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Today I will be talking mainly about the responses that we have in a world of what feels ever 
increasing technological change. I'm going to be talking about the kinds of futures we're 
imagining around those technologies. I want to think quite generally about technology to 
begin with, but I will be moving more specifically to be thinking about artificial intelligence as 
very much the technology that's on all of our minds. And as Penny's already mentioned, I 
will be engaging quite a bit with the recent encyclical, which hopefully are very thoughtfully 
released not long after we settled on the topic for this oration. 
(Slide 2) So every year, the Oxford English Dictionary invites people to vote on a word of the 
year. And they're looking for a word that captures the changes that reflects something about 
what our world has been about over the preceding 12 years. (Slide 3) And last November, 
when I saw this shortlist come through, I have to admit that my initial response was one of 
self-interest. I was really happy to see biohack make the list. And that's because I was 
actually two years into a research project that looks at biohacking and how people are using 
technologies and lifestyle interventions to improve or to enhance some aspect of their well-
being or their performance. 
As a researcher, we spend a lot of time trying to tell people why what we study matters and 
why it's relevant and important and this thing is just gold for that work of communication. So, 
first response was self-interested. (Slide 4) My next thought was what on earth is aura 
farming? I had to look up aura farming and I can tell you aura farming is the cultivation of an 
online persona that's really charismatic or cool. It comes out of the influencer space. So, 
there you go. If you learn one thing tonight, that's what is aura farming. 
 



  

And then the final word here, rage bait, was the ultimate winner, not biohacking. Rage bait is 
the posting of online content that's deliberately provocative and it's designed to drive up 
engagement. Because research shows that actually we tend to engage more with material 
online when it infuriates us or frustrates us, which I think says something. 
But then, I looked at these words and I thought, what do they have in common? What are 
they telling us about the culture that these are the words we've settled on? Because they're 
not always the most popular words. They're not always brand-new words.  
So, for the example of biohacking, that term has been around since 1988. But they said that 
in the previous 12 months, it had doubled in its usage. And similarly for rage baiting, that 
had gone up quite a lot. 
And I think the first thing is they're all very technological, right? So aura farming, people are 
rage baiting, they're both about online spaces and influencer culture. Biohackers are 
obviously using all kinds of technologies to enhance themselves. But I think it's that 
enhancement piece and the optimization piece that also draws these things together. 
Because again, aura farming, rage baiting is all about optimizing traffic and engagement, 
right? And biohacking, again, is self-optimization. And I think their popularity in our language 
tells us something about our culture. It really speaks to this drive to wring all the value and 
the productivity out of things, out of everything that we do. 
(Slide 5) And they all involve collecting all kinds of data, tracking, measuring, using metrics, 
quantifying, monitoring progress against some sort of measure or metric. So, if you think 
about aura farmers or people who are using rage bait tactics, they're probably paying loads 
of attention to their web traffic or to their number of followers or to the revenue. And 
biohackers are collecting all kinds of information about various biometric statistics. 
(Slide 6) I'm interested in that because I think that sometimes the metrics we use can shape 
what we end up valuing. And in thinking about this, I find really helpful the work of C. T. 
Nguyen, who's a philosopher. This is a recent book that was only out a few months ago, 
where he talks about what he terms, value capture. And this is a process where you look at 
how as individuals, we might have this complex array of things that we value, that matter to 
us, our beliefs, our priorities. But when it comes to measuring those or evaluating those, we 
often need to turn to more specific tools and more specific metrics. And they have their 
value. 
We need more specific things to standardize, to compare, to be able to scale, to have 
accountability. So, they have their value. But we also run the risk that actually what we value 
ends up shrinking down to what we can measure, rather than staying broader and 
something that's a bit intangible. So, he gives loads of examples throughout the book. It's a 
great read. I encourage you to look at it. He gives some examples from his personal life, but 
one that I thought was really helpful is he talks about the US ranking of law schools. 
This is an annual list. It comes out, it shows which is the best law school in the country. And 
he talks about a time before the ranking system and the list was available. And during that 
time, law schools would rely on qualitative descriptions. People would have to look at what 
each law school stood for, what their character was, and they were really distinct. Some 
would value social justice or prepare people for public defence. Others might be geared 
towards constitutional law, corporate law, maybe even research, but they all had their 
distinctive characteristics. 
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And then a ranking system was developed. And as part of the ranking system, they took a 
much narrower set of metrics. So they looked at things what are the incoming standardized 
test results of people who are coming into programs? Or what's the graduation rate, 
employment rate for graduates? And these are probably sounding familiar to many of the 
academics in the room, I'm sure. 
But the net result of this was that the law schools all became more homogeneous as they 
competed against each other on this narrower list of very specific metrics. And you can think 
about the effect of that, right? 
 
