
The Next Chapter
Program 191 for air August 16, 2017

©2017 by Radio Alexandria*
This transcript is printed in Globeng, the new language for international friendship.

Note:  The podcast recording of this program in MP3 format is available for rebroadcast by 
noncommercial radio stations in the USA. ther is no charge.  All music is in the public domain 
including performance rights.  No  ASCAP/BMI license is required.  Contact radioalexandria.net 
for details.

(Shortwave broadcast only: Roll 'Simple Gifts' id)
 (Anncr:)  The folowing program is a producshun of the North American Service of Radio 
Alexandria.  (Begin domestic broadcast:  Roll open theme, then under for:)

Hello Team Humanity.  I'm Roland B. Hunt & u're listening to The Next Chapter.  (Theme 
up, then under for:)

The Next Chapter looks at where we seem to be headed as a species on this little blue 
planet, do we realy want to go ther, & what ar our options?  Today I'm going to continue with our 
series of programs on the deep political, economic, and social divisions afflicting not only this 
country but many nations around the world.  What do those divisions mean for the future of 
humanity and are there ways to bridge them?   Today's guest is the prominent and sometimes 
controversial Israeli  historian Yuval Harari.  You may not agree with everything he says but he is 
definitely a deep and original thinker.  (Pause for stations airing 4 min. newscast.) 

The Next Chapter is about ideas.  It's not about any particular religion, or  joining som 
movment or cause, or buying gold coins or land in Belize. But if u want intelectual adventure, if 
u lik trying to answer tuf questions & solve tuf problems, u've cum to the rite place.   & if u go 
away from this broadcast without feeling chalenged or even anoyed by som of what u've heard 
then I hav failed in my effort to rattle cages & stimulate original thinking. We liv in a dangerous 
age but also wun full of opportunity to advance humankind to our fullest potential.  Let's seize 
that opportunity while we stil can.

Befor we get started tho let's quickly review the ground rules we folow on the Next 
Chapter.  First, we don't do religion on this program. I'm not a theologian & mak no claims to be 
wun.  Everyone is welcome here tho, whether u're a fundamentalist believer, militant atheist,  or 
anywhere in between.

Second, The Next Chapter doesn't pay much atenshun to conspiracy theories, Big Foot, 
UFOs, or who killed JFK.  It's al very entertaining but this is a serious program about serious 
issues.  I keep an open mind on these subjects & once in awhile I mite touch on them but 
generally I let George Noory, Alex Jones,  & others carry the black briefcase on such matters.

Third, we hav no nothing to sel here.  No books, no MREs, no gold coins, no land in 
Central America.  We mite look at the pros & cons of owning gold, or if u're thinking of moving 
overseas, what factors u need to consider. But in the end its up to u to do ur own homework & 
mak ur own decisions.

Fourth & last, The Next Chapter is neither for or against any government.  After living & 
working for much of my adult life in mor than a dozen poor & often war-torn nashuns, I've cum 
to the conclusion that al governments, ours included, ar going to do whatever it takes to keep 
themselves in power.  That's what govern-ments do.   What we as individuals do tho is up to us, 
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not blind, impersonal historical forces...or men in black.
Unlike our ancient ancestors who lived day to day & had no way to anticipate mega-

disasters, now we not only anticipate & plan for them,  we humans can & hav built vast 
underground bunkers in many countries that wil allow thousands of humans to live underground 
for years until conditions on the surface improve. The US has them.  So do the Russians & the 
Chinese.  

Switzerland reportedly has bunkers that can shelter its entire populashun of eight milyun 
for up to two years.  That kind of capability is a game changer but it doesn't alter the reality that 
our species has cum up against som extremely dangerous problems for which we curently apear 
to hav no solushuns.  Weapons of mass destrucshun, bioterrorism, & mass unemployment caused 
by the rise of inteligent machines ar just three examples.

So if for whatever reason modern civilizashun does pass into history, ther wil be 
survivors.  The question is, wil those who cum after us be able to learn from our mistakes & not 
repeat them? 

The Next Chapter is for the elite but in this case the elite is self selecting.  It's anyone who 
enjoys thinking deeply about serious issues.  som liseners may find som of the subjects we talk 
about on this broadcast disturbing but u can be sure that elites in governments & private research 
institutes around the world ar also thinking about these issues. Our goal is to bring as many 
people as posible into the conversashun. In a complex technological society we can't hope to 
meet tomorow's chalenges unles we understand them. (pause for stations carrying a newscast to 
rejoin) A little later in the broadcast we're going to listen to part wun of a very interesting 
conversation between the Curator of the TED talks Chris Anderson & the brilliant & sometimes 
controversial Israeli historian Yuval Noah Harari.   But before we get to that I want to add some 
comments about last week's broadcast to put it in context.  

For the next month or so my intent is look mor deeply at the dangerous state of the world 
we find ourselves in.  As regular listeners to The Next Chapter we don't mince words.  The goal 
is not to fighten u but to motivate u to begin taking some serious precaushuns against a very 
unstable global civilizashun which shows al the signs of beginning to disintegrate.  
Large nation states including China, Russia, Brazil, & yes, the good ole USA ar deeply divided 
politically & socially & those divisions ar becoming mor & mor obvious for al to see.  

Rogue nashuns continue to develop nuclear weapons & the long range missiles to deliver 
them.  The west complains & issues warnings but does nothing of substance.  Elites in the 'have' 
countries just want the world to go on as it has for the last 70 years.  They have been the chief 
beneficiaries of the status quo so they ar unwilling to take the drastic actions that ar required to 
eliminate the growing threat these rogue nashuns present.  

