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Let's interPlay! Does co-evolution enable or constrain?
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The standard model of evolution assumes a fixed fitness landscape. Usually there is co-
evolution, though: besides being influenced by its environment, an agent also shapes its
environment (as described by niche construction (Laland, Odling-Smee, & Feldman, 2001)). View this
as a swamp-like fitness landscape that changes as an agent moves through it and acts in it.

This interplay is described on different similar aspects: between 'natural and cultural’, 'social and
infrastructure’, ‘function and structure’, 'society and technology’, 'decisions and acts’, 'theory and
practice' and 'micro and macro'. This mechanism can be used to explain certain dynamics. In the
next paragraphs | will do so for technology and democracy. In general, out of the interactions of
local elements, there is a bigger structure that emerges. This structure could then impose itself onto
the agents, so that a status quo is reached: agents are influenced by the structure, while they don't
have any more influence in return (Stirner, 1995, Stewart, 2014).

Technology is in interaction with a certain kind of society and ideas. Technology strengthens a
certain type of society, while it is also out of current ideas that a technology is created. Technology
creates the circumstances, the environment, in which one can act. We can find support in
technology to liberate ourselves. But technology can never liberate in itself, because you can only
liberate yourself. Technology can't save us, because then we aren't the drivers, the players, of our
own future. Technology can reinforce certain liberating tendencies, but if these tendencies aren't
present, even the most liberating technology will evolve to serve the current system.



Today’s democracy creates a sharp separation between decision making and acting. Some
politicians make the decisions, which other people put into practice. This makes it possible to avoid
responsibility, and creates alienation. Dreams can't evolve into acts.

Distributed governance is a step in the right direction. But often there is the assumption that we
should make a global decision, and then all act by that decision, for example in (Banathy, 2000).
Although these decisions and acts have come about in a distributed way, there is still a separation
between them. A global decision is made out of local decisions, which lead to local acts bringing
forth a global act. Another practice is where local decisions lead to local acts, out of which a global
behavior, a global direction, emerges.

A solution to this structure that imposes itself could be a more hybrid structure, one that is
constantly evolving, a variation and selection of different ways of organizing (Veitas & Weinbaum,
2014). There is not one utility measure that imposes a hierarchical ordering (Roughgarden, 2013).
Instead of trying to reach a global, united decision or view, there would be local groups or
individuals who develop themselves and work together to do so. It would be diverse and even
contradictory. This conflict will boost a dynamic play.

Only a constant opposition can work, though, against the natural tendency of a system for
unification, for getting stuck in a status quo. This mechanism is analogous to the second law of
thermodynamics, which states that without selection, a system will become more and more
disordered. Without opposition, a system will impose itself and become rigid. But this doesn't mean
that a complex or anti-authoritarian society is impossible.

The idea is to create the environment that helps people to develop and enables them. But they are
two different perspectives to do this (Busseniers, 2014): to start from yourself, constructing the world
you would like to live in, or to start from the other, constructing a world where an assumed better
behavior is more easily achieved. This last perspective is that of libertarian paternalism (Heylighen,
2009).

These considerations are important to take into account when thinking about the global brain.
Will the global brain be this integrating structure, a stable attractor state, impossible to resist since it
is omnipotent and omnipresent (Heylighen, 2014)? Or will it be a constantly evolving structure that
enables us to build the world we want? Will it alienate our decisions from our acts? People could
get stuck in a virtual world where they can raise all kinds of opinions, but without these being
connected to their acts and everyday lives. But the internet could also enable people to put their
ideas into practice, by providing tools, resources and people. Consider for example the scientific
process. Right now, a researcher develops a plan for an experiment, performs an experiment and
writes down the results in an article, and only then his ideas are peer-reviewed. At that stage, they
might find out that actually there are some problems with the experimental setup. A more
continuous peer-review could be interesting, where every step gets peer-reviewed. The global brain
could enable this.
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