
 
 

Chapter 12 
When All Else Fails, Can AI Save Us? 

 
 

“We need not be afraid because, initially at least, these inorganic beings will need us and 
the whole organic world to continue to regulate the climate, keeping Earth cool to fend off 

the heat of the Sun and safeguard us from the worst effects of future catastrophes.” 
 

—James Lovelock  
Scientist, Inventor & Engineer 
From his 2019 book, Novacene 

 
 
In response to the question in the title, we are simply not sure, but we are pleased that 
Dr. Lovelock (in above quote) has confidence in those lightning-fast-thinking robotic 
cyborgs—implying that they share a common goal with us of helping Gaia keep the 
Earth a bit cooler than it is now. Maybe the approaching era of the inorganic, robotic 
cyborgs will turn out to be good timing as it relates to our ability to avoid the extinction 
of our own species.  
 
Many will argue that it would be terribly risky to let those cyborgs gain too much 
control, while others—including Lovelock, seem to imply that working with them may 
pose less risk for our future than trying to resolve a plethora of sustainability crises on 
our own. On that idea, the most relevant quote from his 2019 book, Novacene, is 
encouraging: 

 
“If I am right about the Gaia hypothesis and the Earth is indeed a self-regulating 
system, then the continued survival of our species will depend on the acceptance of 



Gaia by the cyborgs. In their own interests, they will be obliged to join us in the 
project to keep the planet cool. They will also realize that the available mechanism 
for achieving this is organic life. This is why I believe the idea of a war between 
humans and machines or simply the extermination of us by them is highly 
unlikely. Not because of our imposed rules, but because of their own self-interest, 
they will be eager to maintain our species as collaborators.” 

 
Consider the enormity of the envisioned sustainability solution put forth earlier in this 
book. It would be a massive undertaking that would take at least twenty or thirty years 
before we could even have a working model operating here in the United States. That’s 
because we’re talking about the gargantuan task of designing, building and populating 
a truly green civilization—with absolutely no compelling mandate to do so.  
 
Not only do we not have a mandate, we haven’t even been able to get the conversation 
started about the urgent need for a replacement, or successor, civilization—much less 
reaching agreement on the many conveniences of our modern world that we may have 
to sacrifice in order to end up with a harmonious relationship with nature.  
 

 
 

Also, when you consider the fact that there are 195 sovereign countries and some 
thousands of religions—with each of them disagreeing with all of the others on almost 
every topic—it makes the whole prospect of reinventing our civilization seem that 
much more daunting, if not impossible. Certainly, we will need some kind of natural 
disaster or widespread emergency to get the whole world to focus on something as 
challenging as trying to totally reinvent the way we live on this planet.  
 
The Coronavirus era may influence a great many people to think quite differently about 
the way we have been living on this amazing planet with finite resources—but so far, as 
of April, 2020, I have not seen such a shift in thinking. New York Times journalist, Tom 



Friedman, in a 4-7-20 column, calls for leadership that believes in science—not only for 
dealing with Covid-19, but also for dealing with climate change, emphasizing the 
necessity for that science “not just around the coronavirus but around climate change, 
which is the next train coming at us.” 
 
All of this has led us to conclude that it might be best to design and build a small-scale 
model of a sustainable civilization here in the United States. That approach would give 
us the chance to design and build several smaller models before delving into the 
gargantuan task of tackling something like the envisioned 3,000-mile corridor that we’re 
calling the Great Big Northern. It would also mean that instead of twenty to thirty years 
before our new green economy could be launched—it could very well be forty or fifty 
years. We have to admit that our chances do not look good, but, in our opinion, they are 
still worth pursuing.  
 
After pondering the above issues, complexities, and challenges, it’s only natural that we 
might conclude that harnessing the incredible power of artificial general intelligence 
(AGI) would be extremely beneficial—if not totally necessary—if we wish to have a 
reasonable chance of success when it comes to creating enough totally green 
civilizations around the world to start taming climate change soon enough to keep us 
alive. 
 
While we believe that a successor civilization, as described in this book, might have the 
potential to save us from extinction, there is simply no guarantee that it will. Remember 
that five of the nine scientists in Chapter Four concluded that we’ve probably passed 
the tipping point and that we are likely to go extinct by the end of this century.  
 
Therefore, since our odds don’t look terribly promising, why not take a calculated 
risk—a bold move that might have the best chance of saving our civilization? It appears 
that Dr. Lovelock has drawn similar conclusions and seems to believe that we could 
leverage our goal congruence with the robotic cyborgs of the future to move forward 
with a more-rapid deployment of a “successor” civilization than we could manage 
without their help.  
 