This is a classic sign of weakness in a civilizashun & a precursor of eventual collapse into 
anarchy & violence.  Some elites ar fully congnizant of these lessons of history but they don't 
want to talk about them.  Let's just hope we can muddle thru is their attitude although it's true that 
currently we see a lot of billionaires building survival bunkers & buying sheep ranches in New 
Zealand.

Meanwhile mainstream political analysts in the developed nashuns try to make sense of it 
al.  That's what we say in last weeks Ted talk featuring David Brooks & Gretchen Carlson.  
Brooks & Carlson ar both conservatives.  Some weeks ago I had a political scientist on from 
Brown University, generally regarded as the most liberal of al the Ivy League colleges.  I found it 
interesting that the analysis from al these people did not difer much in terms of understanding 
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why we ar seeing the rise of populism & a general repudiation of establishment elites.  & none of 
them, left or right, really seemed to grasp just how profound the forces ar in changing modern 
societies, not only here in the US but around the world.

Now in fairness it's true that our species is facing somthing profoundly new in its evolu-
shun, the rise of Artificial Inteligence so powerful that it can do most any job better than a 
human.  Elites ar just begining to cum to terms with the fact that even their jobs wil be eliminated 
in the not so distant future.  & of course the natural reaction, since no wun seems to have a 
solushun, is to cling to the present system for as long as they can. Meanwhile on the international 
scene ther ar som new developments that demand our atention.  & when I say 'demand' I am not 
being rhetorical.  They demand som kind of resolushun & soon or humanity is in for som very 
grim times, up to & including the end of this present civilizashun.

Just in the past week or so North Korea has tested an intercontinental ballistic missile that 
cud reach most of the United States.  How do we know that is not just wun mor wild claim by a 
megalomaniac Korean leader?  Becaus it was launched on a very high trajectory that reached mor 
than two thousand miles into outer space, at which point it re-entered the Earth's atmosphere & 
fell into the sea near the North  Korean coast.  In doing so it's nose cone survived far higher stress 
& temperatures than it wud hav encountered on a much flatter trajectory that wud hav taken it 
over North America.  

So ther's no debate now that the North Korean's do indeed hav an ICBM.  Still in question 
is whether or not they've mastered the technology to put thermo-nuclear hydrogen bomb 
warheads on them.  But keep in mind a single old fashioned fission bomb leveled the cities of 
Hiroshima & Nagasaki.  Those bombs from the 1940s weighed many tons but over the years 
humans hav figured out how to reduce the weight down to a couple of hundred pounds or less. 

Which is why ther is serious talk in Western military circles about the real posibility of a 
North Korean nuclear attack.  & it's not just Western nashuns that ar concerned.  China reported 
is rushing troops to it's border with North Korea to prevent a mass of refugees flooding into 
China if the United States does decide to take out the Korean nuclear capability.

Al of this is no longer hypothetical folks.  The Japanese ar now actively preparing their 
people for the very real possibility of war.  Som American analysts hav been warning for years 
that the North Koreans were mor advanced than believed & those analysts hav been shown to be 
correct.  

Meanwhile the Iranians ar also well along in their long range missile development 
program & almost certainly their nuclear bomb program as well.  This is not anything lik the old 
Cold War days when we had to worry about the Soviet Union.  At least we cud be reasonably 
sure Soviet leaders wer rational men.  Today North Korea is run by a megalomaniac autocrat 
while Iran is dominated behind the scenes by religious fanatics bent on hastening the return of the 
12th Imam & the end of days.  So forget about the danger to our species of super Artificial Inteli-
gence fifty years from now.  At the rate things ar going we'll be lucky to survive another decade.  

Now my friends no mater what anyone says, this is not fear mongering.  The facts ar the 
facts ar the facts.  When Mr. Trump talks about the posibility that the US may hav to attack North 
Korea it shud be clear that's he's not just posturing.  Obviously both the Chinese & the Japanese 
tak him at his word.  What we don't know, & in fact no wun knows, is just how much chaos 
North Korea cud create for the attacker or attackers using asymmetrical warfare. 

Just in the past few months global cyberattacks hav seriously disrupted world commerce, 
even for companies who mak every effort to guard against such attacks.  & those attacks cam 
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against a relatively smal number of internet users.  It's well known in the cybersecurity 
community & among US policy makers that America is highly vulnerable, from the airlines & 
railroads, & the banks & the national power grid to the local municipal water purification plant.  
& why has so little been done?  Becaus it wud cost money & corporashuns & local power & 
water utilities don't want pay.  

Only action by Congress to require security upgrades wil change things. That's not likly to 
happen any time soon becaus industry lobbyists hav bought off the politicians with campaign 
contribushuns.  Which means we ar al likly to pay dearly for that failure to respond to such an 
obvious threat.

If & when that happens who wil tak the blame?  Yes, the politicians but ultimately a 
political system corrupted by capitalist greed.  Keep the shareholders happy by whatever means 
necessary, which means cutting costs and maximizing profits, even if such a strategy is extremely 
shortsighted and full of very high risks.  

For those of you liseners who consider yourselves capitalists it's in your interest to push 
for fundamental reform that will reduce the influence of money on the political system.  I doubt 
very much that will happen, but consider the warning last fall from the editor of London's Daily 
Telegraph, one of Britain's most conservative newspapers.  One mor economic crash like that of 
2008, he wrote, & the public will be fed up. It wil demand government seizure of the banks & big 
corporations & that wil mark the end of capitalism.  

