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In one of his most important works on the topic of singularity Australian philosopher 
David Chalmers criticized the academic resistance to the idea of intelligence explosion, 
or roughly, singularity, that he considered to be the result of a “highly speculative 
flavour” (Chalmers, 2010, 3) that goes with hype with which it has been treated in the 
popular and new media environments like internet forums, etc. at least in highly 
developed societies. The speculative import that Chalmers attributes to this resistance 
is not to be mistaken with the intellectual trademark for which the speculative brand 
of Continental philosophy has been known in philosophic literature. It is rather the 
case that singularity is well entrenched in popular media as opposed to academic 
institutions with their own unique attribution of the speculative, such as, among 
others, that it is transcendent to untutored public opinions.  

 It is worth noting here the rhetorical strength of the idea of singularity as 
perhaps the major foil to understanding its importance as a philosophical concern. 
This rhetorical strength may be attributed to a number of factors chief among these is 
the undeniable social power of technology that has destroyed many traditional barriers 
concerning our everyday relation to time and space formerly held to be transcendent 
to human nature. Nonetheless, this social power of technology has not come unnoticed 
by social theorists critical of the lack of reflexive attribution (Ekbia, 2008) that 
technology, and more particularly, artificial intelligence or AI ought to inculcate in its 
users, or consumers of cultural goods promoted by the new media environments. AI 
critic Hamid Ekbia describes this as the attribution fallacy. In referring to AI’s fallacy 
of attribution Ekbia underscores “the propensity of people to uncritically accept 
implicit suggestions that some AI program or other is dealing with real-world 
situations” (Ekbia, 9). Ekbia observes then that 

“[Some AI authors] implicitly encourage their readers to let their own 
concepts slide and glide fluidly back and forth between the real world and 
the model, so that in the end no clear notion is built up about how 
microscopic the worlds being dealt with really are” (ibid.)  

 Ekbia (2008), following Hofstadter (1995, 157) and Woolgar (1995, 177), 
identifies this as a Generalized Eliza Effect (GEE). To better understand the Eliza 
effect it is best to quote from Eliza’s own creator Joseph Weizenbaum. Take note that 
Eliza is a computer program designed in 1966 to establish natural language 
conversation between a patient and a computer-Rogerian therapist (Eliza). The 
general effect of the Eliza is that people tend to emphatize with a computer program as 
if it has human emotions. Weizenbaum reflected on his creation a decade after:  



“On a much higher level, each participant brings to the conversation an 
image of who the other is. Since it is impossible for any human to know 
another completely, that image consists in part of attributions to the 
other’s identity, attributions which must necessarily be based on evidence 
derived from independent life experiences of the participant. Our 
recognition of another person is thus an act of induction on evidence 
presented to us partly by him and partly by our reconstruction of the rest 
of the world; it is a kind of generalization. We are, in other words, all of us 
prejudiced – in the sense of pre-judging – about each other. And, as we 
have noted we all find it hard, or even nearly impossible, to perceive –let 
alone to accept and to permit to become operative – evidence that tends to 
disconfirm our judgments” (1976, p. 190 in Ekbia, p. 311). 

Ekbia also describes this effect as the leaking of cognition into situated practices 
similar to the way Hofstadter describes it as “the susceptibility of people to read far 
more understanding than is warranted into strings of symbols—especially words—
strung together by computers” (Hofstadter, 1995, 157 in Ekbia, 311).  

We can generally attribute this fallacy to the technological culture of our own 
time whose enormous social power may be judged to be unreflexive due to its 
conscious toleration of narrowing the reflective space between the truth-value it 
projects and the use-value it promotes. It is also worth mentioning that some of the 
major proponents of artificial intelligence have entrepreneurial interests to promote 
along with their passionate defense of the type of social order that these proponents of 
AI with singularity and post-singularity goals aim to realize (Kling and Iacono, 1995; 
Ekbia, 2008, 33; Lenat and Feigenbaum, 1991).  