Leveraging the Power of AI to Tackle the Thorniest Issues 
 
Given the virtual impossibility of getting enough people, religions and countries to 
cooperate enough to solve almost any problem, it might be a good idea to examine all of 
the good attributes about AI and then go from there. To that end, let’s take a look at 
three situations: the existential crisis we have created for ourselves, the growing 
rebellion (as in XR) and the envisioned solution that we have put forth in this book. 
First, let’s focus on the crisis. 
 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/07/opinion/biden-campaign-covid.html?action=click&module=Opinion&pgtype=Homepage
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/31/opinion/covid-trump-climate-change.html?searchResultPosition=1
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/31/opinion/covid-trump-climate-change.html?searchResultPosition=1


We've known a great deal about climate change for over thirty years, but there has been 
no serious effort on the part of global leaders to take the steps needed to stop it—or 
even to slow it. Meanwhile, our population keeps growing, the polar ice keeps melting, 
we keep buying more stuff, driving more cars, taking more flights, burning more fossil 
fuels and adding more CO2 to the atmosphere. In short, our sustainability crisis 
continues to get worse every year. Since our governments have taken no action to curb 
our grossly unsustainable lifestyle habits, it has left the door open for a new group in 
town—the Extinction Rebellion (XR). 
 
Roger Hallam, Gail Bradbrook and their colleagues of the XR know from years of study 
in social science that their approach of continuous, peaceful, civil disobedience will 
yield results—just as that approach yielded results for Gandhi, Martin Luther King, 
Nelson Mandela and others. But will it yield enough results, soon enough, to save our 
civilization and our species? We fear that it won't, despite their best intentions. While I 
applaud XR’s efforts, we simply don't believe that any amount of tweaking of our 
current living arrangement will render it acceptable to Mother Nature.  
 
As I have written since late 2018, I am convinced that our best chance of long-term 
survival is to invent and implement a totally new, sustainable, hi-tech way of life 
instead of trying to convert what we have into something that is sustainable. It seems to 
me that our dilemma is exacerbated by the conundrum that is summed up in these two 
questions: 
 

• Will we ever get to the point when the majority of humans are ready to grasp, 
and act urgently on, the fact that our entire civilization must be reinvented? 

• Then, in a complicated world with 195 countries and thousands of religions, how 
can any all-encompassing, logical and sustainable way of living ever have any 
reasonable chance of being planned, developed and executed with the necessary 
level of coordination and financial support required? 

 
To be totally honest, I don't see how we can satisfactorily answer either of the above 
two questions—especially the second one. If you think otherwise, just think about the 
complete dysfunctionality of the legislative and executive branches of government in 
the world’s most powerful country when it comes to climate change—or the 
Coronavirus. 
 
My conclusion is that we might want to see what the wonderful world of AI can deliver 
to help us get started. I am concluding that the risks of not leveraging the power of AI 
to the fullest—are preferable to taking on the substantial risks of trying to go it alone, an 
approach that hasn’t been working—and for which there appears to be no favorable 
climate emerging.  
 

https://conta.cc/2q4G99D
https://conta.cc/2q4G99D


 
James Lovelock at 100 years old—July 2019 

 

Dr. Lovelock appears to agree. In August of 2019, I discovered a new video of this 
amazing scientist, who has been mentioned a number of times in this book. It was a 
recent, seven-minute video that was posted on YouTube by The Economist, entitled: How 
to Save Humankind.  
 
In the video, Lovelock reveals a four-point plan, two of which sound familiar. His first 
point was "Retreat to Mega Cities," which sounds a lot like the GBN to me. Also, from 
Novacene, he addressed whether or not we should fear working with the robotic 
cyborgs. And he concluded that because of our goal congruence related to preserving 
our place in the world—that we should work together to keep the planet cool—
minimizing the impact of future catastrophes. He allays our worst fears a bit with this 
conclusion in Novacene: 
 

“We shall not descend into the kind of war between humans and machines that is so often  
described in science fiction because we need each other. Gaia will keep the peace.” 

 

His final point in the video was "Let AI take over." He believes that AI will move 
beyond human control, generating intelligences far greater than our own. Because they 
can think 10,000 times faster than we can (and are getting exponentially faster all the 
time), they'll be far more capable than humans of tackling climate change. He goes on to 
talk about the future of Homo sapiens on planet Earth, concluding in his 2019 book: 
 

"If the human race is to survive, the key is for it to surrender its position  
of privilege and give way to more intelligent life." 

