arXiv:1802.04255v2 [cs.CY] 14 Feb 2018

Systems of Global Governance in the Era of Human-Machine Convergence

Eugenio Maria Battaglia^1, Jie Mei^2, and Guillaume Dumas^{3,4}

1Collective Intelligence Cluster, International Hackteria Society, Zürich, Switzerland,

2Department of Experimental Neurology, Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Berlin, Germany 3Human Genetics and Cognitive Functions Unit, Institut Pasteur, Paris, France 4Corresponding author: Human Genetics and Cognitive Functions Laboratory, Institut Pasteur, 25 rue du Docteur-Roux, 75015 Paris, France – guillaume.dumas@pasteur.fr

February 15, 2018

Abstract

Technology is increasingly shaping our social structures and is becoming a driving force in altering human biology. Besides, human activities already proved to have a significant impact on the Earth system which in turn generates complex feedback loops between social and ecological systems. Furthermore, since our species evolved relatively fast from small groups of hunter-gatherers to large and technology-intensive urban agglomerations, it is not a surprise that the major institutions of human society are no longer fit to cope with the present complexity. In this note we draw foundational parallelisms between neurophysiological systems and ICT-enabled social systems, discussing how frameworks rooted in biology and physics could provide heuristic value in the design of evolutionary systems relevant to politics and economics. In this regard we highlight how the governance of emerging technology (i.e. nanotechnology, biotechnology, information technology, and cognitive science), and the one of climate change both presently confront us with a number of connected challenges. In particular: historically high level of inequality; the co-existence of growing multipolar cultural systems in an unprecedentedly connected world; the unlikely reaching of the institutional agreements required to deviate abnormal trajectories of development. We argue that wise general solutions to such interrelated issues should embed the deep understanding of how to elicit mutual incentives in the socio-economic subsystems of Earth system in order to jointly concur to a global utility function (e.g. avoiding the reach of planetary boundaries and widespread social unrest). We leave some open questions on how techno-social systems can effectively learn and adapt with respect to our understanding of geopolitical complexity.

Keywords NBIC, complex adaptive systems, sociophysics, digital platforms, governance.

1 Introduction

This note is organized as follows. We begin with a careful recapitulation of how technology has shaped human history taking into consideration the interactions and analogies between biotic systems (in particular humans) and machines. Here we discuss the emerging and converging technologies challenging the distinction between humans and machines: a relation known as the nanotechnology, biotechnology, information technology, and cognitive science convergence (NBIC).

Then we reflect on how social systems that diverge into cultural and technological backgrounds could coexist in an increasingly connected world. In particular, we explore how–and if–we could set the design of techno-social systems that could keep lifesupporting systems at a regime that is compatible with life, thus ultimately avoiding the extinction of our species. We argue that there’s a rising need for a better understanding of the individual, social, ecological, and evolutionary consequences (i.e. opportunities and threats) of massive technology adoption, as well as the urgent need to broaden the current debate around NBIC technologies to a wider audience. As an example of such an interdisciplinary approach, we draw foundational parallelisms between neurophysiological systems and ICT-enabled social systems.We conclude that such kind of framework can provide heuristic value in the design of evolutive governance systems relevant to politics and economics. In particular, we argue that bio-inspired organization designs can answer some of the many ethical and governance issues raised by a complex and heterogeneous human society living on a planet heading to a global ecological state shift. We leave some open questions on how techno-social systems can effectively learn and adapt with respect to our understanding of geopolitical complexity. This note is meant to represent neither a complete survey of the complexity underlying human systems, nor of their technological landscape, nor of the governability of socioeconomic systems. Our aim is to convey a series of urgent and interconnected issues to spark meaningful conversations and collaborations around these topics. Towards the conclusion of the manuscript we specify some lines along which–in our opinion–this research could further develops.

1.1 The economy of atoms and societies

Self-organization is a property that has been observed in a variety of natural and artificial systems across scales [1]–[5]. Atoms find an energetic stability in chemical bonds [6]; biological replicators find a convenient diversity in reproduction [7], [8]; biological cells are organized in intracellular compartments and organize into tissues for the specialization of biological activities [9], [10]; biological organs are organized into an individual being [11], [12]; and, finally, biological individuals self-organize into social groups that possess emergent behaviors from cooperative and competitive interactions [13]–[17]. In a widely known essay dating back to 1944, Schrödinger [18] already noted that high level structures are optimal to withstand random dissipation in molecular systems. Indeed, starting from the intrinsic nature of hybridized carbon to organic and biochemical systems up, many structural configurations emerged as intermolecular and supramolecular interactions to delocalize the issue of stability to higher-order levels. This trend—as already observed by Schrödinger––seems to be maintained as well in biological systems wherein further high-order structures emerge in order to increase the time needed for the overall system to relax to thermal equilibrium. The activities of human society, for instance, depend on our ability to constantly transform available sources of energy into work. In fact, most systems found on our planet, natural or engineered, are not at thermodynamic equilibrium since they are exchanging matter and energy with their surroundings, and change—or can be triggered to change—over time. Albeit, biological and socioeconomic systems are both far from equilibrium [19], [20], and thus can be studied from this lens, mainstream neoclassical economic theories are generally not grounded into physics. As such, most economic theories are— for instance—not consistent with empirical evidences of scarce resources out of which living systems in the biosphere extract low entropy to compensate for their continuous dissipation. Nonetheless, the understanding of socioeconomic systems from the perspective of energy, material and information flows is rooted in anthropology [21]–[24] as well as in economic analysis [25]–[27].