 With these occupying the forefront of our critical relation to artificial 
intelligence, and concomitantly to singularity and post-singularity it is important to 
note here that these attempts to radicalize the evolutionary algorithm to the highest 
intelligent capacity of the human race through developing the right software 
(Chalmers, 6; Vinge, 1993) cannot be dissociated with a certain kind of political 
morality, a distinct belief-system that these attempts in many ways endorse. We can 
hazard that this kind of political morality working behind the idea of singularity is in 
principle not very far from the manner by which a certain form of primitive 
intelligence aimed to organize a social order based on the distinctive power of the 
abstract, a powerful disembodied notion of reality that seeks to transcend the limits of 
localization (by which we mean individual existence) in order to achieve a certain form 
of globality (a post-existent kind of living presence in the sense of having overcome a 
localized form of individuation germane to being). Across these attempts the body is 
temporally reduced into a certain level of physicality in terms of ‘importing the mind 
to matter’ (Ekbia, 86) if only to radicalize evolution by other means (Kurzweil, 1999 in 
Ekbia, 66), with varying degrees of articulation, concentration, specialization and 
predictable outcomes across time. 

 But it is only in the context of the postmodern quest to radicalize the 
evolutionary algorithm that the concept of singularity has acquired tremendous 
speculative import that, as Chalmers rightly observes, merits serious philosophical 



attention. It affords us an opportunity to relate to the possibility of intelligence 
explosion whose outcomes we at present have the power to realize or forestall, for 
better or for worse. We identify this opportunity for reflection as an embodied 
intellectual labor of reflexivity just as much as this kind of engaging the future can only 
take place in the present where bodies still exist, that is, in both form and substance.
  

           

Reflexivity and Singularity 

 
For purposes of this paper we are taking the definition of reflexivity from a post-
Kantian or speculative philosophy (Tauber, 2005) which attributes reflexivity to the 
ability of thought to recognize its internal contradiction, its always unfinished state 
that provides an aleatory challenge to the power of thought to regulate its own 
systematic work, hence, the total incapability of thought to singularize its power into 
the absolute saturation of its intelligence, the peak of its power and yet the end of the 
human as we know it. 
 
 This other of thought escapes thought itself but at the same time is intrinsically 
attached to it in ways that is analogical to the question ‘why there is consciousness?’ 
(Chalmers in Blackmore 2006, 70), roughly expressed, a consciousness interrogating 
something very much alike itself (Petra in Blackmore, 277), its mirror image which in 
principle can exist independent of the embodied subjective referent of experience. This 
‘in principle’ logic is incidentally one of the chief features of traditional AI; hence, 
among others, its claim that intelligence is transcendent to mind-body problem 
(Brooks 1999, 79; Ekbia, 10), therefore exists independently, especially if its existence 
is taken from the standpoint of evolution chiefly driven by intelligence rather than by 
biology. The more contemporary claims of AI however attempt to fuse intelligence and 
physical body (Ekbia, 3) only to elevate intelligence to a position that can hasten the 
evolutionary process, or ”evolution by other means” (Kurzweil in Ekbia, 73) regardless 
of the body—this time where the body means flesh. The physical body where 
intelligence can perform super-human capability, and ultimately, achieve “immortality 
for conscious entities” (Kurzweil in Ekbia, 76), is a far cry from the phenomenological 
conception of the body as biologically embodied.  

 Speculative philosophy (by which we mean the philosophy of immanence that 
began with Hegel but earlier proposed by Spinoza) at least restricts a similar notion of 
singularity to the highest immanent capacity of the human subject to immortalize 
itself throughout an indefinite period of time as long as life still is, that is, an embodied 
life whose possibilities  are more infinite, though not always a cause to celebrate, than 
those purely necessitated by intelligence simply on the grounds of the porosity, 
penetrability and the mysterious surplus of the corporeal that ensures the endless 
possibilities of face-to-face communication, empathy and human understanding. 

Nietzsche described this subject as the overman (Hollingdale, 1969); Heidegger ‘Da-
sein’ (1999); Derrida ‘differance’ to a certain degree, in terms of the impossibility of 
totalizing the subject even as subject (in Nancy, 2009); Lyotard a subject always in 



‘statu nascendi’ (in Cadava et al, 1991); Nancy ‘being singular plural’ (Nancy, 2000); 
Badiou “an autonym of an empty idiom (Cadava et al, 1991); Ranciere a ‘nonsubject’ 
(in Cadava et al, 1991), among other continental philosophers who attempted to 
describe this notion of subjectivity based on a nomological affirmation of the subject 
that is yet to exist but in a way exists in the sense that it behaves as it should in a 
radically impossible environment that can only be properly lived out by an embodied 
thought within the margins of actuality from which standpoint nevertheless this 
embodied thought is deemed ‘inactual’ (Agamben, 2005).  