Prospective students and the communities that they would go on to serve are just worse off 
for it. And Nguyen describes when he talks about his own personal experiences of this, the 
effect of value capture. He says, “I wasn't using a scoring system to achieve my own values. 
I was letting the scoring system set my values for me”. So that's value capture. And I have 
my own experience of this. 
(Slide 7) I don't know how many people here have ever tracked their daily steps or 
measured their steps, whether through some sort of device, I'm seeing some smartwatches 
proudly held in the air. So I want to take you back to 2018, which was when I got my first 
smartwatch. And this was entirely a spontaneous purchase in the January sales and it really 
kicked off very suddenly, a new health kick and a new burst of activity that I had no, I don't 
make New Year's resolutions. I hadn't made any. I happened to pick up this smartwatch and 
suddenly all these starters at my fingertips. And every day I'm getting this amazing 
dopamine rush and reinforcement as I reached my step goal and my watch explodes with 
fireworks and ‘you're the best’. And it was just astonishing, right? 
And all of this information was coming in. And very quickly I was how can I increase this? 
How far can I go? Oh, I'm going to log what I'm eating, just the snowball effect of the data 
available was very dizzying. And now I want to fast forward to April, where I'm a few months 
in. I've got a streak of over 100 days, every single day since I've got my watch. I've met that 
sort of arbitrary default setting goal that it set for me. I've made my step count. 
As I was getting ready for bed one night and my watch started buzzing crazily and okay, 
what's going on here? It spins around and resets itself and suddenly I see everything's back 
to zero and I checked my phone and oh, nope, it hasn't synced. So all of my efforts that day, 
I easily exceeded my goals. All of that had disappeared and it's after 10pm at night, which is 
very late for me anyway. And it's in the UK. It's a typical spring in the UK. It's muddy, it's 
cold, it's wet. But the first thought was, if I left now, I could get another 10,000 steps before 
midnight. I kid you not, I was halfway out the door before I thought, what are you doing? 
Because my body had benefited from all that activity, right? And I had started with this goal, 
with these complex values, of moving more, of having good habits, of being healthy, of 
caring for my body. Yet I was almost prepared to do something that would ultimately be 
harmful, right? To sacrifice sleep, to go out and satisfy this tyrant on my wrist. That was a 
really valuable lesson for me because my values had been totally captured by this sort of 
gamified feedback system and weren't really reflecting my broader, intangible, 
immeasurable values. So that was a lesson. 
(Slide 8) And I think Pope Leo captures that on a much grander scale when he talks about 
at a social level, “when efficiency becomes the ultimate measure of value. Human beings 
are tempted to see themselves as a project to be optimized, rather than as persons called to 
relationship and communion”. 



  