1.2 Coevolutionary dyanmics in Earth system

A series of efforts have already been made to schematize from different perspectives the historical transitions of the geochemical and living systems on Earth [28]–[31]. These studies have provided us with many insightful considerations, among which are the following: some recurrent patterns of evolutionary dynamics and what the relationship is between evolutionary trajectories and ecological complexity; what is required and expected by each transition in terms of free energy and material input/output, linking to the sustainability of specific regimes; at which levels natural selection operates (from genes to individuals and so on). The energetic breadth of our activities on this planet influences many dimensions of Earth’s ecology dynamics, which in turn mark the potential evolutionary paths of our species. As Donges and colleagues argue: “Understanding and modeling the Anthropocene, the tightly intertwined socialenvironmental planetary system that humanity now inhabits, requires addressing human agency, systemlevel effects of networks and complex coevolutionary dynamics.”[32] Indeed, since the speciation of Homo sapiens that occurred between 200,000 and 400,000 years ago in Africa [33], [34], the behavior of our species has dramatically changed in relation to environment, technology, and social interactions [35]. The main behavioral changes occurred in the last 10,000 years due to Earth’s remarkably stable environment [36]– [38]. This period marks the beginning of an era that has allowed humans to spread into complex and diverse societies, exploring rich ecological niches, and develop technologies that have further significantly impacted the evolution of our behaviors and social structures.

Technology has indeed helped many civilizations cope with challenging environments and eventually produce a diverse set of cultural and biological traits [39]. The Stone Age became the starting point for hominins to manufacture stone tools, such as the hand axe [40]. From then on, the usage of tools was gradually woven into the evolutionary history of mankind. However, most of our technological development, demographic expansion, and consequent socio-cultural changes happened in the last 200 years, most likely due to low-priced potential energy in the form of fossil hydrocarbons. Such an unprecedented growth rate—which is unlikely to significantly decrease [41]–[45]—has led to technological advancements and societal transformations that progressively amplified the individual and collective capabilities of our species. As clearly argued by Judson [44], the interplay between evolving life forms and the transformation of their planetary home is crucial to determine the development of the life-planet systems, a process that is highly dependent on the paths that evolving life can potentially take.

1.3 The rising tide

The norms, agreements, cultural codes, and ways of organizing currently in place in our society’s major institutions seem not fully mirroring the pace at which human behaviors emerge and evolve from small groups of hunter-gatherers to vast technologyintensive urban agglomerations. This inherent lag of formal systems (i.e. norms, agreements, cultural codes, and ways of organizing) to properly manage, govern and cope with what we can define as real systems (e.g. the set of behaviors and technologies in hunter-gatherers or in urban agglomerations), may be due to several reasons. First, the intuitive fact that the confidence of institutions in formalizing consistent set of rules around any matter would only increase with time (i.e. after having collected a considerable amount of observations). In fact, whether a policy, an agreement, or a norm is beneficial and well-pondered can only asserted a posteriori, as time pass.[46] Additionally, understanding the lag of formal systems in representing real systems may also be matter of observing the discrepancy between the cumulative nature of how formal systems are produced and the emergent, unforeseeable nature of the behaviors of real system.

If in time these considerations will result adequate, it will be accordingly pertinent to say that there is an unavoidable governance deficit for which institutions and human organizations would always lag in their ability to cope with emergent complexity. Ultimately, a governance deficit in a domain would be influenced by the domain’s historical dependencies and contextual specificities.

1.4 An unprecedented technological landscape

One of the key objective of this manuscript is to direct attention towards the current capabilities of our society’s governance structures, questioning whether political institutions, mulilateral systems integrators (e.g. UN System agencies) or other traditional forms of ethical deliberation are fit to cope with the complex and delicate balance of our lifeplanet system, and with the emergence of an unprecedented technological landscape. We give particular focus to science and technology that are now increasingly able to act from the nano scale of our bodies to the global scope of our societies. Their impact brings forth an urgent call for ethical reflections [47]–[50]. For instance, technologies like genetic engineering [51] and neural implants [52] are challenging the boundaries of biological individuality. Concurrently, other technology-enabled abilities like internet-mediated collective organization [53] and data-driven policy simulation are challenging the notion of human agency [54]–[57]. By amplifying and diversifying humans’ decision-making processes and execution capabilities, we argue that these novel socio-technical systems—along with the inherent cultural load they carry [58]—are providing the fundamental requirements for an unprecedented reorganization of human social structures at different scales.

Therefore, another key objective of this manuscript is to highlight the unclear impact of these emergent socio-technical systems and their interplay with a series of core geopolitical drivers. We concur with other authors that some further logical developments of our history might see the rapid dissolution of current political and socio-economical structures in favor of distributed systems of delegation and techno-mediated collective organizations [53], [59]– [61]. Indeed, today’s technological landscape is inviting widespread deliberations on the ways in which humans can and should use science and technology to manage their activities on Earth to avoid reaching planetary boundaries and provoking unpredictable consequences at the socio-political level (e.g. diffuse social unrest) [62]–[64].

