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THE PROMETHEUS PROJECT
Gerald Feinberg, Ph.D.

INTRODUCTION

A ¢ Our speaker tonight is Dr. Gerald Feinberg of the Physics Department
at Columbia University. He's noted for his theory of a particle that moves faster
than light, and I think it takes same nerve to posit samething of that sort! He's
called it the tachyon.

Professor Feinberg was a Fellow at the Institute for Advanced Studies
in Princeton, back in 1956, and he has since worked at Brookhaven Laboratories and
Rockefeller University; he is presently on the faculty at Columbia.

I think that his interest in lnman issues balances beautifully his vocation
in the naturel sciences and is very much in keeping with the spirit of psychosynthesis.
Professor Feinberg believes that the increased interdependence of mankind and the
irreversibility of many decisions that we make creates the necessity for mankind to
agree on long-range goals. In order to disseminate his ideas about the urgency of
this problem he wrote a book entitled, "The Prometheus Project: Mankind's Search for
Long-Range Goals," a paperback version of which has recently came out.

Professor Feinberg starts with the thesis of the essential unity of mankind.
He believes that because the effects of many of man's actions can strongly influence
mankind as a whole, the decision to take a particular action should not be left in
the hands of a small group. He goes on to point out that the ethical principles on
vhich these mamentous decisions must be based are comnected with the question of man's
ultimate values and goals. Therefore, these values ard goals should be made explicat
before decisions are made regarding actions, many of whose effects are unforeseeable,
and sometimes irreversible.

I think you will agree that this is an important and exciting point of view.
Tonight Professor Feinberg will give us a picture of the Prametheus Project, and after
that he plans to tell us about a specific, long-range goal for mankind, namely the
extension of consciousness beyond presently existing fomms.

DR. GERALD FEINBERG:

X asppreciate the opportunity to address the Psychosynthesis Research Group
about the Prametheus Project, and to tell you same of the things that we're trying to
do. I might just like to begin by expressing my deep regret that Dr. Willism Wolf
is not here tonight in body, although I'd like to think that he's here in spirt.

Dr. Wolf was one of the people deeply involved in the Prametheus Project,
and I understand also in the Psychosynthesis Movement, and I think he will be missed by
both of our groups as well as many others.

What I would like to do tonight are two things. First, I would like to
describe what led me to think of the Prametheus Project, and same of the things we've
been trying to do with it. Secordly, I would like to discuss a particular long-range
goal, although not with the idea of saying you must buy this as part of the package
together with the Prametheus Project. As you'll see, we're more concerned with the
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notion that the human race should explore long-range goals than that they shouid adopt
a particular one.

Nevertheless, 1f only as an 1llustration of a possible goal, I will, in the
latter part of my talk, discuss the extension of consciousness as a possible long-range
goal; 1 think that that will be of particular interest to the members of the Psycho-
synthesis Research Group since it's closely related to some of your own interests.

The Prametheus Project is basically an effort by people—by the mman race—
to take control of our camon future, rather tham, as has been in most cases in the
past, leaving it up to blind chance to detemine what happens to us as a species.

The word "Prametheus" in the sense L used it in the taitle doesn't have any-
thing to do with the mythological character who stole fire from the heavensand brought
1t to man. It rather refers to the Greek word meaning foresight, since what we're try-
ing to get people to do 1s to think ahead about what kind of future we would like,
rather than passively waiting for it to happen to us.

Why whould we be concerned with this right now, as opposed to in the past
or in the future? The main reason, I think, 1s the following: There has beem, with
the passing of time, an increase in the ability of human beings to alter and to control
both the enviromment around us and also ourselves. By ourselves I mean the workings
of our bodies and the workings of our minds.

As this ability does increase, it becames more and more important to decide
what kind of alterations or what forms of control we want to implement. That is, at
a time in the distant past when we couldn't do very much about how the world was or
the way we operated, it didn't really matter very much how we wanted things to be,
one way or another way. We were living in a world we didn't make, so to speak, and
therefore our wishes were not very important.

But evidently, as our abilities increase, the question of what we want does
became more important. Up until now, I think it's fair to say that these abilities
have mainly been in the direction of the control of the enviromment outside ourselves.
Tnat 1s to say they have came mainly through advances in physical sciences. It's
obvious that the lives people in the industrially advanced countries now live are
quite different from those people lived hundreds of years ago, or thousands of years
ago, and this change has to a large extent come about from advances in the physical
sciences.

I think, though, that a much more important change is on the way, which
has already been discussed by a number of scientists. That is the possibility for
control over the workings of our body and mind through the developments in biological
sciences and psychology.

The news media in recent years have been filled witn speculations about
such things as the possibility of genetic engineering, that is of changing the content
of human genes so as to cure disease, or perhaps to produce forms of human beings that
have never existed previously.

Another example, which was mentioned several months ago by Kenneth Clark
at an American Psychological Association meeting was about the use of drugs or same-
thing of that sort to control the political leaders in such a way that they would act
in a way that was socially beneficial.
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A third possibility which again has been in the news recently, was the
proposal by B.F. Skimner of various methods of psychological conditioning to "control
people's behavior.” He doesn't put it quite that way but I think it's a fair summary
of what he's saying.

One last possibility along these lines that I wanted to mention is the
possibility of an artificial intelligence—or camputer intelligence——which is either
canparable to or perhaps exceeds lnman intelligence. 1t has not been achieved yet,
but same of the people working with camputers believe that it!s not very far off; and
that it will be possible to make camputers which will be at least camparable to mman
beings and their intelligence.

