
     Before I am accused by readers of creating a new Ludditeism, let me say I realize that 
putting the technology genie back into the bottle is an impossible task.  It’s not my purpose here 
to deny anyone the pleasure of sitting in front of a 2-D flatscreen for 5+ hours average, every 
day of the year (latest U.S. figures).  After all, if you subtract 8 hours for sleep, you still have 11 
hours in which to commute to school or work, do your thing, and commute back home.  And 
even more time on the weekends to enjoy …. a nice 9-hole round of golf.  
    Except your playing partner has brought along his phartsmone.  And in between holes, 
waiting to tee off, he sneaks off to check it.  Maybe even take a call if the phone has rung whilst 
playing.  For, to take a call between shots is still considered bad manners, even with a wi-fi 
earbud.  Would I stop playing with this partner for such a breach of etiquette?  Let me call you 
back on this… 
    Years ago I told my daughter that no phones were ever allowed at the family dinner table.  I 
made only one exception:  during Passover Seder you could bring your phone and place it in 
your lap, because as you were glancing up and down, it would appear you were davening.  
    We have been conditioned to accept technology, whatever its cost in human affairs.  And 
sucking up to the technology gurus and their incredible “visions” of the future is all part of the 
fun.  For if they are right, our lives will be interconnected with machines that promise us more 
time for leisure, entertainment, adventure.  In the process they will have raided our minds, 
stripped them of their reasoning, sending them into a wilderness of irresponsibility and paralysis.  
   Artificial Intelligence is a 21st-century trope that deserves more scrutiny than is given.  For one 
thing, Intelligence -- the ability to learn and understand -- has traditionally been a function of 
human reasoning.  Lower animals can learn, and have forms of language, but the 
understanding or awareness of the reasoning process behind learning is strictly a human 
characteristic.   And that reasoning is highly nuanced as you would expect any symbolic 
construction to be.  We use letters to make sounds to form words and put words into syntax to 
describe a thing, a person, a place, an action, an emotion etc.  Words define and take the place 
of objects because to drag around all the real tangible things you’re describing would be a 
Herculean task.  So words, as you understand by reading this, are abstract replacements for 
things being described, with varying levels of abstraction, depending on its departure or 
perceived degree from actual reality.  For instance, the word “Intelligence” -- unlike the word 
“apple” -- is itself more abstract in that it has no tangible reality of its own, just its generally 
agreed-upon definition, depending on the dictionary used.  
   That’s why humans invented dictionaries, thesauruses and other nominative equivalency texts 
to better define words and to make it easier for descriptions of things to be transmitted and 
understood by other humans.  Not monkeys.  Not machines.  Humans.  Ok?  I’m not going to 
get into the weeds with you about this:  Just take my word for it. 
   The word “Intelligence” came into fashion around the time some caveman drew a picture of a 
mammoth on a wall to represent -- a real mammoth he had recently seen down by the weeds 
rather than write the word for it -- since he didn’t have letters yet. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
    And that’s a good thing because he had the intelligence to use some charcoal to preserve his 
visual impression on a cave wall for all of us to marvel at in perpetuity.   Had he scrawled 
pkeunkis, the caveman word for mammoth, instead of the drawing, we’d still be trying to 
decipher what he meant, much less know what mammoths looked like some 12,000 years ago. 
    So let’s now turn to the word “Artificial”.   The adjective as it’s generally defined is something 
“made or produced by human beings rather than occurring naturally.” (Google)  It implies a copy 
or replacement of something from nature.  
    Putting the adjective and noun together, you get a definition for Artificial Intelligence as being: 
“the capability of a machine to imitate intelligent human behavior” (Webster’s).  
    Webster’s definition turns reality on its head...because anything imitative -- anything -- is more 
abstract, thereby less tangible and real, than the object it’s replacing.  Moreover, snidely, it’s 
inferring a better mechanical replacement at that!   Name me one thing artificial that’s better 
than the natural original.  Artificial flowers?  Naw.  Artificial crabmeat sticks?  No way.  Ok, how 
about artificial cave drawings?  You gotta be kidding! 
   Finally, Q/A has its own go at things:  Putting the definitions of Artificial and Intelligence 
together we get something like:  “A non-natural machine capable of replacing intelligent humans 
beings”. (Q/A)  
   Okay, okay -- did I stretch credulity somewhat?  I apologize.  But hear me out for another 
page or two... 
   For the machine Webster’s envisions in its definition, a computer, does not run on word 
commands, but rather on code.  And that instructional code is presently written in 1’s and 0’s -- 
not caring letters, but indifferent numbers.  So we are not now talking about highly nuanced 
reasoning.  We are living in a 1-dimensional binary world of computers where everything is 
either this or that.  Schrodinger’s cat is either alive or dead.  The gate is either open or shut.  To 
open the gate a very wee bit and peek inside is not acceptable.  Not yet at least. 
   The definition of Artificial Intelligence will have to be revised in just a few years when quantum 
computers hit the store shelves to reflect a multi-dimensional or triative consciousness. 
Because if I see the future clearly enough, quantum computers will not be run binarily.  Since 
light, and not electricity, will be the power source, quantum computers will be thousands of 
times faster and do complex computations millions of times more accurately.   Binary code, 
while elegantly simple, would be too slow-running to be utilized by these quick-witted 
replacements.  So the binary gate will be opened to almost unlimited degrees, and either/or 
code will be a thing of the past.  Quantum computers will be enabled with nuanced programs we 
can hardly envision today.  They may even, sooner than we think, be conscience-driven.  And 
Schrodinger’s tortured cat (who, it turns out, was both alive and dead!) will eventually be 
brought back to glowing health. 
 