Let's tak a break & when I cum back we'll hear an extended conversashun with wun of the 
most interesting - & controversial - historians alive today.  I'm Roland B. Hunt & u're listening to 
the Next Chapter, a produshun of the North American Service of Radio Alexandria.
PSA: Listener feedback

Feedback is important here at Radio Alexandria so I hope u wil tak the time to email or 
write & share ur ideas.  Did u find yourself agreeing in part & disagreeing in part?  Did we mak u 
cheer or did u want to throw something at the radio?   The whole point of Radio Alexandria & 
The Next Chapter is to get people to thinking.  Send us an email & tell us ur opinions.  Please be 
concise & to the point.  We can't respond personaly to every email but we with ur permisson we 
may include som of ur comments & ideas in futur broadcasts.   U'll only be identified by first 
name & the name of the state, or province, or region u're writing from.

Radio Alexandria is named after the greatest library in the ancient world, wun that was 
founded several hundred years befor the common era.  That center of learning was burned to the 
ground by religious zealots in the fifth century AD so almost al of its books were lost to posterity. 
Radio Alexandria's mission is to mak sure that doesn't happen again.  The goal is to spread ideas 
far & wide across the globe to the remotest village & mountain top, ideas about government, 
society, & the future of our species on this planet.

As a radio station we can't physically spread the great books of today but we can share the 
ideas contained within them.  Our goal is not to tell liseners what to think but how to think, how 
to use logic & evidence to mak rational decisions about the future drawing upon lessons learned 
from the past.

We live in a busy world so if u tuned in late or hav to leave early u can always listen to 
today's program as a podcast.  Just go to radioalexandria dot net & click on programs.  
Transcripts of al the programs in The Next Chapter series ar also available on the website.  Once 
again the web addres is radioalexandria dot net.  If u hav comments or questions our email addres 
is radioshipalexandria at yahoo dot com.  That's radioshipalexandria at yahoo.com.    
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Wun mor reminder.  Radio Alexandria is in the demonstration of concept phase right now. 
We're distributing our programing domesticaly on FM & internationally on shortwave radio 
while we evaluate the feasibility of buying & equiping a radio ship & deploying it to the central 
Pacific.  If u know somthing about shortwave u've probably already figured out why we wud 
choose such a location. It has to do with the physics of shortwav broadcasting. Unlik convention-
al AM or FM radio, a shortwave signal can travel thousands of miles by bouncing off a layer of 
charged particles in the atmosphere called the ionosphere. 

The signal may bounce between the earth (or sea) & the ionosophere several times befor 
reaching an audience 5,000 or even 10,000 miles away.  Sea water to a shortwav signal is lik a 
polished glass mirror compared to a very dirty windshield.  It's a thousand times mor reflective 
than ordinary earth.  If u want to put a powerful radio signal into Pacific Rim countries lik China 
& Russia using medium sized shortwave transmitters ther is no better locashun than the central 
Pacific.  

The reason for puting Radio Alexandria on a ship is safety.  Pacific islands may bring to 
mind swaying palm trees & white sandy beaches but the reality is the Pacific can be a dangerous 
place, what with volcanoes, typhoons earthquakes, & tsunamis.  The place to ride those out is not 
at anchor in a harbor.  A small ship lik a converted trawler or lightship can put to sea on short 
notice & has the endurance to withstand severe punishment on the open ocean.

The programs u hear now ar typical of what u wil hear if we decide to go ahead with the 
next phase but first we need to know if ther wil be enuf liseners to justify such a large project.  If 
u hav som ideas or suggestions for foundashuns or other organizashuns which mite fund a project 
lik Radio Alexandria pleas feel free to share them with us.  Also we're accepting donashuns from 
liseners so if u wud lik to suport our eforts to build a mor enlightened world just go to 
radioalexandria dot net, clik on 'programs', & then the 'donate' button.  

Rite now our greatest out of pocket expense is paying for airtime.  If we had additional 
funding we cud buy mor airtime to beam Radio Alexandria into Europe & Russia.   The longer 
term plan is to ofer The Next Chapter not only in English but in other languages as wel.  The goal 
is not to mettle in the domestic politics of countries.  They hav to solve their own problems.  
What we at Radio Alexandria ar trying to do is look at issues al modern governments ar confront-
ing & see if ther mite be som common solutions.

Transparency is such an issue.  It's wun of the best ways to combat political corruption & 
boost popular confidence in democratic government.  ther's a major anti-coruption campaign 
going on in China rite now becaus the curent administra-shun understands that they're not going 
to be able to keep the Mandate of Heaven unles they govern responsibly.  

The USA & other western democracies ar also sufering from a major lack of public 
confidence in their political institushuns.  The presidential elecshun here in the US as well as 
elecshuns in Europe show deep disatisfacshun with elites & the kind of leadership they hav 
provided in recent decades.  

Humanity is entering a period of profound change, driven by technological forces we hav 
never befor encountered as a species.  Radio Alexandria's mission is to explor solushuns that wil 
benefit al in society, both individualy & colectively. 

In the coming months we may try som crowd funding to begin raising the money to 
implement these plans.  In the meantime al of u as liseners can do ur part by spreading the word.   
Tell ur friends about our website, transcripts, & podcasts.  Also the podcasts ar available free for 
rebroadcast on non-comercial stations in the US.  If u'd lik to see The Next Chapter mor widely 
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available in ur community tel ur local community or public stashun about us.  
If u see somthing u think ur friends wud find interesting, copy it off the website & share it 

with others.  Maybe u see somthing u disagree with. That's fine too. Radio Alexandria is not the 
source of al truth.  We're al about looking for the truth, wherever it may be & whether or not it's 
politicaly correct. 

By the way free Radio Alexandria buttons ar now available so if u'd lik wun just send us 
ur mailing address & we'll get wun off to u.  U can see a sample on our website radioalexandria 
dot net.  Just clik on 'resources'.  The butons ar an experi-ment so supplies ar limited.  Our email 
address once again is radioshipalexandria at yahoo dot com.  