Now any or all of these develomments, if they take place, or if they became
possible, let's say, would certainly have in them the potemtiality for major changes
in hman life, and also i1n the social institutions that we use to guide various phases
of mman life.

This being the case, it would seem evident that we should try to think ahead
about wvhat the changes entailed in these developments would be and see whether we are in
favor of them or not.

In other words, given the possibility for large scale changes in uman
life in the future, we should certainly make same effort to decide whether we want
them or not, in order to do same kind of long-range planning about them.

Now, long-range plamning has two aspects to it. One of them, the cognitive
aspect, is that we must develop the ability to foresee the consequences of our actionms,
or the consequences of particular developments. That might be analogous to having a
very accurate roadmap, so that if you want to take a trip you know what set of roads
you must follow to get fram here to there.

However, there is another aspect in long-range planning which is at least as
important as knowing what the consequences of our actions are, and that is to have
suitable ethical principles to evaluate the desirability of particular consequences.
That is, even after you know that if you do one thing now or another thing tamorrow,
then in twenty years you'll end up there; you'll need same prainciples that enable you
to decide wheter it's better to be there or better to be samewhere else, where you
might have ended up if you took a different set of actions. These principles are
basically ethical principles. They're not samething that you can get fram purely
scientific or factual consideration, ain that they have an important or basically
ethical aspect to them.

The Prametheus Project is devoted to the second aspect 1 just mentioned; the
development of a general consensus of mankind on such ethical principles, expressed
in the fom of long-range goals for the mman species.

Let me elaborate a little bit on why it takes that form and what we have
in mind by the development of such long-range goals. First of all, the long-range
aspects are relevant because it's important to plan far ahead of the actual develomment.
That's important for several reasons; one is that these consequences are likely to
persist for a very long time. dnother is that if we plan far ahead of the actual
occurrence, there's a possibility of being much more flexible than if we wait until we
are in the maddle of a situation.
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Let me give you an analogy to that, which is samething that's been discussed
a lot recently. We now know that the use of antamobiles on a large scale, tne way it's
done now in the United States, produces a mmber of unpleasant by-products, in the
fom of pollution of the atmosphere. In tne present situation, where there are a
hundred million or so autanobiles riding around in the streets, it's fairly difficult
to do anything about that, because many people use autamobiles in a very fundamental
way in their daily lives; many people earn their living from the making of autamobiles,
or from servicing them in one way or another, and if we just said: Well, you cannot
use autamobiles in the present fomm any more, it would obviously produce major social
dislocations in the United States.

On the other hand, if it had been recognized fifty years ago or seventy-
five years ago, before the autamobile was introduced into our lives in a major way,
that the use of a hundred million of them would lead to these envirommental problems,
then I think it would have been much easier to do something about it. We might then
have developed different kinds of autamobiles that didn't have these by-products, or
maybe we would have developed a campletely different method of transportation. Perhaps
the railroadswould have been improved much more than they have been.

I don't want to enter into precisely what would have been done, but I think
it's reasonable to suppose that had we recognized this long before the situation was
actually upon us, we could have been much more flexible in our response to it than
we can be now.

In the same way, I believe that if we recogn:!.zngv vhat same of these possible
future developments may be, and develop the ethical principles to deal with them
now rather than wait until we're in them, we have a much better chance of dealing
rationally with them when they came about than we would have if we wait until we read
in the morning paper that samebody has developed a camputer as smart as human beings ax

So that is why I feel that the long-range aspects of the considerations are
very important. ‘

The reason for concentrating on goals rather than on abstract ethical
principles, is because that way we make the principles much more concrete. If you
Jjust state an ethical principle it has a tendency to be rather abstract and not catch

people's imaginations very much.

If ,rather,you. state a goal for samething that you would like the human
species to accamplish, that, I believe, is much more likely to be something that people
could set their minds to and say, "Yes, that would be good," or "No, that would not be
good."

So that is one of the reasons why the Prametheus Project wants to concentrate
on goals rather than on abstract principles. :

One may next ask, "How are these goals to be arrived at?" and that is
truly a very important question. If one agrees one should have goals at all, we ask
ourselves how we get than. I believe that it's fundamental that these goals, upon
which we eventually hope to base decisions about technological advances when they
came about, should be things which camand the alleglance of everybody who 1s going
to be affected by these decisions. That is to say, by all of mmanity, because it's
pretty clear that the things I've been talking about will be things which will affect
everybody; they're not going to just be confined to affecting a small group. If we
develop techniques for biological engineering, or Skinnerian conditioning of people's
responses, then eventually they're going to be part of everybody's life.
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At least it will have the potentiality for affecting everybody's life; I
don't mean that it will necessarily affect each individual, but there's no easy way
by vhich a given individual would avoid i1t. This in itself is a relatively recent
develomment. In the recent past, the world was not sufficiently united technologically
so that samething that happened at one place would necessarily affect what happened
everyvhere else, at least in the short run.

People living, say, in Indian villages, or in the Amazon jungle, were not
likely to be affected by technological develomments in New York--at least in a short
period of time. I think that's changing. I think that very soon,if not already,it will
be tne case that anything that happens in one place in the world will, rather rapidly
over a period of ten to twenty years, affect everybody living on the planet. So
there isn't going to be any escape fram these things by going to same technological
backwater. At least technologically the world is becaming united, if not politically.

If one accepts that there is a need for the allegiance of everybody-—of all
humanity—to these goals upon which we are going to base decisions, then we must ask
ourselves how is 1t likely that this allegliance can be gained? 1 believe that it can
be gained only if everybody who wishes to has an opportunity to participate in the
determmination of these goals. That is to say I believe that the detemination of
long-range goals for humanity must basically be a democratic process, rather than
being a process which is detemmined by same "elite® group.

