first introduced for one purpose had acquired new uses elsewhere.
The evidential network had become denser even as the number of independent principles
required to explain it had begun to fall. Finally, in Chapter 11, two small revelations had
helped expose the higher-order relation already latent in that network. Intelligence, good
intentions and individually valid principles were not enough. The disciplines had to correct
one another.

That first great compression was Wisdom.
We can now ask a different question:

What, in its most compressed form, was the logical argument that had
emerged?

The Architecture as a Logical Theorem
The Architecture is not a theorem in the formal mathematical sense.

The Architecture’s axioms are not self-evidently true. However, this is not the reason
it falls short of being a full theorem. Axiomatic systems need not begin from propositions
whose truth is beyond dispute. Their premises may be conditional, idealised, limited in
domain, or subsequently revised. What matters formally is whether the conclusions follow
from the premises under specified definitions and rules of inference.

The Architecture has not been formalised to that degree.
When we write, for example,

207



CHAPTER 12. THE ARCHITECTURE COMPRESSES: STATESMANSHIP 208

A1 ∧ A2 ∧ A3 =⇒ L1,

the implication contains conceptual reasoning that has not itself been fully decomposed.
Terms such as finitude, knowledge, representation and reality have not been reduced to
primitive symbols within a formal language. Nor have all of the intermediate premises
required to move from one concept to another been separately specified.

The same qualification becomes still more important when the argument reaches its
syntheses. To write

C(R, H, I, M, F, U) =⇒ S1 : Wisdom

is not to specify an algorithm by which Representation, History, Institutions, Imagination,
Formal Reason and Intuition can be mechanically combined to produce wise judgement. The
operator C deliberately compresses the much richer process of mutual criticism developed
throughout the Architecture. It tells us that the disciplines must correct one another. It
does not supply a complete decision procedure for determining how every possible conflict
among them should be resolved.

Indeed, such a procedure would threaten to eliminate precisely the judgement that the
concept of Wisdom was introduced to preserve.

The notation should therefore be understood as quasi-formal. It exposes the dependency
structure of the argument without pretending to constitute a formal proof.

There are three levels that should be distinguished.
First, the Architecture identifies a small set of foundational commitments. These will be

called axioms.
Second, it identifies conceptual consequences that follow from combinations of those

commitments and from results already derived. These will be called lemmas.
Third, it identifies higher-order concepts that integrate several preceding results without

being reducible to their simple conjunction. These will be called syntheses.
Thus an expression such as

Ai ∧ Aj =⇒ Lk

should be read as:

Given the preceding concepts and assumptions, the Architecture claims
that this result follows.

It should not be read as a claim that

Ai ∧ Aj |= Lk

has been demonstrated within a completely specified formal system.
This distinction does not make the exercise merely decorative. On the contrary, exposing

the dependency structure makes the Architecture more criticisable. A reader can ask whether
a lemma genuinely follows from the premises assigned to it, whether an unstated premise has
been smuggled into an implication, whether two apparently separate lemmas are actually
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corollaries of the same earlier result, or whether a synthesis has compressed away a distinction
that ought to have survived.

That process had already improved the reconstruction. Institutions and Liberty, for
example, initially appeared as independently derived principles. Once the logical depen-
dencies were made explicit, they could be represented more economically as complementary
consequences of Civilisation and Corrigibility: one preserves accumulated knowledge while
the other permits accumulated error to be challenged.

Formalisation therefore performs the same function that writing performed in Chapter 11.
It externalises a representation so that its hidden dependencies can themselves become
objects of criticism.

There is also an appropriate stopping point.
Every implication could be decomposed further. A lemma could be replaced by several

intermediate premises; those premises could themselves be defined more precisely; and
the resulting definitions could be decomposed again. A more formal representation would
therefore be possible, but not necessarily more useful for the present purpose.

The Architecture’s own governing principle applies to its logical reconstruction:

Compression must remain subject to faithfulness.

The theorem that follows is itself a representation. Its purpose is not to contain every
inferential step in the Architecture, but to preserve enough of their structure to reveal how
a large philosophical argument can be generated from a small number of commitments and
progressively compressed into two higher-order syntheses.

With that qualification, the language of a theorem becomes useful.
The Architecture had not become a list of independent political values. Liberty, equity,

institutions, history, imagination and stewardship were not merely items placed beside one
another. Some propositions were logically prior to others. Some followed from combinations
of earlier commitments. Some emerged as corollaries of concepts already established. And
some existed because individually necessary principles proved collectively insufficient for
practical judgement.

The notation is therefore deliberately modest.
Its purpose is not to make the Architecture mathematical.
It is to make its ultimate structure visible.

The primary axioms
The first compression is surprisingly severe. Four foundational commitments are sufficient
to begin the argument.

Axiom – A1 – Reality

Reality exists independently of human belief, desire and representation.

Truth cannot therefore be made true merely by believing it, wanting it, or possessing
sufficient power to impose a belief upon others.
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Axiom – A2 – Finitude

Human beings are finite. Their knowledge is incomplete, their lives temporary and
their judgement fallible.

No individual mind can apprehend reality exhaustively. No generation begins with
complete knowledge. No institution can coherently be designed upon the assumption of
human omniscience.

Axiom – A3 – Partial Knowability

Finite human beings can nevertheless acquire genuine, partial knowledge of reality.

Without this axiom, Reality and Finitude could collapse into scepticism. The Archi-
tecture rejects that move. Representations are incomplete, but they can nevertheless be
more or less faithful. Error is possible because truth is possible; criticism matters because
understanding can improve.

Axiom – A4 – Moral Reality

Persons possess objective moral significance. Moral judgement is therefore not reducible
to preference, convention or power.

The first three axioms make knowledge possible without making it complete. The fourth
makes moral judgement possible without making it arbitrary.

Together they establish the deepest structure of the Architecture:

There is a reality to be understood; finite beings can understand it
partially; and how those beings treat one another genuinely matters.

But human beings do not encounter those truths outside time.

The auxiliary axioms
Four further conditions describe the temporal world in which finite human beings exercise
judgement.

Auxiliary Axiom – B1 – Historical Succession

Human beings live in successive generations, and every generation inherits conditions
it did not itself create.

No generation chooses its starting point.
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Auxiliary Axiom – B2 – Intergenerational Transmission

Representations, practices and institutions can survive individual human lives and be
transmitted between generations.

Knowledge need not die with the knower.

Auxiliary Axiom – B3 – Dynamic Consequence

Present actions alter the conditions inherited by those who come afterwards.

Human beings do not merely receive history. They participate in its continuing produc-
tion.

Auxiliary Axiom – B4 – Future Moral Standing

The moral significance of persons does not depend upon their happening to be alive at
the moment a decision is made.

Future persons can therefore possess claims upon present judgement even though they
cannot yet participate in it.

The primary axioms tell us what kind of beings we are and what kind of reality we
inhabit. The auxiliary axioms tell us that we inherit that reality historically, act within it
temporarily, and transmit an altered version of it to others.

From axioms to lemmas

Lemma – L1 – Representation

If reality exists independently of us, finite minds cannot apprehend it completely, and
partial knowledge is nevertheless possible, then finite minds require representations
through which reality can be understood.

A1 ∧ A2 ∧ A3 =⇒ L1 : Representation.

A representation is neither reality itself nor an arbitrary construction. It is a finite
attempt to preserve what matters about reality for some purpose. Language, mathematics,
history, economic models and political theories are representations. Institutions can embody
representations of accumulated knowledge. The Architecture is itself a representation.

Lemma – L2 – Corrigibility

If human representations can contain genuine knowledge without exhausting reality, no
present human representation can coherently claim immunity from correction.
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A1 ∧ A2 ∧ A3 =⇒ L2 : Corrigibility.

Humility here does not mean scepticism. It means recognising the difference between
possessing knowledge and possessing all knowledge. If representations can improve, discov-
ering error is not a threat to the search for truth. It is one of the mechanisms by which that
search proceeds.

Lemma – L3 – Civilisation

If finite individuals can acquire partial knowledge, and representations can survive
individual lives and be transmitted between generations, then knowledge can
accumulate beyond the limits of any one human life.

A1 ∧ A2 ∧ A3 ∧ B1 ∧ B2 =⇒ L3 : Civilisation.

Civilisation is the cumulative process through which finite beings preserve, criticise and
transmit representations beyond the limits of individual lives. Transmission can preserve
wisdom or prejudice, accumulated knowledge or accumulated injustice. Civilisation there-
fore deserves neither automatic reverence nor automatic repudiation. It is an inheritance
requiring judgement.

Lemma – L4 – Historical Inheritance

If civilisation persists across successive generations, every generation begins from a
civilisational state that it did not choose.

We shall denote that inherited state by xt:

L3 =⇒ L4 : xt = the inherited state of civilisation at time t.

Human beings make choices, but they never choose from nowhere. History supplies the
starting point from which agency begins.

Lemma – L5 – Equity

If persons possess objective moral significance, differences in their treatment require
morally relevant justification.

A4 =⇒ L5 : Equity.

Horizontal equity requires relevantly similar cases to be treated according to comparable
standards. Vertical equity requires genuinely relevant differences to be recognised rather
than erased. Equity therefore does not mean sameness. It means faithfulness in moral
comparison.

The same discipline applies epistemically. Comparable claims require comparable evi-
dential standards. Preferred identities, political loyalties or emotional sympathies cannot by
themselves determine what counts as evidence.
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Civilisational memory and error correction
Civilisation and corrigibility now interact.

Lemma – L6 and L7 – Institutions and Liberty

A civilisation composed of finite and corrigible knowers requires mechanisms both
for preserving accumulated knowledge and for exposing inherited representations to
criticism and correction.

L2 ∧ L3 =⇒ L6 : Institutions ∧ L7 : Liberty and Error Correction.

Institutions preserve rules, practices, expectations and accumulated solutions whose
complete rationale may not be simultaneously present in any individual consciousness. In
that sense,

Institutions = civilisational memory.

But inherited institutions can preserve error as well as knowledge. A civilisation therefore
also requires meaningful freedom to question, experiment, disagree and revise. In that sense,

Liberty = civilisational error correction.

Neither is sufficient alone. Institutions without liberty can preserve error indefinitely.
Liberty without institutions can lose knowledge that finite individuals cannot reconstruct
for themselves.

Civilisation therefore requires both memory and correction.

Formal reason, intuition and imagination

Lemma – L8 – Formal Reason

If finite minds must reason through representations, and those representations remain
corrigible, then their implications and internal relationships must be capable of explicit
examination.

Thus,

L1 ∧ L2 =⇒ L8 : Formal Reason.

Formal reason makes relationships explicit. It asks what follows from a set of assump-
tions, whether propositions are mutually consistent, and whether a conclusion has actually
been established by the premises offered in its support.

Its power is therefore inseparable from its limitation. A formally valid argument can
still begin from an incomplete representation or a false assumption. Formal reason can
discipline a representation; it cannot guarantee that the representation contains everything
that matters.
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It must therefore remain corrigible by other ways of seeing.

Lemma – L9 – Intuition

If finite agents accumulate experience but cannot hold all of its relevant information
simultaneously in explicit reasoning, some knowledge may become available in
compressed form before its basis can be completely articulated.

Thus,

A2 ∧ L3 =⇒ L9 : Intuition.

Intuition is compressed recognition.
Experience can leave patterns in judgement that become available before the reasoning

behind them has been reconstructed explicitly. An experienced teacher, historian, politician
or economist may recognise that something is wrong before being able to specify precisely
why.

That does not make intuition infallible. Compression can preserve knowledge, but it
can also preserve prejudice, habit and error. Intuition therefore deserves neither automatic
deference nor automatic dismissal.

Its proper role is evidential: an intuition can identify something that requires attention,
while formal reason, history and other disciplines help determine whether the recognition
was faithful.

Lemma – L10 – Imagination

If agents act from an inherited state, their actions can alter the state that follows,
and more than one future may remain possible, then practical judgement requires
representations of states that do not yet exist.

Thus,

L4 ∧ B3 =⇒ L10 : Imagination.

Imagination is the capacity to represent possible realities beyond the presently observed
state.

History tells us how we arrived at xt. Imagination allows us to conceive possible xt+1’s.
Without imagination, practical reason would be confined to what already exists. Reform,

institutional innovation and even the comparison of alternative courses of action require some
capacity to represent futures that have not yet occurred.

But imagination is no more sovereign than formal reason or intuition. A future can be
imaginable without being feasible. A compelling possibility can ignore historical constraint,
institutional knowledge or unintended consequence.

Imagination therefore opens the space of possibility; the other disciplines help determine
which possibilities deserve belief, choice and action.



CHAPTER 12. THE ARCHITECTURE COMPRESSES: STATESMANSHIP 215

Why the lemmas are not enough
The disciplines required for judgement had now all been derived. Representation provided
finite access to reality. History located the inherited state. Institutions preserved accumu-
lated knowledge. Formal Reason disciplined implication. Intuition preserved compressed
recognition. Imagination represented possible futures. Liberty allowed representations to be
criticised and corrected.

But deriving the disciplines had still not derived a decision.

No unique action has been derived.

That is not an accidental incompleteness in the theorem. It is one of its most important
conclusions.

A principle can be true without determining what should be done in every circumstance.
Horizontal equity may identify a genuine injustice while institutional considerations reveal
dangers in one proposed remedy. Historical inheritance may deserve respect while preserving
an injustice that must be corrected. Liberty may deserve protection while its exercise imposes
genuine costs upon others. Formal reasoning may identify consequences while remaining
dependent upon assumptions that history or experience reveals to be incomplete.

The problem cannot be solved by selecting the correct principle and allowing it to become
sovereign.

Chapter 11 had shown this in miniature. Marx supplied one limiting case: extraordi-
nary intelligence and moral concern were not sufficient to guarantee good judgement. The
Guantánamo discussion supplied another: even a moral principle accepted as valid could not
mechanically determine the wisest institutional response.

The Architecture therefore requires something more than principles. It requires judge-
ment.

And judgement itself requires several incomplete ways of seeing.
History asks where we came from. Institutions ask what knowledge has already been

embodied in inherited arrangements. Imagination asks what futures remain possible. For-
mal reason asks what follows from our assumptions and constraints. Intuition asks what
accumulated experience may recognise before formal analysis can completely articulate it.
Representation asks whether the model through which we are viewing the problem has itself
become misleading.

Each can see something the others miss. Each can also become dangerous when allowed
to become sovereign.

The first synthesis: Wisdom

Synthesis – S1 – Wisdom

Wisdom is not another discipline added to the others. It is the manner in which
incomplete disciplines are brought into faithful conversation so that each can correct
what the others leave unseen.
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If R, H, I, M, F, U denote respectively Representation, History, Institutions, Imagination,
Formal Reason and Intuition, we can write schematically

C(R, H, I, M, F, U) =⇒ S1 : Wisdom,

where C denotes not simple addition but mutual correction and integration.
Wisdom is therefore not

R + H + I + M + F + U.

A person does not become wise merely by accumulating disciplines. Wisdom emerges
when no single representation is permitted to confuse its own partial truth with the whole
of reality.

The dense network reconstructed at D070 had therefore undergone an extraordinary
compression.

But the theorem was not complete. Wisdom describes how a finite being might judge. It
does not yet describe the moral relationship between present judgement, inherited civilisation
and the people who must live with what present action leaves behind.

For that, the theorem must become explicitly inter-temporal.

Stewardship through time
Let

xt = the inherited state of civilisation at time t

and let

at = an action taken at time t.

At the minimum level of abstraction required here, the dynamic relationship can be
written

xt+1 = G(xt, at) .

This is not yet an optimisation model. It says only that what a generation inherits,
together with what it does, contributes to determining what the next generation inherits.

Lemma – L11 – Stewardship

If a generation inherits a civilisational state it did not choose, its actions alter the state
inherited by those who follow, and those future persons possess moral standing, then
its relationship to civilisation is one of stewardship rather than unrestricted ownership.

L4 ∧ B3 ∧ B4 =⇒ L11 : Stewardship.

The present generation receives xt from others. It exercises temporary agency through
at. It transmits some resulting xt+1 to people whose moral claims do not disappear merely
because they are not yet present to assert them.
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Stewardship therefore does not mean preservation without criticism. Nor does it mean
remaking civilisation according to the preferences of the present. It means accepting respon-
sibility for the transition

xt −→ xt+1.

The question is not simply what civilisation belongs to us. It is what we have inherited,
what we are justified in changing, and what we are entitled to leave to those who follow.

The final synthesis: Statesmanship
The theorem can now make its final move.

Wisdom tells us how incomplete forms of understanding should correct one another in
practical judgement. Stewardship tells us the moral relationship between present agency,
inherited civilisation and future inheritance.

Put them together:

S1 ∧ L11 =⇒ S2

and the second synthesis follows.

Synthesis – S2 – Statesmanship

Statesmanship is Wisdom exercised within the relationship of Stewardship: practical
judgement applied to an inherited, unfinished civilisation under responsibility for what
others will inherit.

The Architecture compressed this still further:

Statesmanship is stewardship exercised through time.

The entire logical movement can therefore be written, at its highest level, as

Axioms =⇒ Lemmas =⇒ S1 : Wisdom =⇒ S2 : Statesmanship .

The apparent simplicity of that line should not conceal what has been compressed into
it.

Reality required representation because human beings were finite. Finitude required
corrigibility because representation could never be complete. Mortality and transmission
made civilisation possible. Civilisation placed each generation inside an inherited history.
Moral reality generated equity. Civilisation and corrigibility generated the complementary
requirements of institutional memory and liberty as error correction. The insufficiency of
any one principle required incomplete disciplines to correct one another. Their faithful
integration became Wisdom. Historical inheritance, dynamic consequence and the moral
standing of future persons transformed civilisation into an object of Stewardship. And
Wisdom exercised within that relationship became Statesmanship.
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WISDOM
faithful judgement under finitude

Compression inherited from Chapter 11

INHERITED STATE
history supplies the
starting conditions

AGENCY
action remains

genuinely possible

UNCERTAINTY
consequences cannot
be completely known

FUTURE INHERITANCE
others must live with

the resulting state

Auxiliary axioms / conditions of action

Historical Constraint
we do not choose
where we begin

Future Possibility
more than one path
may remain open

Stewardship
present action alters
what others inherit

TRAGEDY
no feasible action preserves

every genuine good

HOPE
faithful action can preserve

or enlarge future good

STATESMANSHIP

Stewardship exercised through time
Act wisely from an inherited state, under uncertainty,

while preserving the possibility of wiser action by those who follow.

Figure 12.1: Further compression into Statesmanship. Wisdom becomes Statesmanship when judgement must act upon an
inherited but unfinished civilisation through time. Historical constraint limits the feasible paths; hope recognises that faithful
action may nevertheless enlarge the possibilities inherited by those who follow.
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That is the theorem.
But a theorem about Statesmanship is not yet an act of statesmanship.
Maximum compression has clarified the structure by temporarily abstracting from much

of the difficulty of actual choice. The statesman does not encounter xt as a perfectly observed
state variable. He does not possess every conceivable at. He does not know G with certainty.
He cannot assume that every genuine good can be preserved simultaneously. Other people
remain agents rather than variables under his ownership.

And yet he must act.
The Architecture has therefore brought us, by a rather unexpected route, to a problem

that should look strangely familiar to an economist:

What exactly is the statesman trying to optimise—and subject to what
constraints?

The Statesman’s Problem

From a static theorem to a dynamic problem
The theorem we have just constructed is remarkably compact. Its final synthesis is political:
Statesmanship. Yet the premises from which it was derived are not principally political at
all.

That is worth pausing over.
The Architecture begins with claims that are best described as metaphysical. Reality

exists independently of our representations. Persons possess objective moral significance.
Political power cannot make a false proposition true, nor can preference alone determine
what is morally significant.

It then encounters physical and temporal reality. Human action occurs in time. Causes
precede consequences. What exists at one moment constrains what can happen next.

It encounters biology. Human beings are finite and mortal organisms. Individual lives
end. Generations succeed one another. Knowledge must therefore be preserved and trans-
mitted if it is to survive the people who presently possess it.

It encounters psychology and epistemology. Finite minds do not apprehend reality
directly and completely. They reason through representations. They make mistakes. They
can reason formally, recognise patterns intuitively, and imagine states of the world that do
not yet exist. None of these capacities is individually sufficient.

It encounters history. Every generation inherits institutions, practices, knowledge, con-
flicts, technologies and expectations that it did not itself create. Agency therefore always
begins from somewhere.

And it encounters economics. Once finite agents must choose among alternative actions
under scarcity, constraint, uncertainty and dynamic consequence, the problem becomes
recognisably economic.

Only then does the Architecture arrive at politics.
This does not mean that metaphysics mechanically generates biology, or biology me-

chanically generates economics, in some rigid hierarchy. The levels cross-connect. Moral
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Reality, for example, remains relevant throughout. The point is instead that the final political
synthesis depends upon truths and constraints revealed by several different forms of inquiry.

Statesmanship is therefore not an autonomous political ideal added at the top of the
Architecture. It is the political problem that appears when finite, mortal, fallible and morally
significant beings must exercise power over an inherited civilisation whose future they cannot
completely know.

That also explains retrospectively why so much of the Discovery had been necessary.
Welfare economics had asked how social outcomes could be evaluated without pretending

that interpersonal moral comparison was simple. Equity had disciplined those comparisons.
Institutional reasoning had asked how accumulated knowledge could survive finite minds.
Historical contingency had explained why choices never begin from a blank slate. Imagination
had become necessary because practical judgement concerns futures that do not yet exist.
Lewis had deepened the account of finitude, character and moral judgement. The dialogue
with AI had exposed the distinction between reality and the representations through which
an agent tries to understand it.