As already mentioned a theme of particular relevance for this research revolves around the progressively growing interaction between human and machines through the convergence of nanotechnology, biotechnology, information technology, and cognitive sciences—a relation known as NBIC convergence. This notion has been first popularized in 2001 during a seminal workshop organized by the National Science Foundation (NSF), a U.S. government agency [65]. The NBIC convergence relates to the embodied—even implanted—interactions between humans and artificial systems through “additional sensors and augmented reality” [66] that can significantly enhance people’s health, cognitive or physical capacities, as well as the competitive, operational, and employment landscape of human societies [67]–[69].

Since 2001, a number of other government initiatives [70]–[72], as well as other private initiatives [73]–[75], have spawned, trying to address the technical and economic challenges of this subject in the agenda of their fundamental research programs [76], [77]. Hereafter, some academic groups and nongovernmental organization institutions, even dedicated ones [78]–[81], started to pronounce themselves on the ethics and consequences of converging technologies for human enhancement [82]–[87]. As Ferrari [69] already discussed, it’s interesting to note how differently the European Commission (EC) decided to frame this topic compared to the U.S. NSF’s original position. In 2004, as a response to the NSF’s definition of NBIC convergence, a High Level Expert Group (HLEG) constituted by the EC, proposed in “Foresighting the New Technology Wave” the notion of CTEKS (Converging Technologies for the European Knowledge Society) [88], which encompasses a much wider set of converging disciplines, including social sciences, policy, and philosophy. In this way, it emphasizes the parallel evolutionary path that, according to the EC’s HLEG, technology and society should take in order to account for the many ethical challenges inherent to such technological advancements.

Although our position considerably stands with the wider framework proposed by the EC’s HLEG (rather than with other reductionist positions centered on a mere technological solutionism), the societal implications of such technologies embrace a toobroad area, and their exhaustive coverage is outside the scope of the present manuscript. Thus, here we want to begin by focusing on two specific aspects raised by such developments:

• First, we reflect on how these converging technologies are reshaping our biological identity, as well as notions such as agency and intentionality. Therefore, how the traditional ontological and epistemological division between natural or artificial systems no longer applies, and what does it entails for the governance of human-systems.

• Secondly, we ask how these converging technologies are influencing the evolution of social structures, and support—or threaten—the implementation of more effective governance models in this unique moment of history.

We will discuss these two independent—nonetheless connected—questions and conclude on the underlying implications of converging technologies both in our biology and in our society. From here on out, we will refer to the confluence between human and machine as the human-machine convergence.

2 Technological evolution: shaping a new biological identity

2.1 There is plenty of room at the bottom

Physicist Richard Feynman [89] has speculated that there should be “plenty of room” for an unavoidable development in which we will create smaller and smaller machine tools. Nowadays, manufacturing allows operation on a nanoscopic scale with considerable precision. These tools, according to Feynman, “might be permanently incorporated in the body to assist some inadequately-functioning organ”. Presently, the tremendous work of scientists has kindled a positive attitude toward this speculation. The extraordinary abilities of synthetic and artificial machinery have enabled operations at the microand nano- scale, for instance at the level of single genes with remarkable precision [51], [90]. Recent advancements in the production of reliable ultra-high frequency nano-antennas are providing another potential way to create implantable, controllable chips that could read and stimulate single neurons [91]. Moreover, one of the highest barriers towards reliable brain implants has been recently overcome, providing us with a glial scar–free integration patch on a living brain [52]. In particular this finding has inspired several entrepreneurs, among whom is the widely-known CEO of Tesla Motors, Inc., Elon Musk, to launch an endeavor to commercialize an ultra-high bandwidth brain-machine interface to connect humans and computers [75].

The technology of miniaturization gives rise to potential real-time data transfer in wearable, implantable and injectable devices, profoundly reshaping the way we behave, reason, and interact. As a consequence, the emergence of miniaturized devices may speed up the convergence between biological systems, such as human bodies, and their extensions (artifacts), thus creating a context where the self-artifact integration will fundamentally alter the biological notion of individuality and agency.

2.2 Social reality and virtual reality

In the last decade, technological progress has been considerably shaped by our needs for interpersonal interactions, mainly for social networking and information exchange [92], [93]. Meanwhile, the drive for technological innovations has influenced our needs, extremely amplifying our innate reciprocal mirroring [94], creating new behaviors on both individual [95], [96], and collective [97] levels. The Internet is increasingly affecting how we, both as individuals and as a society, create, store, and retrieve information [98]. In fact, the growing rate of information exchange is speeding up the augmentation and redefinition of our social bonds [99]. The development of virtual reality has also changed the conventional view of interaction between humans and the environment [100], [101]. With advancements in the interdisciplinary field of Human Computer Interaction (HCI), applications of virtual and augmented reality would not only imply that the users can break physical constraints, but also achieve a real-time interaction with other individuals [102], [103].

Blurring the boundaries between real and virtual environments could have a historically significant impact on identity on both personal [101] and interpersonal levels [104].