There are two reasons why I think this. One is that it seems to me that
recent history has very clearly indicated that people are not content, now, to
accept principles or laws which are handed down to them fram on high by any group
wvith the injunction, "Just do this; it's good for you," or something along those
lines. It seams to me that recent history has indicated very clearly that people
everyvhere want to play a direct role in detemining the principles that guide their
lives, and I think they have every right to want this.

I think, therefore, that if goals are set by any small group, no matter
how constituted, that this in itself would prejudice tneir acceptance by humanity as
a whole, and therefore lead to substantial resistance to decisions made on the basis

of such principles.

The other reason for general participation is a philosophical one. It's
based on an idea which I think has been recognized by many philosophers for a long
time now, which is that ethical principles of any kind—such as long-range goals—
are essentially expressions of individual feeling, rather than matters of knowledge.
You camnot learn about what proper long-range goals are in the way that one learns
about scientific matters by doing experiments. They rather must come from inside

of people.

This amplies, I tmank, that there's really no such person as an expert on
ethics to vhom we should turn for guidance on what are the proper ethical principles
to follow. If we do that—if we simply set up same group as being tne experts on
such matters—I thank what we'll be doing is substitutang the feelings of this amall
group for those of mmanity as a whole, and I see no reason to believe that the
results obtained in that vay would be acceptable to tne rest of hmanity.

For exsmple, it has been proposed by same of the scientists involved in
same of these technological develomments, that the decisions about how to use them or
vhether to use them at all, should be left to the sclentists that make the discovery.
Tnis I believe would be a very grave mistake for us as a species to make.
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I think it would be a mistake for two reasons. One is that we'd be abroge~
ting a responsibility that really belongs to all of us for deciding how these things
are to be used; the otner reason is that scientists or any other small group of people
have certain interests in common which are not necessarily shared by the rest of humanit,

Scientists, for example, have as a cammon interest the extension of sciemtific
knouledge. Of course, the interests of these mmall groups certainly should play a
role in detemining what the goals of hmanity should be. But if we leave these
decisions to small groups, then their interests (whether consciously or unconsciously)
are likely to play major roles in their detemination of what the proper action to
take is. In that way I believe they will have introduced a significant bias into
vhat we end up doing.

So for those reasons, I think that it is essential that the detemmination
of long-range goals for mankind involve mankind. Ideally, it would involve all of man-
kind. Whether that's possible or not is samething that is a matter of hot dispute
within the Prometheus Project, so let me say then that it should involve all those
people who are prepared to take part in the discussion, and that we would like to have
as wide a spread as possible. )

Now let me give one or two brief exmmples of places where long-range goals
would be needed to make decisions about the implementation of same technological develop-
ments. One illustration, as I mentioned earlier is a proposal by B.F. Skinner to
psychologically condition desirable behavior on the part of everybody. Let me, for the
mament, assume that it's possible to do that. I don't want to get into an argument—-
since I know very little about the subject——as to whether the tecnniques that Skinner
has in mind, or any other techniques, could do what he says they would do.

Bven if it is possible, though, one must ask the obvious question: What
behavior do we want to condition in people? Or more generally we must ask the question:
What aims are to be served by the society that is to be constructed according to the
suggestions that Skinner has laid down, either in Walden II or in his recent book,

Beyond Freedam and Dignity.

Pgychological conditioning, it seams to me, is a technique which may be more
effective than previous techniques for producing some particular form of behavior, but
the technique itself does not indicate what behavior is desirable. Furthemore, it's
conceivable that there may be the disadvantage that if the technique is very effective,
it might make deviating fram that behavior, on the part of the people who had been so
conditioned, very difficult, even if it turned out eventually that such a deviation
would be necessary, for exsmple if we found that the kind of society that had been
constructed this way isn't really the one we want.

You might find the society was missing samething, and want to change the
way people are so that the thing that is missing would come back. If you've been very
succesaful in conditioning people you may find that you can no longer change the way
they are and you're stuck with it.

To repeat, the technique for altering behavior, be it psychological condition-
ing, or same kind of chemical method with drugs, or electrical stimulation along the
lines that Delgado has described, seem to be less important than the ends that are
being served by the technique.

Now Skinner, in Walden II, is rather silent about what the ends are that are
being served. Perhaps he feels that they're implicit in the picture of the society
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that he describes. It would seem to me, however, that béfore embarking on the course
thatheotrhlj.nes,weconsiderwherevewishittotakeus,thatistosaw,toconsider
vhat kind of future society, vhat kird of future man, we'd 1like to end up with, by

going along this path.

If we do not have that goal in view, then it seans to me to be very
difficult to decide whether these techniques should be used or not, and even if we
decideuhethertheyshm:ldbeused,todecideenctlyvhatk:lndofprinciplesyou
should try to instell in people by using them. So if Skinner is right about the
effectiveness of his method, it seams to me to be very important to discuss what we want
to end up with by using them.

Let me give you one other brief illustration of what would be a use of
same agreament on long-range goals. This has to do with the discussion recently
about the envirommental crisis you have all read about in the mass media and elsewhere.

It's pretty clear now, that we—that is the nman race--have altered the
natural enviroment in many ways, both accidentally and purposely, both for the good
and for the bad. Much of tne recent discussion has been of alterations of the en-
viroment for the bad——there certainly have been many of those——on the other hand it
seams also clear that we have altered it in many ways for the good.