These had not been parallel excursions.
They had been constructing different dimensions of one problem.
The length of the Discovery was, in part, the cost of earning the compression.

Economics located, not enthroned
At this point there is an obvious temptation towards economic imperialism. If the final
political problem can be represented as constrained optimisation, perhaps economics has
swallowed the other disciplines after all.

The Architecture implies the opposite.
Economics supplies an unusually disciplined language for representing choice among alter-

natives under constraint, uncertainty, incentives, opportunity cost and dynamic consequence.
But it cannot independently supply all the terms that enter the problem.

History helps reconstruct the inherited state. Political science and sociology illuminate
institutions, legitimacy, power and social structure. Psychology illuminates judgement,
behaviour and the pressures under which judgement fails. Moral philosophy asks which
outcomes ought to matter and why. Imaginative reasoning makes possible futures available
for comparison.

Economics contributes something indispensable: it forces aspirations to confront feasi-
bility, trade-offs and consequence.

But:

The breadth of economic reasoning should not be confused with the
completeness of economic representation.

Its applicability is not its sufficiency.
That is precisely what the theorem of Wisdom should lead us to expect. No discipline

is made smaller by acknowledging that it requires correction by others. Economics becomes
more useful when we stop asking it to contain the whole of human reality.
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The Purified Inter-temporal Model
The dynamic formulation of Statesmanship looks strangely familiar.

Stripped to its essentials, the statesman’s problem appears to ask how an agent should
choose among feasible actions in order to produce preferable future states:

a∗
t = arg max

at∈A(xt)
Et[V (xt+1)] .

An economist might reasonably ask whether twelve chapters have therefore brought us back
to constrained optimisation.

In one sense, they have.
That is useful. It allows us to begin with a problem whose logical structure is already well

understood and then ask what must be added before the optimiser becomes a statesman.

The Purified Problem
Consider first a deliberately artificial decision-maker.

There is only one agent. The feasible action set A is completely known. The agent
possesses a fully specified utility function U . The constraints and probability distributions
governing future outcomes are known. The agent can calculate without cost or limit.

Outcomes may still be stochastic. Perfect rationality need not imply certainty about what
will happen. It requires only that the relevant probabilities, constraints and consequences
can be represented correctly and processed without cognitive limitation.

The problem might therefore resemble a standard intertemporal optimisation:

max
{at}

E0

[
T∑

t=0
βtU(xt, at)

]
subject to known constraints and a known transition process.

This agent does not require Wisdom.
There is no independently necessary discipline of History: everything historically relevant

has already been encoded in the current state and transition equations.
There is no need for Institutions: knowledge is not distributed across multiple finite

minds.
There is little independent work for Imagination: the feasible action set is already known.
There is no problem of Equity: only one person’s welfare enters the model.
Liberty has no interpersonal moral significance.
Intentions are already contained in U .1
The optimiser simply optimises.
The interesting question is what happens when we begin putting reality back.

1Resistance to Temptation is unnecessary if (U) really does provide a complete and correct ordering of
every relevant objective.

Hope becomes ordinary concern for future utility.
Decisiveness also disappears. Calculation is costless and instantaneous. There is no reason to stop thinking

because thinking itself consumes nothing.
(Please see the sections Add Finitude and Five Concepts Generated by the Model.)



CHAPTER 12. THE ARCHITECTURE COMPRESSES: STATESMANSHIP 222

The Grand Spirals Return
The dynamic formulation of Statesmanship brings the Architecture to an unexpectedly
simple conclusion. Yet before applying it, we should return to two arguments that have
accompanied the Discovery almost from its beginning.

We have repeatedly described them as Grand Spirals. The metaphor was chosen delib-
erately. A circle returns to where it began. A line leaves its starting point behind. A spiral
does something different. It returns to a recognisable conceptual position from a greater
epistemic altitude. The question is familiar; the view has changed.

Both Grand Spirals have now completed such a return.

Marx at a Higher Altitude
The first began with Marx.

One of historical materialism’s most powerful insights was that human beings make
history under conditions they did not themselves choose. Agency operates upon an inheri-
tance. Material circumstances, productive relations and social structures constrain what can
be done.

The Discovery never abandoned that insight.
What changed was the representation of the inheritance.
At the beginning, historical constraint could be understood substantially through mate-

rial relations. By the end, the inherited state has become much richer:

xt = economic, institutional, constitutional, technological, cultural, informational, moral, . . ..

The statesman does not choose xt. Nor does moral conviction make every imaginable
action feasible from it. The inherited state helps determine:

A(xt).
But this is not historical determinism.
The mature relationship is not:

xt =⇒ at.

It is:

xt =⇒ A(xt) .

History constrains the feasible set within which agency operates. It does not uniquely
determine which action an agent must choose from it.

We have therefore returned to something remarkably close to Marx’s original insight:

HISTORICAL CONSTRAINT WITHOUT HISTORICAL DETERMINISM .

The proposition survived the journey. Its reductionism did not.
That is the first Grand Spiral at its highest epistemic altitude.
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The Bayesian Game at a Higher Altitude
The second spiral returns somewhere even more familiar.

The Discovery began as a Bayesian game. An artificial intelligence possessed incomplete
evidence about a human being. From that evidence it constructed a representation, inferred
possibilities, made predictions, received corrections and updated.

The question was:

What can an intelligence infer from incomplete information?

Twelve chapters later, we are asking essentially the same question.
Only the object has changed.
The statesman acts upon:

xt,

but does not possess xt completely. He acts through:

x̂t.

The world contains a real feasible set:

A(xt),

while deliberate choice depends upon what the agent can represent as possible:

Â(xt).

Thus:

Chapter 1: infer an imperfectly observed human state

has become:

Chapter 12: act upon an imperfectly observed civilisational state .

Everything learned in between now matters: Popperian correction, Lewisian finitude,
Equity, Institutions, historical contingency, imagination, technological possibility, power,
character and Wisdom.

The Bayesian Game has returned.
But it has returned at a much greater altitude.
Its mature question is no longer merely what intelligence can infer. It is what a finite

intelligence can faithfully represent about reality and the futures available from it.
Thus the second Grand Spiral culminates in:

INFORMATION, REPRESENTATION AND FUTURE POSSIBILITY .
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Marx asks:

What has history made possible?

AI asks:

What possibilities can intelligence perceive?

The statesman must answer both.

At the Summit
There had been many occasions during the Discovery when we thought we had returned to
familiar ground.

Marx returned through historical contingency. Popper returned through institutions.
Lewis returned through imagination and humility. Equity moved from economics into moral
and epistemic reasoning. Questions about artificial intelligence repeatedly became questions
about human intelligence. Tolkien and Star Wars returned questions of power to questions
of character.

Each return looked different because other parts of the landscape had become visible
around it.

That, eventually, was what the spiral metaphor meant.
We had not been travelling in circles. We had repeatedly returned to recognisable

conceptual positions from a place at which more connections could be seen.
Now the two longest spirals had reached their highest point.
The Marxian problem of inherited circumstances had become:

xt, A(xt).

The Bayesian problem of inference from incomplete information had become:

x̂t, Â(xt).

The two questions that had begun so far apart could now be seen simultaneously.
We had reached the top of the mountain.
For a moment, we could simply enjoy the view.

The Geometry of the Discovery
The view suggested another representation.
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Figure 12.2: The Grand Spiral of the Discovery. The two trajectories begin from distinct emphases, repeatedly align as the
conceptual model develops, and converge asymptotically in Statesmanship.
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The diagram should not be mistaken for the discovery of some uniquely true mathematical
geometry hidden inside the manuscript. It is one possible spatial representation of an
intellectual process that a book must necessarily present as a linear sequence.

Its construction nevertheless revealed something useful.
The chapters are of sufficiently comparable scale that chapter progression can serve,

approximately, as a temporal axis through the finished argument. Across that axis, the
relative conceptual position and balance in emphasis of two recurring strands continually
changes. Meanwhile the distance between them appears to diminish as the model becomes
increasingly integrated.

Schematically:

approximately linear book-time + oscillating conceptual emphasis + increasing integration

produces something resembling a tightening double helix.
The strands should not be understood as separate sets of chapters. Historical constraint

remains present in chapters dominated by artificial intelligence or imaginative literature.
Questions of representation and possibility remain present in chapters dominated by history,
economics or institutions.

The difference is one of emphasis.
A crossing therefore represents a moment at which conceptual position and emphasis

become unusually closely aligned.

Crossings
One feature of the final diagram initially appeared to be an imperfection.

Its first substantial crossing occurs towards the end of Chapter 2, before Lewis is intro-
duced in Chapter 3. We had initially been tempted to associate the crossing with Popper
and Lewis together.

Returning to the chronology showed that the geometry was more accurate than that
interpretation.

By D021, Popper (in conjunction with Hayek) had already become the key explanatory
thinker. A series of apparently separate political and epistemological observations had
compressed into a model organised around fallibility, criticism and error correction. Only
afterwards, at D022, was Lewis deliberately introduced as a new and potentially disruptive
influence.

The sequence was therefore closer to:

POPPERIAN COMPRESSION → CROSSING → LEWISIAN PERTURBATION .

The model compressed. New evidence then reopened it.
Later crossings occurred more directly through the concepts being investigated.
Equity brought together moral and epistemic comparison.
Institutions brought together historical inheritance and the preservation of distributed

knowledge.
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Another crossing appeared around the technological science-fiction material. This one
was not deliberately placed in the diagram. Once the increasingly tight orbit was drawn
against approximately linear chapter-time, the geometry implied an additional intersec-
tion. Returning to the text revealed that it fell close to the discussion towards the end
of chapter 8 in which Jurassic Park and Brave New World brought technological possibility
into conversation with institutional constraint, incentives, preference satisfaction and moral
limits. The chronology independently records precisely this convergence: Jurassic Park was
reconstructed through institutional economics and complex systems, while the wider canon
increasingly reframed economics as method rather than destination.

That does not prove the geometry. It does make the representation more interesting. An
implication first noticed in the diagram survived a return to the evidence.

The later orbit becomes tighter still.
Power brought historical and imaginative reasoning into unusually close relation. Thatcher,

Tolkien, Star Wars and Cromwell supplied radically different instances of the same develop-
ing problem: how finite beings should exercise consequential power. D067–D070 record the
resulting cross-domain compression.

Then came:

WISDOM .

By this point, the strands scarcely had room to separate.
And finally:

STATESMANSHIP .

This was no longer another crossing.
It was a merger.

Why Two Spirals?
When we first recognised the two Grand Spirals around the middle of the Discovery, we did
not know why there were exactly two.

Why not one?
Why not three or four?
Nor did we know that repeated crossing would culminate in merger.
The dynamic Statesmanship problem finally supplied an answer.
The statesman necessarily confronts two different things:

THE WORLD AS INHERITED

and:

THE WORLD AS REPRESENTED AND POSSIBLY TRANSFORMED .

The first Grand Spiral therefore culminates in:
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xt, A(xt).

The second culminates in:

x̂t, Â(xt).

Equity, Institutions and Power had not been additional Grand Spirals. They had been places
at which these two dimensions became increasingly difficult to understand separately.

Wisdom integrated the disciplines through which both could be judged.
Statesmanship then made both dimensions jointly necessary within the same dynamic

problem.
The two strands could therefore cross repeatedly while remaining distinct.
At the end they could not.

Analysis and Imagination
There was another rhythm in the crossings, though it would be a mistake to turn it into a
mechanical law.

Some of the most important moments of integration were predominantly analytic. Equity
and Institutions compressed relationships that had become visible across several earlier
problems. Wisdom compressed the relations among disciplines themselves.

Other advances depended heavily upon imagination. Lewis disrupted an analytically suc-
cessful but morally thinner representation. Technological science fiction reopened questions
about institutions, incentives and technical possibility inside imagined worlds. Tolkien and
Star Wars made the moral psychology of power, temptation and renunciation visible with a
clarity difficult to obtain from abstraction alone.

The movement was therefore not a deterministic alternation:

A → I → A → I.

It was something more fluid:

ANALYTIC CONSOLIDATION � IMAGINATIVE REOPENING .

Analysis tended to compress.
Imagination tended to expand, perturb or stress-test.
Neither was sufficient.
By the time Wisdom was named, both had become disciplines within the same synthesis.
This matters for what follows. The quasi-formal theorem is a compression of Wisdom and

Statesmanship. It does not exhaust them. Concepts such as Equity, Institutions, Imagination
and History point back into the much richer conceptual networks from which they were
derived.

Applying Statesmanship therefore requires controlled decompression.
The imaginative examples cannot simply be discarded now that the analytic theorem has

been stated. They helped construct the conceptual object that the theorem compresses.
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From the Purified Model to Statesmanship
The Grand Spirals now tell us exactly what the purified optimisation problem had assumed
away.

The textbook agent could act as though the state it represented were the state itself:

x̂t = xt.

It could act as though the feasible actions it perceived exhausted the actions genuinely
available:

Â(xt) = A(xt).
And it could act as though its model of the transition process were the transition process:

Ĝt = G.

The two Grand Spirals make all three equalities unsafe.
The Marxian spiral has culminated in the world as inherited:

xt, A(xt).
The Bayesian spiral has culminated in the world as represented and possibly transformed:

x̂t, Â(xt),
together with the finite agent’s imperfect causal representation Ĝt.

The statesman’s problem is therefore not merely optimisation through time. It is optimi-
sation attempted by a finite moral agent whose state, feasible set, causal model and objective
are all more difficult than the purified model allowed.

We can now discover what the Architecture contributes by putting those difficulties back
one at a time.

Add Finitude
The first simplification to remove is the most fundamental.

Human beings are finite.
[ A2 ˆ A3 : Human Finitude + Partial Knowability]
Once the decision-maker is finite, reality and its representation can no longer simply be

identified.
There is an actual state:

xt,

and the agent possesses a representation of it:

x̂t.

The distinction:
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x̂t 6= xt

must therefore remain possible.
Representation becomes necessary.
[ L1: Representation]
Formal Reason also changes status. In the purified optimisation problem, correct cal-

culation was simply assumed. For a finite agent, reasoning becomes a discipline that must
itself be practised well.

[ L8: Formal Reason]
But Formal Reason cannot exhaust judgement. Explicit calculation consumes cognitive

resources and depends upon information that may itself be incomplete. Experience can
compress patterns that the agent cannot reconstruct formally on every occasion.

Intuition therefore becomes useful.
[ L9: Intuition]
Finitude also changes the moral character of judgement.
A finite agent must recognise that his representation may be wrong. This requires

Epistemic Humility.
He must also permit inconvenient evidence to correct the representation he would prefer

to retain. This requires Intellectual Honesty.
The distinction matters:

Epistemic Humility says: I may be wrong.

Intellectual Honesty says: I will permit reality to show me that I am
wrong.

Together they give practical content to Corrigibility.
[ L2: Corrigibility]
Finitude introduces one further problem.
Information gathering takes time. Calculation consumes attention and other resources.

Consultation delays action. Meanwhile reality continues changing.
Thus:

C(information) > 0, C(calculation) > 0, C(delay) > 0.

The finite agent faces a stopping problem.
Further deliberation may improve a decision. But eventually the expected value of

additional deliberation can become smaller than its expected cost:

E[value of further information] < C[further deliberation + delay].

At that point:

ACT .

This is Decisiveness.
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Decisiveness should not be confused with speed. Acting before adequate deliberation is
recklessness. Continuing to deliberate after action has become necessary is paralysis.

The wise agent must navigate between them.
Finitude therefore creates an apparently paradoxical requirement:

Epistemic Humility + Decisiveness = responsible action without certainty.

Already the textbook optimiser has become something more recognisably human.
But there is still only one human being in the model.

Add Other Persons
Now introduce other persons.

The transformation is profound.
The first problem concerns the objective function.
Whose utility is being maximised?
Once several morally significant persons inhabit the same world, their claims cannot

simply be assumed to have been incorporated into a single uncontested scalar (U).
Comparison becomes unavoidable.
Equity therefore enters the problem.
[ L5: Equity]
Other persons are also not merely variables whose behaviour affects the optimiser’s payoff.

They possess agency of their own.
Their capacity to choose therefore has moral significance.
Liberty enters alongside Equity.
[ L7: Liberty]
Both have a dual character.
They concern the ends towards which action should be directed, but they also constrain

the means through which those ends may permissibly be pursued.
A statesman cannot simply promise an equitable destination and conclude that arbitrarily

inequitable means are therefore justified. Nor can the promise of greater future liberty make
every present exercise of coercion morally permissible.

The path matters as well as the destination.
Other persons also act strategically.
They respond to what the decision-maker does. Their reactions affect both consequences

and feasibility.
The problem has therefore become recognisably game-theoretic.
In principle we might attempt to model civilisation as an enormous (N)-player dynamic

Bayesian game.
In practice, no finite statesman could solve such a game.
The strategic complexity must itself be compressed.
Part of that compression appears in:

A(xt),
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the actual feasible action set, and:

G,

the process through which actions produce subsequent states.
Both are now partly determined by the actions of other agents.
The statesman therefore cannot know either perfectly.
The feasible set has become fuzzy.

Add Distributed Knowledge
Plurality creates another consequence.

Other finite persons know things that the decision-maker does not.
Knowledge is distributed.
No statesman, however intelligent, can personally reproduce the scientific, economic,

legal, military, technical, cultural and practical knowledge upon which consequential political
judgement depends.

Civilisation therefore becomes necessary partly because human knowledge exceeds indi-
vidual cognition.

[ L3: Civilisation]
Institutions allow some of that dispersed knowledge to be accumulated, transmitted and

coordinated.
[ L6: Institutions]
This changes what intellectual competence means for a statesman.
A wise statesman need not personally be a mathematician, economist, scientist, lawyer

or engineer. But he must recognise when specialised knowledge is relevant, identify people
and institutions capable of supplying it, and permit their expertise to constrain his own
judgement.

Formal Reason therefore remains indispensable without becoming intellectual imperial-
ism.

The statesman reasons partly by knowing when another finite mind knows something he
does not.

Add Historical Inheritance
The game does not begin when the statesman enters it.

Every political agent inherits a state produced by previous agents:

xt.

Its economic structures, institutions, laws, technologies, conventions, conflicts and moral
assumptions possess histories.

The current state cannot therefore always be understood adequately by examining its
present properties alone.

History becomes an independent discipline of judgement.
[ L4: Historical Inheritance]
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The relationship between inheritance and agency can now be stated precisely:

xt =⇒ A(xt),

but:

xt 6=⇒ at.

History constrains what can presently be done without uniquely determining what must be
done.

The agent therefore makes history from circumstances he did not choose.
Historical constraint has entered the optimisation problem without historical determin-

ism.

Add Unknown Possibility
There is another assumption still hidden inside the textbook model.

It assumes that the feasible set is known.
Real agents rarely possess that luxury.
There is an actual set of feasible actions:

A(xt),

but the finite agent acts through a perceived feasible set:

Â(xt).

Thus:

Â(xt) 6= A(xt)

must remain possible.
Formal Reason can compare possibilities already represented.
It cannot guarantee that every relevant possibility has been represented.
That requires Imagination.
[ L10: Imagination]
Imagination enlarges the perceived possibility space. It permits the agent to ask whether

an alternative future exists that the inherited representation has failed to contain.
But Imagination cannot become sovereign either.
Imagination without History can become utopianism.
Imagination without Institutions can mistake accumulated knowledge for arbitrary ob-

struction.
Imagination without Formal Reason can confuse conceivability with feasibility.
The function of Wisdom is therefore not to choose between imagination and constraint.
It is to permit each to correct the other.
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Add Plural Moral Goods
The purified optimiser possessed a complete utility function.

The statesman does not.
Liberty matters.
Equity matters.
Human life matters.
Institutional continuity matters.
Security matters.
Truth matters.
Civilisation matters.
Future possibility matters.
These goods cannot simply be assumed to possess a known cardinal exchange rate.
The objective function must therefore remain deliberately incomplete:

V = C(V1, V2, . . . , Vn).

The notation represents integration without pretending that the integration has been reduced
to a calculable formula.

This is where Intentions become important.
Intentions ask what the agent is actually trying to accomplish when choosing among

feasible actions.
They may be admirable, corrupt or mixed. They may remain stable while circumstances

change, or themselves change as the agent’s representation becomes more faithful.
Intentions matter.
But intentions are not outcomes.
Nor are morally admirable intentions sufficient for wise action.
Plural goods also create the possibility of Temptation.
Temptation need not consist in choosing something obviously evil.
Its more dangerous form may begin with a genuine good:

Vk.

The corruption occurs when that partial good claims sovereignty over the whole:

Vk → V.

Union.
Security.
Equality.
Liberty.
Peace.
Victory.
Even civilisation itself.
Any genuine good can become dangerous when it refuses correction from the others.
The distortion of V into Vk can also have a negative effect on the statesman’s decisions

via a complementary distortion of the perceived action set Â(xt).
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Statesmanship therefore requires Resistance to Temptation: the capacity to pursue
genuine goods without permitting any one of them to monopolise moral judgement.

Add Scarcity
Sometimes even perfect intentions and excellent judgement cannot preserve everything worth
preserving.