If u find value in what we ar trying to do & wud lik to help financialy just go to 
radioalexandria dot net, clik on programs & then the 'donate' button.   Any financial assistance u 
chose to mak wil be gratefully appreciated.  Radio Alexandria is radio for the future.  (end 
promo)

Some of u may recall I interviewed Yuval Noah Harari several years ago when his first 
book Sapiens came out.  That was about the evolushun of our species over the past 40,000 years 
or so and it became a best seller.  In his latest book Homo Deus Harari speculates about 
humanity's next wun hundred years. Today we'll hear part wun of his conversashun about our 
future with TED curator Chris Anderson.
(Insert Harari TED talk, part 1:  "Hello. Welcome...  exist here."  34:00)
Chris Anderson: Hello. Welcome to this TED Dialogues. It's the first of a series that's going to be 
done in response to the current political upheaval. I don't know about you; I've become quite 
concerned about the growing divisiveness in this country and in the world. No one's listening to 
each other. Right? They aren't. I mean, it feels like we need a different kind of conversation, one 
that's based on -- I don't know, on reason, listening, on understanding, on a broader context. 

That's at least what we're going to try in these TED Dialogues, starting today. And we couldn't 
have anyone with us who I'd be more excited to kick this off. This is a mind right here that thinks 
pretty much like no one else on the planet, I would hasten to say. I'm serious. 

(Yuval Noah Harari laughs) I'm serious. He synthesizes history with underlying ideas in a way 
that kind of takes your breath away. 

So, some of you will know this book, "Sapiens." Has anyone here read "Sapiens"? 

(Applause) I mean, I could not put it down. The way that he tells the story of mankind through 
big ideas that really make you think differently -- it's kind of amazing. And here's the follow-up, 
which I think is being published in the US next week. 

YNH: Yeah, next week. 

CA: "Homo Deus." Now, this is the history of the next hundred years. I've had a chance to read it. 
It's extremely dramatic, and I daresay, for some people, quite alarming. It's a must-read. And 
honestly, we couldn't have someone better to help make sense of what on Earth is happening in 
the world right now. So a warm welcome, please, to Yuval Noah Harari. 

(Applause) 

It's great to be joined by our friends on Facebook and around the Web. Hello, Facebook. And all 
of you, as I start asking questions of Yuval, come up with your own questions, and not 
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necessarily about the political scandal du jour, but about the broader understanding of: Where are 
we heading? You ready? OK, we're going to go. 

So here we are, Yuval: New York City, 2017, there's a new president in power, and shock waves 
rippling around the world. What on Earth is happening? 

YNH: I think the basic thing that happened is that we have lost our story. Humans think in 
stories, and we try to make sense of the world by telling stories. And for the last few decades, we 
had a very simple and very attractive story about what's happening in the world. And the story 
said that, oh, what's happening is that the economy is being globalized, politics is being 
liberalized, and the combination of the two will create paradise on Earth, and we just need to 
keep on globalizing the economy and liberalizing the political system, and everything will be 
wonderful. And 2016 is the moment when a very large segment, even of the Western world, 
stopped believing in this story. For good or bad reasons -- it doesn't matter. People stopped 
believing in the story, and when you don't have a story, you don't understand what's happening. 

CA: Part of you believes that that story was actually a very effective story. It worked. 

YNH: To some extent, yes. According to some measurements, we are now in the best time ever 
for humankind. Today, for the first time in history, more people die from eating too much than 
from eating too little, which is an amazing achievement. 

(Laughter) 

Also for the first time in history, more people die from old age than from infectious diseases, and 
violence is also down. For the first time in history, more people commit suicide than are killed by 
crime and terrorism and war put together. Statistically, you are your own worst enemy. At least, 
of all the people in the world, you are most likely to be killed by yourself -- 

(Laughter) 

which is, again, very good news, compared -- 

(Laughter) 

compared to the level of violence that we saw in previous eras. 

CA: But this process of connecting the world ended up with a large group of people kind of 
feeling left out, and they've reacted. And so we have this bombshell that's sort of ripping through 
the whole system. I mean, what do you make of what's happened? It feels like the old way that 
people thought of politics, the left-right divide, has been blown up and replaced. How should we 
think of this? 

YNH: Yeah, the old 20th-century political model of left versus right is now largely irrelevant, and 
the real divide today is between global and national, global or local. And you see it again all over 
the world that this is now the main struggle. We probably need completely new political models 
and completely new ways of thinking about politics. In essence, what you can say is that we now 
have global ecology, we have a global economy but we have national politics, and this doesn't 
work together. This makes the political system ineffective, because it has no control over the 
forces that shape our life. And you have basically two solutions to this imbalance: either de-
globalize the economy and turn it back into a national economy, or globalize the political system. 
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CA: So some, I guess many liberals out there view Trump and his government as kind of 
irredeemably bad, just awful in every way. Do you see any underlying narrative or political 
philosophy in there that is at least worth understanding? How would you articulate that 
philosophy? Is it just the philosophy of nationalism? 

YNH: I think the underlying feeling or idea is that the political system -- something is broken 
there. It doesn't empower the ordinary person anymore. It doesn't care so much about the 
ordinary person anymore, and I think this diagnosis of the political disease is correct. With regard 
to the answers, I am far less certain. 