For example, we now live in houses that are heated by one method or another;
we don't have to brave the rigors of the New York winter just in the open air. That
is clearly a change in our enviromment which I think most of us would say is for
the good.

In cases where we make such alterations in the enviroment, particularly
in the case of purposeful alteration, we're involved in the decision of whether the
changes we make in the enviromnent are things we desire, or in other cases when
they aren't desirable, whether we're willing to accept them in return for other aims
wve have in mind which are desirable. ’

For exsmple, if one result of the generation of electrical energy is that
ve must heat up the ravers that flow by electrical power plants, and as a result
of that same of the fish that live in the rivers are killed, then we have to make
a choice about whether we think it's more important to have the electrical energy
for the uses that we're going to make of 1t, or whether we feel that allowing the
fish to contimue living in the river is more important.

This, I suggest, is basically an ethical question, not a scientific one.
Science is not able to help you decide whether one of these is better than the
other; you have to eventually came down to what you think is important. In cir-
cumstances like that, again, one should keep in mind long-range questions, at least
to a certain extent, as well as immediate ones. We have to think whether we want to
contamue the trend of living in a more or less man-made world, which is the way
things have been going in recent times, or whether on the contrary, we would like to
preserve the world as it was before lmman intervention.

The latter might be a consequence, for exsmple, of the ethical belief that
we should consgider the welfare or- other non-luman creatures more than we generally do.
We generally don't pay much attention to the welfare of non-lnman creatures in de-
ciding what we do, but it's been suggested throughout history,and now,that perhaps
we should; that we should not make changes in the world that lead to a significant
disturbance in the life of animals or even trees or other things that we share the
world wath. This, again, is a basical ethical question which we should consider in

dj.scu.ssing what we want to do with envirommental change.
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I raise this question mainly because I think that this point has been lost
sight of in a good deal of the current discussion of enviromental problems. This
discussion has turned very often on purely scientific questions, whether X or Y will
result fran same action. There hasn't been very mmch attention paid to the question
of whether you want X or you want Y to happen; whether it's a good or bad thing in
canparison with smmething else that might happen.

So those are same illustrations of questions that are either facing us now
or will face us in the caming days and years——where I think that some kind of agree~-
ment on long-range goals would be of great help when we came to face them; if we could
have same kind of agreement on long-range goals I think we would be able to do much
better in answering this kind of question than we can if we just have to rely on sort
of ad hoc principles that are invented for the particular problem that faces us.

Let me then turn briefly to an exsmple of what could be a long-range goal
for the universe. I repeat what I said at the beginning, that I don't want you to
think that you have to accept this long-range goal as part of the Prametheus Project.
This is one of the goals which same of the discussion groups that the Prametheus
Project has evolved have taken up. But it isn't the only goal that we've discussed,
and it may or may not be one which the hman race eventually settles on.

The goal that I have in mind is the extemsion of consciousness to fomms
which go beyond any which exist at present—on earth, at least, and I don't want to go
into the question whether in other parts of the universe there are higher foms of
1life. This is smmething we don't really have much infomation about,yet.

Let me start off by saying a few things about consciousness, and I do this
with a certain amount of diffidence, since most of you know a good deal more about
the subject than I do. However, I will say a few things about what I think I know.
The views on consciocusness among people vary a good deal, fram denials of its exist-
ence by some behavioristic psychologists, to the claim that it's the only real thing
by many philosophers. If, for the purpose of discussion, we accept the existence of
consciousness, at least as an introsnective phenomenon, then there are stillmany matters
of debate among people who have thought about the question. -

There is on the one hand a materialist view that consciousness is samething
wnich is eventually to be understood in tems of the. same natural laws as other aspects
of the universe, such as chemical phenamena. In other words, consciousness is sort of
another manifestation of the same laws of nature that we meet with in inanimate objects.
On the other hand, it's been suggested that there is a duality in the universe. On
the one hand there are inanimate objects—matter and the laws that it satisfies, and
on the other hand samething else that is not reducible to material phenamena, and that
is consciousness.

Furthemore, the scope of consciousness is something which is uncertain,
in the sense that people have different views about it. There are people who maintain
that consciousness is essentially the thing that we are more or less familiar with;
what's immediately accessible to our minds introgpectively. On the other hand, many
people have maintained that ordinary consciousness is just a very emall part of a much
wvider set of phenamena, including, for example, mystical experiences, parapsychological
experiences, and so on.

Now, I evadently do not plan to discuss these questions in my talk tonight, ard
I certainly don't know the answers to them. I will, however, say that while this last
question of the scope of consciousness, is very important for deciding upon methods
for extending consciousness, it is not as important for deciding whether extending
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consciousness is a good idea. That 1s to say, I think one should discuss the question
of whether you wvant to extend consciocusness, whether you believe on the one hmdin
consciousness in a narrow sense, as the stream of consciousness in our minds, or in
the very broad semnse of Cosmical consciousness or one of the other ideas that I
alluded to earlier.

8o let me for the mament not take a stand on that question and rather go
over to the question of why I think that extemding consciousness is a good thing. One
reason is that in extending consciousness I bellieve that we would be taking perhaps the
most important step we could in removing a basic source of lman discontent, the dis-
tinction between the self and the world outside the self.

Of course, that distinction between the self and the world outside is a
very primitive one, perhaps the first distinction made by a mman that develops fram
infancy to adulthood. The distinction has as one of its features,that whereas the
elaments of our consciousness have a sort of unity to them which is presented to us
as a whole thing not split up into little parts, this is not the case for the extermal
vorld. Furthemore I believe this distortion is responsible for many of the things
that cause us to be unhappy.