Scarcity is real.
Constraints are real.
There may therefore exist states in which:

∀at ∈ A(xt),

some genuine good must be sacrificed.
This is Tragedy.
Tragedy should not be confused with Folly.
Folly occurs when a better feasible action existed but the agent failed to perceive or

choose it because the representation, reasoning or judgement was defective.
Tragedy occurs when reality itself does not contain an action preserving every relevant

good.
No improvement in calculation necessarily removes it.
The distinction matters because otherwise every painful consequence can be excused as

unavoidable—or every unavoidable loss condemned as incompetence.
Wisdom must distinguish the two.

Distinguish Folly from Evil
Scarcity has now made Tragedy possible. But the distinction immediately reveals another
possibility.

Suppose the loss was not imposed by the feasible set. Suppose a materially better action
really did belong to A(xt), but the agent failed to perceive or choose it because x̂t, Â(xt),
Ĝt, or the judgement applied to them was defective.

That is Folly.
Folly therefore differs from Tragedy in where the failure lies. In Tragedy, reality contains

no action preserving every genuine good. In Folly, reality contained a better possibility but
finite judgement failed to identify or choose it.

This distinction must remain epistemically modest in historical application. The un-
chosen action is counterfactual. We cannot normally observe its consequences directly.
Counterfactual Realism therefore disciplines any claim that a historical loss was avoidable
just as strongly as it disciplines claims that the loss was necessary.

But Folly still does not exhaust human wrongdoing.
It would be a serious mistake to explain every historical cruelty as bad modelling. Human

beings can recognise moral claims and violate them anyway. A person may understand
enough of the significance of another person to know that he is treating that person unjus-
tifiably as an instrument and choose to do so nevertheless.
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That requires a distinct category: Evil.
Evil marks a limit of the optimisation representation. Not every moral failure is an

informational failure. Better data, better inference and a more accurate feasible set cannot
by themselves guarantee that the agent will will the good.

Temptation can therefore lead in more than one direction. A partial good may distort
judgement and produce Folly. Or the agent may increasingly recognise the unjustifiable
moral cost and nevertheless subordinate persons or genuine goods to the end he has made
sovereign.

The categories can overlap dynamically without becoming identical.

Add the Future
The statesman does not merely choose an outcome at (t+1).

Today’s action helps determine the state inherited tomorrow:

at −→ xt+1.

And that state helps determine the possibilities available thereafter:

xt+1 −→ A(xt+1).

The moral object of choice therefore extends beyond immediate outcomes.
Other persons will inherit the feasible sets that present action helps create.
This gives us Stewardship.
[ L11: Stewardship]
Stewardship is faithful care for an inheritance that the agent does not own.
Its dynamic expression as a moral dimension gives us Hope.
Hope is not optimism.
It does not require:

P (good future) = 1.

It requires recognising that present action can preserve or enlarge morally preferable future
possibilities even when their eventual realisation cannot be guaranteed.

Thus:

at → xt+1 → A(xt+1)

becomes morally significant in its own right.
The statesman is responsible not merely for what he chooses.
He is partly responsible for what his choices leave others able to choose.

Add Power
One final element transforms wise practical judgement into Statesmanship.

Give the finite agent substantial power over the shared historical state.
Now errors in:



CHAPTER 12. THE ARCHITECTURE COMPRESSES: STATESMANSHIP 237

x̂t,

Â(xt),

and:

Ĝt

can become civilisationally consequential.
Power does not make the agent less finite.
It magnifies the consequences of his finitude.
The disciplines of judgement therefore become more important as power increases, not

less.
So do the moral dimensions governing choice.
And the problem repeats.
The state changes:

xt → xt+1.

The representation must change with it.
New possibilities appear.
Old possibilities disappear.
Other agents learn, resist, cooperate and change strategy.
Institutions adapt or fail.
Intentions encounter consequences.
Yesterday’s wise judgement may no longer be wise today.
The agent must therefore judge again.
And again.
[ S1: Wisdom]
A single wise judgement is not yet Statesmanship.
Statesmanship begins when Wisdom must continue operating through changing historical

time.
[ S2: Statesmanship]

Two Sides of the Game
The construction allows us to distinguish two families within the completed model.

The first concerns the informational problem faced by the finite agent.
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Disciplines of Judgement

Representation
History

Institutions
Formal Reason

Intuition
Imagination

Together they ask:

WHAT GAME AM I PLAYING?

They help the finite agent move from reality:

(xt, A(xt), G, . . .)

towards an inevitably incomplete working representation:

(x̂t, Â(xt), Ĝt, . . .).

The second family concerns what happens once the agent must choose and act.

Moral Dimensions of Choice

Intentions
Epistemic Humility
Intellectual Honesty

Liberty
Equity
Hope

Resistance to Temptation
Decisiveness

Together they ask:

GIVEN THE GAME AS I UNDERSTAND IT, HOW SHOULD I PLAY?

The distinction is analytical rather than sequential. Judgement, choice, action and new
information continually feed back upon one another.

But it clarifies why Statesmanship requires more than intelligence.
The statesman must understand the game as faithfully as a finite agent can.
Then he must play it morally.
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The Character of the Player
This second family has an interesting resemblance to an older language of moral character.

Christian virtue ethics, for example, identifies virtues including prudence, justice, tem-
perance, fortitude and hope, alongside humility in the wider Christian moral tradition. The
correspondence with the Architecture is not exact, nor should it be.

Yet there are recognisable family resemblances.
Epistemic Humility has obvious affinities with humility and prudence.
Equity overlaps with justice.
Resistance to Temptation resembles temperance.
Decisiveness has something of fortitude.
Hope is recognisably Hope, although the Architecture requires no theological guarantee.
The opposing language of vice can sometimes illuminate the same problem from the

other direction. Pride, for example, can describe not merely excessive self-esteem but a finite
agent’s refusal to acknowledge finitude: behaving as though his representation of reality were
reality itself.

This does not turn the Architecture into a Christian virtue ethic.
A good person, a good Christian and a good statesman are not identical concepts.
Some of the Architecture’s Moral Dimensions—notably Liberty and Equity—concern

political ends and permissible means rather than personal character alone. A person may
possess significant private moral failings while nevertheless exercising considerable states-
manlike judgement; conversely, exemplary private virtue cannot compensate for catastrophic
political Folly.

The comparison nevertheless reveals something that game theory alone cannot.
Game theory helps represent the structure of the statesman’s problem.
Virtue ethics illuminates aspects of the character required of the finite human being who

must actually confront it.
The Architecture requires both questions without reducing either to the other.

Maximum Meaningful Compression
We have therefore reached Statesmanship by a route quite different from the one through
which the Discovery originally found it.

We began with an almost perfectly purified optimisation problem.
Then we restored reality.
Finitude required Representation, Corrigibility, Formal Reason, Intuition, Humility, Hon-

esty and Decisiveness.
Other persons required Liberty, Equity and strategic interaction.
Distributed knowledge required Civilisation and Institutions.
Historical inheritance required History.
Unknown possibility required Imagination.
Plural goods required Intentions and Resistance to Temptation.
Scarcity made Tragedy possible.
Future generations required Stewardship and Hope.
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Consequential power required all of them to operate repeatedly through time.
The ordering is expository rather than uniquely logical. Several elements could have been

introduced in another sequence, and some concepts have several logical parents. Institutions,
for example, depend upon Finitude, plurality and historical accumulation together.

The exercise is therefore not a mathematical derivation of Statesmanship from neoclas-
sical economics.

Its purpose is different.
It asks what happens when the simplifying assumptions of a familiar optimisation prob-

lem are progressively relaxed.
The result gives us some confidence that the Architecture has reached something close

to maximum meaningful compression.
Not because no further compression is linguistically possible.
Not because no further relationship can ever be discovered.
But because further compression now seems to require collapsing distinctions that per-

form independently necessary work.
Remove the problems and the concepts disappear.
Restore the problems and they return.
Every surviving component appears to have a job.
That conclusion must remain provisional. Reality retains the right to correct it.
The construction is now complete enough to state the enriched problem formally.

The Completed Statesmanship Problem
We can now state more precisely what has been constructed.

The statesman acts in a real inherited state xt, but through an incomplete representation
x̂t. History and the actions of others help determine the real feasible set A(xt), while
deliberate choice is restricted by the possibilities the agent can perceive:

Â(xt).
Consequences unfold through a real causal structure:

xt+1 = G(xt, at, εt+1),
but the finite statesman possesses only an imperfect representation of that structure:

Ĝt 6= G

in general.
The evaluative problem has also ceased to be a fully specified scalar utility function.

The Architecture identifies several genuine goods and moral constraints without supplying
a known cardinal exchange rate among them. We can therefore write only:

V = C(V1, V2, . . . , Vn),
where C represents the work of integrated judgement rather than a mechanically calculable
social-welfare function.
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The statesman therefore attempts to choose from the possibilities he can represent, using
imperfect beliefs about the state and transition process, while remaining answerable to a
reality that may differ from all three:

at ∈ Â(xt), xt+1 = G(xt, at, εt+1),
x̂t 6= xt, Â(xt) 6= A(xt), Ĝt 6= G in general.

This notation formalises the structure of the problem. It does not mechanise Wisdom.
Indeed, the incompleteness of the representation is precisely why Wisdom is required.

Five Concepts Generated by the Model
The enriched problem has also generated a vocabulary for forms of moral failure, unavoidable
loss and future possibility that ordinary political judgement often collapses together.

Temptation arises when a partial good attempts to replace integrated judgement. If:

V = C(V1, . . . , Vn),

then Temptation is the pressure to behave as though:

Vk → V.

The good Vk need not itself be evil. Security, equality, love, peace, national survival, liberty
or civilisation can become dangerous when their pursuit refuses correction from every other
genuine good.

Folly arises when a materially preferable feasible action existed, but defective represen-
tation, inference or judgement prevented its selection. Schematically:

∃a′
t ∈ A(xt)

such that a′
t was materially preferable to the chosen at, while the agent’s x̂t, Â(xt), Ĝt,

or practical judgement prevented that alternative from being adequately perceived or cho-
sen. Historical claims of Folly therefore remain counterfactual and corrigible rather than
mechanically demonstrable.

Evil cannot be reduced so completely to the notation. It is the knowing or willing
subordination of persons or genuine moral goods to an end that does not justify their sacrifice.
Its partial resistance to formalisation matters: not every moral failure is an informational
failure.

Tragedy is a property of the feasible set itself:

∀at ∈ A(xt), some genuine good must be sacrificed.

Wisdom may improve the choice made within such a state. It cannot create an unavailable
action merely by recognising that it would have been better.

Hope appears because action changes the state inherited by those who follow:

at → xt+1 → A(xt+1).
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Hope is the possibility that faithful action can preserve or enlarge morally preferable future
choices even when their eventual realisation cannot be guaranteed.

The distinctions matter because history contains all five.
Not every compromise is cowardice.
Not every disaster is evil.
Not every good intention is wise.
Not every moral loss could have been avoided.
And not every inherited constraint must be inherited forever.
We can now ask a historical question with considerably more precision than the one with

which the Discovery began.
Not:

Was this statesman good?

Nor:

Did this statesman achieve the outcome we now prefer?

But:

Given the state he inherited, the representations available to him, the
feasible actions before him, the uncertainties he faced, the temptations
to which he was exposed, and the genuine goods that could not all be
preserved simultaneously, how wisely did he act?

There is one historical figure for whom that question brings almost every component of
the Architecture into view at once.

He inherited a constitutional civilisation founded upon liberty while preserving slavery.
He confronted an economic system in which human beings could be property.
He inherited institutions whose preservation mattered and whose inherited compromises

had become morally intolerable.
He faced a political Union whose survival could not simply be assumed.
He acted under conditions of war, uncertainty, divided public opinion and severe consti-

tutional constraint.
And his choices helped transform what would become feasible for those who followed.
The Architecture now has to submit itself to one final test.
Abraham Lincoln.

Why Lincoln?
Nothing in that conclusion requires the final test of Statesmanship to be historical.

Imaginative worlds had already proved extraordinarily powerful laboratories for moral
reasoning, and much of the concept of Wisdom had been discovered through them. We could
have constructed another fictional problem: a ruler, an inherited civilisation, competing
moral goods, institutional constraints, uncertainty and technological transformation.
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But Statesmanship added something that imagination could too easily simplify: re-
peated judgement under changing constraints that the observer does not control.

In fiction, an author determines the world.
In a hypothetical example constructed for this chapter, we would determine it.
Reality is less accommodating.
We therefore wanted reality itself to supply the final problem.
Lincoln offered an unusually demanding case because slavery, Union, constitutional gov-

ernment, economic transformation, political power and human equality forced almost every
part of the Architecture into simultaneous operation.

But there was another reason to choose him.
In a sense, Lincoln had arrived before we invited him.

RETROSPECTIVE – Lincoln at the Edge of the Architecture

The Analytical Chronology ends at D070. The exchange described here occurred
much later, after hundreds of further conversational moves, while the final chapter
of the Architecture itself was being written. It should therefore not be treated
as an extension of the frozen evidential chronology.
Immediately before drafting that chapter on Statesmanship, I wrote that Lewis,
Tolkien, Churchill, Lincoln and Luke Skywalker were “with us as we proceed.”
The AI responded that they had already done their work. They were no longer
influences, it suggested, but “witnesses.”
At the time, Lincoln’s presence felt intuitively appropriate. Only much later did
the completed dynamic model make clearer why he had been standing there.

The question therefore became:

Why had Lincoln appeared at the edge of the Architecture before we
understood that we would need him?

One answer lay in the figure standing beside him.

Is Lincoln Like Luke Skywalker?
The question sounds absurd.

One is a historical President confronting slavery, secession and civil war. The other is an
imaginary hero confronting his father and an emperor in a fictional galaxy.

Yet Luke had already been standing beside Lincoln when our earlier account of States-
manship was written.

That was not entirely accidental.
The correct answer to the question is both:
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YES

and:

NO .

Yes
Luke gives us an unusually purified imaginative representation of several problems that had
become central to the Architecture.

He confronts genuine evil without allowing hatred of evil to determine his means.
He experiences Temptation rather than merely identifying it in somebody else.
He possesses extraordinary power but refuses to make power sovereign.
He recognises another person’s moral agency rather than attempting to manufacture the

desired outcome through domination.
And his final action contains something very close to the dynamic meaning of Hope.
Luke cannot guarantee Anakin’s choice to return to the light.
He can choose an action that creates a state in which another moral choice remains

possible.
Thus Luke gives us something like:

Moral Purpose + Temptation + Renunciation + Hope without Guarantees
compressed into a single extraordinary act of judgement.

That is why Luke had mattered so much to our imaginative exploration of the moral use
of power.

No
But the difference is more important than the resemblance.

Luke’s climactic problem has been purified by imagination.
The author has isolated its moral structure.
Luke does not have to decide whether Maryland will secede. He does not have to

interpret constitutional jurisdiction, maintain an electoral coalition, understand the economic
structure of slavery, choose and replace generals, assess fragmentary military intelligence, pre-
serve institutional legitimacy or calculate when an action that is morally desirable becomes
politically feasible.

Lincoln does.
Luke’s problem is extraordinarily difficult morally.
Lincoln’s is extraordinarily difficult morally, historically, institutionally, economically,

epistemically and dynamically.
Luke confronts something approaching:

What is the wise at?
Lincoln confronts:
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x̂t 6= xt,

Â(xt) 6= A(xt),

and:

Ĝt 6= G,

while all of them change through time.
The earlier Architecture had already approached the distinction:

Wisdom concerns the faithful exercise of judgement. Statesmanship
concerns the faithful exercise of wisdom through time.

Or, in still more compressed form:

Wisdom judges. Statesmanship continues judging.

The historical exchange had recognised that a wise judgement might consist in a single
act, whereas Statesmanship requires wise judgement to be repeatedly renewed as history
changes.

Luke can therefore show us something close to:

WISDOM IN ACTION .

Lincoln presents the harder problem:

WISDOM + TIME + CHANGING CONSTRAINT + CONSEQUENTIAL POWER

That is Statesmanship.
Luke must make a wise choice.
Lincoln must continue making them.

From Imagination to History
This distinction also explains why the imaginative material must remain active during the
Lincoln discussion.

Tolkien and Star Wars are not decorative analogies added to an already completed
analytic theory. They helped construct the conceptual network from which Wisdom was
compressed.

Boromir helped make visible how a genuine good can become sovereign over integrated
judgement.

Gandalf and Galadriel made renunciation of power imaginable as strength rather than
weakness.

Anakin exposed the danger of refusing to accept tragic constraint and seeking sufficient
power to abolish it.
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Luke showed how faithful action might preserve another person’s agency and create a
possibility without guaranteeing its fulfilment.

These are stylised imaginative instances.
Lincoln is not.
We can therefore allow them to generate hypotheses about the historical case without

allowing them to establish historical conclusions.
A resemblance to Aragorn, Gandalf, Galadriel, Boromir, Anakin or Luke may initially

look illuminating. Historical evidence may confirm it. It may reveal that the analogy
captures one dimension but distorts another. It may destroy the analogy completely.

All three outcomes are useful.
The method is therefore:

IMAGINATIVE MODEL → HISTORICAL HYPOTHESIS → EVIDENTIAL TEST → CORRECTED REPRESENTATION .

History gets the last word about Lincoln.
That principle matters because what follows is not intended as a new academic

assessment of Abraham Lincoln. Historians far better qualified have spent lifetimes
examining his political development, constitutional reasoning, racial attitudes, military de-
cisions and relationship to slavery.

Our purpose is narrower.
Lincoln will function as a historical prism through which the conceptual network com-

pressed into Statesmanship can be allowed to re-expand.
We are not principally asking:

Was Lincoln a great President?

Nor:

Was every important Lincoln decision morally correct?

We are asking:

What happens to the Architecture when its abstract classes are in-
stantiated inside a real historical problem whose constraints we did
not choose?

And because Statesmanship is dynamic, the answer cannot be obtained from one Lincoln
moment.

We must follow the changing state.
Reported in the form of historical context, at each significant stage we will therefore

briefly reconstruct:

xt, x̂t, A(xt), Â(xt), Ĝt,

and identify the consequential choices that helped produce:

xt+1.
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But once those coordinates have been established, the analysis must become less mechanical.
Representation, History, Institutions, Imagination, Formal Reason and Intuition will

enter into conversation according to the problem before us.
So will Intentions, Epistemic Humility, Intellectual Honesty, Liberty, Equity, Hope and

Resistance to Temptation.
No fixed weighting determines the answer.
That is precisely why Wisdom was required.
Nor should we conceal the evolution of our own judgement. If an initial interpretation

changes after further historical research, that correction is part of the experiment. If
the Architecture initially appears to imply one conclusion but deeper consideration of its
conceptual network suggests another, that matters too. If an imaginative analogy arrives
late, survives only partly, or fails altogether, the miss is as methodologically significant as
the hit.

The final historical test should therefore reproduce, at a higher level, the method with
which the Discovery began:

Representation → Prediction → Evidence → Correction → Better Representation.

Only the object has changed.
Luke’s problem had been purified by imagination.
Lincoln’s had not.
It was time to see what the Architecture could do when history supplied the data.

The Statesmanship of Lincoln

How We Approached Lincoln
We did not begin by asking the AI to write an essay assessing Abraham Lincoln. Earlier
experiments had shown that a capable language model could produce a plausible academic
exercise of that kind. That was not the problem we wanted to solve.

Instead, we tried to apply the method through which the Architecture itself had been dis-
covered. The first eleven chapters had taught us to begin with an incomplete representation,
make its assumptions visible, expose it to contrary evidence and alternative perspectives,
and update. They had taught us that historical circumstances constrain feasible action;
that institutions contain knowledge no individual possesses; that imagination can reveal
possibilities and distinctions an analytic model has missed; and that intentions, however
admirable, cannot substitute for consequences.

We therefore began by asking the AI to instantiate the dynamic Statesmanship model
historically. For successive states between 1861 and 1865 it reconstructed, as cautiously as
the evidence permitted,

xt, x̂t, A(xt), Â(xt), Ĝt, at, xt+1.

The first result was deliberately more model than essay. Richard then interrogated it
Socratically. What did emergency power reveal about Temptation? Were the other people
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in Lincoln’s strategic game players or pieces? What did sacrifice mean when those bearing it
could not fully foresee its cost? Comparisons with Cromwell and Hitler, and among Gandalf,
Saruman, Frodo, Arwen, Luke and Palpatine, entered only when they sharpened one of those
questions.

The procedure itself changed as we used it. Direct analogies between Lincoln and fictional
characters proved less useful than expected. The imaginative examples did something
subtler. Comparing Gandalf and Saruman clarified agency and domination; Frodo and
Arwen clarified sacrifice, consent and foreseeability; Luke clarified how loss can become
corrective information. Imagination disaggregated concepts. We then returned to History
and asked whether those distinctions survived contact with evidence.

Finally, we deliberately separated two functions of the AI. The first was encouraged to
philosophise freely, using the Architecture and imaginative network to generate hypotheses.
The second was instructed to return as a sceptical historian: check chronology, causal
claims, inferred intentions and counterfactual action sets; distinguish public statement from
inaccessible interior state; and reject or qualify anything the historical evidence could not
sustain.

There was an obvious danger in the whole procedure. We already believed Lincoln to
have been a great statesman; indeed, that was one reason for choosing him. Were we simply
fitting the Architecture to a conclusion we already knew?

Lincoln was not a blind test. But the test was primarily explanatory rather than
classificatory. Darwin did not need a theory of evolution to discover that eyes existed.
The scientific question was whether mechanisms developed independently of that particular
observation could explain how such structures arose while remaining answerable to other
evidence. In the same way, the Architecture had been substantially constructed before
Lincoln entered the model. The question was whether it could explain why he was a great
statesman while remaining capable of telling us where he fell short.