I think what we are seeing is the immediate human reaction: if something doesn't work, let's go 
back. And you see it all over the world, that people, almost nobody in the political system today, 
has any future-oriented vision of where humankind is going. Almost everywhere, you see 
retrograde vision: "Let's make America great again," like it was great -- I don't know -- in the 
'50s, in the '80s, sometime, let's go back there. And you go to Russia a hundred years after Lenin, 
Putin's vision for the future is basically, ah, let's go back to the Tsarist empire. And in Israel, 
where I come from, the hottest political vision of the present is: "Let's build the temple again." So 
let's go back 2,000 years backwards. So people are thinking sometime in the past we've lost it, 
and sometimes in the past, it's like you've lost your way in the city, and you say OK, let's go back 
to the point where I felt secure and start again. I don't think this can work, but a lot of people, this 
is their gut instinct. 

CA: But why couldn't it work? "America First" is a very appealing slogan in many ways. 
Patriotism is, in many ways, a very noble thing. It's played a role in promoting cooperation 
among large numbers of people. Why couldn't you have a world organized in countries, all of 
which put themselves first? 

YNH: For many centuries, even thousands of years, patriotism worked quite well. Of course, it 
led to wars an so forth, but we shouldn't focus too much on the bad. There are also many, many 
positive things about patriotism, and the ability to have a large number of people care about each 
other, sympathize with one another, and come together for collective action. If you go back to the 
first nations, so, thousands of years ago, the people who lived along the Yellow River in China -- 
it was many, many different tribes and they all depended on the river for survival and for 
prosperity, but all of them also suffered from periodical floods and periodical droughts. And no 
tribe could really do anything about it, because each of them controlled just a tiny section of the 
river. 

And then in a long and complicated process, the tribes coalesced together to form the Chinese 
nation, which controlled the entire Yellow River and had the ability to bring hundreds of 
thousands of people together to build dams and canals and regulate the river and prevent the 
worst floods and droughts and raise the level of prosperity for everybody. And this worked in 
many places around the world. 

But in the 21st century, technology is changing all that in a fundamental way. We are now living 
-- all people in the world -- are living alongside the same cyber river, and no single nation can 
regulate this river by itself. We are all living together on a single planet, which is threatened by 
our own actions. And if you don't have some kind of global cooperation, nationalism is just not 
on the right level to tackle the problems, whether it's climate change or whether it's technological 
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disruption. 

CA: So it was a beautiful idea in a world where most of the action, most of the issues, took place 
on national scale, but your argument is that the issues that matter most today no longer take place 
on a national scale but on a global scale. 

YNH: Exactly. All the major problems of the world today are global in essence, and they cannot 
be solved unless through some kind of global cooperation. It's not just climate change, which is, 
like, the most obvious example people give. I think more in terms of technological disruption. If 
you think about, for example, artificial intelligence, over the next 20, 30 years pushing hundreds 
of millions of people out of the job market -- this is a problem on a global level. It will disrupt the 
economy of all the countries. 

And similarly, if you think about, say, bioengineering and people being afraid of conducting, I 
don't know, genetic engineering research in humans, it won't help if just a single country, let's say 
the US, outlaws all genetic experiments in humans, but China or North Korea continues to do it. 
So the US cannot solve it by itself, and very quickly, the pressure on the US to do the same will 
be immense because we are talking about high-risk, high-gain technologies. If somebody else is 
doing it, I can't allow myself to remain behind. The only way to have regulations, effective 
regulations, on things like genetic engineering, is to have global regulations. If you just have 
national regulations, nobody would like to stay behind. 

CA: So this is really interesting. It seems to me that this may be one key to provoking at least a 
constructive conversation between the different sides here, because I think everyone can agree 
that the start point of a lot of the anger that's propelled us to where we are is because of the 
legitimate concerns about job loss. Work is gone, a traditional way of life has gone, and it's no 
wonder that people are furious about that. And in general, they have blamed globalism, global 
elites, for doing this to them without asking their permission, and that seems like a legitimate 
complaint. 

But what I hear you saying is that -- so a key question is: What is the real cause of job loss, both 
now and going forward? To the extent that it's about globalism, then the right response, yes, is to 
shut down borders and keep people out and change trade agreements and so forth. But you're 
saying, I think, that actually the bigger cause of job loss is not going to be that at all. It's going to 
originate in technological questions, and we have no chance of solving that unless we operate as 
a connected world. 

YNH: Yeah, I think that, I don't know about the present, but looking to the future, it's not the 
Mexicans or Chinese who will take the jobs from the people in Pennsylvania, it's the robots and 
algorithms. So unless you plan to build a big wall on the border of California -- 

(Laughter) 

the wall on the border with Mexico is going to be very ineffective. And I was struck when I 
watched the debates before the election, I was struck that certainly Trump did not even attempt to 
frighten people by saying the robots will take your jobs. Now even if it's not true, it doesn't 
matter. It could have been an extremely effective way of frightening people -- 

(Laughter) 
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and galvanizing people: "The robots will take your jobs!" And nobody used that line. And it made 
me afraid, because it meant that no matter what happens in universities and laboratories, and 
there, there is already an intense debate about it, but in the mainstream political system and 
among the general public, people are just unaware that there could be an immense technological 
disruption -- not in 200 years, but in 10, 20, 30 years -- and we have to do something about it 
now, partly because most of what we teach children today in school or in college is going to be 
completely irrelevant to the job market of 2040, 2050. So it's not something we'll need to think 
about in 2040. We need to think today what to teach the young people. 

CA: Yeah, no, absolutely. You've often written about moments in history where humankind has ... 
entered a new era, unintentionally. Decisions have been made, technologies have been developed, 
and suddenly the world has changed, possibly in a way that's worse for everyone. So one of the 
examples you give in "Sapiens" is just the whole agricultural revolution, which, for an actual 
person tilling the fields, they just picked up a 12-hour backbreaking workday instead of six hours 
in the jungle and a much more interesting lifestyle. 