In particular, I think, it's the basic thing responsible for the fact that
ve are what has been called finite creatures. That is to say there are things we can
wvant vhich we camnot get, simply because there are things in the world beyond our
control. The things within ocur consciousness, it seems to me in an important sense, are
under our control. The things ocutside of our consciousness are things that are not
within our control. Insofar as the inability to do or to get things that we want is a
source of discontent—and it obviously is—- then I would say that samething which
lessened that distinction, which brought more of what is now part of the external
world into the internal world, would be a step in the direction of reducing that kind
of discontent. So that is one reason which I think one might have for wanting to
extend consciousness.

The other reason is samething which I cannot really justify in any detail; let
me just say it and not dwell on it. I believe——and I think this is a belief that many
people would share-~that consciousness is the most precious thing that we as human beings
have, and that indeed it is the thing that makes us lman beings rather than inanimate
objects. Therefore, in seeking to extend it, we would be enriching both ocurselves and
the universe in the thing which is most worth having, and I cannot imagine any goal being
any more desireble than that one.

Let me, then, leave for the mament the reasons for wanting to extend con-
sciousness, and go into the question of what it means to extend consciousness, a
question.that I'm sure has occurred to you as I was speaking.

Broedly, I can imagine two aspects of extending consciousness, a qualitative
aspect and a quantitative aspect. Qualitatively, by extending consciocusness I would
mean introducing new aspects to what we now call consciousness by making things con-
scious vhich are at present not conscious. For example, it's been pointed out by
psychologists that the creative processes in human beings are generally not conscious
processes. They usually teke place in a part of our minds which are not accessible
to our consciousness; for exsmple in scientific creation, many scientists have reported
that the way they solve a problem is not by keeping on thinking about it until the
solution cames out in logical order. Rather, they think about it for a vhile and then
they put the problem aside and do something else, and then the solution comes to them
while they're in the process of doing samething else.
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Wall, presumably it doesn't came to them through magic. It must be happen~-
ing in a part of the mind which is not accessible to the consciousness through same
contimation of a process that was started consciously, that eventually gets the
answer and then filters up to the conscious mind. One might imagine that tnat kind
of process could be made part of the conscious mind, and that by same method or
other —and again I do not want to enter into the methods by which we could do this
because I regard that as rather a secondary question—it might be possible to make
conscious the creative processes that at present are not conscious.

Another example which comesto my mind as a scientist, is that it might
became possible to us to perceive same things directly which now we can only reach
through a series of indirect steps. For exsmple, we can on the one hand perceive
colors directly; it's something which 13 immediately apparent to us, at least to most
of us, what the colors of objects are.

On the other hand, it's not irmediately apparemt to anybody what the causal
connections are between one set of phenanena and another set. This is samething that
we have to reeson out by logic, so to speak. For exsmple, when Kepler figured ocut that
the planets went around the sun in elliptical curves, he did it by a very camplicated
set of logical inferemnces. Again, one might imagine that it might be possible to
change hman thinking, or the luman mird, in such a way that this kind of causal
connection would became as apparent to the people who are changed in this way as the
color of an object is to us now. That would be another exsmple of a qualitative
change in consciousness, and obviously, one could get a long, long list of them.

On the other hand, quantitative changes in consciousness would mean-—at least
to me--samething of the following. It would mean a kind of either temporary or
pemanent merging of minds between, say, two lmman beings, or perhaps, among many
human beings.

In sucn a merging of minds, the consciousness of the individual human beings
would presumebly be replaced by a kind of unified consciousness. That may seem like
a rather strange notion, but interestingly, it seems that samething of the kind
happens within our own minds. It's been found by neurophysiologists that in ordinary
hunan beings, although the brain has two halves, they function in such a way that we
are not ordinarily aware that we have two halves of the brain. Even though each half
may perfom different functions, nevertheless Iintrospectively we seem to have a unified
consciousness.

In same people, whose brains are damaged in one way or the other, the two
halves of the brain function separately; the connections are destroyed in one way or
another, and in those people I think it's more accurate to say that there are two
separate consciousnesses inhabiting the same head. Therefore the fact that in ordinary
people the consciousness is unified indicates that there is no paradox involved in
thinking that it's at least hypothetically possible to go a step further, and take two
people, each of whom has an ordinary consciousness, and samehow tamporarily merge them
in such a way that theie is one consciousness for the two.

I dontt know how to do this, of course. It's been reported by same people
having various drug experiences that samething like this could happen during that ex~
perience. I have no direct knowledge of tnat, and I don't know that it's been explored
far enough to pin it down, but that's perhaps one exsmple of a method one might use.

If such a merger could be produced by whatever method, either by some kind
of direct physical connection between the brains which one might imagine, or perhaps by
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sane effective form of mental telepathy, i1f that could be managed, then I would guess
that the entity that was produced in this way, the merged consciousness, would probably
have very different feelings and perceptions than the individual components would have,
in the same way that the man conscicusness is a very different thing fram the
perhaps very primitive kind of comsciousness that an individual neuron in the human
brain would have. Of course, there one is just speculating. Until samething like this
is produced, one hardly will know what kind of consciousness it would have, but one
wvould guess it would be very different fram what we now have.

One could speculate even further along the lines of Olaf Stapleton or
Teilhard de Chardin, and say that the ultimate form of extended conscicusness would be
to produce a universe with a unified consciousness. I had same speculations about this
in my book. A sort of ultimate goal,not only for the mman race but also for any
other kind of conscious beings that may exist in our universe, if there are any, would
be to sort of merge all the consciousnesses into one, which then becomes identical with
the whole physical universe.