 

Consider this hypothetical future scenario. Let’s imagine that there was an enormous, 
world-changing emergency that jolted us into agreeing to give those cyborgs a shot. 
What do you think those inorganic beings would do first? I suggest that they could 
immediately tackle two of our biggest sustainability issues—and they could solve them 
quickly and without emotion.  
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HuGj5n_vYz4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HuGj5n_vYz4


 
 
Consider this possible future scenario. It is now 2026 and, as a result of abrupt climate 
change since 2020, the Earth is teetering on the brink of a runaway sixth mass extinction 
that could wipe out most living organisms well before the end of this century. Already, 
crop yields have dropped sharply throughout the world, there are hundreds of millions 
of displaced refugees and their numbers are increasing exponentially every month. As 
our grim situation continues to worsen, the idea of a takeover by a team of tireless, 
powerful and hopefully benevolent cyborgs suddenly doesn't look so bad.  
 
So rather than let them take over completely, maybe we should give them a couple of 
world-changing projects—empowering them to take action regarding two of our most 
destructive sustainability problems. Both have very simple solutions that any 8th grader 
could understand. 

 
Project #1—Global Elimination of Animal-Based Foods 

 
We are referring to the hundreds of billions of cows, pigs, chickens, turkeys, sheep, 
farmed fish. These are the food animals that we have been growing and eating bigtime 
for many years. Many billions of them are produced each year throughout the world 
and the total volume continues to rise sharply. So how would our inorganic friends 
approach this problem?  
 
Demonstrating compassion for those food animals that are alive today, the cyborgs 
would simply end the process of producing any new animals. Speaking of compassion, 
compared to the way we humans are treating those animals—this initial move by the 
robots would prevent the lifelong suffering of trillions of future food animals as they 
would calmly go about the rapid elimination of our disgusting global practice of 
"farming" all of those innocent, sentient beings. 
 
The animals who are alive today would continue producing food for as long as they 
lived, thereby providing a few years for the cyborgs to develop, and fully deploy, a 
global feeding model capable of sustaining the world's entire human population of 
eight billion with a highly nutritious and Earth-friendly, plant-based diet. Complete 



elimination of animal-based foods would greatly benefit the ecosystem, and far more 
quickly, than any other single action that the cyborgs could possibly take. 
 

 
 
To be sure, we humans should have taken this same action over forty years ago—
shortly after there was abundant scientific evidence supporting the fact that those kinds 
of foods were actually making us sick—and were responsible for driving over 70% of 
our healthcare dollars. Of course, that all pales in comparison to what the production of 
those foods was doing to our ecosystem. On a per calorie basis, those foods, on average, 
require over ten times as much land, water and energy as do health-promoting, plant-
based foods. Over ten times! I know this statistic was mentioned a few times already, 
but it bears repeating here. 
 
So why didn't we stop eating animals long ago? Why have we continued producing 
foods that waste our water, promote climate change, wreck our environment and make 
us sick? Not to mention the suffering of all those innocent animals. The short answer is 
a combination of greed, ignorance and gluttony. This is just one example of hundreds 
that illustrate why humans will probably never be able to take enough bold action, soon 
enough—to save our species.  
 
Another reality, mentioned earlier, that is holding us back are the hundreds of nations 
and thousands of religions, all of whom have trouble agreeing on much of anything—
especially our food choices. Given the roadblocks, do you really think there's even a 
ghost of a chance that every human being on Earth world would suddenly agree to just 
walk away from the wildly popular practice of eating animal-based foods? 
 
Meanwhile, we're running out of time when it comes to the sustainability of our 
ecosystem and our species.  So, if we're forced to choose between near certain extinction 
and giving the cyborgs a crack at the problem—do we really have a choice? One more 
truth that must be acknowledged here is the fact that most of the deadly viruses in our 
history were traced back to our preference for eating animals. If only we had connected 



the dots sooner, maybe the horrible Covid-19 pandemic of 2020 could have been 
avoided altogether. 
 

Project #2—Getting Serious about Overpopulation 
 
At the same time that the cyborgs cancel the production of more food animals, they 
would start implementing a fair, non-violent, process for lowering our human 
population to a sustainable level. I should add that the details of that "process" are 
above my pay grade, but the cyborgs would figure it out and would then take the 
appropriate action quickly.  
 

 
 
As of early 2020, there are 7.8 billion humans on the planet and we are still adding well 
over a million every week. Based on studies from the Global Footprint Network and my 
own extrapolations, it seems that if we totally reinvented our civilization, making it 
as GREEN as possible—our planet could support around four billion people 
indefinitely.  
 