 Yet, even as speculative philosophy is emboldened by a similar notion of 
singularity such as, among others, an idea of a self-less subject as the perfect 
embodiment of the human in the future to come, a human capable of self-
determination as an instance of the universal in its capacity as a singular subject, yet 
also capable of transversing singularity in terms of becoming other than itself, the 
post-singularity direction of this philosophy has never amounted to the celebration of 
the ultimate closure of embodied experience in favor of evolution by intelligence 
explosion. The singularity of this explosion expresses a distinctive aim for evolution, 
that is, to radicalize its seemingly backward design into the highest singularity of its 
structural direction, unlocking the full computational potential of the human species 
in which intelligence possesses the key.   

 

Self-modelling and Computational Strategy 
 
If continental philosophy has its own notion of impossible subject, contemporary 
German neurophilosopher Thomas Metzinger, whose works we believe straddle the 
analytic and continental divide in philosophy, rather describes this subject as 
nemocentric anchored on 
 

 “[An] egocentric frame of reference (centered on the model of the body as 
object and origin of behavioural space) while at the same time 
phenomenally operating under a nemocentric reality (centered on a 
globally available but fully opaque self-model embedded in the current 
virtual window of presence” (Metzinger, 2003, p. 336).  

 What is very striking in this model of subjectivity is that it is not constrained by 
temporal presence or the given-time of the present (Derrida 1993, p. 17; Heidegger 
1999, 68) nor the romantic idea of self-becoming in the future to come, rather this 
subjectivity is already happening and yet requires a more conscious attention in the 
midst of what Metzinger also describes as “an organized attack against the space of 
consciousness” (in Brockman 2011, 97-99) facilitated by the new media environments, 
the internet and the smart machines, etc., largely with singularity and post-singularity 
aims propelled by AI dreams. This organized attack on the space of attention, 
Metzinger argues, “[creates] a new form of waking consciousness that resembles 
weakly subjective states—a mixture of dreaming, dementia, intoxication and 
infantilization” which he lump together under the category “public dreaming” (ibid.). 
 



 At the heart of this creation of weakly subjective states is the attack on the 
object and origin of behavioural space, the body. In many ways Metzinger is 
promoting a form of reflective engagement with the singularity and post-singularity 
ambitions of our time, but also an expectation, in respect of the remainder of 
technological determinism, that is the human that remains untotalizable, that even 
this kind of determinism leaves a space for reflection. Nevertheless, even the human as 
remainder may be susceptible to the totalization of technological determinism, the 
remainder that the new media environments seduce into appropriating weakly 
subjective states that discourage full attention to the world around us, but also, and 
quite intriguingly, this remainder is nothing that can be ontologically defined as self 
(Metzinger, 2003), thus, on the more fundamental level of subjective experience 
resists closure and totalization. 

 In the case of the dream of singularity it is simply untenable to radicalize the 
evolutionary algorithm in terms of pushing the limits of human intelligence to its 
extreme potential simply because, and as Metzinger argues, subjectivity operates on 
the “principle of necessary self-reification” (Metzinger, 338) that even the 
computational resources available for self-representation which in turn could be made 
globally available for intervention and manipulation have to be necessarily minimized 
by the self-modelling subject. The crux of the matter is that self-representation or 
“self-modelling possesses a potentially infinite and circular logical structure” (ibid.), 
the so-called reflexive loop, such that self-reification blocks the possibility of system 
breakdown in terms of providing the system with interminable supply of 
computational resources for global determination, both on the level of conscious 
subjective experience and social cognition. Nonetheless if the subject minimizes the 
availability of computational resources that systems can take advantage of it is 
paradoxically speaking for the benefit of the survival of systems. Even so, subjects 
from the outset may not be fully attentive to this capacity of them to minimize the 
availability of computational resources for which Metzinger allots them at least an 
opaque nonepistemic potential (Metzinger, 131). One way or another, systems can 
cause their non-attentiveness whose efficacy however cannot be totalistic because 
subjects, attentive or not, remain the ultimate source of computational resources.  