(Laughter) 

So are we at another possible phase change here, where we kind of sleepwalk into a future that 
none of us actually wants? 

YNH: Yes, very much so. During the agricultural revolution, what happened is that immense 
technological and economic revolution empowered the human collective, but when you look at 
actual individual lives, the life of a tiny elite became much better, and the lives of the majority of 
people became considerably worse. And this can happen again in the 21st century. No doubt the 
new technologies will empower the human collective. But we may end up again with a tiny elite 
reaping all the benefits, taking all the fruits, and the masses of the population finding themselves 
worse than they were before, certainly much worse than this tiny elite. 

CA: And those elites might not even be human elites. They might be cyborgs or -- 

YNH: Yeah, they could be enhanced super humans. They could be cyborgs. They could be 
completely nonorganic elites. They could even be non-conscious algorithms. What we see now in 
the world is authority shifting away from humans to algorithms. More and more decisions -- 
about personal lives, about economic matters, about political matters -- are actually being taken 
by algorithms. If you ask the bank for a loan, chances are your fate is decided by an algorithm, 
not by a human being. And the general impression is that maybe Homo sapiens just lost it. 

The world is so complicated, there is so much data, things are changing so fast, that this thing 
that evolved on the African savanna tens of thousands of years ago -- to cope with a particular 
environment, a particular volume of information and data -- it just can't handle the realities of the 
21st century, and the only thing that may be able to handle it is big-data algorithms. So no 
wonder more and more authority is shifting from us to the algorithms. 

CA: So we're in New York City for the first of a series of TED Dialogues with Yuval Harari, and 
there's a Facebook Live audience out there. We're excited to have you with us. We'll start coming 
to some of your questions and questions of people in the room in just a few minutes, so have 
those coming. 

Yuval, if you're going to make the argument that we need to get past nationalism because of the 
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coming technological ... danger, in a way, presented by so much of what's happening we've got to 
have a global conversation about this. Trouble is, it's hard to get people really believing that, I 
don't know, AI really is an imminent threat, and so forth. The things that people, some people at 
least, care about much more immediately, perhaps, is climate change, perhaps other issues like 
refugees, nuclear weapons, and so forth. Would you argue that where we are right now that 
somehow those issues need to be dialed up? You've talked about climate change, but Trump has 
said he doesn't believe in that. So in a way, your most powerful argument, you can't actually use 
to make this case. 

YNH: Yeah, I think with climate change, at first sight, it's quite surprising that there is a very 
close correlation between nationalism and climate change. I mean, almost always, the people 
who deny climate change are nationalists. And at first sight, you think: Why? What's the 
connection? Why don't you have socialists denying climate change? But then, when you think 
about it, it's obvious -- because nationalism has no solution to climate change. If you want to be a 
nationalist in the 21st century, you have to deny the problem. If you accept the reality of the 
problem, then you must accept that, yes, there is still room in the world for patriotism, there is 
still room in the world for having special loyalties and obligations towards your own people, 
towards your own country. I don't think anybody is really thinking of abolishing that. 

But in order to confront climate change, we need additional loyalties and commitments to a level 
beyond the nation. And that should not be impossible, because people can have several layers of 
loyalty. You can be loyal to your family and to your community and to your nation, so why can't 
you also be loyal to humankind as a whole? Of course, there are occasions when it becomes 
difficult, what to put first, but, you know, life is difficult. Handle it. 

(Laughter) 

CA: OK, so I would love to get some questions from the audience here. We've got a microphone 
here. Speak into it, and Facebook, get them coming, too. 

Howard Morgan: One of the things that has clearly made a huge difference in this country and 
other countries is the income distribution inequality, the dramatic change in income distribution 
in the US from what it was 50 years ago, and around the world. Is there anything we can do to 
affect that? Because that gets at a lot of the underlying causes. 

YNH: So far I haven't heard a very good idea about what to do about it, again, partly because 
most ideas remain on the national level, and the problem is global. I mean, one idea that we hear 
quite a lot about now is universal basic income. But this is a problem. I mean, I think it's a good 
start, but it's a problematic idea because it's not clear what "universal" is and it's not clear what 
"basic" is. Most people when they speak about universal basic income, they actually mean 
national basic income. But the problem is global. 

Let's say that you have AI and 3D printers taking away millions of jobs in Bangladesh, from all 
the people who make my shirts and my shoes. So what's going to happen? The US government 
will levy taxes on Google and Apple in California, and use that to pay basic income to 
unemployed Bangladeshis? If you believe that, you can just as well believe that Santa Claus will 
come and solve the problem. So unless we have really universal and not national basic income, 
the deep problems are not going to go away. 
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And also it's not clear what basic is, because what are basic human needs? A thousand years ago, 
just food and shelter was enough. But today, people will say education is a basic human need, it 
should be part of the package. But how much? Six years? Twelve years? PhD? Similarly, with 
health care, let's say that in 20, 30, 40 years, you'll have expensive treatments that can extend 
human life to 120, I don't know. Will this be part of the basket of basic income or not? It's a very 
difficult problem, because in a world where people lose their ability to be employed, the only 
thing they are going to get is this basic income. So what's part of it is a very, very difficult ethical 
question. 

CA: There's a bunch of questions on how the world affords it as well, who pays. There's a 
question here from Facebook from Lisa Larson: "How does nationalism in the US now compare 
to that between World War I and World War II in the last century?" 

YNH: Well the good news, with regard to the dangers of nationalism, we are in a much better 
position than a century ago. A century ago, 1917, Europeans were killing each other by the 
millions. In 2016, with Brexit, as far as I remember, a single person lost their life, an MP who 
was murdered by some extremist. Just a single person. I mean, if Brexit was about British 
independence, this is the most peaceful war of independence in human history. And let's say that 
Scotland will now choose to leave the UK after Brexit. 