2.3 From artificial life to brain simulation

Before looking into the reciprocal organization of humans and machines, one should understand how machines or software in computer simulations can physically self-organize and reproduce themselves as their biological counterpart. Von Neumann [105] was the first to formalize this question from a logicomathematical standpoint, and detailing an elaborate solution regarding the design criteria and specifications [106]. Langton [107] developed this schema and posed the concept of artificial life, followed by theories of self-organization and emergence in nonlinear dynamical systems [108]. These efforts are continuing nowadays as we move in understanding the fundamental laws that determine the organization of the universe from subatomic formation of matter to the emergence of living beings [109].

Artificial life is an interdisciplinary subject that is not reducible to either theoretical biology or computer science; in fact, it draws fundamentally upon both and raises questions pertaining to life and its relation to information [110], [111]. Recent efforts to accurately create a computational replica of animal nervous systems [112] have opened the possibility for a deeper understanding of how the brain works in a complex environment. Some of these approaches approaches focus on the biological foundation of the brain [113], while others attempt to simulate the cognitive and behavioral processes observed with psycho-biological measurements to derive ideal machinery to replicate cognitive and behavioral functions [114], [115]. Which of these approaches—if any—will prove to be successful is still under debate; however, it is clear that there are great funding efforts towards machine learning, artificial intelligence, and massive neuro-computational simulations[116], [117].

2.4 Human and machine: an ontological and epistemological issue

The increasing symbiotic relationship between humans and artificial artifacts has the potential to reshape the fundamental anatomy and physiology of our species, questioning the traditional ontological distinctions of human and machine.

Moreover, what appears of special interest in the human-machine convergence is not so much the component itself (whose development is largely driven by information and communication technology), but rather the influences (i.e transformation processes) of such components on our social and environmental interactions (i.e.relations). Since evolutionary theories have always avoided any teleological approach [118], we are now facing an etymological issue to say the least: machines are technology, and as such, they have a purpose of use, while humans as biological and autonomous agents do not comply to such formalization.

In fact, in the light of the human-machine convergence, the divide that characterizes the standard definition of both human and machines (in terms of structures, functions, and dynamics) no longer applies. The technologies moving us towards confluence with machines represent a critical point for scholars. Both natural and social sciences need to rethink what kind of subjectivity and metaphoricity are bound to their ontology and epistemology. If machines are increasingly seen as an extension of our capabilities, while biology as a particular type of machine (e.g., in synthetic biology), we propose to explore novel semantics that still consider the existing distinctions between human and machines but that simultaneously take into account the functional analogies and the structural similarities between humans and machines.

Moreover, we recognize that life tend to keep similar structures and dynamics throughout the emergence of more complex behaviors [119]. In fact, at the social level, human civilization and its societies can even be considered as units or organisms capable of protecting their components and responding to changing environmental demands, what cyberneticist Heylighen calls a “super-organism” [120]. Furthermore, the expanding ability of internet-mediated organization is allowing for more complex and larger social groups to emerge. Additionally, the development of cheap, diffused, and connected sensors [121]– [123], alongside the increasing miniaturization of the systems component discussed above, will—most likely—enable the emergence of a super-organism made of humans and ”things” connected together by technological means.

As we explore exterior, interior, and digital spaces [101], [120], complexity approaches provide a more comprehensive bodywork that allows semantic readaptation of the biological notion of the natural and artificial, and also of the individual and the collective [10], [124], [125].

In the context of Systems Design, from where our research draws as well, several scholars before us [126]–[129] have already proposed non-reductive frameworks with the aim of embracing the emergent and unpredictable consequences of design solutions, acknowledging that “future uses and problems cannot completely [be] anticipated at [the] design time” [128]. Such conceptualizations are known as ”metadesign”, a notion that was first introduced as an industrial design approach to Complexity Theory and Information Systems by Dutch designer Andries Van Onck [130]. Metadesign offers different approaches to the design of systems that “include a coadaptive process between users and a system” [128]. Furthermore, it attempts to solve the conundrum of certainty between roles, actions, and descriptors that revolve around the increasingly intimate relationships between humans and the designed systems. In a recent article, on the implications for Design and Design education in the “Age of Hyperconnectivity”, Iaconesi [131] concludes:“these [..] configurations of power schemes, practices and behaviors are at the border of what is assessed by laws, regulations, habits and customs. They are [..] new, unexpected, unforeseen, unsought. To confront with these issues, approaches which are trans-disciplinary are needed, because no single discipline alone is able to cover all of the knowledge, attitude, perspective which are needed to grasp and understand them. [..] In designing these ecosystems to confront with these issues it is necessary to make every possible effort to clearly and transparently define the boundaries of public, private and intimate spaces [..] as well as considerations that regard current business models, legislations, human rights, and (often national and international) security. There is no simple way to confront with this type of problem. [..]”. Certainly, we still lack a coherent epistemological and ontological framework that encompasses the specificities of both natural and engineered systems in their increasing intertwined relationship. Whether providing this framework is reasonably possible or not is a highly debated matter. Nonetheless, we encourage further exploratory studies along these lines.