Both Stapleton and de Chardin have speculated along those lines. In the cass
of de Chardin I think he has in mind that such a thing already exists, whereas I would
say that is something which we have to work to create. That is, it would be samething
which doesn't exist yet and for which we're going to have to go through a series of
stages. But that may not be a major difference in our thinking.

To came back slightly down to earth, what would be the case if mmanity
chooses extending consciousness as a goal? What sort of things would that emtail?
I think the first thing it would emtail would be a susbstantial effort to understand
consciousness much better than we do now, since it seams to me that at present we
really dob't understand it very well at all, and that we should certainly try much
harder to understand consciousness both as it occurs naturally and perhaps as it could
occur artificially, either in machines or smme other kind of artificial way.

This would involve a study of the scope of consciousness in the sense 1
mentioned earlier of mystical phenomena and parapsychology, and so on. It would also,
I think, involve a study in the development of consciousness. One thing that to me
seems really remarkable is that you can take ordinary matter amd have it, over a
period of years, develop this remarkable thing that we call consciocusness; we can
see how an infant, which doesn't seem to have a conscicusness, . over a few years
developsto the point where it's conscious like the rest of us.

This is to me a remarkable phenamenon, and one which hasn't, I think, beem
studied sufficiently.

Now these studies--and others like it--could be carried out both by the
methods of natural science, and by the rather less formal methods of introspection and
individual study. I think it doesn't matter which of these methods you use; I think
you can use both of them. I think what is important is that we should remain camitted
to sharing our findings with one another, because I think it's very important that the
scientists who are studying consciousness should talk to people who are studying it
by their own efforts within their own minds. It seems to me that otherwise one is
not likely to progress very far.

I think also that as we uncover new truths about consciousness, individuals
can try to apply them to their own lives. Although I think that such a study would be
very important to the development of this goal that I'm trying to convince people of,



I think that the study would have ramifications other than that, in that individuals
would be able to apply them to their own lives, whether or not the hmman race chooses

this as a goal.

And I think obviously tne work of the Psychosynthesis group is already one
effort to do that, with the things about consciousness that we already know about.

So much for particular long-range goals. Let me end very briefly by
telling you one or two things that the Prametheus Project has done so far, just to
give you some idea of what our activities have been, and then mention one or two of
the things that we're trying to do in the future. Thus far we have done several
things. We've had amall discussion groups of, say, ten people at a time who have
taken one or another possible long-range goal to explore sume of its aspects. For
example, we had one going for a year or two, now, on this goal of extension of consciocus-
ness, and explored varicus rsmifications of that. '

We've had another one which has met a mmber of times on the possibility of
extending human life substantially as a long-range goal. Last year we sponsored a
series of public lectures on the question of control of aging, which is one of the
possible scientific developments that's caning about, i.e., that we'll learn how to
control the aging process and extend life that way. If we can do that, the question
is, is it desirable, and what kind of social implications doces it have and so on.

We've recently started publishing a newsletter which is devoted to same of
these issues, and I would be happy to send this newsletter to any of you who are
interested and who will give me your names.

We want in the future to do a mmber of different things; we hope to publis!
other bocks on particular aspects of long-range goals; we're also planning a conference
in the next year or two which will deal with same of these possible developments which
are going to take place, and discuss in detail again what kind of changes they would
produce in our society and whether these are desirable or not.

8o far we've only begun our efforts and we want to involve as much of the
world as possible in it; we've only got, so far, several hundred people involved, so
you can see there's a long way to go before we succeed in what we're after. Nevertne-
less, we intend to succeed in this process of trying to get more and more people
involved, and I might close by saying that we'd be very happy, if any of you are
interested in participating with us, to have you join in with our activities.

LR R SR IR 3K B B 2K

DISCUSSION
Mrs.Hollender: Where is the Prametheus Project center? Where do you meet?

FEINBERG: So far it's been rather infomal; it doesn't really have a center. The
different people in various places who have been doing theseactivities have only had
loose contacts with each other. However, we've recently set up a kind of central
organization to try to coordinate the different activities, and that is in New York—
at least most of the people involved are in New York or in the surrounding region.

I would say that at least for the coming few years we're going to be centered in New
York, although eventually we hope to have centers in many other places, also.

Winokur: it seems that society thinks of progress in temms of getting rid of the
horse and wagon and getting autamobiles; also by working very hard and having three

-12 -



jobs and making a lot of money and ruining one's health. Do you think there will came
a dsy when society will really realize what progressis and get rid of the autamobile
and get back their health so they can breathe fresh air, and also stop making money
and stop ruining their health by workaing too hard?

FEINBERG: I would certainly hope that society would realize sooner or later—and
preferably sooner—what progress is. In fact, I would like to see society decide what
progress is and then act in accordance with that decision.

I don*t think that the answer 1s obvious in the sense that it's just a
matter of people realizing samething that's already there. I think it requires a long
process of discussion and mutual contact to came to that decision, if only because
people have different views on this. Same people really believe that progress consists
of substituting the autamobile for the horse and buggy, and I don't think you can rule
that out, out of hand. You have to express the question of why it is progress and what
are the important parts of it, and so on. That's one of the things we would like to do;
have people decide what progress is.

Haronian: May I add to your answer? 1 think that Prof. Feinberg has offered a point
that will, perhaps, fit in with your desires, Mr. Winokur,when he said that conscious-
ness is the most precious thing that we have as hman beings. Pernaps if we move more
towards this point of view, we'll evaluate autamobiles and work and whatever in temms
of their ability to help us expand consciousness. That itself suggests that there
would be same very dramatic changes in values.