So how do we cut our current number in half? Once again, the cyborgs would exercise 
compassion by implementing a global process that would rationally and gradually 
reduce the birth rate enough to steadily bring our total population down to four billion. 
But even that gradual population decline will require a sharp reduction in the birth rate 
itself. 
 
As suggested in Chapter Six, in order to lower our population to four billion in less than 
two hundred years, we would need to immediately lower the number of daily human 
births by almost 75%—reducing them from around 380,000/day to around 100,000. If 
you do the math, based on the current death rate, it would take us about 160 years to 
reach my theoretically sustainable population level of four billion people.  
 

http://www.worldometers.info/world-population/


As you know, the average 8th grader could easily understand the math when it comes 
to optimizing the size of the total human population. But can you imagine hundreds of 
countries and thousands of religions agreeing on such an approach? That is simply not 
going to happen. 

 
What about the Dangers of AI? 

 
In October of 2018, I watched a 30-minute video interview with Elon Musk talking 
candidly about AI. Here is one of his quotes that stuck with me:  
 

“I'm very close to the cutting edge in AI and it scares the hell out of me. It's capable of 
vastly more than almost anyone knows and the rate of improvement is exponential.” 

 
In August and September of 2019, I spent a few weeks studying the pros and cons of AI 
and the likelihood, or necessity, of those inorganic cyborgs playing a big role in our 
future. I watched a number of videos and drew heavily on Dr. Lovelock’s new book, 
Novacene, that had just been published. In that book, he suggested that perhaps a team 
of AI-enabled cyborgs should be managing the crucial process for how the entire 
human population interacts with all other forms of life on planet Earth. 
 
As long as those cyborgs were predisposed to nurture instead of to "manage" humanity, 
there are many reasons that would support his suggestion. Here are four of them: 

 
One. Fast, error-free thinking. As he says, the AI cyborgs would think 10,000 
times quicker than we do—reaching simple conclusions to complex issues in 
minutes vs. the decades it might take us humans to reach similar conclusions. 

 
Two. No Drama Climate Change Action. Without the emotion, dysfunction, and 
endless greed of most humans, the cyborgs would be far better equipped to 
systematically, and quickly, solve climate change in a manner that would be 
sustainable indefinitely.  

 
Three. Solving World Hunger. AI could easily solve world hunger by ensuring 
that every human was provided with just the right amount of delicious, plant-
based, health promoting meals every day—promoting human health while using 
a fraction of the land, water and energy that we use today. 

 
Four. Joy to the World. Finally, the AI team would "manage" the overall Earth 
system in such a manner so as to promote an enjoyable and meaningful lifestyle 
for all humans—a lifestyle that could be sustained indefinitely on this special 
planet.  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B-Osn1gMNtw


That all sounds great, but what about the downside? What about the risks? Let’s look at 
two radically different scenarios for humans if AI were to take over the never-ending 
task of juggling the needs of nature versus the needs and wants of our own 
dysfunctional species.  
 

Scenario #1. Paradise on Earth. In this case, I like to think of the Cyborg 
Management Team as the staff of a luxurious resort where they take care of all 
human needs like shelter, food, water, clothing, healthcare, entertainment—
along with providing meaningful, challenging and satisfying career options or 
role assignments. Under this scenario of caring for all humans—issues like world 
hunger, homelessness, and most disease that plague humanity today would no 
longer exist. 
 
Scenario #2. Cyborgs Go Rogue.  This is the scenario that we all fear when 
anyone mentions the possibility of AI enabled cyborgs taking over the Earth. 
Hopefully, the actual future will end up being closer to Dr. Lovelock's 
cooperative vision—than the horror movie image that has been popularized by 
Hollywood for the past thirty years. That said, the possibility of the Cyborg team 
completely wiping out the human race is something that deserves careful 
consideration, to say the least. 

 
Let’s take another look at Lovelock's 2019 book, Novacene. A we ponder the 
two scenarios listed above in the years ahead—in his latest book—we now have a tool 
to help show us the way. Chapter One is entitled "We Are Alone" and begins with this 
paragraph.  
 
“Our cosmos is 13.8 billion years old. Our planet was formed 4.5 billion years ago and 
life began 3.7 billion years ago. Our species, Homo sapiens, is just over 300,000 years 
old. Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo and Newton appeared among us only in the last 500 
years. For all but a brief moment of its existence the cosmos knew nothing of itself. Only 
when humanity developed the tools and the ideas to observe and analyze the 
bewildering spectacle of the clear night sky did the cosmos begin to awaken from its 
long sleep of ignorance. Or did such an awakening also happen elsewhere?” 
 