3 Social Operating Systems

“[..] In time, those Unconscionable Maps no longer satisfied, and the Cartographers Guilds struck a Map of the Empire whose size was that of the Empire, and which coincided point for point with it. The following Generations, who were not so fond of the Study of Cartography as their Forebears had been, saw that that vast map was Useless [..] In the Deserts of the West, still today, there are Tattered Ruins of that Map, inhabited by Animals and Beggars; in all the Land there is no other Relic of the Disciplines of Geography.” — Jorge Luis Borges, Del rigor en la ciencia

3.1 Co-existence in a shifting and multipolar world

The depletion of life-supporting resources, the decreased biocapacity of the planet, the increased risks of extinction for our species [132], [133], the concentration of wealth and the consequent global increase in inequality [134], the increase of global mental health disorders [135], the last two being intimately related [136]), and the spreading of unstable regions that host autocratic governments, religious wars and some violent separatist movements [68], are all issues that highlight the urgent need to improve our understanding of how cultural diversity can effectively co-exist, avoiding widespread social unrest and accelerated ecological transitions.

Beyond the widely-adopted Human Development Index (HDI), various efforts to provide more comprehensive measurements of developments have been already proposed. For instance, the inequality-adjusted HDI [137] additionally covers life expectancy, educational attainment, and per capita GDP. As an evolution of the inequality-adjusted HDI, some scholars began to question the role of cultural diversity in the context of an increasingly globalized world, expressing different scopes and identities [138]. A variety of studies [139], [140] agree that respect of diversity is key to a country’s development, yet sustaining peace represents a delicate process with non-negligible political and economic costs, as governments have to manage the demands for country resources of diverse competing groups.

Furthermore, the advent of predictive frameworks for policy simulation leveraging large sets of data are widening, with some threats, the decision-making and operative capabilities of our species [54]–[56], [131], [141], [142]. Indeed, such potential raises important debates on how our institutions should leverage on an increasing amount of data to manage human activities on Earth avoiding to loose the grasp on the algorithmic grounding of our own socioeconomic system [143]–[145].

3.2 Sensing, foresight and governing the commons

Statistical and applied probabilistic knowledge constitutes the fundamentals of risk-assessment and forecasting in our complex society [146], [147]. It is widely acknowledged that the near future for our species is raising compelling challenges [32], [64], [68]. Moreover, we already know that—to a certain extent—we have the ability to adapt our behavior and our physiology to an ever-changing environment [148], [149], and that conservation practices may also develop incremental elaboration of environment knowledge [150]. We, therefore, ask how our scientific forecasting approaches may detect early warning signs that could suggest safer trajectories of development for our activities on Earth. Conversely, from a socio-technical standpoint it still remains unclear how such approaches could and should effectively inform both traditional political institutions, as well as emerging power structures to reach renewed global institutional agreements.

Nonetheless, the aforementioned societal potential still raises compelling questions on which collective decisions are desirable in order to address the major ecological and social challenges of our times while guaranteeing a sustainable and socially fair integration of ICT in the human evolution. It is certainly challenging to guarantee that insights that arise from large data set analysis represent as much as possible the broad cultural diversity that humans have, in order to reasonably avoid cultural biases and social inequality. In a scenario where technology could simulate large data sets to predict the outcomes of policy at the economic, political, and financial levels, it is important to avoid biases and assumptions that might narrow the palette of research and that might legitimize unrepresentative actions of public and private groups that own such technical systems [147], [151]. As other scholars agree, in order to allow for inclusive and participatory decisions to take place, systems and methods of research have to be made accessible, usable, and performable by all parties involved [131], [152], [153].

3.3 The potential growing at the edge of the ecosystem

Our call for a more participatory and inclusive cultural diversity in advanced research methods is not only prescribed by ethical, ideological, or political reasons. Instead, the main reason for our conclusion came from the observation that, despite the challenges of integration processes, diversity is a key factor of resilience when environmental and ecological conditions change [154], [155]. Intuitively, diversity was proved to be a key factor of resilience, especially in human communities during local emergencies [156]. Other successful recurrent behaviors can be found in nature where diversity and delegation are key to optimize systems for dynamic environments.

For instance we could observe a persistent logic to delegate the response to most of the individual needs in collaborative living systems [157]. This strategy partially compromises individual autonomy, but it allows an individual agent to contribute to a global need to survive and replicate while simultaneously allowing it to autonomously explore more complex tasks that lead to reduced functional redundancy. Ultimately, this approach lead the whole species to cover more biological niches reducing the number of points-of-failure [158], [159].

In relation to what previously argued on foresight approaches to policy making, we could ask: how such sensing capabilities would be enriched if a context for the co-existence of diverse actors is provided and maintained? In this regard, for instance, we could clearly envision an interesting interplay of enabling players such as transborder systems integrators like the many UN System agencies and their stakeholders in public and private sectors. By enabling, sustaining and empower a wide set of agile local players, such powerful organizations could potentially favour the co-existence of a multipolar set of niches without necessarily reduce the palette under ”one size fits all” policy frameworks.