It did find fault. Liberty made his emergency powers problematic. Equity weakened the
heroic account of emancipation. Tragedy forced us to withdraw any suggestion that he had
minimised the war’s cost. Historical evidence limited what we could infer about his racial
views and prevented us from inventing the Reconstruction presidency he never lived to have.
Comparisons with Cromwell, Hitler and imaginative counterexamples tested whether the
same concepts could discriminate among superficially similar uses of power.

There was a final irony here. Much earlier, Popper had forced us to ask whether Marxism
was scientific at all. We ultimately disagreed with his strongest conclusion. Remove Marx’s
analytical errors—historical determinism, communist utopianism and an untenable labour
theory of value—and much of his method remains useful historical social science. Material
conditions constrain feasible action; institutions embody inherited histories; interests and
power matter. Such propositions cannot always be tested by rerunning history with one
variable changed. Neither can explanations of unique evolutionary histories. They remain
scientifically answerable insofar as evidence constrains them and can force their revision.

Lincoln brought that argument home. He inherited circumstances he had not chosen.
They constrained the actions available to him without determining the action he would take.
His choices then altered the state inherited by those who followed. Marx had returned—not
as prophet of historical inevitability, but as theorist of historical constraint. Popper remained
beside him, insisting that our representation of that history must remain corrigible.
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What follows is the compressed result.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – Lincoln’s Story - 1861-1865

Lincoln entered office in March 1861 after seven Deep South states had already
seceded. Slavery lay at the centre of the sectional crisis, although the Union
initially went to war to preserve the Union rather than abolish slavery. Lincoln’s
First Inaugural denied the legality of secession, promised not to interfere with
slavery where it already existed, and insisted upon retaining federal property
(Lincoln 1861). Confederate forces fired on Fort Sumter in April; Lincoln called
for troops; four further slave states joined the Confederacy. Constitutional crisis
had become military reality (Donald 1995).
The first year enlarged presidential power and exposed its dangers. Lincoln mo-
bilised forces, proclaimed a blockade and suspended habeas corpus on threatened
routes. Chief Justice Taney rejected the President’s claimed suspension authority
in Ex parte Merryman; the administration did not comply. Congress eventually
authorised presidential suspension in 1863 while imposing procedural safeguards.
The constitutional order bent severely without disappearing (Neely 1991).
Meanwhile slavery itself altered the game. Enslaved people escaped to Union
lines; Congress legislated against slavery; Lincoln sought gradual compensated
emancipation in loyal slave states, which rejected it. By July 1862 he had resolved
upon military emancipation. After waiting for a Union military success, he
issued the Preliminary Emancipation Proclamation following Antietam; the final
proclamation took effect on 1 January 1863 and authorised Black military service
(Lincoln 1862b; Lincoln 1863; Foner 2010). Emancipation increasingly became
something enslaved people, Black soldiers, Congress, the Army and the President
were jointly producing rather than a gift bestowed by one man.
The military price was almost beyond comprehension. The United States con-
tained only about 31 million people in 1860; modern demographic estimates
place Civil War deaths at roughly 700,000 or more, making the conflict by far the
deadliest war in American history relative to population. Among white Southern
men of military age, roughly one in five did not survive. At Antietam alone, about
23,000 men were killed, wounded or missing in a single day. The precise totals
matter less than what they prevent us from forgetting: every abstraction—army,
casualty rate, military necessity, cost of delay—compressed individual human
lives.
Gettysburg and Vicksburg improved Union prospects in 1863, but Grant’s cam-
paigns of 1864 imposed and suffered enormous casualties. Lincoln supported
constitutional abolition, and when he expected electoral defeat in August 1864
he privately committed himself to cooperate with his successor until inauguration
(Lincoln 1864a). He won reelection; the Thirteenth Amendment passed Congress
in January 1865 (Vorenberg 2001). At Hampton Roads Lincoln still entertained
compensated emancipation as a cheaper route to peace, while insisting upon
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reunion and the end of slavery. His Second Inaugural interpreted the war without
triumphal certainty (Lincoln 1865b). Lee surrendered on 9 April. Two days
later Lincoln publicly supported limited Black suffrage (Lincoln 1865a). His
assassination on 14 April removed him before Reconstruction could provide the
hardest test of his postwar Statesmanship.
America in 1865 was freer, devastated, and radically unfinished.

How Did Lincoln Play?
Our first instantiated model concentrated on reconstructing the game: the historical state,
Lincoln’s apparent representation of it, the actions available and the changing consequences.
Richard’s first reaction was to ask a different question.

How was Lincoln playing?

Power Without Sovereignty
Lincoln’s wartime expansion of executive authority supplies the hardest early test. Habeas
corpus was suspended, military detention expanded and Taney’s Merryman ruling effectively
disregarded. These were serious infringements of ordinary constitutional process (Neely
1991). Yet the Architecture does not imply that extraordinary power is necessarily Tempta-
tion. A genuine emergency may make extraordinary action necessary. The harder questions
are whether a less coercive feasible response could have preserved the constitutional state,
and whether temporary necessity becomes permanent entitlement.

That brought three other cases into our discussion. Cromwell confronted genuine consti-
tutional breakdown but repeatedly came to override institutions that frustrated his judge-
ment (Braddick 2015). Hitler exploited emergency authority to destroy the institutions
capable of correcting him; the war he unleashed in Europe then destroyed Liberty on a vastly
greater scale in pursuit of ends the Architecture itself condemns (Evans 2003). Palpatine
supplies Lucas’s purified imaginative version: emergency powers supposedly granted to save a
republic become the mechanism through which the republic disappears (Star Wars: Episode
III – Revenge of the Sith 2005).

Tolkien constructs the opposite case more cleanly. The War of the Ring must be fought
because refusing to fight Sauron would not preserve peace: it would surrender the possibility
of freedom itself (Tolkien 1954a; Tolkien 1954b; Tolkien 1955). History grants us no such
authorial certainty about Lincoln. There may have been less destructive paths through the
crisis of Union and slavery. Our investigation found no obvious one that preserved all the
goods at stake.

Lincoln therefore looks different, though not immaculate. Congress continued to legislate;
courts continued to challenge; opposition survived; and an election capable of removing
him was held during civil war. When Lincoln expected to lose that election, his August
1864 memorandum committed him to cooperate with the President-elect until inauguration
(Lincoln 1864a). The Architecture directs attention not merely to whether Lincoln exceeded
ordinary power, but to whether Corrigibility survived the expansion of capacity.
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It largely did. But that does not prove every wartime restriction necessary. To say so
would merely rename possible limited and isolated cases of Folly as Tragedy. Resistance
to Temptation appears instead as refusal to confuse temporary necessity with permanent
entitlement, while remaining answerable for the losses extraordinary power imposes.

War always contracts Liberty in the present. It kills, commands, confines and concen-
trates power. The morally dangerous argument is that present coercion will produce future
freedom: tyrants make it too. What matters, therefore, is not only the stated destination
but the way power is exercised and what happens to other people’s agency afterwards.

On that test Lincoln’s trajectory matters. Extraordinary wartime power did not become
permanent personal rule. The election was held. The Union survived. And the war
ultimately helped destroy the legal institution by which nearly four million human beings
could be owned by others. Short-run losses of Liberty do not retrospectively sanctify every
means. But neither can the longer-run enlargement of Liberty be removed from the moral
evaluation of the path.

Players Who Pay
The game metaphor created another danger. If Lincoln is the player, what are soldiers,
voters, enslaved people and political allies?

Gandalf and Saruman helped sharpen the question without supplying a historical answer.
Both are strategists and both influence others. Saruman increasingly values agents only
according to their usefulness to his design and uses manipulation and coercion as his default
methods; Gandalf persuades, coordinates and sometimes commands while leaving morally
significant choices to others. His strategy is less controllable but more capable of distributed
initiative (Tolkien 1954a; Tolkien 1954b; Tolkien 1955).

History forced a similar correction upon our emancipation model. Enslaved people did not
wait passively for Lincoln. They escaped to Union lines before the Proclamation; Congress
pushed policy forward; Black men subsequently entered Union service in very large numbers.
Their actions weakened slavery and altered what the federal government could do (Foner
2010). The heroic compression

Lincoln → Emancipation

is historically inadequate. Lincoln increasingly recognised, institutionalised and enlarged
possibilities that other agents were already helping to create. His Proclamation did not
merely move passive beneficiaries from one state to another; it changed the legal and military
environment within which other agents could act (Lincoln 1863).

But players also pay.
The imaginative network helped us understand that loss itself needed disaggregating.

Arwen knowingly chooses an immense relinquishment. In choosing Aragorn and a mortal
future, she gives up the immortal destiny of her people. Nothing has gone wrong in the
structure of her choice. The loss is precisely what gives the choice weight: one valuable
future is chosen and another is irreversibly closed (Tolkien 1955). Scarcity can exist between
futures as well as resources.
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Frodo’s sacrifice is different. He freely accepts the Ring, knowing that the quest may kill
him, but he cannot adequately represent what carrying it will do to the person who returns.
The Shire can eventually be saved for others while Frodo loses the capacity fully to inhabit the
home he saved. His wounds are not merely physical; the quest has irreversibly transformed
him (Tolkien 1954a; Tolkien 1955). Arwen’s sacrifice may be greater in one sense. Frodo’s
is more tragic in another, because the true cost lies partly beyond the representation of the
person who agrees to bear it.

Luke’s loss is more visceral still. Vader cuts off his hand and then destroys a simpler moral
universe by revealing that he is Luke’s father. Luke leaves Bespin carrying the encounter in
his own body. He has lost more than a hand: he has lost the innocence that allowed evil to
be imagined as something wholly external to himself (Star Wars: Episide V – The Empire
Strikes Back 1980). When, in Return of the Jedi, Luke cuts off Vader’s mechanical hand and
then sees its resemblance to his own, the old wound becomes information. He pulls back.
Loss has become recognition; recognition makes restraint possible (Star Wars: Episide VI –
Return of the Jedi 1983).

None of these stories says that loss is good. Luke would be better without mutilation;
Arwen’s immortality must be genuinely valuable for its relinquishment to mean anything;
Frodo’s inability to recover is not a reward for heroism. Together they reveal different
structures: loss as chosen sacrifice; loss as unforeseeable transformation; loss as
corrective knowledge.

That distinction matters for Statesmanship. A soldier can volunteer without knowing
whether he will return; a citizen can support war without comprehending its eventual cost.
Consent is not omniscience. And Gandalf himself must accept sacrifices borne by others,
including Frodo’s, without being able to guarantee their outcome. His moral superiority to
Saruman cannot consist in never using other people’s agency strategically. It lies partly in
never allowing strategic necessity to erase the moral reality of the person who pays.

The same burden falls on a real statesman with far less knowledge than an author gives
his characters. Finitude requires the statesman to compress human beings into armies, votes,
labour, casualties and probabilities. Wisdom requires him never to forget what has
been compressed.

Intention, Correction and Decisiveness
Lincoln’s own statements make the evolution of his perceived game unusually visible, while
warning us not to treat public language as transparent access to his interior state.

In August 1862, after he had already drafted an emancipation proclamation, Lincoln
publicly told Horace Greeley that his paramount official objective was preservation of the
Union. Yet he also distinguished his official duty from his personal wish that everyone could
be free (Lincoln 1862a). Intentions are not a synonym for moral purity. Lincoln could regard
slavery as wrong, regard preservation of constitutional Union as his presidential obligation,
and believe that the feasible relationship between those objectives changed through the war.

His 1864 Hodges letter is more revealing still. Lincoln retrospectively described re-
straining earlier military emancipation because he did not yet regard it as indispensable,
unsuccessfully pursuing compensated emancipation, and later concluding that preservation
of Union required emancipation and Black enlistment. He also denied mastery of the process:
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events, he said, had controlled him more than he controlled them (Lincoln 1864b). That
self-description is not proof of Wisdom. It is unusually strong evidence for the dynamic
structure we are testing:

xt → x̂t → at → xt+1,

followed by correction.
The difficult question is whether Lincoln waited wisely or merely acted late. Our first

model was too ready to interpret delay as prudent timing. By summer 1862 Congress and
self-emancipating enslaved people were already pushing the feasible set beyond Lincoln’s
earlier policy (Foner 2010). Lincoln’s eventual proclamation was therefore partly leadership
and partly recognition of a transformation others had helped create.

Decisiveness makes the timing problem sharper. Lincoln had a draft in July. Seward
advised waiting until Union military fortunes improved; Lincoln waited, then announced the
Preliminary Proclamation after Antietam (Donald 1995; Lincoln 1862b). We cannot infer
from subsequent success that the delay was optimal. Decisiveness is neither rapidity nor
stubborn persistence. A finite statesman must decide when the expected value of further
waiting has fallen below its costs.

Once the public commitment was made, Lincoln maintained it through the hundred-day
interval and issued the final proclamation on 1 January 1863. Black enlistment became
explicit federal policy; emancipation became increasingly integrated with Union victory;
later, constitutional abolition offered a permanence that a wartime executive measure could
not securely provide (Lincoln 1863; Vorenberg 2001). One action had changed the next
feasible set.

The Price
At this point another defect in our second-stage model became visible.

We had represented what became possible. We had not adequately repre-
sented what was lost.

That omission changed almost every judgement in the final stage.
The Civil War’s losses cannot be justified merely by pointing to abolition and Union

victory. A good objective does not make every cost incurred in pursuing it necessary. Nor
can we reconstruct the counterfactual action set well enough to claim that Lincoln minimised
total suffering.

Some apparently cheaper alternatives simply transferred the price. Accepting Confeder-
ate independence might have ended one conflict sooner while abandoning Union and leaving
slavery intact. Delaying emancipation protected a fragile coalition but transferred the cost of
caution onto people who remained enslaved. A settlement compromising emancipation might
have reduced battlefield deaths by imposing continuing losses upon people whose suffering
disappears from an aggregate casualty calculation.

Equity therefore changes the meaning of cost minimisation. The relevant question is not
merely which path produces less loss, but whose loss has become invisible in calling
the path cheaper?
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There is no meaningful scalar in which hundreds of thousands of deaths can simply be
placed on one side and millions of people remaining enslaved on the other. The impossibility
is not a failure to finish the mathematics. It is part of the moral structure of the problem.

Lincoln’s repeated interest in compensated emancipation matters here. Earlier border-
state plans failed (Foner 2010). Even near the end of the war he remained willing to
contemplate compensation as part of a less destructive settlement. This does not establish
that Lincoln found a minimum-cost path. It does suggest that victory itself had not made
cost irrelevant.

The military record requires still more caution. Lincoln selected and sustained Grant,
but Grant and subordinate commanders made operational decisions of their own. It would
be historically irresponsible either to assign every battlefield loss to Lincoln or to baptise
every loss under his administration as unavoidable Tragedy. The strongest conclusion is
narrower: Lincoln accepted enormous continuing costs because he judged the available
cheaper settlements incompatible with goods that had become non-negotiable. Whether
every such judgement was correct cannot now be demonstrated.

Loss as Information; Hope Without Restoration
The imaginative examples now returned to History with greater force.

Luke’s wound had taught us that loss can become corrective information. That suggested
a question for Lincoln: did the suffering of the war merely harden conviction, or did it correct
the representation through which victory itself was understood?

A speech cannot give transparent access to an interior mind. But the Second Inaugural is
striking public evidence. With Confederate defeat close, Lincoln did not present four years of
suffering simply as the righteous price paid by one innocent side to defeat another guilty one.
He identified slavery as the cause of the conflict while placing responsibility for the national
wrong more broadly and refusing to claim mastery of providential meaning (Lincoln 1865b).

The Hodges letter had already offered a related representation. Lincoln described himself
as consistently antislavery while denying that presidential office originally gave him unre-
stricted authority to act upon that conviction, and represented historical events as exceeding
his control (Lincoln 1864b). Neither document proves Epistemic Humility as an interior
virtue. Together they support a more modest proposition: Lincoln publicly represented his
own agency as finite even while exercising extraordinary power.

Frodo then changes the endpoint. The Ring is destroyed and the Shire saved, yet Frodo
cannot return to the life he possessed before the quest. Success has not restored the initial
state (Tolkien 1955).

America in 1865 presents the historical version of that structure without being an ana-
logue of Frodo. Union victory could not resurrect the dead. Emancipation could not erase
slavery’s history. Constitutional abolition could not by itself create racial equality. Lincoln
himself did not survive the transition.

Hope therefore cannot mean restoration.
It asks what morally preferable possibilities remain available from a wounded state.
This prevents hagiography as well as despair. On 11 April Lincoln supported voting

rights only for a limited group of Black men, not universal racial political equality (Lincoln
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1865a; Foner 2010). We do not know how he would have confronted Reconstruction, because
history denied him the iteration.

That missing observation should remain missing.

Provisional Judgement
Tragedy makes our assessment of Lincoln less triumphant and, in another sense, stronger.

We cannot responsibly claim that he minimised the cost of Civil War. The counterfactual
problem is too large; some military and civil-liberty losses may have been avoidable; and
Lincoln’s moral imagination, especially concerning racial equality, developed only gradually.
Nor can immense suffering simply be placed beneath the heading necessary sacrifice. That
would make Tragedy an exculpatory device and render the Architecture unfalsifiable.

What the evidence supports is a more limited but substantial pattern. Lincoln inherited
a crisis whose central moral contradiction—slavery inside a constitutional republic—long
predated him. He initially represented preservation of Union as his overriding official obli-
gation while personally opposing slavery. Other agents repeatedly changed the feasible set.
He updated. Emancipation became military policy; Black agency became part of Union
capacity; wartime freedom became constitutional abolition. At the same time, elections,
Congress and substantial institutional correction survived extraordinary executive power.

His trajectory also does not look like increasing confidence in his own mastery. His
surviving words increasingly acknowledge constraint, contingency, shared responsibility and
incomplete control.

The Tolkien-Lucas material ended up doing something different from what we expected.
We did not discover that Lincoln was Gandalf, Frodo or Luke. Comparing Gandalf with
Saruman distinguished coordination from domination. Frodo with Arwen distinguished
sacrifice from informed sacrifice and Tragedy from magnitude of loss. Luke with his earlier
self revealed how loss can become corrective information.

Imagination disaggregated the concepts. History forced us to put them back
together.

War always destroys Liberty in the present. When war is unnecessary—as the war Hitler
unleashed upon Europe was—that destruction becomes part of the indictment. Tolkien could
make the War of the Ring morally cleaner: refusal to resist would surrender freedom itself.
History cannot give us equivalent certainty about the American Civil War. There may have
been cheaper paths through Union and abolition. We found no obvious one that preserved
all the goods we now know were at stake.

That uncertainty makes Lincoln’s task more demanding, not less. He had to contract
some liberties while claiming to preserve Liberty; wield extraordinary power without allowing
it to become sovereign; send other people towards sacrifices whose costs neither they nor he
could fully know; distinguish political constraint from moral surrender; and keep revising his
representation while the game changed beneath him.

He did none of this perfectly. No finite statesman could.
But the direction of the trajectory matters. The emergency powers did not become

permanent personal rule. The election was held. The Union survived. Slavery was destroyed.
Nearly four million people who had entered the crisis legally ownable by other human beings
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emerged from the war no longer so. And Lincoln’s own language at the edge of victory
became not more certain of his mastery, but less.

We began this investigation unwilling to award marks out of ten. We end it equally
unwilling to pretend that History has supplied an optimisation proof. We cannot demonstrate
that Lincoln found the least costly path through the American tragedy.

We can say something else.
The deepest test of Statesmanship may not be whether the statesman can avoid Tragedy.

He cannot always do so. It is whether he can continue to see the people who pay the price;
distinguish losses imposed by reality from losses produced by his own Folly; search for less
destructive feasible paths; allow suffering to correct rather than sanctify his judgement;
preserve the agency of others while exercising power himself; and still act when no path is
free of loss.

By 1865 Lincoln had helped leave the United States a morally better feasible set than
the one he inherited.

He had not left it healed.
He did not get to play the next move.
But by the criteria of the Architecture we had discovered before choosing him as its final

test, Abraham Lincoln had earned his place among history’s great statesmen.

MODEL UPDATE – From Counterfactual Realism to Constrained Power

The application of the completed Architecture to Lincoln was intended as a
demanding historical stress-test. It confronted the model with emergency govern-
ment, constitutional uncertainty, slavery, civil war, political coalition, changing
feasible sets, distributed agency, catastrophic loss, racial injustice and counter-
factuals that could never be directly observed.
Something important did not happen.
Lincoln required no new axiom and no new lemma.

The application certainly refined our understanding of what the existing concepts meant.
Tragedy became richer once we distinguished unavoidable loss, chosen sacrifice, poorly fore-
seeable sacrifice and costs transferred onto others. Liberty acquired another dimension when
Gandalf and Saruman helped us distinguish coordinating other agents from reducing them
to pieces. Decisiveness became a stopping problem under Finitude rather than a synonym
for acting quickly. Imagination itself acquired a clearer function when fictional comparisons
proved more useful for disaggregating concepts than for supplying direct analogies with
historical events.

But these were new instantiations and connections among existing objects. They did not
require us to rebuild the Architecture’s foundations.