 
  



 
 
 
  
    But let’s get back to the present for a change and close our discussion of Artificial Intelligence 
with a new wrinkle in its definition...  
    The “ability of a digital computer or computer-controlled robot to perform tasks commonly 
associated with intelligent beings” (Ency. Britannica) brings the word robot into the equation.  
Most of us into AI know where the derivation of that word comes from.  The Czech had a word 
robota meaning “forced labor” or “slavery” referring to the central European system of serfdom. 
The Czech playwright and journalist Karel Capek used the word in the title of his play R.U.R. 
(Rossum’s Universal Robots) in 1920 -- a play about robots trying to take over the world but 
finding out too late they haven’t learned to procreate.  (Spoiler’s Alert:  they eventually allow the 
humans to do the heavy lifting). 
   But it was the great sci-fi writer Isaac Asimov who advanced in one of his books the “Three 
Laws of Robotics” which set ethical guidelines to be issued to artificially intelligent machines:  

1.  “A robot may not injure a human being, or, through inaction, allow a human being to 
come to harm.” 

2. “A robot must obey orders given to it by human beings except where such orders would 
conflict with the First Law.” 

3.  “A robot must protect its own existence, as long as such protection does not conflict with 
the First or Second Law.” 

4. Asimov later added the “Zeroth Law” which commanded all the others -- “A robot may 
not harm humanity, or, by inaction, allow humanity to come to harm.”  

    Of course, there are many problems with Asimov’s Laws -- the least being, who is to define, 
man or machine, what the words “injure” or “harm” means?  If it includes mental or emotional or 
even spiritual harm we are on very shaky ground here.  For obviously, a machine would not 
have these considerations, not having a conscience.  The solution, of course, is to build 
machines with consciences.  Hybrids of man and machine … Androids or Cyborgs for instance. 
And then the only question would be, what exactly does the word “humanity” mean? 
    Q/A needs to sound the alarm on artificially intelligent human-like robots now -- now before 
they become “the latest craze” (sex robots immediately come to mind).  We’ve seen this before 
with smartphones and the way Steve Jobs led us down a golden garden path ... to a brambly 
hedge maze.  We’re still trying to break through, after a decade, but the exit is nowhere to be 
found.  
    The same, I’m afraid, will happen with robots, especially robots that, within the decade I 
predict, will have quantum computers running them.  The choices they will be making will 
out-maneuver those of man since the machines running them will be equal in speed, if not more 
neural-connective, than human minds.  They will be able to compute far greater possibilities and 
contingencies than we could ever do.  And they may even be given the power of self-replication. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
    All this will be seen as a “breakthrough” for the human race, as we power up to the stars. 
If only we could first somehow break through the smartphone’s brambled labyrinth and 
recapture our humanity here on earth. 
    Indeed, the smartphone was a devious, some would say demonic, test of both free will and 
willpower, which we spectacularly failed.  Except this wasn’t from some huckster handing out ice 
cream samples on a midway.  You bought into this device because, years before, you bought 
into a cellphone which greatly helped you communicate while on the go.  Now, with a 
phone/camera combined with an internet connection you could be master of all you surveyed. 
You didn’t have to sit in front of a desktop or laptop computer at home: it was now in your 
pocket or purse.  And best of all, you could load up your phone with the dozens of so-called 
social media “apps” you were addicted to -- so you could bring your addictions with you 
wherever you went.  
   What a great insidious idea!  
   And so, in less than a decade, over 80% of Americans now have smartphones -- the holdouts 
being children under 3 and seniors over 95.  And the rest of the “industrial” world is quickly 
catching up.  Only in those third world “shithole countries” have smartphones not yet replaced 
cell phones, nor desk phones for that matter.  Blame that on infrastructure problems and dire, 
wrenching poverty.  
   Q/A sees this phartsmone phenomenon as a warning precursor to Artificial Intelligence -- the 
next big thing -- and later to Robots which, once quantum computers are perfected, will have the 
capacity to …. well, that’s still on the Illuminati drawing board.  Indeed, if capitalism and the 
shadow government has its way, and humanity is still stuck in its bramble bush of indecision 
and paralysis, robots will be providing all the answers.  
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