 Owing therefore to the fact that the subject that has to minimize its availability 
for evolutionary radicalization retains for itself its integrity as untranscendable 
(Metzinger, 25;32;40;58;62;135;137;145;159;194;237;285), post-singularity has no 
definable subject to singularize into its utmost transcendable limit. But it is not only 
the subject of which we have to be grateful in terms of pre-empting a system 
breakdown for which an embodied human civilization like ours still survives but also 
the very system of global computation of subject formations unwittingly legitimated by 
the very subject it wishes to totalize. On this score, we also mean by reflexivity as a 
form of epistemic warranty that ought to be afforded to a user of cultural good, such as 
the freedom to question its claim to truth at the same time that the user is consuming 
the good, which fairly suggests of a reasonable acceptance of its functional usefulness 
while withholding judgment as to its temporally constitutive values, epistemic, moral 
or political, which go beyond their function as use-values. The withholding possible in 
this case is akin to a deconstructive strategy of questioning the pre-epistemic 



presuppositions of truths before they acquire public epistemic presence as use-values. 
This without necessarily breaking the system of use-values itself, for one way or 
another, the system’s capability to reflexively understand its own constitutive work is 
closed off from its own computational intelligence which already indicates that global 
systems do not have absolute power over self-modelling or subjective computational 
strategies. 

 Withholding is borne of the “steely necessity” (Nietzsche, 1962, 34) to engage 
truths; an engagement that is made possible by the fact that one is enveloped by a 
pervasive network of subject-positionalities, a global system of computation whose 
determination is at least necessary for subjects to descend to an extended reflexive 
loop without which the subject may misuse its potential for infinite self-
representation, the potential for bad infinity. (Extending Metzinger’s arguments for 
the phenomenal subject, we are tempted to say here that social cognition whose 
precondition is the existence of “single, coherent and temporally extended 
phenomenal subject” [2003, 159] cushions the impact of the subjective radicalizing of 
the reflexive or self-representational loop which indicates that sociality should serve 
the self-representational aims of the subject rather than the opposite). This in turn 
buys time for the subject before it implodes into the dark infinity of self-totalization 
such as in the eventual case of madness and irrationality. (Metzinger here argues for 
the feasibility of mental state model premised on representing neural states that are 
globally available for any given system [in Metzinger, 2003]. What cannot therefore 
become globally available for cognition are those states that are representationally 
considered false (in opposition to a truth value) as a consequence of the phenomenal 
subject’s incapability to rationalize its reflexive and logically circular self-
referentiality). In a nutshell, it avoids the possibility of system breakdown on the level 
of individual conscious experience. In the case of the present order of singularity (AI+ 
presumably), this network pertains to the invasive character of social structure 
increasingly saturated by smart engines and machines, expert, and physical symbolic 
systems, computational culture, virtual environments, and knowledge-intensive 
products (Ekbia, 106) that are the chief features of contemporary AI. But the very 
invasiveness of this singularity world or social structures is temporal and therefore 
contingent.  

 Perhaps the most advanced and yet undertheorized exemplar of singularity that 
has the most conceivable dream of post-singularity in terms of the totalization of 
subject formations under the aegis of global computation for purposes of behavioural 
control, thus control of the body, is the function of finance or money economy that 
governs our individual lives in extensively impersonal ways, that is to say, in terms of 
an attempt to totalize or globalize what always remains untranscendable by the 
absolute rule of money, the human condition. But it may also be argued at this point 
that however evil money economy is its determination is necessary at some point. Yet 
its evilness cannot last long. Certainly, it is going to be challenged by the principle of 
self-reification of subjects that resist closure and totalization at which point the 
subjective withholding of informational resources for computational improvement of 
global intelligence boils up to generate tectonic resistance.  



 Ironically, as we emphasized, the determination of this form of globality rests 
on the power of the subjects that global systems desire to transcend in order to pre-
empt any system breakdown. In principle the same applies to the post-singularity 
dream of AI. It is simply in the evolutionary nature of subjects to block not only a 
system breakdown especially with respect to themselves but also the possibility of a 
fully transcendent system whose global intelligence cannot allow the possibility of 
breaking the potentially infinite circular loop of self-modelling subjects whose 
immanent limits these embodied subjects with capacity for infinite computation 
nonetheless are free to test notwithstanding their inherent reflexivity, that is, their 
opaque knowledge of the causes of system breakdown such as radicalizing those very 
limits, all within the bounds of embodied subjectivity that straddles the personal and 
social cognitive realms.   