So, once more, “when efficiency becomes the ultimate measure of value. Human beings 
attempted to see themselves as a project to be optimized, rather than as persons called to 
relationship and communion”. (Slide 9) And that's the distinction I really want to draw on 
tonight for the rest of the talk. 
(Slide 9) We can see ourselves as a project to be optimized, both at an individual level, but 
also at a humanity-wide species level. And I'm going to talk about both of those. But what 
does it mean to see ourselves as a project to be optimised? 
(Slide 10) To start with, I think it means all these things. They're all examples of ways that 
we look to optimize ourselves and see ourselves as projects. And it also looks these kinds 
of things. 
So what do we have here? We have in the top left, this is an advertisement for the 
Enhanced Games, which basically is open slabber, use any substance or means you want 
to prepare your body to try and break athletic records. 
We have in the Don't Die t-shirt, biohacking influencer Brian Johnson, who goes to 
extraordinary lengths to try to increase his personal longevity. 
In the bottom right-hand corner, another influencer, this is Clavicula, who is the person 
behind the term, looksmaxxing. And he and his followers also take really extreme measures. 
So they're talking, they're advising people to break bones in their faces, to change their 
facial structures so that they can optimize their appearance and their status. 
In the bottom left, this is Jensen Huang, who is the CEO of Nvidia and Nvidia make the 
chips that are in pretty much all the AI, powering all the AI today. And you see him here, this 
is at a sort of sales conference and he's not content with selling a computer with a chip to 
every one of the billion people who live on the planet. He's imagining a world with billions of 
AI agents and they all have their own chips and of course, Nvidia is selling those chips. He 
was also very, very enthusiastic about the term token maxing, if you saw that coming 
through a while ago, which is this idea of just optimizing the consumption and the use of 
artificial intelligence as a metric in itself. So for a while, tech companies were having internal 
leaderboards over which employee managed to use the most AI over the last week or 
month and often it was hundreds of thousands of dollars’ worth of compute. And the funny 
thing is, they weren't looking at what they did with it or what the output was. The metric was, 
how much did you use? So token maxing, looksmaxxing. I wouldn't be surprised if the 2026 
Word of the Year has some form of the word maxing in it.  
(Slide 11) But there are also accounts and narratives that see humanity as a project to be 
optimized. So not just us on an individual level, but what does it mean to be human 
biologically? What are we as a species? 
So this comes from 1962 (Slide 11), so it's not a new idea. But would you to live forever? to 
trade old age for youth. Have a new, strong, vigorous body. Survive all presently incurable 
diseases. Meet your own descendants 1000 years from now. Robert Ettinger is the father of 
cryonics or cryogenics. And he invites you to imagine if you would these things? Would you 
these things so much that you would be willing to freeze your body or even just your head? 
Some people do that, In the hope that in some more technological advanced future, you will 
be revived and you can enjoy all these wonderful benefits. 
So Ettinger is very much hoping for that. His body lies in cryonic suspension in Michigan. 
Actually, he's there with his mother and his first two wives. So I think it's setting up that real 
world parallel to the question that the Sadducees bring to Jesus, right, about marriage and 
resurrection. I don't think that's what he intended, but it will be interesting. 



  

5 | P a g e  
 