So in the 18th century, if Scotland wanted -- and the Scots wanted several times -- to break out of 
the control of London, the reaction of the government in London was to send an army up north to 
burn down Edinburgh and massacre the highland tribes. My guess is that if, in 2018, the Scots 
vote for independence, the London government will not send an army up north to burn down 
Edinburgh. Very few people are now willing to kill or be killed for Scottish or for British 
independence. So for all the talk of the rise of nationalism and going back to the 1930s, to the 
19th century, in the West at least, the power of national sentiments today is far, far smaller than it 
was a century ago. 

CA: Although some people now, you hear publicly worrying about whether that might be 
shifting, that there could actually be outbreaks of violence in the US depending on how things 
turn out. Should we be worried about that, or do you really think things have shifted? 

YNH: No, we should be worried. We should be aware of two things. First of all, don't be 
hysterical. We are not back in the First World War yet. But on the other hand, don't be 
complacent. We reached from 1917 to 2017, not by some divine miracle, but simply by human 
decisions, and if we now start making the wrong decisions, we could be back in an analogous 
situation to 1917 in a few years. One of the things I know as a historian is that you should never 
underestimate human stupidity. 

(Laughter) 

It's one of the most powerful forces in history, human stupidity and human violence. Humans do 
such crazy things for no obvious reason, but again, at the same time, another very powerful force 
in human history is human wisdom. We have both. 

CA: We have with us here moral psychologist Jonathan Haidt, who I think has a question. 

Jonathan Haidt: Thanks, Yuval. So you seem to be a fan of global governance, but when you look 
at the map of the world from Transparency International, which rates the level of corruption of 
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political institutions, it's a vast sea of red with little bits of yellow here and there for those with 
good institutions. So if we were to have some kind of global governance, what makes you think it 
would end up being more like Denmark rather than more like Russia or Honduras, and aren't 
there alternatives, such as we did with CFCs? There are ways to solve global problems with 
national governments. What would world government actually look like, and why do you think it 
would work? 

YNH: Well, I don't know what it would look like. Nobody still has a model for that. The main 
reason we need it is because many of these issues are lose-lose situations. When you have a win-
win situation like trade, both sides can benefit from a trade agreement, then this is something you 
can work out. Without some kind of global government, national governments each have an 
interest in doing it. But when you have a lose-lose situation like with climate change, it's much 
more difficult without some overarching authority, real authority. 

Now, how to get there and what would it look like, I don't know. And certainly there is no 
obvious reason to think that it would look like Denmark, or that it would be a democracy. Most 
likely it wouldn't. We don't have workable democratic models for a global government. So maybe 
it would look more like ancient China than like modern Denmark. But still, given the dangers 
that we are facing, I think the imperative of having some kind of real ability to force through 
difficult decisions on the global level is more important than almost anything else. 

CA: There's a question from Facebook here, and then we'll get the mic to Andrew. So, Kat 
Hebron on Facebook, calling in from Vail: "How would developed nations manage the millions 
of climate migrants?" 

YNH: I don't know. 

CA: That's your answer, Kat. (Laughter) 

YNH: And I don't think that they know either. They'll just deny the problem, maybe. 

CA: But immigration, generally, is another example of a problem that's very hard to solve on a 
nation-by-nation basis. One nation can shut its doors, but maybe that stores up problems for the 
future. 

YNH: Yes, I mean -- it's another very good case, especially because it's so much easier to migrate 
today than it was in the Middle Ages or in ancient times. 

That was Israeli historian Yuval Harari in conversashun with TED talk curator Chris 
Anderson.  Harari's most recent book is Homo Deus.  Next week we'll hear the second & final 
part of their conversashun which was recorded earlier this year.

Let's take a break & when I return I'll hav som concluding thots on posible future 
direcshuns for our species.   I'm Roland B. Hunt & u're lisening to The Next Chapter, a 
producshun of the North American Service of Radio Alexandria.
PSA: Shopping for a good shortwave radio

Many of u ar lisening to this program as a shortwave broadcast but others ar lisening to it 
as a podcast.  If u're an internet listener I'd lik to encourage u to invest in a portable shortwave 
receiver.  Somday the worldwide web may not be available. Besides ther ar quite a few 
shortwave stashuns broadcasting to North America, many of them with programs u're not likely 
to hear on the domestic media.
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Ther ar a number of good AM-FM-shortwave sets on the market now, many with 
advanced circuitry only the military wud hav had just a few years ago.  If u've lisened much on 
the shortwave bands u know that it's not like tuning in a standard AM or FM stashun.  

Reception condishuns can vary greatly even over the span of a few hours or days.  That's 
why advanced features like PLL, digital tuning, & double convershun ar important.  They help 
bring in weak signals & filter out stronger stashuns on adjacent channels.  As u read customer 
reviews on the web & ar trying to decide between models, be sure to select a radio that is highly 
rated for sensitivity to weak signals.  When it cums to shortwave listening that's probably the 
single most important criterion. 

If two radios ar very close in their sensitivity rating then u may want to mak ur decishun 
based on other important features lik estimated battery life, or keypad frequency entry, or an 
audio output for recording programs off the air. If u want to lisen to ham radio operators u'll need 
to spend a little mor & get a receiver with SSB or single sideband capability.  That's a special 
type of voice transmishun pioneered by the hams & now also widely used by military organiza-
shuns.  Without an SSB switch on the radio, the conversashuns & reports of hundreds of 
thousands of ham operators around the world wil be totaly uninteligible.  