3.4 New value creation structures

The “Internet of Things” (IoT) paradigm [121]– [123], and one of its concurrent evolution named “the Quantified Self” [160], refer to the pervasive and diffused use of sensors and computing devices to gather and analyze large sets of data from environmental and biological agents, respectively [161]. Some scholars argue that, in the information society, the amplified capability to collect and analyze data (which as a consequence leads to optimization of productivity through knowledge engineering), enabled by the diffusion of improving digital technology infrastructures, is resulting in the emergence of interdependent self-organized systems of (mostly immaterial) relational production [162], [163]. In the Fourth Industrial Revolution [164], [165], these systems are consolidating novel forms of value-creation that are conceived more around ethics, purpose, and common goals than around the mere exploitation of labor as it was in the industrial society [162], [163], [166]. The fact that immaterial production revolves around abundant resources should in theory allow for an easier concurrence of needs among different groups; a previously limiting factor [139], [140] in former economic paradigms that were mainly relying on the accumulation of scarce material goods. It still remains unclear whether it is possible to leverage technological means and governance systems to identify individual and collective behaviors that prevent our species from reaching unsafe tipping points in the planet ecosphere, and that simultaneously balance interests among different cultures having divergent scopes. Generally speaking, many remain skeptical about the possibility of a total control of the emergent through technological means. In particular, criticisms around knowledge engineering argue that it is—not only—inherently limited our ability to effectively forecast the future, but that assertive or even prescriptive attempts might be extremely dangerous since they hinder resilience in regard to unpredictable scenarios [167], [168]. Concurrently, other scholars argue that the access to the massive quantities of information produced by and about people, things, and their interactions might usher in privacy incursion by invasive marketing and oppressive regimes in favor of an increase of financial and political control [169]–[171].

3.5 The governance of ICT

Governance is defined as the capability of social structures to manage processes and decisions that seek to define actions, grant power, and verify performance [172]. The human-machine convergence is addressing the role of ICT in our evolution as a species and pushes a compelling need to define proper policy frameworks for a safe and neutral confluence between humans and machines [173], [174]. Such policies should take into account the gap of governance that we are experiencing at the global level, where many countries still have stalled governments that are not able to keep the pace of global technological development [68]. Here non-state actors that act on a local level are experimenting with novel forms of interaction and decision that could eventually be globally amplified by ICT-enabled systems, leading to a more plural leadership and more representative governance of emergent behaviors.

The low barrier to access to ICT make such technologies ubiquitous, thus enabling mass-scale coordination across geographic boundaries with nearinstantaneous responses. In the last decade we have witnessed the use of this capability to raise global attention to the need for socio-political change [175]. Indeed, ICT enables individuals to organize around common ideas in the virtual space and carry out real world action. Arguably, the more widespread new communications technologies are, the more they are rapidly becoming a double-edged sword for current governance, either supporting democratic transition or reinforcing autocratic regimes.

According to a forecast report of the U.S. National Intelligence Council (NIC)–Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds[68], in the next decades individual empowerment will mainly accelerate for the diffusion of new communication and manufacturing technologies, while social networking will increasingly enable citizens to organize around specific scopes and empower their actions to challenge governments and institutions. On the other hand––the U.S. NIC’s report continues—such technologies are providing governments the unprecedented ability to monitor their citizens. Citizens are now demanding neutrality, participation, open access, transparency, and decentralization. The U.S. NIC’s report concludes that governments that fail to open up, avoiding the emergence of this process, are likely to face instability in the middle-long term. The U.S. NIC’s report predict that during the next 15 to 20 years, as power becomes even more diffused than today, a growing number of diverse state and non-state actors, as well as subnational actors such as cities, will play important governance roles in an increasingly multipolar world. In a recent commentary in Law and Political Economy, Frank Pasquale argue that quasi-monopolistic digital platforms are already marking the shift from territorial to what he calls functional sovereignty, creating a new digital political economy “undermining the territorial governance at the heart of democracy” [176].

4 Common structure and dynamics of social and biological systems

Technology has always taken inspiration from nature. Here we follow this trend by focusing on how natural self-organizing systems might enlighten the issue of governance in scalable human organizations.

4.1 The nervous system: an insightful analogy to our social system

Science relies on metaphors; analogies are parsimonious ways to convey complex ideas and an efficient solution to reach common understanding. The nervous system has thus throughout history been compared to many systems, most of the time artificial. Descartes compared our brain to a mechanical machine, Freud to a steam machine, and the whole cognitive science project—coined at the Macy conferences—took the computer as its leading metaphor [177]. Each time, the brain was hence compared to the most advanced human technology. With the rise of the Internet, it is not surprising that neuroscientists are now heading towards the metaphor of networks for understanding the brain [178]. In the same way computers were associated with information theory, networks are going hand-in-hand with graph theory. This mathematical framework has proven to successfully describe common patterns on separate scales, as seen in the multiple burgeoning -omics fields in system biology: proteomics, genomics, connectomics, metabolomics, etc. To what extent can the graph formalism bring insights across these scales? At first glance, the development of graph theory supports the existence of common universal dynamics and structure [179], [180]. This is firstly interesting from a pure ontological perspective since it allows a parsimonious account of phenomena, avoiding the issue of reductionism that leads to an explosion of postulated mechanisms for different systems and contexts. Another interesting consequence is the facilitation of interdisciplinary work by narrowing the barrier between ontologies across disciplines.