(Slide 12) To return to the living, there are others who are trying really hard and investing a 
lot of research dollars in understanding the biological causes of aging and attempting to halt 
or even to reverse them. And there's hope even in this space that they'll be able to extend 
regular biological human lifespans into hundreds of years. 
(Slide 13) Even more extreme, we have ideas like, mind uploading. And this was really 
popularized by Hans Moravec, who is/was a roboticist. He worked for Carnegie Mellon, he 
worked for NASA and in 1988, he wrote a book called, Mind Children. And in it, it's in the 
title, but he imagined this procedure where you could read the entire contents of what's 
contained in the neurons of a human brain and you could copy them and then upload them 
to a computer. So instead of the biological immortality being chased through radical life 
extension and the stuff of mythology, this is immortality through software existence. 
(Slide 14) So if I want to shift gears and think about what is the context in which these 
proposals for humanity and these technological ideas about what we might become, where 
are they coming from? What do they sit within? And one term I think that is also a contender 
perhaps for another word of the year is polycrisis. And this is also not a new term. It's been 
around since 1999 as people looked towards the millennium and started thinking about what 
are the challenges of our time? What are the existential threats that we're facing? And 
Moreton and Kern originated the term, and they describe it saying, one is at a loss to single 
out a number one problem to which all others would be subordinated. There is no single 
vital problem, but many vital problems, and it is this complex inter-solidarity of problems, 
antagonisms, crises, uncontrolled processes, and the general crisis of the planet that 
constitutes the number one problem. So there isn't just, all of these problems are 
interconnected. 
(Slide 15) This is an article from last year in the Guardian (Slide 15) that again suggests that 
this term polycrisis captures something about our current moment. So it's talking about 
pandemics and wars and misinformation and political conflict and climate crisis and all of 
these thing’s coming together to leave us in this bewildered space of, everything is just a 
mess. 
And the term polycrisis is gaining traction for that feeling we have as well of being 
overwhelmed and almost paralysed in terms of the challenges before us. And I think it's 
helpful to look at it through that lens of optimization because a lot of the crises that come 
together in polycrisis are really a product of this relentless drive towards optimizing, looking 
to extract everything we can from natural resources, exploiting human labour, all of these 
things. 
And I think it's also a helpful lens for understanding the solutions that are being proposed as 
well. So that's the approach that I'm taking here. What are some of the solutions that are on 
offer when it comes to this challenge of polycrisis? 
(Slide 16) Some people would wash their hands and say, well, we can't undo the damage 
that we've done to our common home. We should look elsewhere. So people are genuinely 
spending billions of dollars thinking about how to terraform Mars and how to find homes for 
humanity elsewhere in the solar system. 
(Slide 17) Other people are hoping for the singularity. And this describes some hypothetical 
time in the future where AI is going to merge with human intelligence and create some sort 
of super intelligent being, or also a time where artificial intelligence might just overtake 
human intelligence. 
So Ray Kurzweil, again, not a fringe thinker. He's an engineer who spent many years 
working for Google. He puts the date of the singularity at 2045. And the techno-optimists, 