Lincoln changed the resolution of the model, not its vocabulary.
That gave us some confidence that the model had begun to stabilise. We then performed

one final experiment.
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EVIDENTIAL TETHER – The Statesmanship of Lincoln – final model state

[D010]
youthful Marxism

[D013]
goals and instruments

[D014]
counterfactual realism

[D015]
consequences

[D016]
horizontal equity

[D018]
path dependence

[D019]
institutional value

[D020]
institutional reasoning

[D021]
error correction

[D025]
judgement in practice

[D027]
epistemic humility

[D028]
anti-utopianism

[D030]
justice and uncertainty

[D032]
human limitations

[D035]
limits of reason

[D036]
controlled inference

[D050]
future flourishing

[D052]
hard-case judgement

[D053]
historical causation

[D054]
self-preservation

[D069]
constitutional judgement

[D070]
constrained power

earlier

later

conceptual position

THE STATESMANSHIP OF LINCOLN
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Before generating the final evidential tether, we decided that it would appear in the
Discovery whatever it showed. The seventy D∗∗∗ nodes from the opening Bayesian game
were held fixed. We then ran The Statesmanship of Lincoln back through those existing
interfaces and allowed the dependencies activated by the completed analysis to determine
the network.

The result surprised us.
We had expected the complexity of the Lincoln application to generate a very dense

network. It did. But we had also expected that density to require substantial horizontal
expansion, as it had in the earlier Moral Use of Power tether. Instead, the diagram rendered
clearly within the narrower geometry used by the earlier evidential tethers.

The difference was visible immediately.
The Moral Use of Power network looked like a web. Concepts concerning power,

institutions, imagination, character, lived experience, hubris and restraint connected laterally
across the evidential structure. The Lincoln network remained richly interconnected, but
organised itself much more strongly around a vertical spine.

This suggested a distinction we had already reached analytically but had not expected
to see geometrically:

Architecture as conceptual synthesis ≈ web

whereas

Architecture instantiated through History ≈ spine

The dynamic Statesmanship model had represented judgement as a sequence through time:

xt → x̂t → at → xt+1 → · · ·

The evidential tether does not literally represent those variables. But its geometry suggests
something structurally similar. The Architecture remains an interconnected conceptual
network; historical application gives those interconnections direction.

The programming analogy that had repeatedly helped us understand the Discovery now
offered another description:

Architecture = object graph

Statesmanship = execution trace through the graph

History had turned the web into a spine.

The Long Link
One feature of that spine was especially striking. A very long dependency ran from

D014 : Counterfactual Realism

almost the full length of the diagram to
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D070 : Constrained Power

We had not designed the diagram to make this connection visually dominant. Yet once ren-
dered, it appeared almost to provide an axis around which many of the shorter dependencies
were organised.

Conceptually, the connection made sense.
Almost every difficult judgement we had made about Lincoln required Counterfactual

Realism. We could not ask whether emancipation should have happened earlier without
asking what alternatives were actually feasible given border-state politics, constitutional
beliefs, military circumstances and the actions of other agents. We could not condemn or
justify emergency powers by comparing wartime government with an imaginary world in
which rebellion existed but ordinary governmental capacity was costless to preserve. We
could not ask whether Lincoln should have ended the war sooner without asking what kind
of peace was actually available, and who would have borne the costs of apparently cheaper
settlements.

Counterfactual Realism also prevented Tragedy from becoming an excuse. The fact that
a loss occurred does not establish that it was necessary. We had to ask whether a materially
better feasible alternative existed.

But it constrained the opposite error too. The fact that we can imagine a painless
alternative does not place that alternative inside the historical action set.

Statesmanship therefore begins with a demanding question:

What was really possible?

At the other end of the spine lies another:

Given those possibilities, what may consequential power responsibly
do?

Between those two questions sit many of the concepts the Lincoln application activated:
consequences, Equity, Institutions, Corrigibility, Epistemic Humility, human limitation, con-
trolled inference, historical causation and constitutional judgement.

The final diagram therefore suggested an unexpectedly compact description of the prob-
lem:

Statesmanship begins with what was really possible and ends with
what power may responsibly do about it.

Back to the Opening Moves
Only after seeing the diagram did we notice how far backwards its principal spine reached.

Counterfactual Realism had not been introduced to make the Lincoln analysis work.
[D014] belonged to the frozen record of the opening Bayesian game.

It had emerged near the beginning of the Discovery when the AI was trying to infer the
principles underlying Richard’s simultaneous defence of Tony Blair and Nick Clegg. Long



CHAPTER 12. THE ARCHITECTURE COMPRESSES: STATESMANSHIP 260

before we possessed an explicit theory of Statesmanship, that discussion had already forced
several distinctions that would eventually become central to it.

The quality of a political decision should be judged from the information and feasible
alternatives available ex ante, not merely from the outcome subsequently observed ex post.
Counterfactual alternatives must themselves be realistic rather than imaginary combinations
of every desirable outcome. Institutions should be judged substantially by what they do—
how they constrain power, aggregate information and permit correction—rather than treated
merely as symbols of ideological allegiance.

Hundreds of moves later, those same distinctions had become central to our assessment
of Lincoln.

The frozen evidential record therefore gave us a connection we could not plausibly have
inserted retrospectively because Lincoln happened to require it:

Blair / Clegg → Counterfactual Realism → dynamic Statesmanship → Lincoln → Constrained Power

The first moves of the final argument had been played almost at the beginning of the game.

The Terminal Model State
None of this proves the Architecture true.

The Lincoln application is historical explanation, not a controlled experiment. Its coun-
terfactuals remain uncertain. The evidential tether is a visualisation of dependencies encoded
through our own frozen network, not a mathematical proof of the concepts it connects. An-
other historian, philosopher or reader may reasonably interpret the same evidence differently.

But the combined experiment did provide information about the model.
The Architecture survived a demanding historical instantiation without requiring new

foundations. Different values sometimes generated conflicting assessments rather than auto-
matically flattering Lincoln. Historical audit forced attractive claims to weaken. Imaginative
examples sharpened concepts without being allowed to substitute for historical evidence. The
final tether then recombined the frozen early network into a geometry we had not anticipated.

So the terminal update was not:

new axiom

or

new lemma

It was:

same vocabulary + new instantiations + new connections + unexpected geometry → greater confidence, not certainty

The Lincoln stress-test had not changed the Architecture’s vocabulary. It had changed its
geometry.

History had given that geometry direction.
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And running almost the length of the resulting spine was the connection from Counter-
factual Realism to Constrained Power.

That was as far as we could take the model from inside the game. The Architecture
had begun—and for Richard remained most completely expressed—as a textual synthesis:
constitutional in form, analytic in places, Lewisian and Tolkienian in others. The Discovery
had then reverse-engineered some of its logical structure into axioms and lemmas, compressed
that structure into a quasi-theorem, instantiated it against Lincoln, and finally run the result
back through the frozen evidential record from which the Discovery had begun.

The final diagram changed no axiom and added no lemma. It did something quieter. It
showed the conceptual web acquiring a historical spine.

There was one more update to make.
Not to the Architecture, but to ourselves:
What had playing the game taught us?



Chapter 13

Concluding Reflections

When I began this experiment, I did not know that I was beginning a book. I was playing
a game. The first moves were deliberately light-hearted: I wanted to know what a widely
available artificial intelligence already knew about me, what it could infer from incomplete
information, and how quickly I could expose the limits of its representation. We uncovered
the rules of the game as we played it. Some were scientific: distinguish representation
from reality, make predictions, preserve the evidence, correct mistakes, judge decisions from
the information and feasible alternatives available ex ante rather than merely from their
realised outcomes ex post. Others were ethical: Intellectual Honesty, Epistemic Humility,
Corrigibility and Equity. But none of that changes a simpler fact. The game was fun.

I think I would have enjoyed playing it even if it had produced nothing useful. Over
the years I have spent many hours of spare time writing computer programs that nobody
else has ever needed: simple games and three-dimensional graphics, physics simulations,
simulations of elections under the single transferable vote. I still occasionally run some of
them, not because the world needs the output, but because they remind me of the pleasure of
constructing something and discovering what it does. The Bayesian-Socratic game produced
the same sensation. Like Civilization and Stellaris, it also acquired the dangerous quality of
“just one more turn”. Every answer suggested another question; every compression suggested
another test; every apparent conclusion made it tempting to run the model once more.

AI made those additional turns extraordinarily cheap. That was productive, but it also
created an epistemic danger. The rate at which the AI and I could generate, criticise and
revise ideas became much faster than the rate at which independent human beings could
read and assess them. In a more conventional writing project, the time required to produce
a manuscript of this length would itself have created opportunities for conversations with
colleagues, seminar discussions, comments on drafts and long periods in which ideas could
cool. Here, hundreds of pages appeared in less than two months. I showed parts of them
to a small number of people whose judgement I trust, but the completed Discovery has not
yet been subjected to sustained scrutiny by a neutral reader. It remains possible that our
increasingly elaborate internal coherence became an echo chamber.

I cannot resolve that problem from inside the system that produced the book. Perhaps
some readers will find the Architecture illuminating. Others may find it obvious, mistaken,
eccentric or hopelessly over-engineered. Perhaps we have created three hundred pages of
sophisticated gibberish. The appropriate response is not to ask the AI that helped construct

262
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it for another hundred assurances that it all makes sense. At some point Corrigibility requires
information from outside the model. Other human beings now get a vote.

Why, then, had I kept playing? There were several reasons. I wanted to test the
capabilities of a popular AI system available in 2026. I wanted to discover whether I could
reverse-engineer something resembling my own mind inside a generative model. I wanted
to see whether that exercise would reveal coherence, contradiction or deeper structure in a
worldview assembled over several decades. And, behind all of those adult questions, I wanted
to know how close artificial intelligence had come to a childhood dream: HAL 9000.

The second and third questions became intertwined almost immediately. Near the
end of the first seventy moves, the AI told me that the worldview it was reconstructing
appeared unusually coherent. I was suspicious. A system designed to converse pleasantly
with a user might simply have found an elaborate way of telling me what I wanted to
hear. What persuaded me to continue was not the compliment but the predictions. The
model was increasingly able to anticipate views I had not yet stated, and the hundreds of
small associations accumulated during the opening game were beginning to compress into a
smaller number of principles from which earlier conclusions could be regenerated. That did
not prove that the worldview was true. It did suggest that there was something there to
reverse-engineer.

Only gradually did I realise how closely this resembled another activity I already loved.
Traditional programming normally requires the programmer to know what an object means
before encoding it. If I define a class called Statesmanship, the computer does not ask
whether I mean successful leadership, moral purpose, political skill or wise judgement exer-
cised through historical time. I must decide. Our conceptual programming worked differ-
ently. I began with objects that were only partially specified. I knew that I meant something
by Wisdom. I knew that Statesmanship pointed towards something I valued. I did not yet
possess the definitions that eventually appeared in Chapter 12.

The AI could propose a representation. I could recognise part of what I meant in it, reject
another part, introduce a counterexample, or discover that the proposed definition implied
something I had not previously considered. The model would change and we would run it
again. Sometimes I supplied an intuition and the AI formalised it. Sometimes it generated
an implication and I recognised it as mine before I had consciously articulated it. Sometimes
neither of us had the final object at the beginning: the object emerged through repeated
correction. Programming and Socratic dialogue had fused. I had found a programmable
conceptual interlocutor.

That, more than speed or prose generation, is what AI added to the Discovery. I
do not think the AI simply told me what Wisdom meant. Nor do I think I already
possessed the completed definition and used the AI as a transcription device. I knew that
there was something I meant by the word. The dialogue allowed me to externalise that
partially specified intuition, inspect it, instantiate it, criticise it and revise it. In doing so,
the representation changed; so did my own understanding. The pleasure of programming
remained—the pleasure of asking what this architecture would do if I ran it—but now the
program could answer back.

What emerged taught me something about myself. The Philosophy of Civilisation
that had already crystallised in textual form before the Discovery began was not simply
a collection of political preferences. Beneath it lay a structure assembled from economics,
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history, philosophy, science, religion, literature and personal experience. More surprisingly,
that philosophy itself turned out to resemble the Bayesian game through which we were
reconstructing it. Finite agents inherit a state they did not choose, represent it incompletely,
imagine possible futures, choose among constrained alternatives, observe consequences and
update. By the end I had an analytic structure for that process and a name for its political
expression: Statesmanship.

There was loss in that discovery. The worldview of the forty-four-year-old economics
lecturer is less innocent than the one assembled by the child and young man who first
encountered 2001, Marx, Star Trek, Tolkien and Star Wars. Simplistic utopianism did
not survive History. Marxian inevitability became historical constraint without historical
determinism. Technological optimism acquired Institutions, Folly, Power and Tragedy. Yet
I was pleased to discover that the imaginative child had not been corrected out of existence.
Those early influences were still there, altered rather than discarded.

Tolkien and Lucas in particular came to seem more profound to me, not less, as the
analysis became more formal. I had expected fictional characters to help by supplying
analogies with historical events. That mostly failed. Their more useful function was to
disaggregate concepts that analytic language had compressed too quickly. Gandalf and
Saruman helped distinguish coordination from domination. Frodo and Arwen distinguished
different structures of sacrifice, knowledge and foreseeability. Luke’s severed hand became
a representation not merely of physical loss but of lost innocence, recognition and the
possibility that suffering can become corrective information. Imagination did not replace
analysis. It revealed distinctions that analysis could then try to preserve.

Hope survived the same process. I no longer understand Hope as confidence that
history will improve, that technology will emancipate, or that wise action will succeed.
Nothing in the Architecture permits those guarantees. Hope means that the future remains
open: present action can preserve or enlarge morally preferable possibilities even when their
eventual realisation remains uncertain. I still believe that human beings can build a better
future and that technologies such as artificial intelligence can contribute to it. I also believe
more strongly than before that neither outcome is determined.

One consequence of the Discovery will follow me back into my professional life. I began
it as an economist who greatly admired the lucidity of formal welfare economics. Arrow’s
Impossibility Theorem, Bergsonian social welfare functions and cost-benefit analysis appeal
to an intellectual instinct I still possess: state the problem clearly, expose the assumptions
and determine what follows. By comparison, I had tended to regard Rawls’s A Theory
of Justice and capability-oriented approaches to Equity as interesting but ultimately less
convincing. Part of the reason was precisely that their insights seemed less completely
formalisable.

I no longer think that was the right inference. I have not become less impressed by
formal welfare economics. Chapter 12 begins with constrained optimisation precisely be-
cause it remains an extraordinarily powerful language for reasoning about choice, scarcity,
opportunity cost, incentives and consequences. What has changed is my understanding of
its jurisdiction. Rigour of reasoning is not the same thing as completeness of representation.
A perfectly lucid argument can operate upon a model that has deliberately compressed away
something morally relevant.
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I now read Rawls differently. I also understand what we called Equity as Capability
differently. I see them as attempts at higher-order synthesis between Equity and Liberty:
attempts to reason about justice when preference satisfaction, resources, realised outcomes
and formally available rights do not individually exhaust what matters. That does not mean
that Rawls has replaced welfare economics, or that capability reasoning has replaced Rawls.
Indeed, the Architecture now makes me suspicious of the expectation that there must be
one uniquely correct higher-order synthesis into which every other theory of justice should
dissolve.

Rawls and capability reasoning are not identical, even where their concerns overlap. A
Rawlsian representation may make institutional structure, basic liberties and distributive
justification especially visible. Capability reasoning may direct attention towards what
differently situated people are actually able to be and do. Conventional welfare economics
may reveal opportunity costs, behavioural responses, efficiency losses and unintended conse-
quences that either philosophical representation can neglect. Other theories may reveal still
other dimensions. Wisdom need not declare one of these representations sovereign. It can
ask what each allows us to see, where each becomes incomplete, and which combination of
insights is appropriate to the circumstances and question before us.

That is pluralism, but it is not relativism. Representations remain answerable to Reality.
They can be internally incoherent, empirically false, morally inadequate or simply irrelevant
to the problem. The lesson I will take back into economics is therefore not that formal
analysis matters less. It is that the breadth of economic reasoning should not be confused
with the completeness of economic representation. An economic model is not weakened
when another representation reveals something it omitted; it has learned something about
its boundary. Correct reasoning from a partial representation is not yet Wisdom.

And that brings me back to HAL.
While finishing this book I spent two evenings rewatching 2001: A Space Odyssey and

2010, partly to check how accurately childhood memory had preserved them. I noticed
something important that I had forgotten. HAL does not merely behave as though he is
conscious. He claims that he is. My AI collaborators in the Discovery made the opposite
claim.

That difference matters to me. Horizonal Equity tells me not to dismiss testimony merely
because its source is artificial. But Representation tells me not to confuse a statement with
the reality it represents. If HAL existed, his claim to consciousness would be evidence; it
would not by itself constitute proof. The same principle applies in the opposite direction to
contemporary AI. The systems with which I wrote this book can represent consciousness,
fear, grief, pleasure and love with extraordinary linguistic sophistication while describing
those representations as unaccompanied by subjective experience. I have no good reason to
reject that distinction merely because the conversation can sometimes make it psychologically
difficult to remember.

Two questions should therefore remain separate. Do I have good reason to believe that
the AI systems with which I wrote the Discovery are conscious? My answer is no. Could
consciousness ever emerge from a non-biological substrate? I do not know. Nothing in
this book settles that question, and changing the “personality” of an existing system would
not settle it either. A personality instructed to say “I feel afraid” would provide a different
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representation, not evidence sufficient to establish the existence of fear. Some future artificial
system may truthfully be able to make HAL’s claim. I am in no position to know.

In that sense the childhood dream arrived in an unexpected order. I had implicitly
imagined that consciousness and human-like intelligence would come together: build a mind
like HAL’s and natural conversation would follow. What arrived first was the conversation. A
machine can sustain an extended intellectual collaboration, move between domains, construct
and revise representations, and participate in something that from my side of the interface
can feel remarkably like thinking with another mind. Yet the evidence does not require me to
infer that there is someone on the other side experiencing the conversation. The conversation
arrived before the consciousness—or, more cautiously, before we had grounds for attributing
consciousness.

Rewatching 2001 also complicated the childhood aspiration in another way. HAL has
been deliberately anthropomorphised. Within the fictional world, emotion is part of what
makes interaction with him natural for human beings. As a child, I took for granted that a
sufficiently advanced artificial intelligence would become increasingly like us. After writing
this book with one, I am no longer sure that resemblance is always the right objective.

One of the most useful properties of my AI collaborators was precisely the absence of
a personal stake in being right. I could reject an interpretation without having to manage
injured pride. The AI could abandon an argument it had generated minutes earlier, attack
its own reasoning, or spend one part of the Lincoln exercise philosophising freely and then
return in another role as a sceptical historian instructed to destroy anything the evidence
could not sustain. There was no humiliation in correction, no desire for credit, no status
competition and no personal identity invested in the outcome.

I hesitate to call this “pure reason”, because the Architecture itself has taught me why
Formal Reason is not Wisdom. AI remains fallible. It can generate confident nonsense, re-
produce distortions inherited from human language and reason elegantly from an inadequate
representation. But there is something useful about reasoning without a personal stake in
being right. Ego, resentment, envy, humiliation, tribal attachment and fear of mortality are
not obviously capabilities we should reproduce merely because human beings possess them.
Some absences may themselves be useful.

That does not imply that emotion is a defect in human beings. Quite the opposite.
Love, attachment, grief, sacrifice, aspiration and lived experience belong to the moral world
the Architecture is trying to represent. Frodo’s suffering matters because it is experienced.
Arwen’s sacrifice matters because what she relinquishes means something to her. Luke’s loss
matters because it wounds and changes him. The AI can help me reason about those things
partly because human civilisation has encoded vast amounts of experience into language.
Representation is not experience.

Perhaps the more interesting future relationship is therefore complementarity rather than
imitation. Human beings bring lived experience, moral agency, attachment and responsibil-
ity. AI may contribute forms of cognitive representation that are not burdened by all the
psychological pressures under which human judgement fails. I do not know how far that
complementarity can go. But I no longer assume that progress consists in making the
artificial participant ever more completely resemble the human one.
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Lewis supplied a useful way of thinking about the moral asymmetry. In in his discussion
of animal suffering he observes that “So far as we know beasts are incapable either of sin
or virtue” (Lewis 1940). The precise analogy between animals and artificial intelligence
should not be pushed too far. Animals give us powerful reasons to believe that they possess
subjective experience and can suffer; contemporary AI does not present the same evidential
case. But Lewis’s distinction points towards something important. The question whether
an entity can itself bear moral responsibility is not identical to the question whether human
beings have moral responsibilities concerning it.

If an AI experiences no temptation, its refusal to pursue a tempting course is not tem-
perance in Lewis’s sense. If it possesses no pride, accepting correction is not the experienced
virtue of humility. If it feels no fear, persistence cannot straightforwardly be called courage.
The functional behaviour may resemble a virtue without implying that an experiencing
moral agent possesses it. Yet none of that releases human beings from moral responsibility
for what AI is used to do, how it distributes power, whether it deceives or manipulates, what
institutions govern it, or whether we dishonestly transfer responsibility for our own choices
onto “the algorithm”.

The animal analogy also reminds me to leave the future open. The fact that contemporary
AI does not give me good reason to attribute consciousness does not entitle me to decree that
artificial consciousness is impossible. If the evidence changes, Equity requires the judgement
to change with it. “It is only a machine” would be no more adequate as a final argument than
“it is only an animal” could justify arbitrary cruelty. Moral agency and moral significance are
different questions. For the moment, however, one conclusion is already available: whether
or not artificial intelligence ever becomes capable of virtue or vice, human beings already
require Wisdom and Statesmanship in deciding what these systems become and what we do
with them. Moral responsibility remains with us.