 
Traditionalism of Post-singularity 
 
Thus one can argue that singularity is not different from the intentionality of primitive 
intelligence that on grounds of survival grounds itself on the principle of self-
reification, itself aleatory to the full representational or epistemic attempt to radicalize 
the direction of human evolution via a certain form of intelligence explosion. Yet, even 
this is not a cause to celebrate. One may argue that if this primitive form of intelligence 
started by nurturing the aleatory guarantee of self-reification in its own attempt at 
singularity though backward by all means in order to avoid system breakdown then 
the post-singularity direction of today’s singularity is structurally guaranteed not to go 
awry. At some point in the global computation of available resources for the 
persistence of subject formations (a topic extensively taken up in political economy) 
the primitive form of intelligence that used to guarantee the self-maintenance of the 
system became unable to guarantee, for instance, the once stable condition of the 
feedback loop between cultural change and physical change. The key to understanding 
the eventual disparity is time. Science historian Ronald Wright summarizes this 
concept for us: 
 

“Cultural change begat physical change and vice versa in a feedback loop... 

“Nowadays we have reached such a pass that the skills and mores we 
learned in childhood are outdated by the time we’re thirty, and few people 
past fifty can keep up with their culture—whether in idiom, attitudes, 
tastes or technology... Most people living in the Old Stone Age would have 
not noticed any cultural change at all. The human world that individuals 
entered at birth was the same as the one they left at death” (Wright, 2004, 
p. 14) 

 This explains the disparity in terms of the feedback loop that in many ways 
connects with what Metzinger earlier described as the reflexive loop that has the 
potential for infinite circularity but which in the end can still threaten the system to 
breakdown, especially, if the resources available for self-modelling reach a dead end. 
This is where we can radicalize the assumptions of Metzinger. The system is not 
perfectly guaranteed against going awry solely because of the immanent capacity of 



subjects to reabsorb the system to their logically infinite loops where the concrete 
possibilities for infinity lie. We can hazard here that subject formations can continue 
to exist without the systems. Since the dawn of human apes, subjects have always 
proceeded from themselves. But human civilization has reached a certain point at 
which a massive system breakdown can threaten to wipe out the entire human race, 
quickly or gradually.  

 On this note it suffices to say that the primitive form of intelligence that used to 
guarantee stability is now pushed to its planetary limit by which we mean the excessive 
rationalization of the human condition thus far by the highest immanent limit of 
singularity, a post-singularity in its own terms, that is, the abstract rule of money that 
has been responsible for much of the ecological crises, and most of the world’s 
economic and political calamities our planet is facing today whose chief target is a 
planetary body of human subjects, accidentally divided by geography, race, gender, 
cultural, political and class differences. This system of rationalization operates in the 
form of depriving subjects of their capacity for infinity, under the guise of a global 
social contract that guarantees the availability of global resources for self-modelling, 
for human flourishing, to say the least, but really at the expense of subjects that have 
become objectal coordinates of a system that determines itself according to the purity 
of a disembodied notion of reality. Rationalization can also take the form of sustaining 
the arbitrary divisions that set subjects apart mostly by political means of naturalizing 
their differences, such as what Wright has pointed out in the following passages from 
his bestselling book A Short History of Progress: “From ancient times until today, 
civilized people have believed they behave better, and are better, than so-called 
savages. But the moral values attached to civilization are specious: too often used to 
justify attacking and dominating other, less powerful, societies. In their imperial 
heyday, the French had their “civilizing mission” and the British their “white man’s 
burden”—the bearing of which was eased by automatic weapons...Nowadays, 
Washington claims to lead and safeguard “the civilized world,” a tradition in American 
rhetoric that began with the uprooting and exterminating of that country’s first 
inhabitants”(Wright, p. 33).  

 We may ask how subjects run out of infinity that they become easy targets of 
systems. The explanation may be simple: The global resources that can sustain bodies 
are now redirected to sustain the global singularity of money by subjects whose 
motives are obviously evolutionary—to keep themselves above the organized 
disembodiment of the human condition. This leads us in the final analysis to the 
nonepistemic opacity of primitive intelligence. 