  

which include Kurzweil, are imagining the singularity as this sort of magical time where 
super-intelligent beings will be able to solve all the problems of polycrisis. 
(Slide 18) So I think when we look at the various options that are proposed, ways out of this 
hole we've dug for ourselves, we find that the solutions are either these ambitious, futuristic 
projects that optimize humanity at scale, and they often depend on technologies that aren't 
even fully realized yet. So, there's this hope that we'll have some technological get out of jail 
free card. 
Or what I'm going to talk about in a moment is sometimes the attention and the 
responsibility is shifted towards individual decision making and behaviour. So what do I 
mean by that? What does that look like? 
(Slide 19) One example is the emphasis on sustainable consumption and this idea that if we 
as individuals can just really optimise our sustainable consumption practices and reduce our 
own ecological footprint through eco-friendly behaviour, then we'll be able to mitigate the 
damage that we've done to our planet.  
(Slide 20) And we have all kinds of other individual solutions as well. Maybe we can respond 
to polycrisis by becoming better people through self-help, through self-care. And by the way, 
none of these things are bad things, to be clear. But they're being proposed as solutions in a 
particular way that I think is interesting. But yeah, self-help, self-care, possibly the 
transformative experience that might come from imbibing psychedelic substances. These 
are all at the moment being pursued as individual responses to polycrisis, either as coping 
mechanisms or through some idea that they will just improve us and make us better people 
and then we'll do better at addressing those problems.  
(Slide 21) So how do we respond? if we're doing our very best to reduce the damage that 
we're personally inflicting on the environment and on each other, what do we do then with 
polycrisis? What do we do then with all the technological proposals that are coming our way 
and the futures that are being sketched around them? 
I think one response is all. we might really be captivated and we might be excited by the 
possibilities that these technologies can represent by the way that they might transform 
what we're doing and build a better world. I think there's a lot of that response. Or we might 
feel anxiety or even dread at what they are taking, what the consequences, what the costs 
might be of some of these technologies. Actually, I think more often we feel some 
combination of these or we veer back and forth depending on what mood we're in or what's 
in front of us.  
(Slide 22) And I think that is entirely valid because the experience of awe actually involves a 
form of reverent fear that easily shades or can tip over into dread. And I think the idea of the 
technological sublime is really helpful for this. So this is a concept that describes the 
response we have, how we feel in response to the vast technological accomplishments of 
human beings. And usually, in the past, it's been used to express how we feel, particularly 
about things that overcome vast geographical distances and physical distances. So things 
the Golden Gate Bridge or sending rockets to the moon, this, aren't humans amazing? Isn't 
the technology things that we've been able to build and do just mind-blowing? And the 
artificial intelligence, I think, is really just a new form of that technological sublime. And it 
sees it go into this new territory. So it's not just spanning sort of physical distances, 
geographical barriers, but it's going into the territory of the human mind and into 
consciousness and into areas of what does it mean to be a person, to exist. So it is that new 
form of the technological sublime. And I think the way AI is marketed also really encourages 
us to think in that way, to be awestruck by the possibilities and by what these models can 
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do, to see the magic, to see the lack of friction, and to marvel. So that's the response we're 
encouraged to have.  
(Slide 22) But here's the thing. The awe or the anxiety that we feel in response to 
technological change can distract us from what matters. And what do I mean by that? 
(Slide 23) So Luke Munn is an AI scholar at UQ (Slide 23), and he writes that, “conjuring up 
nightmare scenarios of self-replicating AI, terminating humanity, or claiming that sentient 
machines will usher us into a post-human paradise, so there's that anxiety and then that 
awe, are in the end, the same thing. They place a religious faith in the capabilities of 
technology, which dominates debate, allowing tech companies to retain control of AI's future 
development”.  
And Munn is writing this in response to this other work that was published last year by Emily 
Bender and Alex Hannah (Slide 24). And they're a lot more scathing. They don't pull their 
punches, so I'll warn you of that. But they describe how, “a few major well-placed players 
are poised to accumulate significant wealth by extracting value from other people's creative 
work, personal data or labour, and replacing quality services with artificial facsimiles. The 
language of p(Doom), which is just a probability term, is a ruse to keep us focused on 
imaginary scenarios filled with awe at modern robber barons' allegedly potentially world-
ending technology, and too distracted to see the daily harms being done in its name”.  
So look, they're very critical of AI, but I think they make a really important point in that if 
we're getting caught up in the imagined futures and the hypothetical scenarios, whether 
they're that awe, that technological sublime, or this is going to end the world, this is going to 
spell just nothing but doom, both of those things take our attention away from the present 
tools and the harms and the way they're being used in the world. And in it, they sort of, 
when they turn to the practical side, a lot of their suggestions really involve opting out on an 
individual level. So they put it back on that individual responsibility side of it. it's up to people 
to boycott tools and things that. And I don't think that's quite what we need. I don't think it's 
completely the helpful response.  
(Slide 25) And to explain what I mean by that, I want to go back to this idea of sustainable 
consumption. Because while individual actions matter, they're not the full equation. And I 
find Sarah McFarlane-Taylor really helpful in thinking through this. She talks about this 
concept of ecopiety, which is that encouragement to really, again, optimize your 
consumption practices by going for the sustainable options in a way to then tackle the 
challenges of climate change and she describes how, “fundamentally individualized, free 
market, privatized, voluntary approaches promoted as addressing the monumental 
environmental challenges facing us are not simply inadequate to the task, but in some 
cases are counterproductive in the worst possible ways”. 
And I think that counterproductivity might be part of that destruction element, they take us 
away from much more effective ways of addressing these challenges. Again, not to say that 
you're living sustainably and paying attention to these things is not important, of course it is, 
but it's only part of the equation. 
And I think the same thing goes for talking about self-help and self-care and psychedelics 
and all of these things. They're often framed as individualised solutions to problems that are 
actually systemic. And I also think it's not a coincidence that a lot of these tools and 
practices are especially popular in Silicon Valley. It makes sense that they come up there. 
So we see situations now where instead of focusing on providing healthy work-life balance 
or secure employment, good working conditions, we see companies in Silicon Valley 