Until you have a chance to read this fascinating book, check out this Lovelock news 
from August of 2019 on NBC News. The story was entitled: Cyborgs will replace humans, 
remake the world, James Lovelock says. It was a well-researched piece by Corey S. Powell 
and begins: 
 

“For tens of thousands of years, humans have reigned as our planet's only 
intelligent, self-aware species. But the rise of intelligent machines means that 
could change soon, perhaps in our own lifetimes.  
 

https://www.nbcnews.com/mach/science/cyborgs-will-replace-humans-remake-world-james-lovelock-says-ncna1041616


Not long after that, Homo sapiens could vanish from Earth entirely. That's the 
jarring message of a new book by James Lovelock, the famed British 
environmentalist and futurist. "Our supremacy as the prime understanders of the 
cosmos is rapidly coming to end," he says in the book, "Novacene." "The 
understanders of the future will not be humans but what I choose to call 
'cyborgs' that will have designed and built themselves." 

 

Back to the question in the title of this chapter, can AI save us? 
 
Our preliminary conclusion is that we will have a much better chance of surviving 
indefinitely if we can figure out a way to peacefully harness the incredible power of 
Artificial General Intelligence (AGI). If that means that some good-natured cyborgs will 
ultimately "manage" the planet, then so be it. 
 
Here's our thinking. According to the conclusions of the nine scientists in Chapter Four, 
our chances of surviving much beyond 2100 are not looking so good. Those conclusions 
are stated in different ways, but the overwhelming takeaway is that we should’ve 
started aggressively tackling climate change back in 1988 when Dr. James Hansen 
presented his case to the United States Senate. But we did nothing—in fact, our reckless 
ways only got worse. And, in the thirty-two years since that presentation, we humans 
added more greenhouse gases to the atmosphere than we had added during the entire 
300,000-year history of our species up until that time.  
 
I know several of the scientists in Chapter Four personally and, when talking to them in 
private, they talk about what we must do to survive—yet they really don’t believe that 
we will take any meaningful action, soon enough, to save ourselves. Unless there is 
some kind of terrible disaster that jolts us into action—they all seem to agree that we 
will not last much longer as a species. 
 
So, our thinking, based on all of the above is this. Why not try to figure out a way to 
leverage the incredible power of artificial general intelligence to perhaps raise our 
chances of survival to 50% or more?  
 
As the leaders of the United States and other NATO countries ponder the risks and 
rewards, they should also be considering the fact that whether or not we choose to 
move forward with rapidly expanding the role of AI in our world—another country or 
group of countries eventually will. On that note, Vladimir Putin made a chilling remark 
in September of 2017, as reported in an article by James Vincent. 
 

"Artificial intelligence is the future, not only for Russia, but for all humankind...It 
comes with colossal opportunities, but also threats that are difficult to predict. 
Whoever becomes the leader in this sphere will become the ruler of the world." 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UVz67cwmxTM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UVz67cwmxTM
https://www.theverge.com/2017/9/4/16251226/russia-ai-putin-rule-the-world


The Bottom Line Regarding AI Assistance 
 
This chapter ends with a quote from E.O. Wilson who sums up our future as being one 
that is driven by information. He has been quoted many times in this book, and for good 
reason. He knows that we have the wherewithal to turn this planet into a paradise for 
ourselves, but he doesn’t seem to think that we ever will. Although he has tried to give 
us a roadmap in various books, in particular, Half-Earth, as mentioned earlier—the 
problem, according to him, is that we are an innately dysfunctional species.  
 
So, how do we become more functional? Wilson says that we only have the skills and 
temperament to manage organizations that are not much larger than a village—and 
we’ve proven during the first few centuries of the industrial revolution, that we’re not up 
to task of taking the steps necessary to truly live in harmony with nature. To me, that 
conclusion leaves us with only one option that just might work—partnering with those 
friendly cyborgs before Putin beats us to the party.  
 
So, what can you do to help transition us to a way of living that Mother Nature will 
eagerly accept indefinitely? Of course, there are some things you can do as individuals, 
as we will review in Chapter 14, but those actions alone will not be enough to save us. 
We are convinced that our future as a species hinges on starting the long-overdue, intense 
conversation about the most critical issue in the history of our species—figuring out an 
overall lifestyle system that will enable us to live in harmony with nature, indefinitely, 
on this planet. 
 
 

“We are drowning in information, while starving for wisdom. The world henceforth will 
be run by synthesizers, people able to put together the right information at the right time, 

think critically about it, and make important choices wisely.” 
 

—E.O. Wilson 
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