A potential path for a human-machine convergence might also rely on the bio-inspired design and deployment of our technology. The way our brain processes information through the cooperation between distributed brain areas provides pragmatic solutions for the design of resilient and innovative social networks. A key property of the nervous system is its subtle balance between integration and segregation [181]. This is partially reflected in the brain’s anatomical structure, the human connectome, which presents both specialized regions (with specific cytoarchitectonic features) and long-distance connections between them [112]. Similar topology appears in social networks: the so-called ”small world” networks [180]. Their first feature is that they are neither hierarchical nor random, and they have a few hubs strongly connected to many other nodes which are loosely connected. This allows the integration of information by transit through the hubs; like this, the information can traverse the entire network with a low number of connections (as opposed to a fully connected network). In nature, segregation occurs with the emergence of communities or clusters in which the elements are more interconnected between each other than with the rest of the network [182]. So, why take inspiration from the brain if the same pattern is already emerging spontaneously on the social level?

4.2 Connectivity, inequality, and neutrality

If the patterns observed on the social levels are similar to those on other scales, that does not mean all these patterns are efficient or valuable. For instance, the “rich-club” phenomenon refers to the tendency of dominant elements of a system to form tightly interconnected communities. This formation of dominant communities in a given network is present in the healthy brain [182], and a connectivity imbalance has been associated with schizophrenia [183] and epilepsy [184]. On the social scale, sociophysicists also uncovered such a ”rich-club” community at the core of our financial system [185] and conclude at its potential role in its intrinsic instability, leading to the systemic risk of triggering financial crisis [186]. If solutions have already been proposed to counterbalance this accretion of control [187], intrinsic conflicts of interest interfere with the regulation of the financial system [188]. In game theory, multi-agent models demonstrate that regulation by defectors is less efficient than enforcement by collaborators [17]. Nevertheless, redistributing the regulatory power in the hands of collaborators is not a trivial task.

With the advancement of the Internet, much hope arose concerning E-democracy, the enhancement of citizen’s access to political processes and policy choices. The project nonetheless faced the challenge of designing commons able to release the civic energy of its citizens [189]–[191]. E-democracy development is also connected to complex internal factors, such as political norms and citizen pressures [192]. Iceland recently demonstrated the operationalization of Edemocracy through a grassroots participation in the constitution-making process [193]. This proves that non-structured, non-hierarchical involvement of ordinary citizens, with a strong use of Web 2.0 tools, can promote public participation in ongoing governance. While self-organization creates adaptability and innovation, unenforced or unenabled cooperation can have down-side effects, such as the tragedy of the commons [194]. Regulation may thus be required at a certain level; the challenge is to enforce such regulation while avoiding the concentration of power. At the individual level, game theory simulations demonstrate that the tit-for-tat strategy better performs over the long term than pure cooperation or pure defection [195]. In a distributed schema such strategy can take advantage of ICT with the management of reputation at the global level instead of the local neighborhood: the actors of the system are informed of who is defecting and can adjust their future interactions accordingly [196]. To date, the centralization of media (e.g., 90% of the US media is now controlled by only six companies, down from 50 in 1983) [197]–[199] has biased such modulation of reputation because of the centralization of power and asymmetry of communication. A distributed governance hence demands a new form of media—distributed and more symmetric. ”The media is the message”, as McLuhan [200] said; the rise of social media successfully proved his vision of our society becoming a ”global village”. From the Arab Spring to new forms of whistleblowing, ICT has also given the opportunity to all citizens to share and spread information without centralized control. This diffusion of power has been increasingly enabled by the development of peer-to-peer (P2P) and cryptographic technologies, guaranteeing transparency and anonymity simultaneously. While still flourishing technologies, they trigger collective experimentations in all fields, from currency and economy to the management of knowledge and common goods. Initiated decades ago by the open source movement, science is now challenging its own structure through open access publishing and, more generally, open science [201]. This culture of openness advocates for open knowledge, collectively organizing, discovering, and sharing data, unbundled tools, and information. Despite those values and ideas not being new in science, ICT intrinsically facilitates those processes while engaging a larger public [202]. As the work of Kera [202], [203] and Delfanti [204], [205] shows, from bio- to nanotechnologies, DIYbio and hackerspaces movements have also created decentralized, participatory, and design-oriented practices, leading to alternative grassroots research and development approaches with experimental forms of ethical deliberation and regulation.

5 Conclusions

The research and development endeavors around converging technologies for human enhancement are raising important debates on reshaping the semantic boundaries between humans and machines. The symbiotic relationship between human biology and artificial artifacts tends to weaken our traditional epistemological and ontological division between what we define as human or machine. Indeed, the human-machine convergence is a call for rethinking what kind of metaphoricity and discursivity are bound in the disciplines related to human biology and technological development. Such a critical point may pave the way for novel approaches to understand the many relations between humans, machines, and the life-planet system they progressively occupy [206].

The human-machine convergence addresses the role of ICT-enabled systems in our biological and social evolution and requires defining adequate policies and approaches for a safe, sustainable, and neutral technological development of human society. Such approaches have to primarily account for the rapid depletion of Earth’s life-support systems, which unambiguously represents an unsustainable path for the development of our activities on this planet. In coming years, the increasing number of individual and non-governmental players will complicate decision and policy making on a global level. Traditional organizations—i.e. state and institutional actors—will thus need to account for the effect of diffused technological empowerment, growing multipolarism, and macroeconomic shifts.