  

sometimes offering their employees free or subsidised ketamine instead, 'cause that's what 
they need. 
(Slide 26) So to sum up where I've been so far, we have these optimization narratives. We 
see ourselves as projects to be optimized both at an individual and at a human-wide 
humanity level. And those often send us into a response to some combination of awe or 
anxiety. 
We often see them involve metrics that can capture our values as well. But whether we feel 
dazzled by the possibilities of these technologies or whether we're dreading their 
consequences, I think both of those responses distract us from how the tools are being 
used today and what they mean ethically now. 
So, if this is the situation we find ourselves in with optimization, what's the alternative? 
Well, according to the encyclical, we are persons called to relationship and communion. And 
what I'll be thinking through in the rest of tonight is, what are some of the things we can do 
to shift ourselves towards that way of thinking? 
(Slide 27) One of the calls from Prop Leo is to examine technological systems. And bear 
with me, there's a fairly long quote, but “in reality, every technical tool embodies choices and 
priorities through what it measures, ignores and optimizes, and how it classifies people and 
situations If a system is designed or used in a way that treats some lives as less worthy, or 
excludes them without the possibility of appeal, then it's not merely a tool to be used well 
since it has already introduced criteria that contradict the inalienable dignity of the human 
person”.  
And you see there that language that, what is being measured, what is being optimized. 
Think about how these technologies are designed in the first place. (Pope Leo) goes on to 
say, “for this reason, ethical discernment cannot be limited to asking whether we're using a 
system for good or bad purposes. We must also examine how that system is designed and 
what vision of the human person and society is embedded in the data and models that 
guide it.” (Slide 28) So he's really harkening back to this idea that comes especially through 
Laudato Si from Pope Francis of the technocratic paradigm. So this idea that technologies 
are developed within systems and within power structures that have far-reaching impacts. 
Another way of shifting away from thinking of ourselves as projects to be optimized and 
towards persons created for relationship and communion is to preserve the distinction 
between artificial and human intelligence. And for this I want to go back to Antiqua et Nova, 
Old and New, which was the Dicastery note on artificial intelligence that was put out in 
January last year under Pope Francis. And it makes the point that, “although AI can 
simulate aspects of human reasoning and perform specific tasks with incredible speed and 
efficiency, its computational abilities represent only a fraction of the broader capacities of 
the human mind”. (Slide 29) And that's then contrasted with, “human intelligence, which is 
seen “as a faculty that forms an integral part of how the whole person engages with reality.” 
And there are distinctives that the note describes in relation to intelligence about its 
relationality, embodiment, its orientation towards truth, the responsibility for stewardship in 
the world, that locate the distinctives of human intelligence outside that first fraction of the 
broader capacities of the human mind. And we want to do the same thing in the way that we 
measure and evaluate the values of intelligence and not aim all of our metrics in that small 
overlapping space of what AI can simulate.  
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It goes on to argue that “drawing an overly close equivalence between human intelligence 
and AI risks succumbing to a functionalist perspective where people are valued based on 
the work they can perform” (Slide 30). 
(Slide 31) So in contrast, it says that a “person's worth doesn't depend on possessing 
specific skills, cognitive and technological achievements or individual success, but on the 
person's inherent dignity, grounded in being created in the image of God”. And I've talked 
about awe and anxiety as responses, particularly to AI. But one thing I haven't talked about 
that I think matters as well is this other response of contempt or dismissal. oh, we'll never be 
able to perform as well as we can, so don't worry about it. And I think that's dangerous 
because actually, we run the risk then if we want to measure human creative value and 
human work according to the benchmarks and the measures of efficiency that we evaluate 
our AI models, and we only place value in human work if it can outperform what AI can do 
then we're really setting ourselves up for failure, because those are the metrics and the 
measures and the values that come from an age of optimization, rather than from seeing 
people as persons created for relationship and communion. 
The reminder is that “authentic engagement requires embracing the full scope of one's 
being, spiritual, cognitive, embodied and relational”. And some of these things can't be 
optimized and can't be measured and nor should they be. 
Another thing I think that's critical if we are to centre people, persons created for relationship 
and communion rather than take the optimization way, is to look for and to surface the 
hidden labour that's powering AI. So this picture (Slide 32) is depicting the mental 
deterioration of an AI data worker, probably living somewhere Nigeria, who spends hours, 
long hours every day looking at and labelling and tagging violent images to train AI models 
for less than a poverty wage. And this is something that is present throughout the AI supply 
chain with all the models that are available to us today. 
(Slide 32) So I think it's important here that we're not just distracted by our individual 
choices and actions around how we use tools, but we focus on how technology is 
developed, not just how it's used. Because the corporations and the companies that are 
building these tools have responsibility and need to be accountable for not just how they're 
being used and the kinds of uses they're marketing, but also how they're developed. 
And the encyclical, Magnifica Humanitas (Slide 34) has some practical calls to action as 
well. So Pope Leo says, “we can all do our part”. And as part of that, he offers five different 
ways forward. And the first is the need to disarm words. And if you've read the encyclical, 
you can see that there's a lot of focus on war and concern for war as...reflective of the great 
power imbalances and doing real harm in the world today. So when he talks about the need 
to disarm words, it's really focusing more on what are the language and the images that 
we're using for aggressive or for divisive purposes. So there's that need to disarm. But I 
think there's another way we can disarm words when it comes to AI as well. And that's in the 
language we use to describe what AI is and what it does. And this is where we can work to 
preserve that distinction between human intelligence and artificial intelligence by not using 
language that infers human qualities and characteristics and traits onto artificial intelligence. 
And I see people nodding because we know all the places that we do this and it's really 
hard not to sometimes. But we need to remember and to reinforce in our language that 
these are algorithms and processes and machines that output, they output things with 
errors, they don't hallucinate, they don't think, they're a computer process. So the language 
we use, reminds us what these things are. 