 
The Politicization of Primitive Intelligence  
 
Those subjects capable of minimizing the transparency of information-processing or 
computational resources vis-a-vis the global computational systems are the very 
embodied subjects capable of harnessing the systems at the expense of phenomenally 
weak subjects, those whose direct and immediate contact with their selves may be 
considered computationally poor and inadequate, a variation in information-



processing or self-modelling leading to differential subjectivities, altogether borne by 
evolutionary processes. Metzinger underscores at length: 

“Phenomenal selfhood results from autoepistemic closure in a self-
representing system: it is a lack of information. The prereflexive, 
preattentive experience of being someone results directly from the 
contents of currently active self-model being transparent. Any system 
acting under a transparent self-model will, if all other necessary conditions 
for the emergence of phenomenal experience in the domain constituted by 
this class of systems are realized, by necessity experience itself as being in 
direct and immediate contact with itself. The phenomenal property of 
selfhood is constituted by transparent, nonepistemic self-representation, 
and it is on this level of representationalist analysis that the refutation of 
the corresponding phenomenological fallacy becomes truly radical, 
because it has a straightforward ontological interpretation: no such things 
as selves exist in the world...What exists are information-processing 
systems engaged in the transparent process of phenomenal self-
modelling” (Metzinger, 2003, p. 337). 

 Where does nonepistemic opacity of primitive intelligence fit in? As 
nonepistemic, primitive intelligence is nonpropositional which true to its form and 
substance does not generate truth or falsity in the order of epistemological presence, 
rather simply presents a wealth of information-processing materials through the 
subject’s “virtual window of presence” available to any given system (Ibid.). 
Nonetheless, evolutionarily speaking, self-modelling varies according to circumstances 
and opportunities in which computational agents find their own selves situated. Those 
that can actually and efficiently minimize the information-processing materials 
available for global determination are understandably in a better position: 1) to guard 
themselves against the temptation of breaking the infinite loop on the level of 
conscious experience, against exposing themselves too much for systems to take 
advantage of; 2) to help the systems evolve into a global reference for egological 
flourishing but only to such an extent that systems do not suck them dry, and, 3) to 
seal the system against totalizing computationally accomplished subjects, those that 
have successfully represented their precomputational, preattentive rootedness in 
nonepistemic opacity, thus capable of negotiating with systems better than those 
whose opaqueness are poorly represented to their own subjective experiences.  

 This form of singularity is rather more attentive to the differential algorithm of 
evolutionary processes as they relate to individual levels of conscious subjective 
experience and social cognition. The crux of the matter is that this singularity admits 
of the cognitive experimental advantage of subjects that can minimize their self-
exposure to the power of globality, unfortunately, always at the expense of other 
subjects disfavoured by the evolutionary game. Nevertheless, these subjects are 
unwilling to radicalize their cognitive advantages to such an extent where self-
modelling is weaned away from the necessity of self-reification in favor of the necessity 
of computational visibility, by all means a necessity informed by a frame of reference 
that there is no lack of computational information even before the onset of living 
embodied subjects whose first relation to their experiences is characterized by the 



opaqueness of their subjective structures. This self-referential frame operates on the 
premise that opacity is specious because there is such thing as primordially 
transparent self contrary to the assumption that lack of information ontologically 
defines the subject as phenomenally non-existent.  These are not only 
epistemologically false pronouncements but dangerous as well. They obviously 
indicate that from the beginning primitive intelligence is bound to favor some and 
isolate the majority--that seems to be the ultimate structure of time, worst, by the 
necessity of computational violence to nature, both human and nature at large.  If this 
is called civilization then Wright is pointing out the obvious that civilization is not a 
guarantor of moral progress (Wright, 36). 

 Yet we can radicalize a different face of singularity in terms of pushing 
evolution to its proper ethical direction in which primitive intelligence is radicalized to 
serve the self-modelling needs of the many disfavoured by the opaqueness of 
evolutionary processes. This computational model of singularity is another way to 
describe evolution by other means, other than the intelligence explosion that has been 
treated with so much hype by the AI community.  

 The ‘other means’ possible is another way of stipulating differences on the level 
of global system, differences that are concretely marked by embodied subjectivities as 
the objects and genealogies of behavioural, to be more precise, self-modelling space. 
The obvious elitism of singularity by intelligence explosion is here pitted against 
singularity by sustaining the surplus of the corporeal whose ideal end if at all it can be 
posed may be described as post-singularity whose root intelligence or primitive 
computational base (also the root space of hitherto existing singularities by virtue of 
the primordial opaqueness of being that makes itself available to an active frame of 
self-modelling) is once and for all recast to serve the aims of the human condition 
under the emphatic terms of equity and social justice.  
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