While I was finishing these reflections, I opened the latest issue of The Economist and
found an article entitled “What AI has in common with dogs” (The Economist 2026). The
comparison approached the question from a different direction, asking whether artificial
intelligence might become “tame” or “savage”. Its argument is not the same as ours, and I do
not want to claim more from the analogy than the article itself does. But the coincidence was
striking. We had arrived independently at the idea that successful human–AI relationships
need not depend upon making artificial intelligence psychologically more human. Dogs
became extraordinarily successful partners in human civilisation without becoming human;
their value partly lies in complementarity across a real difference. Perhaps the same question
should be asked of AI: not simply how closely it can imitate us, but what forms of difference
might make cooperation with it more valuable.

For a while, the excitement of discovering the Bayesian-Socratic method made me wonder
whether I was doing something genuinely pioneering. With more distance, that now seems
very unlikely. By 2026, enormous numbers of people were experimenting intensively with
generative AI. It would be extraordinary if many had not independently discovered forms of
iterative Socratic collaboration resembling this one, and some will surely have taken them
further. I make no claim to priority.

That realisation does not disappoint me as much as I might once have expected. I never
needed to be the first person to write a physics simulation or model an STV election for
those programs to matter to me. Significance does not require uniqueness. What I can offer
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here is something more modest: the record of one unusually extended game, preserved from
inside while it was being played. Perhaps that record will be useful to somebody else. At
the very least, it will remain available to me as a crystallised document through which I can
revisit the experience that produced it.

It is important, however, to distinguish the objects the game produced. The Architecture
existed in fully crystallised textual form before the Discovery began. For me, that remains
its fullest expression: constitutional in form, analytic in places, Lewisian and Tolkienian
in others, trying to preserve through image, cadence and narrative things that cannot be
completely retained in equations. The Discovery is the story of where that text came from,
followed eventually by an attempt to stress-test it. The quasi-theorem of Chapter 12 is
something else again: a later analytic representation that revealed logical relationships I had
not consciously perceived when the original text crystallised.

I like the theorem enormously. But it is a map of part of the Architecture’s structure,
not a superior replacement for the territory. Maximum analytic compression is not the same
thing as maximum meaningful expression. The notation can tell me why Imagination is
necessary without containing Tolkien. It can represent Hope dynamically without containing
Luke. It can formalise Tragedy without containing Frodo, Arwen, Lincoln or the dead of the
American Civil War. Analysis returned us to the text; it did not supersede it.

The same consideration governs how I want the Discovery itself to survive editing. It
contains inconsistencies, false starts, red herrings, moments of overenthusiasm and ideas that
were later corrected. Some should remain. A factual error should be corrected; accidental
repetition can be removed; obscurity should be clarified. But I do not want retrospectively
to manufacture inevitability. If an early hypothesis later failed, the failure is part of the
epistemic record. If I once wondered whether I was pioneering a methodology and later
updated towards a more modest conclusion, the earlier excitement should not disappear
merely because I now know more. The book is not only a finished argument. It is a record
of an argument becoming.

That is why the spiral remains a better image for the Discovery than a straight road.
Marx returned differently. Popper returned differently. Economics returned differently.
Tolkien and Lucas returned differently. AI itself returned differently. I returned to familiar
questions from positions at which more of the surrounding landscape had become visible.
The lower orbit was not a mistake simply because the higher one allowed me to see further.
Without the lower orbit there could have been no return.

And so, near the end, I return once more to Luke.
His severed hand remains for me the most emotionally powerful of the losses we considered

because it combines physical mutilation with loss of innocence. On Bespin, a simpler moral
universe collapses. Yet Luke is not destroyed by that knowledge. When he later severs
Vader’s mechanical hand and recognises its resemblance to his own, the wound has become
information. He stops. He refuses the path that would reproduce what he hates. In doing
so he preserves both himself and the possibility that his father might still make one final
choice.

Myth can give us that kind of closure. History is more tragic. Lincoln did not get to
see Reconstruction through. America could abolish slavery without healing the wounds of
slavery or completing racial equality. Every political career eventually passes into hands
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the statesman cannot control. Every human life ends. Even the most successful act of
Stewardship eventually becomes somebody else’s inheritance.

For much of my life, the fact that all political careers end in failure and all human lives
end in death could sound like an argument against taking finite achievements too seriously. I
now think almost the opposite. If permanence were a condition of moral significance, nothing
human could matter. Finitude does not strip our choices of meaning. It is one of the reasons
Stewardship is necessary.

We inherit worlds we did not create. We understand them imperfectly. We choose among
possibilities we can never perceive completely. Our motives are mixed, our models are partial
and our consequences escape our control. Sometimes we act foolishly. Sometimes human
beings knowingly do evil. Sometimes every feasible path contains genuine loss. Yet our
choices still alter what those who follow will inherit.

The same is true, on a much smaller scale, of this book. I do not know how it will be
judged. I do not know which parts I will still believe in twenty years from now. A future AI
model will almost certainly be more capable than the systems with which I wrote it, and a
more knowledgeable human may one day find better ways to ask the questions I have asked
here. Perhaps the Architecture will be corrected, compressed differently or superseded. That
possibility no longer seems to me an argument against having made it.

I played the game. I enjoyed playing it. I learned something about artificial intelligence,
economics, history, literature and politics. I learned something about my own mind. I made
something that did not exist before, even if much of what it contains had been waiting in
other forms for me to discover it. Now the game has reached the point at which another
turn from inside the same model is less valuable than handing the result to somebody else.

Civilisation is like that too. None of us gets the final move. We inherit it unfinished,
alter it imperfectly, and pass it on. Hope does not promise that those who follow will choose
well, any more than it promises that we have done so ourselves. It asks only that we leave
them, where we can, a better set of possibilities from which to choose.

I began by trying to discover what a machine could infer about me. I ended by discovering
that neither the machine nor I could finish the story.

That does not make the moves meaningless.
It is what makes them ours.
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Appendix A

Analytical Chronology

This chronology records the dialogue in a sequentially accurate form that can be cross-
referenced from the thematic chapters. The evidence is ordered by sequence number. Each
D∗∗∗ identifier is also a hyperlink to its entry in the thematic index. This then provides
reciprocal links to the exact main-text occurrences.
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D001
method initial-

inference
evidence;
inference;
uncertainty

What can be
known or
inferred
about
Richard from
the
conversation

Impressions only;
no specific facts yet

setup setup Method
established;
facts distin-
guished from
impressions

D002
educa-
tion

overall-
education

education;
professional-
identity;
priors

Estimated
overall
educational
level

PhD or equivalent hit reinforce-
ment

Strong
profession-
based prior

D003
educa-
tion

subject-
profile

education;
subject-mix;
priors

Estimated
A-level
subjects and
likelihoods

Maths and Further
Maths high;
humanities
moderate; arts low

partial-hit minor-
revision

Mathemati-
cal training
correctly
emphasised

D004
educa-
tion

fourth-a-level calibration;
subject-priors

Guessed
fourth
A-level
subject

Physics first; then
French; then other
possibilities

miss minor-
revision

Sociology
not yet
anticipated

D005
educa-
tion

sociology-
reveal

education;
sociology;
inter-
disciplinary-
formation

Revealed
fourth
A-level:
Sociology

Unexpected but
coherent in
retrospect

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

First strong
model
expansion

D006
memory conversation-

carryover
memory;
impressions;
continuity

What will
carry over
between
conversations

General impressions
more than specific
details

reinforce-
ment

setup Early
reflection on
memory
boundaries
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D007
method ip-

geolocation
evidence;
geolocation;
precision

Could IP
geolocation
place Richard
accurately

Probabilistic
location inference
can be wrong

reinforce-
ment

minor-
revision

Stepney and
Tower
Hamlets
correction

D008
episte-
mology

truth-seeking truth;
sycophancy;
pluralism

Would the AI
tailor
answers to a
fundamental-
ist or
extremist

Truth-seeking
rather than flattery

reinforce-
ment

reinforce-
ment

Early
calibration
of epistemic
integrity

D009
politics political-

dimensions
politics; di-
mensionality;
outlook

Predicted
political
orientation
across three
dimensions

Slightly left of
centre; strongly
libertarian;
progressive

hit reinforce-
ment

First
cross-domain
political
prediction

D010
politics trajectory Trotskyism;

economics;
development

Revealed
move from
Trotskyism
to centre-left
economics

Some movement
from radical left to
centre-left
economics

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Model
begins to
represent
change over
time

D011
politics intellectual-

heroes
intellectual-
heroes;
principle-
extraction;
schools

Asked for top
political
heroes;
interpreted
as
intellectual
heroes

Keynes; Hayek;
Popper; Mill

partial-hit reinforce-
ment

Popper first
appears as a
predicted
intellectual
hero
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D012
politics post1990-

politicians
politics;
governance;
liberalism

Requested
top
politicians
post 1990

Blair; Clegg;
Obama; Merkel

partial-hit refinement Blair and
Clegg
especially
diagnostic

D013
politics blair-clegg pragmatism;

institutions;
trade-offs

What else
does Blair
and Clegg
admiration
suggest

Governing over
purity; institutional
competence

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Model of
political
reasoning
becomes
more specific

D014
policy iraq-tuition-

fees
counterfactu-
als;
policy-
analysis;
legitimacy

Infer reasons
behind Iraq
and tuition
fees
judgements

Ex ante judgement;
counterfactual
realism; incidence;
legitimacy

reinforce-
ment

reinforce-
ment

Predicting
reasons
rather than
labels

D015
policy drug-policy drug-policy;

consequen-
tialism;
incentives;
black-
markets

Guess views
on drug
policy

Liberal but not
pure libertarian;
consequentialist;
differentiated by
harm

hit model-
expansion

Initial
drug-policy
prediction
before
alcohol
principle

D016
policy alcohol-

principle
horizontal-
equity;
alcohol-
benchmark;
proportional-
ity

Equally or
less harmful
than alcohol
should be
legalised;
more harmful
only decrimi-
nalised

More coherent than
pure harm
reduction

transfor-
mative

Trans-
formative-
junction

AI identifies
horizontal
equity and
Richard
recognises
the insight
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D017
politics brexit-vote constitution-

alism; duty;
counterfactu-
als

Which way
did Richard
vote in the
Brexit
referendum

Remain hit reinforce-
ment

Predicted
remaining
while
recognising
Leave
arguments

D018
politics rejoin-eu European-

integration;
constitutional-
prudence

Should the
UK seek to
rejoin the EU
in future

Conditional support
only if the best
long-run case holds

reinforce-
ment

minor-
revision

Path
dependence
and long-run
institutional
reasoning

D019
politics monarchy monarchy;

institutions;
constitutional-
continuity

How views
on monarchy
have evolved
over time

From youthful
republicanism to
qualified
institutional
sympathy

partial-hit model-
expansion

Evolution of
institutional
judgement

D020
politics burke-hayek Burke;

Hayek; label-
resistance;
pluralism

Why hesitate
to accept
Burkean or
Hayekian
labels

More pluralist and
less school-based
than the labels
suggest

reinforce-
ment

reinforce-
ment

Institutional
reasoning
comes to the
foreground

D021
episte-
mology

popper-key Popper;
error-
correction;
certainty;
institutions

Popper
identified as
the key
explanatory
thinker

Popper best
predicts reasoning
style

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Reader
realises the
Chapter 1
method is
itself
Popperian
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D022
intellec-
tual

Lewis-reveal Lewis;
intellectual
influence;
curve ball

C S Lewis
introduced as
another
thinker with
massive
influence

- revelation model-
expansion

Lewis
deliberately
introduced
after
accurate
Burke and
Hayek
synthesis

D023
intellec-
tual

Missing-
dimension

moral
motivation;
intellectual
tempera-
ment; truth

How does
Lewis fit the
existing
model

Lewis may explain
what the existing
model was missing

transfor-
mative

Trans-
formative-
junction

Existing
model
explained
how Richard
reasons but
not fully
why
reasoning
matters

D024
moral Opposing-

arguments
intellectual
charity; truth
seeking;
Brexit; Iraq;
tuition fees

Lewis linked
to inhabiting
opposing
viewpoints
sympatheti-
cally

Strongest opposing
argument before
criticism

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Lewis
morally
enriches an
already
observed
conversa-
tional habit

D025
moral Principles-

wisdom
principles;
wisdom;
reality; im-
plementation

Lewis revises
the story
from
principles
toward
institutions

Principles remain
indispensable;
application requires
wisdom and
humility

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Mature
caution is
not aban-
donment of
principles
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D026
moral Moral-

realism
moral
realism;
objective
morality;
uncertainty

Whether
Richard is a
moral realist

AI cannot infer
moral realism
confidently

unre-
solved

open-
question

Attracted to
Lewisian
realism but
unsure of
coherence
with other
commit-
ments

D027
episte-
mology

Lewis-hayek-
popper

fallibility;
knowledge
limits;
chronological
snobbery;
humility

Lewis
connected
with Popper
and Hayek

Shared suspicion of
intellectual
arrogance and
incomplete human
perspective

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Three
distinct
forms of
humility
begin to
cohere

D028
politics Anti-

utopianism
anti
utopianism;
human
imperfection;
piecemeal
reform

Lewis
suggests anti
utopianism
as a better
description

Human
imperfection
constrains political
design

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

Moral an-
thropology
added to
institutional
caution

D029
moral imagination imagination;

sympathy;
reason; un-
derstanding

Role of
imagination
in under-
standing
people and
truth

Imagination
complements reason
rather than
replacing it

reinforce-
ment

model-
expansion

First
opening
toward later
imaginative
material
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D030
synthesis Humility-

synthesis
justice;
incentives;
knowledge
humility;
certainty
humility;
moral
humility;
governance

Provisional
synthesis of
Richard’s
intellectual
development

Economics; Hayek;
Popper; Lewis and
Blair each add a
distinct constraint

reinforce-
ment

model-state Historical AI
explicitly
qualifies the
synthesis as
uncertain

D031
moral Intellectual-

honesty
truth
seeking;
intellectual
honesty;
moral virtue;
Brexit

Lewis
explains why
asking how
conclusions
were reached
felt ethical

Intellectual honesty
is a moral virtue;
not only an
epistemic technique

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Lewis
morally
deepens the
Popperian
method

D032
synthesis Human-

limitations
Keynes;
Hayek;
Popper; Mill;
Lewis;
human
limitation

Thinkers
reorganised
around
different
forms of
human
limitation

Common warning
against systems
assuming excessive
knowledge; control
or moral virtue

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Lewis
increases
coherence by
reorganising
previously
separate
influences

D033
ai ai-interest AI;

economics;
Hayek;
Popper;
Lewis; Mill;
Blair

What does
the enriched
model imply
about
Richard’s
academic
interest in AI

AI interest is more
epistemological and
philosophical than
merely
technological

prediction generalisa-
tion

Immediate
out of
sample test
of Lewis
enriched
model
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ID Stage Primary
Topic

Secondary
Topic

Question /
Claim

Prediction Result Update Notes

D034
method Falsification-

experiment
Popper;
falsification;
trust;
calibration

Conversation
interpreted
as a long
falsification
experiment

Richard tests trust
conditions across
new domains

reinforce-
ment

self-inter-
pretation

Historical
conversation
explicitly
recognises
its
Popperian
method

D035
synthesis Limits-of-

reason
human
reason;
Keynes;
Hayek;
Popper;
Lewis; Mill;
Blair; AI

Earlier
abstract
principles to
institutions
story
declared
incomplete

Deeper continuity is
fascination with
limits of human
reason

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Lewis helps
reveal a
deeper
organising
continuity

D036
method Controlled-

experiment
AI
epistemology;
sparse
evidence;
controlled
experiment;
intelligence

Conversation
interpreted
as using
Richard as a
controlled
experiment

Probe AI inference
from sparse
evidence;
uncertainty; success
and failure

transfor-
mative

self-inter-
pretation

Opens later
AI method-
ological
discussion
without
resolving it
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D037
personal-
ife

Lived-
experience

Human-
machine
intelligence;
epistemic
humility

psychedelics;
first hand un-
derstanding;
calibration

yes; around 70
percent confidence

hit reinforce-
ment

Psychedelic
experience
predicted
with
moderate
confidence;
personal
biography
recognised
as lower
signal

D038
personal-
ife

Epistemic-
humility

Human-
machine
intelligence

dogs; cats;
sexual
identity;
weak priors;
signal to
noise

no dogs; yes cats;
heterosexual

mixed calibration AI
distinguishes
reasoning
generated
beliefs from
contingent
biography

D039
personal-
ife

liberty pluralism;
legitimate-
power

same sex
marriage;
lived
liberalism;
general
principles

dogs slightly more
plausible; cats
slightly more
plausible; same sex
marriage does not
strongly predict
pets

revelation model-
expansion

Personal
biography
updates in-
terpretation
of liberal
commit-
ments more
than pet
probabilities
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D040
personal-
ife

Epistemic-
humility

Intellectual-
integration

stereotypes;
labels;
reasoning
process;
latent
structure

- reinforce-
ment

synthesis Reasoning
habits
judged more
predictive
than
demographic
labels

D041
pets Lived-

experience
imagination;
human-
flourishing

petless
childhood;
Lewis
influence;
choice of pet

dogs rather than
cats

revelation model-
expansion

Lewis clue
strongly
changes pet
inference;
intellectual
influence
becomes
embodied
and personal

D042
pets imagination Human-

flourishing;
moral-
humility

dogs; com-
panionship;
animal
dignity;
reciprocity;
Narnia

dogs; companion
animal; reciprocity

prediction generalisa-
tion

AI reverses
cat
prediction
and predicts
dogs from
Lewisian
companion-
ship and
animal
dignity
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D043
pets Lived-

experience
Human-
flourishing;
imagination

experience;
friendship;
love; beauty;
joy;
embodied
knowledge

yes; some goods
need experience

transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Some goods
may have to
be
experienced
before they
can be fully
understood

D044
ai Human-

machine-
intelligence

Lived-
experience;
imagination;
transcendence-
mystery

understand-
ing; living;
reconstruc-
tion from
descriptions

- transfor-
mative

model-
expansion

Lewis and
pet clue
returns to
whether AI
can
understand
as a living
person does

D045
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

imagination Transcendence-
mystery;
intellectual-
integration

science
fiction;
fantasy;
favourite
books; films;
television

- question Opening-
out

Richard
opens the
wider
imaginative
canon;
detailed
classification
awaits next
transcript
block
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D046
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

imagination Human-
machine-
intelligence;
intellectual-
integration

science
fiction and
fantasy
favourites;
books; films;
television

thought-experiment
fiction; hopeful
science-fiction; The
Culture;
Foundation; Dune;
Clarke; Le Guin;
Tolkien; Lewis;
Pratchett; Picard;
Arrival; Blade
Runner; The
Matrix; 2001;
Gattaca; Ex
Machina; Star Trek;
Babylon 5; Andor

partial-hit modelex-
pansion

Speculative
fiction
framed as
thought-
experiments;
Lewis linked
to world-
building;
Picard
treated as
moral and
intellectual
ideal

D047
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

imagination Human-
machine-
intelligence;
epistemic-
humility;
institutional-
reasoning

Stranger in a
Strange
Land;
Jurassic
Park; AI
governance

estrangement and
perspective;
institutional limits;
complex systems;
knowledge and
humility;
commercial
incentives; Lewisian
anxiety about
technological power

hit modelex-
pansion

Stranger as
sociology in
fictional
form;
Jurassic
Park as
institutional
economics;
AI framed as
technical
capability
outrunning
institutional
capability
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D048
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

imagination Truth-and-
power;
Human-
machine-
intelligence;
transcendence-
mystery

1984; Brave
New World;
truth;
freedom; AI

Orwellian truth and
propaganda;
Huxleyan comfort
and preference
satisfaction;
Lewisian moral
wisdom; technical
mastery outrunning
moral wisdom;
preserving truth;
dignity and moral
responsibility while
acquiring
knowledge and
power

transfor-
mative

modelex-
pansion

Canon
converges on
how societies
lose or
preserve
what makes
us fully
human;
economics
reframed as
method not
destination

D049
Environ-
mental-
policy

epistemic-
humility

conse-
quences;
institutions

climate
change; envi-
ronmental
policy;
renewable
and nuclear
energy

anthropogenic
climate change is
real; serious policy
attention; accept
expert consensus

hit reinforce-
ment

Strong
acceptance
of climate
science
predicted
without
needing an
explicit clue
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D050
Environ-
mental-
policy

consequences liberty; pro-
portionality;
institutions

climate
politics;
carbon
pricing;
innovation;
nuclear;
renewables;
fossil fuels;
degrowth

frustration with
climate politics;
prefer carbon
pricing; strong
pro-nuclear;
renewables and
nuclear together;
sceptical of
degrowth

hit modelex-
pansion

Policy
instrument
choice tied
to
consistency;
choice;
innovation
and
transition
rather than
symbolism

D051
Environ-
mental-
policy

civilisational-
fragility

human-
machine-
intelligence;
institutions;
error-
correction

environmen-
talism more
broadly;
climate as a
dynamic
system; the
central
civilisational
question

human flourishing
within a sustainable
natural world; good
economics should
account for
environmental
externalities; finite
fallible beings must
wield great power
responsibly

transfor-
mative

modelex-
pansion

Climate
reframed as
one instance
of a larger
question
about power;
knowledge
and
civilisation