I wvas very much struck with the fact that he, and people like himself, who
cane from such a different background, with professional training in the physical
sciences, are thinking so much like same psychologists are today. I say same~-not all.
It seems to be a very select thing among a few people in different professions, but
there seems to be no boundaries, professionally speaking, for those who think this way.

Hilton: Dr. Feinberg, since this whole question rests on values, have members of
your group explored or tried to find out how values came into consciousness?

FEINBERG: No, I would say we haven't. In fact one of the things our groups have been

missing is more participation by psychologists. We Imd Dr. Wolf's aid for a time, but

the scientists we've had have been more physical scientists and natural scientists than
behavioral scientists, and so we haven't gone into that particular question that you've
raised. But I think it's a very important one.

Hilton: I think it's fundamental to the whole question, because we can examine
men who have seemingly the ssme degree of consciousness, but they may have totally
different sets of values. Does this involve different dimensions? We have got to
learn how to inculcate values if we're going to get wide acceptance of the Prometheus
Project; but how do we do that?

¢ I would be inclined to say that we first have to see which values are already
there. You might think of it as an experiment to see whether human beings as they
are have same body of values they can agree on. I'm sort of implicitly assuming that
there is such a body; that the different people in the world, because of a cammon
heredity and certain aspects of a common upbringing, do in fact have certain values in
camon, and these long-range goals can be taken as an expression of these cammon values.
That might be wrong, of course, 1 don't really know, since the Prametheus Project hasn't
ascertained yet whether indeed these common values exist; I believe they do, but it
remains to be seen. ’
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Imjchs I believe that what is most camon is tne idea of value which has only two
gides, good and bad. Now whethar what is good and what is bad comes from a conclusion,
and tne differences in accepting what is good and what is bad in different nations

and in different parts of the world, are, of course, comnected with the specific dif-
ferences of life--the enviroment and upbringing.

But it is universal for hman beings to accept that "values" exist, and
that everyone tries to justify his behavior by referring to values.

to an agreement about what is good and what is bad, what is desirable
and what is undesirable, I would compare with progress in science, progress in
technology. In other words, it is a matter of detailed working of the problem before

canplete agreament will be achieved.

It is a very pleasant surprise to hear fram a scientist that he does not
congider scientists proper people to detemine long-range goals for mmanity. That's
& very democratic approach.

¢ 1 vant to clarify that I'm not advocating majority rule of any kind, which
I wrote clearly in my book, I think. What I'm advocating is a consensus—not a majority
vote. I also don't think a majority vote on these matters is a good way to decide
things. I'm looking rather to find those goals that essentially everybody can agree on,
although same people disagree just because they don't like to agree with other people.

I would like us to look for things which in fact scientists and other people
can agree on. I believe that such things exist, but what I was saying we shouldn't do
is to simply follow goals that sclence has thought were good. Thosegoals, in my
opinion, are not likely to be things which many other people will agree on.

There's a difference between saying you lock for things which are acceptable
both to scientists and to others, and saying you pick things scientists want and let
others follow. The difference is that scientists are going to do many things. If you
leave the decision to tham, they're likely to fix on those things common to scientists
as a group, whereas if you ask for things which are more widely acceptable, then you
will not just find things which are acceptable to scientists as a group; you will find
things which are much more widely acceptable, and that's what I think we should be
after.

Imich: Probably the specialist will play the greatest role in detemining long-
range goals, because the long-range goals have to be not only acceptable to the rest of
humanity, but they have to be viable. We may accept something which in two years we
will decide doesn't work, and therefore we have to have specialists on hman nature
which will detemine whether a suggested goal is one which can be possible.

¢ 1 certainly agree with you that experts are necessary for discussing the
vaability of goals. 1 was trying to separate the question of what is possible from
the question of yhat 1s desirable. I don't maintain that the question of what is
possible 1s one which can be decided democratically; that is a scientific question.

Brodbeck: L have same questions: First, aren't you making your needs themselves part
of your long-range goals, and don't needs always take on the characteristics of long-

range goals?

As I listen to you, it seems to me that one of the things which 1s part of
your needs, which could very easily became part of your long-range goals, was that of
people taking respénsibility for themselves.
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FEINBERG: I think what you say is right in an important semse. At present people do
not have that responsibility, at least in practice; many may have it in theory. One
could say that it's a goal to have people take on this responsibility in fact. The
Prametheus Project i1tself 1s a goal of sorts, but it's a goal, however, which at
least I am prepared to try to carry out immediately, rather than wait. I don't think
that this 1s samething that we should wait for people to came to spontaneously; 1
think it's samething that one should urge them on to accept. Otherwise I agree

with vhat you say. .

Brodbeck: I think you are aware of how ErichFramm tried recently to get people, through
a book called Revolution of Hope, to came to temms with their lives. I think several
million copies were sold, and the response to the plea in the book was samething less
than one per cent, and I thank that's a generous estimate. The question is, do people
want to take the responsivility for their own future and their own lives and the roles
they play in the evolution of mankind; if not, what does the Prametheus Project want

to do about that?

FEINBERG: I dc know about Erich Fram's efforts; I received his final statement
about how many people responded to him, and it is discouraging. However, there are
several aspects to it which one may consider hopeful. One of them 1s, as you said,
that the bock sold a very large mmber of copies. Another is that I think one has to
keep at it. That is to say, Erich Fromm was evidently discouraged enough to stop at
that point.