  

The next point is building peace through justice and he quotes St. Augustine there saying, 
“there is no one who shuns the desire for peace, but not everybody is prepared to work for 
justice”. And I think this is where it really stabs me, because one of the really uncomfortable 
realities is that all of the foundation models of artificial intelligence that are in the world today 
and available to us are being deployed in some way in a context of war. And it doesn't 
matter, what other purposes they're being used for, that's a reality that we can't get past, I 
don't think. So the encyclical is grounded very consciously in the tradition of Catholic social 
teaching and appeals to all those principles of justice, solidarity, subsidiarity, the common 
good, universal destination of goods, dignity, all of these things. And that's a critical part of 
this. 
Adopting the perspective of victims. And this is again about a particularly singled out other 
victims of war. We're implored to touch the wounded flesh of those who suffer, to tell their 
stories, to not sweep them under the carpet. And I think in this, again, we want to include 
those AI labourers and that invisible labour that we see throughout the supply chain.  
Cultivating a healthy realism, which means not succumbing to idealism or to cynicism. 
And the last one focuses on dialogue and multilateralism. And here the point is really that 
that involves authentic encounter and that it's grounded in things love and mercy. And these, 
again, are things that can't be optimized. 
(Slide 33) So the summary evaluation of artificial intelligence that comes to us in the 
encyclical is that it's a valuable tool that requires vigilance. That should really have quotes 
around it, because that's the exact language in there. And if you've read the encyclical, you 
will see that Pope Leo comes down far stronger on the side of needing vigilance and 
doesn't find a lot of value in the current tools that are available to us. I think that's very valid. 
But also, I think the work of discernment is not only to call attention to the ethical questions 
around what is before us, but also to try to imagine alternatives and to think about better 
ways to do this. 
And for this, I go to Pope Francis, who reminds us that, “these dangers must not detract 
from the immense potential that new technologies offer. We find ourselves, before a gift 
from God, a resource that can bear good fruits”.(Slide 34) 
(Slide 35) So I don't have a lot of time left, so this is going to be very quick, but I do want to 
think briefly where might value lie? what are the possibilities for some of these tools that 
could be used in ways that promote human flourishing? And I to think of things large 
language models that are trained on data, that's consensually contributed by domain 
experts. And what that really means is you actually, you probably end up with tools that are 
a little more task specific, they're a bit narrower, but they will also have a correspondingly 
lower environmental cost.  
The redistribution of AI benefits, away from the concentration of power and ever tightening 
circles of elites towards public ownership and public investment and open-source models 
that increase access and increase transparency.  
What if generative AI is alongside human creativity rather than replacing it? What if it's 
operating at scales that don't overpower the human communities and the ecosystems that 
it's meant to serve?  
And what if that any time and efficiency that's gained from using these tools is reallocated in 
a way that genuinely goes towards fulfilling things that make us more human and don't just 
get reinvested into optimization and more of the same?  
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(Slide 36) So the other thing, the encyclical also is very clear that the onus is not just on 
individual action and individual responsibility, that we don't do this alone by coming up with 
the perfect choices and uses and, maybe a techno piety if we want to come up with a new 
word, but that we do this in alliances. And the encouragement is to form these alliances to 
resist the influence of business models that monetize attention and time.  
If you want to look at where can you find alliances for people who are doing their absolute 
best to imagine more hopeful possible futures with technology using these tools rather than 
rejecting them. 
(Slide 37)  I have to have a little plug. It's also what we're trying to do at the Centre for 
Technology and Human Futures. So, we have researchers who are thinking about human-
centered approaches to emerging technologies and who are looking at the ethics and the 
social impacts of some of these technologies. But we also hold a range of public events 
where we think about this in that format as well and next month, we have a talk that's really 
looking at optimization in the context of church and of worship. So I hope you can come 
along to that. 
(Slide 38) So, to return to Pope Leo, “when efficiency becomes the ultimate measure of a 
value, human beings attempted to see themselves as a project to be optimised, rather than 
as persons called to relationship and communion”.  
So let's reflect as we're using new technologies, what are we measuring? How are we 
evaluating their value? Are we developing metrics? Are we designing our key performance 
indicators in ways that align with our mission? Or is that mission and the values that are 
associated being captured by the metrics of efficiency that really come from a broader 
culture of optimization. 
(Slide 39) And I invite, just as I finish up, for you to think about what you would to see as the 
word of the year for 2027 and beyond. Because look, I don't want to succumb to idealism, 
but I think if we work together to really resist seeing ourselves and humanity as a project for 
optimization, and instead we see persons who are created for relationship and communion, 
then actually I think we can be excited and hopeful about the sorts of technologies that can 
be developed and used in that paradigm.  
  
END OF TRANSCRIPT  
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