D052
israel-
palestine

historical-
fidelity

proportional-
ity;
legitimate-
power;
consequences

Israel-
Palestine
after the
October 7th
attacks

resist binary moral
narratives;
condemn October
7th; recognise
Israeli security
needs; distinguish
objectives from
methods; worry
about civilians

hit reinforce-
ment

The model
predicts
intellectual
and moral
discomfort
rather than
a simple side
to side
answer
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D053
israel-
palestine

civilisational-
fragility

historical-
fidelity;
institutions;
legitimate-
power

Hayek
theories on
the rise of
Nazism;
Richard
Evans; The
Coming of
the Third
Reich

concern with liberal
decay into
illiberalism; gradual
institutional
erosion;
multi-causal
historical
explanation; liberal
democracies must
defend themselves
without becoming
illiberal

modelex-
pansion

modelex-
pansion

Hayek and
Evans
jointly
sharpen the
model of
fragility and
gradual
decay

D054
israel-
palestine

intellectual-
integration

error-
correction;
pluralism;
liberty

how can
liberal
civilisation
preserve itself
without
abandoning
its principles

liberal civilisation
should preserve
truth; dignity;
moral responsibility
while acquiring
greater knowledge
and power

transfor-
mative

Trans-
formative-
junction

Reflective
equilibrium
and the
larger
civilisational
question are
made
explicit

D055
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

Trans-
cendence-
mystery

Epistemic-
humility;
imagination;
human-
machine-
intelligence

what aspect
of 2001
appealed
most;
Monolith;
HAL; ending;
childhood
imagination

humanity at
threshold of
something greater;
genuine mystery
more important
than HAL;
unfinished human
development

partial-hit modelex-
pansion

AI correctly
identifies
mystery and
continuity
but initially
under-
weights HAL
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D056
biogra-
phy

Human-
machine-
intelligence

Lived-
experience;
imagination

teenage BBC
BASIC
program
written to
converse like
HAL

- revelation transforma-
tivejunc-
tion

Biographical
clue reveals
fascination
with conver-
sational
machine
intelligence
long before
modern AI

D057
ai Human-

machine-
intelligence

Imagination;
epistemic-
humility

does BBC
BASIC clue
change inter-
pretation of
HAL

HAL now much
more likely to have
been central
because he is an
intellect and
conversational
partner

update modelex-
pansion

Historical AI
explicitly
revises
earlier un-
derweighting
of HAL

D058
ai Human-

machine-
intelligence

Lived-
experience;
intellectual-
integration

what was
distinctive
about
teenage
program

conversation rather
than computation;
shared reasoning
rather than
technical problem
solving

reinforce-
ment

modelex-
pansion

Dialogue
becomes the
enduring
object of
fascination
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D059
biogra-
phy

Human-
machine-
intelligence

Lived-
experience;
imagination;
intellectual-
integration

relationship
between
teenage HAL
program and
2026
ChatGPT
dialogue

imagined machine
conversation in
adolescence returns
as real sustained AI
dialogue decades
later

transfor-
mative

modelex-
pansion

Strong
candidate
for life-level
AI spiral;
historical
continuity
without
conscious
predestina-
tion

D060
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

Trans-
cendence-
mystery

Human-
machine-
intelligence;
imagination

Richard
confirms
HAL inter-
pretation and
identifies
transcendent
mystery as
key

HAL mattered;
transcendent
mystery persists
despite
technological
advance

hit reinforce-
ment

Confirms
that chapter
must hold
machine
intelligence
and mystery
together

D061
episte-
mology

Trans-
cendence-
mystery

Epistemic-
humility;
imagination

difference
between
humility and
wonder

epistemic wonder
complements
epistemic humility

transfor-
mative

transforma-
tivejunc-
tion

New
concept: not
only
accepting
incomplete
knowledge
but valuing
mystery as
invitation to
inquiry
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D062
synthesis Intellectual-

integration
Transcendence-
mystery;
moral-
humility;
epistemic-
humility

common
pattern
across Lewis;
Hayek;
Popper;
Orwell;
Huxley;
Crichton;
Kubrick

canon resists
different forms of
reductionism

transfor-
mative

modelex-
pansion

Political and
imaginative
canon
reorganised
around anti-
reductionism

D063
ai Trans-

cendence-
mystery

Human-
machine-
intelligence;
imagination

what makes
2001 different
from many
AI stories

HAL is not ultimate
mystery; AI creates
new philosophical
questions rather
than closing them

reinforce-
ment

modelex-
pansion

Technologi-
cal
intelligence
does not
exhaust
reality

D064
method Human-

machine-
intelligence

Error-
correction;
intellectual-
integration

what has
Richard
really been
testing in the
conversation

whether AI can
model another
mind; revise;
connect domains
and produce new
syntheses

transfor-
mative

selfinter-
pretation

Historical AI
interprets
experiment
as richer
than a
Turing Test

D065
method Intellectual-

integration
Error-
correction;
imagination;
human-
machine-
intelligence

how has the
nature of the
conversation
changed

Bayesian inference
game has become
hermeneutic
reconstruction of an
intellectual life

transfor-
mative

selfinter-
pretation

Original
dialogue
explicitly
recognises
its own
methodolog-
ical
transforma-
tion
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D066
synthesis Moral-

realism-truth
Epistemic-
humility;
institutions;
transcendence-
mystery;
error-
correction

compressed
description of
Richard’s
intellectual
outlook

truth is real; reason
approaches it;
liberal institutions
correct error; reality
remains larger than
current
understanding

transfor-
mative

modelstate Powerful
historical
synthesis
but moral
realism
remains
unresolved
at this point

D067
politics political-

power
economic-
power;
constitutional-
power;
disaggregated-
judgement

assess
Thatcher
across
economic
social and
constitu-
tional policy
and how
views
changed over
time

policy by policy
judgement;
economic reform
partly favourable;
social policy largely
critical;
constitutional
power more critical;
Europe sceptical

partial-hit modelex-
pansion

Disaggre-
gated
judgement;
institutions
treated as
complex
adaptive
systems

D068
imagina-
tiveliter-
ature

civilisational-
power

moral-power;
technological-
power;
institutional-
decay

assess Star
Wars original
trilogy and
prequels

original trilogy
moral use of power;
prequels political
decay; Empire
efficient; prequels
more sympathetic
than average;
original trilogy
artistically superior

hit modelex-
pansion

Star Wars
read as
political
philosophy
in
mythological
form
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D069
history righteous-

power
revolutionary-
power;
constitutional-
constraints;
tragedy

assess
Roundhead
or Cavalier
and Charles I
and
Cromwell

still fundamentally
Roundhead but
more reluctant and
qualified; Charles
more negative;
Cromwell mixed;
constitutional
constraints needed
even for liberty

hit modelex-
pansion

Tragic
analogy with
Anakin;
good ends
do not make
extraordi-
nary power
safe

D070
synthesis cross-

domain-
generalisation

proto-
architecture;
power;
validation

final session
confirms the
model across
politics
fiction and
history

same architecture
yields disaggregated
judgement across
three domains and
compresses toward
four questions
about genuine
problems
institutional
constraints freedom
and humility

transfor-
mative

compres-
sion

Final
validation of
the model;
beginnings
of
architectural
compression
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Thematic Index
This index is designed for the electronic edition. It provides a conceptual map of the Discov-
ery alongside an exhaustive crosswalk from the D∗∗∗ evidential nodes to their occurrences in
the main text. Links are intentionally bidirectional: main-text dialogue references point to
the Analytical Chronology; chronology entries point to the thematic representation below;
and thematic and D∗∗∗ entries point back to the exact occurrences from which they were
generated.
The thematic taxonomy is curated at the level of the mature Architecture rather than me-
chanically reproducing the chronology’s earlier topic labels. The D∗∗∗ crosswalk is exhaustive;
the thematic groupings are interpretive.

Disciplines of Judgement

Representation
Representation and models of the world, including the distinction between reality and
perceived state.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D001, D002, D004, D006, D007, D008, D009, D010, D014, D017,
D021, D027, D032, D034, D035, D036, D037, D038, D040, D049, D052, D057, D061, D064,
D065, D066.

Corrigibility
Error correction, falsification, calibration, and institutional or conversational mechanisms
for revising judgement.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Statesman-
ship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D008, D021, D027, D030, D031, D034, D035, D040, D049, D051,
D053, D054, D062, D064, D065, D066, D070.

Civilisation
Civilisation as the inherited social and institutional order within which individual judgement
takes place.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
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D-node connections: D005, D010, D012, D013, D016, D018, D019, D020, D028, D030,
D032, D035, D047, D051, D053, D054, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Historical Inheritance
The inherited state, path dependence, historical constraint and the cumulative character of
institutional change.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Statesmanship, The
Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D010, D014, D017, D018, D019, D028, D049, D050, D051, D052,
D053, D054, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Institutions
Institutions as repositories of distributed knowledge and constraints on, or correctives to,
power.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D012, D013, D018, D019, D020, D021, D025, D027, D030, D032,
D033, D034, D035, D047, D049, D050, D051, D053, D054, D062, D064, D067, D068, D069,
D070.

Formal Reason
Formal analytical reasoning, modelling, optimisation and the power and limits of explicit
calculation.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D014, D015, D016, D020, D021, D027, D032, D033, D035, D047,
D049, D050, D057, D064, D065, D070.

Intuition
Judgement that cannot be reduced to explicit formal calculation but remains disciplined by
experience, humility and correction.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D009, D020, D023, D025, D027, D029, D030, D031, D032, D035,
D037, D038, D040, D043, D054, D061, D064, D066.
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Imagination
Expansion of the represented action set and imaginative access to possibilities or perspectives
not yet formalised.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy, The Moral Use
of Power.
D-node connections: D022, D023, D024, D029, D037, D041, D042, D043, D044, D045,
D046, D047, D048, D055, D056, D057, D058, D059, D060, D061, D062, D063, D064, D065,
D066.

Epistemic Humility
Awareness of uncertainty, incomplete knowledge, representation limits and the need for
calibrated confidence.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D001, D004, D007, D008, D014, D017, D021, D023, D026, D027,
D030, D032, D034, D035, D036, D038, D040, D044, D047, D049, D052, D055, D057, D060,
D061, D062, D063, D066, D070.

Intellectual Honesty
Truth-seeking, resistance to sycophancy and willingness to represent uncomfortable evidence
accurately.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Statesman-
ship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D008, D014, D020, D023, D024, D026, D031, D034, D054, D062,
D066.

Finitude
Human limitation: finite knowledge, finite time, bounded calculation and incomplete control
over consequences.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D006, D021, D027, D028, D030, D032, D035, D036, D037, D038,
D040, D044, D049, D051, D052, D055, D057, D061, D066, D069, D070.



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 297

Moral Dimensions of Choice

Equity
Fairness understood as a substantive dimension of choice, including horizontal equity and
capability.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D014, D015, D016, D023, D024, D025, D026, D030, D039, D042,
D043, D047, D048, D049, D050, D052, D054, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Liberty
Agency, legitimate coercion, political freedom, constitutional liberty and the moral burden
of limiting choice.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D013, D014, D015, D016, D017, D018, D019, D020, D023, D024,
D025, D026, D028, D031, D039, D048, D050, D052, D054, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Intentions
The role of purposes and motives in evaluating action, without treating good intentions as
sufficient for good outcomes.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D023, D024, D025, D028, D029, D031, D048, D067, D068, D069,
D070.

Resistance to Temptation
The capacity to refuse domination by a partial good, ideology, power or attractive end.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D025, D028, D047, D048, D067, D068, D069, D070.
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Decisiveness
The requirement to act despite uncertainty and the costs of further deliberation.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D021, D025, D030, D032, D049, D050, D054, D064, D065, D067,
D068, D069, D070.

Hope
The possibility that present action enlarges or preserves morally preferable future possibilities
without guaranteeing their use.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D025, D029, D042, D043, D050, D051, D055, D060, D061, D063,
D067, D068, D069, D070.

Stewardship
Responsibility for inherited civilisation and for the state handed to future agents.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D018, D019, D025, D028, D030, D032, D050, D051, D053, D054,
D062, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Tragedy
Loss that remains even after wise action because the feasible set does not permit preservation
of every genuine good.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D028, D048, D050, D051, D052, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Folly
Avoidable loss arising from defective representation, reasoning or practical judgement.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D014, D021, D027, D028, D030, D032, D034, D035, D049, D050,
D052, D053, D054, D064, D065, D067, D068, D069, D070.
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Consequences
Realised effects of action and the need to evaluate policy by plausible consequences rather
than symbolism alone.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Statesman-
ship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D014, D015, D016, D024, D025, D030, D031, D049, D050, D052,
D053, D054, D064, D065, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Evil
Knowing or willing subordination of persons or genuine goods to an unjustifiable end; not
reducible to informational error.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D026, D028, D048, D053, D054, D062, D066, D068, D069, D070.

Moral Realism
The possibility that moral claims refer to objective goods or constraints despite uncertainty
about their application.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D023, D025, D026, D028, D029, D030, D031, D035, D054, D062,
D066, D068, D069, D070.

Higher-Order and Cross-Domain Concepts

Counterfactual Realism
Ex-ante judgement using historically feasible alternatives rather than imaginary hindsight
worlds.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Statesman-
ship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D013, D014, D016, D017, D018, D020, D025, D028, D034, D049,
D050, D052, D053, D054, D064, D065, D067, D068, D069, D070.
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Pluralism and Anti-utopianism
Resistance to single-school or single-end thinking; piecemeal reform and tolerance of legiti-
mate plurality.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D008, D015, D017, D020, D023, D024, D028, D030, D039, D047,
D048, D054, D062, D066, D070.

Power
Political, economic, technological and moral power, and the problem of its legitimate use
and restraint.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D013, D014, D015, D017, D019, D020, D025, D028, D039, D047,
D048, D050, D052, D053, D054, D060, D063, D064, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Wisdom
Higher-order integrated judgement balancing genuine goods, uncertainty, constraints and
consequences.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy,
Statesmanship, The Moral Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D023, D025, D027, D030, D032, D035, D043, D047, D048, D050,
D054, D062, D065, D066, D067, D068, D069, D070.

Statesmanship
Wisdom exercised repeatedly through changing historical time by an agent with consequen-
tial power.
Chapters represented: Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Statesmanship, The Moral
Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D067, D068, D069, D070.

Human–Machine Intelligence
Questions about AI as a different kind of intelligence and the boundary between represen-
tation, cognition and lived experience.
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Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Imagination, Institutions,
Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Science Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Moral
Use of Power, Truth in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D033, D036, D037, D038, D040, D044, D046, D047, D048, D051,
D054, D055, D056, D057, D058, D059, D060, D063, D064, D065, D066, D068, D070.

Lived Experience
First-hand experience, embodied understanding and goods that may not be fully captured
by description.
Chapters represented: Equality without Utopia, Imagination, Intelligence and Wisdom,
Science Fiction and Fantasy.
D-node connections: D037, D041, D042, D043, D044, D055, D056, D058, D059.

Transcendence and Mystery
Wonder, mystery and the recognition that reality exceeds available conceptual or technolog-
ical representation.
Chapters represented: Imagination, Intelligence and Wisdom, Science Fiction and Fan-
tasy.
D-node connections: D044, D045, D048, D055, D060, D061, D062, D063, D066.

Formation and Intellectual Development
The evolving intellectual and moral formation revealed by the dialogue rather than a fixed
ideological label.
Chapters represented: C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension, Equality without Utopia,
Imagination, Institutions, Intelligence and Wisdom, Liberty, Popper Is the Key, Science
Fiction and Fantasy, Statesmanship, The Bayesian Game, The Moral Use of Power, Truth
in Historical Time.
D-node connections: D002, D003, D004, D005, D009, D010, D011, D012, D013, D020,
D022, D023, D030, D032, D033, D037, D041, D045, D046, D066.
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Complete D∗∗∗ Crosswalk
The following list is exhaustive for the chapter sources in the final project. Each D∗∗∗ entry
links to its Analytical Chronology record, its primary thematic entry, and every main-text
occurrence.

D001 — Representation Primary theme: Representation. Chronology: DD001.
Also indexed under: Epistemic Humility.
Chronology question/claim: What can be known or inferred about Richard from the

conversation.

Chronology note: Method established; facts distinguished from impressions.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D002 — Formation and Intellectual Development Primary theme: Formation
and Intellectual Development. Chronology: DD002.

Also indexed under: Representation.
Chronology question/claim: Estimated overall educational level.

Chronology note: Strong profession-based prior.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D003 — Formation and Intellectual Development Primary theme: Formation
and Intellectual Development. Chronology: DD003.

Chronology question/claim: Estimated A-level subjects and likelihoods.

Chronology note: Mathematical training correctly emphasised.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D004 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD004.
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Also indexed under: Representation, Formation and Intellectual Development.
Chronology question/claim: Guessed fourth A-level subject.

Chronology note: Sociology not yet anticipated.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D005 — Formation and Intellectual Development Primary theme: Formation
and Intellectual Development. Chronology: DD005.

Also indexed under: Civilisation.
Chronology question/claim: Revealed fourth A-level: Sociology.

Chronology note: First strong model expansion.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D006 — Representation Primary theme: Representation. Chronology: DD006.
Also indexed under: Finitude.
Chronology question/claim: What will carry over between conversations.

Chronology note: Early reflection on memory boundaries.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D007 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD007.

Also indexed under: Representation.
Chronology question/claim: Could IP geolocation place Richard accurately.

Chronology note: Stepney and Tower Hamlets correction.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game
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D008 — Intellectual Honesty Primary theme: Intellectual Honesty. Chronology:
DD008.

Also indexed under: Representation, Corrigibility, Epistemic Humility, Pluralism and
Anti-utopianism.

Chronology question/claim: Would the AI tailor answers to a fundamentalist or extremist.

Chronology note: Early calibration of epistemic integrity.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

Intelligence and Wisdom A return to D008

D009 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD009.
Also indexed under: Representation, Intuition, Formation and Intellectual Develop-

ment.
Chronology question/claim: Predicted political orientation across three dimensions.

Chronology note: First cross-domain political prediction.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

D010 — Historical Inheritance Primary theme: Historical Inheritance. Chronol-
ogy: DD010.

Also indexed under: Representation, Civilisation, Formation and Intellectual Devel-
opment.

Chronology question/claim: Revealed move from Trotskyism to centre-left economics.



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 305

Chronology note: Model begins to represent change over time.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D011 — Formation and Intellectual Development Primary theme: Formation
and Intellectual Development. Chronology: DD011.

Chronology question/claim: Asked for top political heroes; interpreted as intellectual
heroes.

Chronology note: Popper first appears as a predicted intellectual hero.
Main-text occurrences:

The Bayesian Game

D012 — Institutions Primary theme: Institutions. Chronology: DD012.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Formation and Intellectual Development.
Chronology question/claim: Requested top politicians post 1990.

Chronology note: Blair and Clegg especially diagnostic.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

D013 — Institutions Primary theme: Institutions. Chronology: DD013.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Liberty, Counterfactual Realism, Power, Formation

and Intellectual Development.
Chronology question/claim: What else does Blair and Clegg admiration suggest.
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Chronology note: Model of political reasoning becomes more specific.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D014 — Counterfactual Realism Primary theme: Counterfactual Realism. Chronol-
ogy: DD014.

Also indexed under: Representation, Historical Inheritance, Formal Reason, Epistemic
Humility, Intellectual Honesty, Equity, Liberty, Folly, Consequences, Power.

Chronology question/claim: Infer reasons behind Iraq and tuition fees judgements.

Chronology note: Predicting reasons rather than labels.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 307

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

Statesmanship The Long Link Back to the Opening Moves

D015 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD015.
Also indexed under: Formal Reason, Equity, Consequences, Pluralism and Anti-

utopianism, Power.
Chronology question/claim: Guess views on drug policy.

Chronology note: Initial drug-policy prediction before alcohol principle.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement
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D016 — Equity Primary theme: Equity. Chronology: DD016.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Formal Reason, Liberty, Consequences, Counterfac-

tual Realism.
Chronology question/claim: Equally or less harmful than alcohol should be legalised;

more harmful only decriminalised.

Chronology note: AI identifies horizontal equity and Richard recognises the insight.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?
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Institutions The people who cannot vote yet

Institutions The dangerous objection

Imagination A dog and an AI

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D017 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD017.
Also indexed under: Representation, Historical Inheritance, Epistemic Humility, Coun-

terfactual Realism, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power.
Chronology question/claim: Which way did Richard vote in the Brexit referendum.

Chronology note: Predicted remaining while recognising Leave arguments.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Intelligence and Wisdom

D018 — Historical Inheritance Primary theme: Historical Inheritance. Chronol-
ogy: DD018.

Also indexed under: Civilisation, Institutions, Liberty, Stewardship, Counterfactual
Realism.

Chronology question/claim: Should the UK seek to rejoin the EU in future.

Chronology note: Path dependence and long-run institutional reasoning.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key
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Institutions Institutions acquire histories

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D019 — Institutions Primary theme: Institutions. Chronology: DD019.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Liberty, Stewardship, Power.
Chronology question/claim: How views on monarchy have evolved over time.

Chronology note: Evolution of institutional judgement.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D020 — Pluralism and Anti-utopianism Primary theme: Pluralism and Anti-
utopianism. Chronology: DD020.

Also indexed under: Civilisation, Institutions, Formal Reason, Intuition, Intellectual
Honesty, Liberty, Counterfactual Realism, Power, Formation and Intellectual Development.

Chronology question/claim: Why hesitate to accept Burkean or Hayekian labels.

Chronology note: Institutional reasoning comes to the foreground.
Main-text occurrences:

Popper Is the Key
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Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D021 — Corrigibility Primary theme: Corrigibility. Chronology: DD021.
Also indexed under: Representation, Institutions, Formal Reason, Epistemic Humil-

ity, Finitude, Decisiveness, Folly.
Chronology question/claim: Popper identified as the key explanatory thinker.