Although I've gotten less reponse, mmerically, than he has, I'm not dis-
couraged; at least I'm willing to keep on. Maybe 1'm younger and more energetic.
Also, I think at least the techniques now exist for reaching very large mmbers of
people other than by writing books. Writing books, although it's one way of reaching
people, has its limitations in wham you can reach, and we've been trying to use other
methods than books-—television, and so on. I think that that has in it at least the
possibility of doing better.

However, there are certainly no guarantees in this. I don't think any of us
has any 1llusions that we're guaranteed success even in the long run. It's scmething
that we feel has to be tried, and if it doesn't work within a reasonable period, then
perhaps samething else can be tried. It remains to be seen. But I'm not at the moment
ready to think about alternatives to explore this somewhat further.

Hilton: I'd like to camment on Fram. I think he was unduly discouraged, because
in any new idea or new movement, out of a hundred people who are in support of it,
you're lucky if you have five percent who support it actively. So I think you might
have a much much greater support for the Prometheus Project than you realize. They
will not come forward, but they will not oppose it. You will only get a small
mmber of activists with any new movement.

FEINBERG: I hope that's true.
Jyne Gordons What response have you had on the govermmental level?

FEINBERG: We purposely stayed away fram govermmental involvement for several reasons.
One is, as I said, we want this to be a worldwide thing, not a national one, and for
better or worse, there are lots of people in other parts of the world for wham same-
thing involved witn the United States Govermment is autamatically scmething to be
avoided.
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Therefore, we have gone out of our way not to get involved with the Govern-
ment. I sent a copy of the book to a few Senators who are interested in these matters,
but I haven't tried to get Govermment involvement in any other way, and I don't think
we intend to until a much later stage of development of the Prametheus Project.

June Gopdon: Have you received affimative support in a non-popularized way, for
exemple?

FEINBERG: Well, yes. I got an affimative statement fram Senator Rioicoff whose
Senate caimittee is interested in genetic engineering and the prospects it rairses for
hmanity. He said he read the book and thought it was quite interesting. I would
say that the main response of the Govermment has been lack of interest, and I'm just
as happy it is so.

Brodbeck: Another question I have 1s really one that relates to psychosynthesis and
what you are doing, and I am not certain how to formulate it, but I'll try.

For every goal one could set up, there could be resistance to it, and
counter goals could be set up. It seams to me that if you look at any historical
movement, there is always a resistance to any goal. So if you're setting out to do
this on a large scale, you're going to have to study the phenamenon of idea-setting
and resistance to the idea, both within and without.

Very recently, I read a paper on duality. It had a lot to do with how. to
woric with this kind of resistance and with the whole process of causation by opposites.
What the paper suggested 1s that there might be & way of doing this sociologically,
too. One could study the whole Prametheus Project as a way in which one could, on a
collective scale, try to overcame or in same way reduce the phenmmena of duality. I
vondered if anybody in Psychosynthesis would like to comment?

. H er: The goal has to have a certain flexibility; it has to evolve as you're
working with it. In order to reduce the amount of resistance, it has to be a kind
of emerging goal. You can set great goals of great value, but you really can't
develop 1n advance a detailed blueprint that wlll take in all the influences that
get in the way. It seems to me that goals are always expanding, just as conscious-
ness 18 always expanding.

Cooper: But 1f we use this expansion of consciousness as a means, then you have

to define what it does. Does it bring about healing? Does expansion of consciousness
increase camunication between people? These are questions that we must ask. I think
that in Psychosynthesis we have found some answers to these kinds of questions, using
the expansion of comsciousness as a means. But again, back to your particular
question of the goal, I think this immediately sets up other problems such as we're
seeing in the drug scene today. Same people consider drugs to lead to the expansion
of consciousness, but it doesn't seem to lead to a real kind of coammunication and
real get-togetherness--so that we can preserve and protect the planet.

The most dangerous thing that we have against us at the mament is the ever-
prevailing ams race, and my feeling is that either the Prometheus Project had better
get going very fast or we'd better expand consciousness very fastl

FEINBERG: We haven't really thought very much about the question of resistance to

goals, and in my case at least, the reason is along the following lines: I recognize
the historical thing you mentioned, that very often when a group sets up a goal it
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autamatically produces a reaction. However, I think in most of the historical cases,
at least, the group tended to isolate itself by the very setting up of a goal. That
is, the goal tended to be a goal for that group, and only they wanted it. They
either said, "We have the truth and we're going to make you believe it whether
you vant to or not," or they said, "we don't care about you; we have this and
that's it."

In the Prametheus Project, at least hypothetically, what we're trying to
do is samewhat different. We're trying to take, as a group, everyone and see whether
there are any goals which fram the beginning don't meet with any resistance.

Assuming it's successful, then at least the historical reasons for this
kind of reaction wouldn't necessarily be present. There would, of course, be
future generations and the question of whether they would contimme to accept tne
goal. That might became a very serious problem if this went through. But at least
the immediate problem of resistance, one would hope, might have been gotten around
by this procedure.

Brodbeck: How many long-range values have been suggested to you. Could you give
us same idea of how prolific the thinking has been?

FEINHERG: 1 don't have a mmber for you off-hand. If you take significantly differ-
ent ones, leaving out those that are similar, there were ten or so suggested. That
surprised me a little; I would have thought that people would have been a lot more
prolific in thelir imagination, but one has to make do with what there is. The
mmber of people involved has been several hundred. That might suggest that if the
mmber increased to several million people, the mmber of goals would increase also,
but I don't know.

End of Discussion
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