Somday shortwave radio cud be ur only source of uncensored news & information.  If a 
state of national emergency is ever declared, al domestic broadcast statshus wil be under the 
control of the national government.  If u want to hear anything other than the official version of 
what's going on u'll hav to lisen to shortwave radio & if u're serious about it u'll want to hear 
what ham radio operators around the world ar reporting.  

By the way, besides the radio ther ar three other important items to buy: some rechargable 
batteries of the size that fits ur radio, usually double As,  a bat-tery charger that can run on 12V, 
& a solar electric panel that also puts out 12Vs.  Generally I wud stick to hi capacity name brand 
batteries.  The charger u want wil com with a little power supply that plugs into the wall socket in 
ur house & puts out 12 volts DC. U then connect it to the battery charger.  A charger of that 
design will also com with a separate 12 volt cord so u can charge the batteries for ur radio either 
from the cigarette liter in ur vehicle or from the 12 volt solar panel.   Keep in mind that many of 
the chargers sold at discount stores only plug directly into a 115 volt wall socket so u wud not be 
able to use them with a solar panel.

As for a solar electric panel, if u buy the fold-up portable kind expect to pay up to wun 
hundred dollars for a good wun.  Just be sure it either has or can be fitted with a plug that wil 
mate with ur battery charger.  Put the whole system together & u'll be conected to the outside 
world no matter what happens to cell phones, the internet, satellite TV, local broadcast stations, 
or the power company. Shortwave radio, in the past, in the present, & in the future, ur window on 
the world.  [end psa]

Humanity is living thru a period of profound change but also wun of great danger.  
Seemingly obscure events can escalate into global conflicts as happened at the begining of World 
War I.   & that was befor the advent of satellite comunica-shuns, ultra high speed computers, 
nuclear weapons, & a level of interconectedness we've never before experienced as a species.   
It's al of these trends taken together that threaten our continued existence.

If we humans ar to hav any hope of longterm survival we need to first start thinking of 
ourselves as an inteligent species & then begin acting like wun.  When I speak of thinking of 
ourselves as an inteligent species I do not mean seeing ourselves as citizens of the world.  Nor do 
I mean it as suporting som form of globalism in the economic sense.  Both of those hav heavy 
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political conotashuns.  
What I do mean is that somhow, som way we hav to get rid of our primate survival of the 

fittest mindset & adopt instead a sense of species consciousness.  I do acknowledge the posibility 
that we may hav reached the end of our evolushun.  Maybe it's true as some contend that no 
carbon based species manages to escape its own self destruction.  Maybe that's why so far we 
havn't detected any other inteligent life in the universe.  

On the other hand we haven't been looking very long.  The belief that if there ar so many 
intelligent life forms out there why haven't we heard from any of them is the so-called Fermi 
paradox.  Despite it's curent popularity in scientific circles, it may turn out to be a deeply false & 
misleading idea.  Rite now we're trying to draw far reaching conclusions from the flimsyist of 
data.

However I do tak seriously the Hunt-Strangelove Paradox which states that the mor 
advanced an inteligent species becums the mor likly it is to destroy itself.    Being an optimist,  I 
believe there is almost certainly a solushun to the paradox.  We just hav to find it.

But I am also a very hardnosed realist. It may be that, however unpleasant to contemplate, 
som form of semi-authoritarian world government wil be required if we ar to keep human 
destructive impulses firmly under control.  Greater decentralizashun of systems wud no doubt 
help prevent domino efects & minimize the need for an al intrusive surveilance state.  But equaly 
important I believe is a shared recognishun of the defects in our curent forms of self government  
and a determinashun by people of al races, cultures, & ideologies to corect them.   For that to 
hapen we need a sense of species consciousness, wun that transends the many beliefs that now 
divide us.

If we can spread the idea to the remotest vilage & most isolated hamlet that we ar 
members of wun inteligent species among many in the universe, working toward a goal of greater 
enlitenment, then no mater what catastrophe mite befal us in the coming years, those who survive 
wil hav a comon vishun of humankind,  a shared ideal of who we ar & where we want to go in 
this adventure we cal life.

This is our planet & we ar its stewards.  Everywun has a part to play in the drama that is 
human existence.   & that's what Radio Alexandria is al about.  U, our liseners, ar the wild cards.  
History cud someday turn on ur nowledge & insite.  Until next time think deeply & act wisely.  
The future is in our hands Team Humanity.  Let us embrace it! (music up until end)
(anncr:)  U've been lisening to The Next Chapter with ur host Roland B. Hunt.
A transcript of this broadcast is available at our website radioalexandria dot net. Tune in again 
next week at this time for a new explorashun into alternative futures on The Next Chapter, 
coming to u from Radio Alexandria. 
*Permission is hereby granted for non-commercial reproduction & use of this transcript.  All 
other rights reserved.

Definitions of commonly used terms on The Next Chapter:

The Hunt Paradox, somtimes called the Strangelove Paradox, was inspired by the famous 1964 
motion picture Dr. Strangelove or How I Learned to Stop Worrying & Love the Bomb.   The mor 
advanced an inteligent species becums the mor likly it is to destroy itself.

The Hunt Paradigm is a conjectural premise that states ther ar quite a few carbon based inteligent 
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species in the universe.  After reaching a certain level in their evolushun they al go thru a similar 
sequence of development until the point they encounter the Hunt-Strangelove Paradox.  Som find 
a solushun to the paradox & advance to a stil higher level.  Others do not & destroy themselves.

Note:  It is not necesary that the conjecture be tru.  It is merely a useful mental construct for 
integrating ideas about evolushun with ideas about the rise & fal of civilizashuns.
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