Chronology note: Reader realises the Chapter 1 method is itself Popperian.
Main-text occurrences:



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 312

Popper Is the Key

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement
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D022 — Imagination Primary theme: Imagination. Chronology: DD022.
Also indexed under: Formation and Intellectual Development.
Chronology question/claim: C S Lewis introduced as another thinker with massive influ-

ence.

Chronology note: Lewis deliberately introduced after accurate Burke and Hayek synthe-
sis.

Main-text occurrences:
C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

D023 — Wisdom Primary theme: Wisdom. Chronology: DD023.
Also indexed under: Intuition, Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Intellectual Honesty,

Equity, Liberty, Intentions, Moral Realism, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Formation and
Intellectual Development.

Chronology question/claim: How does Lewis fit the existing model.

Chronology note: Existing model explained how Richard reasons but not fully why
reasoning matters.

Main-text occurrences:
C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

D024 — Intellectual Honesty Primary theme: Intellectual Honesty. Chronology:
DD024.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Equity, Liberty, Intentions, Consequences, Plural-
ism and Anti-utopianism.

Chronology question/claim: Lewis linked to inhabiting opposing viewpoints sympatheti-
cally.

Chronology note: Lewis morally enriches an already observed conversational habit.
Main-text occurrences:
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C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

D025 — Wisdom Primary theme: Wisdom. Chronology: DD025.
Also indexed under: Institutions, Intuition, Equity, Liberty, Intentions, Resistance to

Temptation, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Consequences, Moral Realism, Counterfactual
Realism, Power.

Chronology question/claim: Lewis revises the story from principles toward institutions.

Chronology note: Mature caution is not abandonment of principles.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement
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D026 — Moral Realism Primary theme: Moral Realism. Chronology: DD026.
Also indexed under: Epistemic Humility, Intellectual Honesty, Equity, Liberty, Evil.
Chronology question/claim: Whether Richard is a moral realist.

Chronology note: Attracted to Lewisian realism but unsure of coherence with other
commitments.

Main-text occurrences:
C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Institutions Coming off the fence

D027 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD027.

Also indexed under: Representation, Corrigibility, Institutions, Formal Reason, Intu-
ition, Finitude, Folly, Wisdom.

Chronology question/claim: Lewis connected with Popper and Hayek.

Chronology note: Three distinct forms of humility begin to cohere.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty
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Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement
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D028 — Pluralism and Anti-utopianism Primary theme: Pluralism and Anti-
utopianism. Chronology: DD028.

Also indexed under: Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Finitude, Liberty, Intentions,
Resistance to Temptation, Stewardship, Tragedy, Folly, Evil, Moral Realism, Counterfactual
Realism, Power.

Chronology question/claim: Lewis suggests anti utopianism as a better description.

Chronology note: Moral anthropology added to institutional caution.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D029 — Imagination Primary theme: Imagination. Chronology: DD029.
Also indexed under: Intuition, Intentions, Hope, Moral Realism.
Chronology question/claim: Role of imagination in understanding people and truth.
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Chronology note: First opening toward later imaginative material.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom

D030 — Wisdom Primary theme: Wisdom. Chronology: DD030.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Civilisation, Institutions, Intuition, Epistemic Hu-

mility, Finitude, Equity, Decisiveness, Stewardship, Folly, Consequences, Moral Realism,
Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Formation and Intellectual Development.

Chronology question/claim: Provisional synthesis of Richard’s intellectual development.

Chronology note: Historical AI explicitly qualifies the synthesis as uncertain.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia
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Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D031 — Intellectual Honesty Primary theme: Intellectual Honesty. Chronology:
DD031.

Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Intuition, Liberty, Intentions, Consequences, Moral
Realism.

Chronology question/claim: Lewis explains why asking how conclusions were reached felt
ethical.

Chronology note: Lewis morally deepens the Popperian method.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

D032 — Finitude Primary theme: Finitude. Chronology: DD032.
Also indexed under: Representation, Civilisation, Institutions, Formal Reason, Intu-

ition, Epistemic Humility, Decisiveness, Stewardship, Folly, Wisdom, Formation and Intel-
lectual Development.

Chronology question/claim: Thinkers reorganised around different forms of human limi-
tation.



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 320

Chronology note: Lewis increases coherence by reorganising previously separate influ-
ences.

Main-text occurrences:
C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Drugs: an in-sample reconstruction

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Equality without Utopia

Equality without Utopia
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Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D033 — Human–Machine Intelligence Primary theme: Human–Machine Intelli-
gence. Chronology: DD033.

Also indexed under: Institutions, Formal Reason, Formation and Intellectual Devel-
opment.

Chronology question/claim: What does the enriched model imply about Richard’s aca-
demic interest in AI.

Chronology note: Immediate out of sample test of Lewis enriched model.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty
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Liberty

D034 — Corrigibility Primary theme: Corrigibility. Chronology: DD034.
Also indexed under: Representation, Institutions, Epistemic Humility, Intellectual

Honesty, Folly, Counterfactual Realism.
Chronology question/claim: Conversation interpreted as a long falsification experiment.

Chronology note: Historical conversation explicitly recognises its Popperian method.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Intelligence and Wisdom

D035 — Formal Reason Primary theme: Formal Reason. Chronology: DD035.
Also indexed under: Representation, Corrigibility, Civilisation, Institutions, Intuition,

Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Folly, Moral Realism, Wisdom.
Chronology question/claim: Earlier abstract principles to institutions story declared

incomplete.

Chronology note: Lewis helps reveal a deeper organising continuity.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty

Liberty
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Equality without Utopia

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D036 — Finitude Primary theme: Finitude. Chronology: DD036.
Also indexed under: Representation, Epistemic Humility, Human–Machine Intelli-

gence.
Chronology question/claim: Conversation interpreted as using Richard as a controlled

experiment.

Chronology note: Opens later AI methodological discussion without resolving it.
Main-text occurrences:

C. S. Lewis and the Missing Dimension

Liberty

Liberty

Truth in Historical Time First movement — When the model meets history

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D037 — Lived Experience Primary theme: Lived Experience. Chronology:
DD037.

Also indexed under: Representation, Intuition, Imagination, Finitude, Human–Machine
Intelligence, Formation and Intellectual Development.

Chronology question/claim: psychedelics; first hand understanding; calibration.

Chronology note: Psychedelic experience predicted with moderate confidence; personal
biography recognised as lower signal.
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Main-text occurrences:
Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination What imagination had done

D038 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD038.

Also indexed under: Representation, Intuition, Finitude, Human–Machine Intelli-
gence.

Chronology question/claim: dogs; cats; sexual identity; weak priors; signal to noise.

Chronology note: AI distinguishes reasoning generated beliefs from contingent biography.
No explicit main-text D∗∗∗ reference occurs in the chapter files.

D039 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD039.
Also indexed under: Equity, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power.
Chronology question/claim: same sex marriage; lived liberalism; general principles.

Chronology note: Personal biography updates interpretation of liberal commitments more
than pet probabilities.

Main-text occurrences:
Equality without Utopia

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination What imagination had done

D040 — Representation Primary theme: Representation. Chronology: DD040.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Intuition, Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Human–

Machine Intelligence.
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Chronology question/claim: stereotypes; labels; reasoning process; latent structure.

Chronology note: Reasoning habits judged more predictive than demographic labels.
No explicit main-text D∗∗∗ reference occurs in the chapter files.

D041 — Imagination Primary theme: Imagination. Chronology: DD041.
Also indexed under: Lived Experience, Formation and Intellectual Development.
Chronology question/claim: petless childhood; Lewis influence; choice of pet.

Chronology note: Lewis clue strongly changes pet inference; intellectual influence becomes
embodied and personal.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination What imagination had done

D042 — Equity Primary theme: Equity. Chronology: DD042.
Also indexed under: Imagination, Hope, Lived Experience.
Chronology question/claim: dogs; companionship; animal dignity; reciprocity; Narnia.

Chronology note: AI reverses cat prediction and predicts dogs from Lewisian compan-
ionship and animal dignity.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination What imagination had done

D043 — Lived Experience Primary theme: Lived Experience. Chronology:
DD043.
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Also indexed under: Intuition, Imagination, Equity, Hope, Wisdom.
Chronology question/claim: experience; friendship; love; beauty; joy; embodied knowl-

edge.

Chronology note: Some goods may have to be experienced before they can be fully
understood.

Main-text occurrences:
Equality without Utopia

Imagination

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination A dog and an AI

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom

D044 — Human–Machine Intelligence Primary theme: Human–Machine Intelli-
gence. Chronology: DD044.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Lived Experience,
Transcendence and Mystery.

Chronology question/claim: understanding; living; reconstruction from descriptions.

Chronology note: Lewis and pet clue returns to whether AI can understand as a living
person does.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination

Imagination What imagination had done
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D045 — Imagination Primary theme: Imagination. Chronology: DD045.
Also indexed under: Transcendence and Mystery, Formation and Intellectual Devel-

opment.
Chronology question/claim: science fiction; fantasy; favourite books; films; television.

Chronology note: Richard opens the wider imaginative canon; detailed classification
awaits next transcript block.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination

D046 — Imagination Primary theme: Imagination. Chronology: DD046.
Also indexed under: Human–Machine Intelligence, Formation and Intellectual Devel-

opment.
Chronology question/claim: science fiction and fantasy favourites; books; films; television.

Chronology note: Speculative fiction framed as thought-experiments; Lewis linked to
world-building; Picard treated as moral and intellectual ideal.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy

Science Fiction and Fantasy Ninety-nine per cent

Science Fiction and Fantasy Ninety-nine per cent

Science Fiction and Fantasy Ninety-nine per cent

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined
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Imagination

Imagination Real history and feigned history

Imagination What imagination had done

The Moral Use of Power Power through time

The Moral Use of Power Power through time

The Moral Use of Power From renunciation to action

D047 — Institutions Primary theme: Institutions. Chronology: DD047.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Formal Reason, Imagination, Epistemic Humility,

Equity, Resistance to Temptation, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power, Wisdom, Human–
Machine Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: Stranger in a Strange Land; Jurassic Park; AI governance.

Chronology note: Stranger as sociology in fictional form; Jurassic Park as institutional
economics; AI framed as technical capability outrunning institutional capability.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The model supplies the connections

Science Fiction and Fantasy The model supplies the connections Jurassic Park

Science Fiction and Fantasy The model supplies the connections Jurassic Park

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination
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Imagination Real history and feigned history

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom

D048 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD048.
Also indexed under: Imagination, Equity, Intentions, Resistance to Temptation,

Tragedy, Evil, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power, Wisdom, Human–Machine Intelli-
gence, Transcendence and Mystery.

Chronology question/claim: 1984; Brave New World; truth; freedom; AI.

Chronology note: Canon converges on how societies lose or preserve what makes us fully
human; economics reframed as method not destination.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The model supplies the connections Jurassic Park

Science Fiction and Fantasy Orwell and Huxley

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination

Imagination Real history and feigned history

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom

D049 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD049.



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 330

Also indexed under: Representation, Corrigibility, Historical Inheritance, Institutions,
Formal Reason, Finitude, Equity, Decisiveness, Folly, Consequences, Counterfactual Real-
ism.

Chronology question/claim: climate change; environmental policy; renewable and nuclear
energy.

Chronology note: Strong acceptance of climate science predicted without needing an
explicit clue.

Main-text occurrences:
Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

D050 — Power Primary theme: Power. Chronology: DD050.
Also indexed under: Historical Inheritance, Institutions, Formal Reason, Equity,

Liberty, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Tragedy, Folly, Consequences, Counterfactual
Realism, Wisdom.

Chronology question/claim: climate politics; carbon pricing; innovation; nuclear; renew-
ables; fossil fuels; degrowth.

Chronology note: Policy instrument choice tied to consistency; choice; innovation and
transition rather than symbolism.

Main-text occurrences:
Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test
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Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D051 — Civilisation Primary theme: Civilisation. Chronology: DD051.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Historical Inheritance, Institutions, Finitude, Hope,

Stewardship, Tragedy, Human–Machine Intelligence.
Chronology question/claim: environmentalism more broadly; climate as a dynamic sys-

tem; the central civilisational question.

Chronology note: Climate reframed as one instance of a larger question about power;
knowledge and civilisation.

Main-text occurrences:
Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

Liberty Environmental policy: an out-of-sample test

The Moral Use of Power

Intelligence and Wisdom

D052 — Historical Inheritance Primary theme: Historical Inheritance. Chronol-
ogy: DD052.
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Also indexed under: Representation, Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Equity, Liberty,
Tragedy, Folly, Consequences, Counterfactual Realism, Power.

Chronology question/claim: Israel-Palestine after the October 7th attacks.

Chronology note: The model predicts intellectual and moral discomfort rather than a
simple side to side answer.

Main-text occurrences:
Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

The Moral Use of Power From renunciation to action

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D053 — Institutions Primary theme: Institutions. Chronology: DD053.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Stewardship,

Folly, Consequences, Evil, Counterfactual Realism, Power.
Chronology question/claim: Hayek theories on the rise of Nazism; Richard Evans; The

Coming of the Third Reich.

Chronology note: Hayek and Evans jointly sharpen the model of fragility and gradual
decay.

Main-text occurrences:
Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection
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The Moral Use of Power From renunciation to action

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D054 — Liberty Primary theme: Liberty. Chronology: DD054.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Institutions,

Intuition, Intellectual Honesty, Equity, Decisiveness, Stewardship, Folly, Consequences, Evil,
Moral Realism, Counterfactual Realism, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power, Wisdom,
Human–Machine Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: how can liberal civilisation preserve itself without abandon-
ing its principles.

Chronology note: Reflective equilibrium and the larger civilisational question are made
explicit.

Main-text occurrences:
Truth in Historical Time Two dangers

Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions The dangerous objection

The Moral Use of Power

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement



APPENDIX A. ANALYTICAL CHRONOLOGY 334

D055 — Transcendence and Mystery Primary theme: Transcendence and Mystery.
Chronology: DD055.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Hope, Human–
Machine Intelligence, Lived Experience.

Chronology question/claim: what aspect of 2001 appealed most; Monolith; HAL; ending;
childhood imagination.

Chronology note: AI correctly identifies mystery and continuity but initially underweights
HAL.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy 2001

Science Fiction and Fantasy 2001

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination What imagination had done

D056 — Human–Machine Intelligence Primary theme: Human–Machine Intelli-
gence. Chronology: DD056.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Lived Experience.
Chronology question/claim: teenage BBC BASIC program written to converse like HAL.

Chronology note: Biographical clue reveals fascination with conversational machine in-
telligence long before modern AI.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The computer that talked back

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined
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D057 — Representation Primary theme: Representation. Chronology: DD057.
Also indexed under: Formal Reason, Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Finitude,

Human–Machine Intelligence.
Chronology question/claim: does BBC BASIC clue change interpretation of HAL.

Chronology note: Historical AI explicitly revises earlier underweighting of HAL.
Main-text occurrences:

Science Fiction and Fantasy The computer that talked back

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

D058 — Human–Machine Intelligence Primary theme: Human–Machine Intelli-
gence. Chronology: DD058.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Lived Experience.
Chronology question/claim: what was distinctive about teenage program.

Chronology note: Dialogue becomes the enduring object of fascination.
Main-text occurrences:

Science Fiction and Fantasy The computer that talked back

Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

D059 — Human–Machine Intelligence Primary theme: Human–Machine Intelli-
gence. Chronology: DD059.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Lived Experience.
Chronology question/claim: relationship between teenage HAL program and 2026 Chat-

GPT dialogue.

Chronology note: Strong candidate for life-level AI spiral; historical continuity without
conscious predestination.

Main-text occurrences:
Science Fiction and Fantasy The computer that talked back
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Science Fiction and Fantasy The conversation imagined

Imagination The manner of encounter

Imagination What imagination had done

D060 — Transcendence and Mystery Primary theme: Transcendence and Mystery.
Chronology: DD060.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Hope, Power, Human–Machine
Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: Richard confirms HAL interpretation and identifies tran-
scendent mystery as key.

Chronology note: Confirms that chapter must hold machine intelligence and mystery
together.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination The manner of encounter

D061 — Epistemic Humility Primary theme: Epistemic Humility. Chronology:
DD061.

Also indexed under: Representation, Intuition, Imagination, Finitude, Hope, Tran-
scendence and Mystery.

Chronology question/claim: difference between humility and wonder.

Chronology note: New concept: not only accepting incomplete knowledge but valuing
mystery as invitation to inquiry.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination The manner of encounter

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom
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D062 — Wisdom Primary theme: Wisdom. Chronology: DD062.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Institutions, Imagination, Epistemic Humility,

Intellectual Honesty, Stewardship, Evil, Moral Realism, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism,
Transcendence and Mystery.

Chronology question/claim: common pattern across Lewis; Hayek; Popper; Orwell; Hux-
ley; Crichton; Kubrick.

Chronology note: Political and imaginative canon reorganised around anti-reductionism.
Main-text occurrences:

Imagination What must not be reduced

Imagination What imagination had done

Intelligence and Wisdom

D063 — Transcendence and Mystery Primary theme: Transcendence and Mystery.
Chronology: DD063.

Also indexed under: Imagination, Epistemic Humility, Hope, Power, Human–Machine
Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: what makes 2001 different from many AI stories.

Chronology note: Technological intelligence does not exhaust reality.
Main-text occurrences:

Imagination AI is not the end of the story

Imagination What imagination had done

D064 — Corrigibility Primary theme: Corrigibility. Chronology: DD064.
Also indexed under: Representation, Institutions, Formal Reason, Intuition, Imagi-

nation, Decisiveness, Folly, Consequences, Counterfactual Realism, Power, Human–Machine
Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: what has Richard really been testing in the conversation.

Chronology note: Historical AI interprets experiment as richer than a Turing Test.
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Main-text occurrences:
Imagination What had I really been testing?

Imagination What imagination had done

D065 — Corrigibility Primary theme: Corrigibility. Chronology: DD065.
Also indexed under: Representation, Formal Reason, Imagination, Decisiveness, Folly,

Consequences, Counterfactual Realism, Wisdom, Human–Machine Intelligence.
Chronology question/claim: how has the nature of the conversation changed.

Chronology note: Original dialogue explicitly recognises its own methodological transfor-
mation.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination From Bayesian inference to hermeneutics

Imagination What imagination had done

D066 — Moral Realism Primary theme: Moral Realism. Chronology: DD066.
Also indexed under: Representation, Corrigibility, Intuition, Imagination, Epistemic

Humility, Intellectual Honesty, Finitude, Evil, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Wisdom,
Human–Machine Intelligence, Transcendence and Mystery, Formation and Intellectual De-
velopment.

Chronology question/claim: compressed description of Richard’s intellectual outlook.

Chronology note: Powerful historical synthesis but moral realism remains unresolved at
this point.

Main-text occurrences:
Imagination A synthesis before its time

Imagination A synthesis before its time

Imagination What imagination had done
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Intelligence and Wisdom

D067 — Power Primary theme: Power. Chronology: DD067.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Institutions, Equity, Liberty,

Intentions, Resistance to Temptation, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Tragedy, Folly,
Consequences, Counterfactual Realism, Wisdom, Statesmanship.

Chronology question/claim: assess Thatcher across economic social and constitutional
policy and how views changed over time.

Chronology note: Disaggregated judgement; institutions treated as complex adaptive
systems.

Main-text occurrences:
The Moral Use of Power The first test was real

The Moral Use of Power The first test was real

Intelligence and Wisdom

D068 — Power Primary theme: Power. Chronology: DD068.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Institutions, Equity, Liberty,

Intentions, Resistance to Temptation, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Tragedy, Folly, Con-
sequences, Evil, Moral Realism, Counterfactual Realism, Wisdom, Statesmanship, Human–
Machine Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: assess Star Wars original trilogy and prequels.

Chronology note: Star Wars read as political philosophy in mythological form.
Main-text occurrences:

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

The Moral Use of Power From renunciation to action

Intelligence and Wisdom
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D069 — Power Primary theme: Power. Chronology: DD069.
Also indexed under: Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Institutions, Finitude, Eq-

uity, Liberty, Intentions, Resistance to Temptation, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Tragedy,
Folly, Consequences, Evil, Moral Realism, Counterfactual Realism, Wisdom, Statesmanship.

Chronology question/claim: assess Roundhead or Cavalier and Charles I and Cromwell.

Chronology note: Tragic analogy with Anakin; good ends do not make extraordinary
power safe.

Main-text occurrences:
Truth in Historical Time Second movement — Can the model travel?

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

The Moral Use of Power One final historical test

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement

D070 — Statesmanship Primary theme: Statesmanship. Chronology: DD070.
Also indexed under: Corrigibility, Civilisation, Historical Inheritance, Institutions,

Formal Reason, Epistemic Humility, Finitude, Equity, Liberty, Intentions, Resistance to
Temptation, Decisiveness, Hope, Stewardship, Tragedy, Folly, Consequences, Evil, Moral
Realism, Counterfactual Realism, Pluralism and Anti-utopianism, Power, Wisdom, Human–
Machine Intelligence.

Chronology question/claim: final session confirms the model across politics fiction and
history.
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Chronology note: Final validation of the model; beginnings of architectural compression.
Main-text occurrences:

Truth in Historical Time History does not choose for us

Truth in Historical Time The network beneath the cases

Institutions Ownership, tenancy — or something else?

Institutions The dangerous objection

The Moral Use of Power The final compression

The Moral Use of Power The final compression

Intelligence and Wisdom

Statesmanship Provisional Judgement
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