Despite a lack of consensus, people, governments, and institutions, which need to co-exist in a progressively challenging scenario, will have to incentivize the emergence of innovative governance structures. As of today, it is unclear how traditional political structures will cope with the current development of ICTs [53], [207], [208], especially with the unpredictable advancements of converging technologies for human enhancement. However, these governance structures will have to adapt fast enough to harness change addressing the growing risk of widespread turmoil.

Our perspective seems to support that a stable, fair, and unbiased global sociopolitical system may depend on the rigorous consideration of establishing a novel type of distributed ”systems leadership” [166]. This new global leadership should aim at the deployment of a continuous learning process at the architectural level by experimenting and adopting modular, interoperable, and accountable standardized components and interfaces to enable distributed P2P practices [209], [210]. Such systems would reduce “the cost of adaptive coordination” of traditional sociopolitical apparati, and it will allow for emergent coordination mechanisms “without the need to continually exercise authority” [211] in the form of rigid and fragile coupling typical of traditional governance structures. The unprecedented global leadership we envision would probably be ignited and constituted by the massive mobilization of loosely coupled networks of public and private mixed actors, ranging from governments to corporations to third sector organizations, leveraging on the capabilities of the thousands of networks and communities spread around the globe, as well as on the collective intelligence of billions of individuals pursuing common sustainability goals. From a merely technical standpoint, the ability to pull and steer a large number of multipolar actors around common goals on a global scale is today difficult but an unquestionably possible objective. In a historical moment where knowledge is increasingly commodified and where production is increasingly automated, value is primarily generated through relational capital.

The future of our species might depend on integrating the delicate interdependence between sustainability priorities and our fundamental human needs. We believe that such collective learning systems [212] should aim at the empowerment of loosely coupled and locally distributed actors [213], relentlessly experimenting towards novel kinds of global leadership on media, infrastructures and contexts designed to safely enhance the quality and quantity of interactions among peers.

If our analysis will prove to have some heuristic value in the design of socio-technical systems, then a broad question remains open. In what practical ways techno-social systems can effectively learn and adapt with respect to our understanding of geopolitical complexity and evolutionary ecology?

6 Acknowledgements

We thank Célya Gruson-Daniel, Seonhee Kim, Salvatore Iaconesi, and Andrea Raimondi for their comments on earlier versions of this manuscript. We also want to express our gratitude to Jocelyn Ibarra for her great help in reviewing the latest version of this paper, and Simone Cicero for the endless inspiration in consolidating some of the most fundamental thoughts behind this research. Finally, we would also like to thank the Society for Autonomous Neuro- Dynamics (SAND) for constructive discussions and support.

References

[1] R. Feistel and W. Ebeling, Physics of Self-Organization and Evolution. Weinheim, Germany: Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co. KGaA, Sep. 2011, pp. 17–47, isbn: 9783527636792. doi: 10.1002/9783527636792. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10. 1002/9783527636792.

[2] E. Karsenti, “Self-organization in cell biology:

a brief history”, Nature Reviews Molecular Cell Biology, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 255–262, Mar. 2008, issn: 1471-0072. doi: 10.1038/nrm2357. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/ doifinder/10.1038/nrm2357.

[3] G. Nicolis and I. Prigogine, Self-organization in nonequilibrium systems. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, 1977, vol. 191977.

[4] S. Wennekamp, S. Mesecke, F. Nédélec, and T. Hiiragi, “A self-organization framework for symmetry breaking in the mammalian embryo”, Nature Reviews Molecular Cell Biology, 2013, issn: 1471-0072. doi: 10.1038/nrm3602.

[5] A. J. M. Wollman, C. Sanchez-Cano, H. M. J. Carstairs, R. A. Cross, and A. J. Turberfield, “Transport and selforganization across different length scales powered by motor proteins and programmed by DNA”, Nature Nanotechnology, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 44–47, Nov. 2013, issn: 1748-3387. doi: 10 . 1038 / nnano . 2013 . 230. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/nnano.2013.230.

[6] L. Pauling, The Nature of the Chemical Bond and the Structure of Molecules and Crystals: An Introduction to Modern Structural Chemistry. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, Aug. 1960, vol. 18, p. 644.

[7] E. Pachepsky, J. W. Crawford, J. L. Bown, and G. Squire, “Towards a general theory of biodiversity.”, en, Nature, vol. 410, no. 6831, pp. 923–6, Apr. 2001, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / 35073563. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/nature/journa l/v410/n6831/abs/410923a0.html.

[8] E. Szathmáry and J. Maynard Smith, “From replicators to reproducers: the first major transitions leading to life.”, Journal of theoretical biology, vol. 187, no. 4, pp. 555–71, Aug. 1997, issn: 0022-5193. doi: 10 . 1006 / jtbi . 1996 . 0389. [Online]. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed /9299299.

[9] T. Cremer and C. Cremer, “Chromosome territories, nuclear architecture and gene regulation in mammalian cells”, en, Nature Reviews Genetics, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 292–301, Apr. 2001, issn: 14710056. doi: 10.1038/35066075. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doi finder/10.1038/35066075.

[10] P. L. Luisi, The emergence of life: from chemical origins to synthetic biology. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2016, isbn: 1316571661.

[11] D. M. Bryant and K. E. Mostov, “From cells to organs: building polarized tissue”, Nature Reviews Molecular Cell Biology, vol. 9, no. 11, pp. 887–901, Nov. 2008, issn: 1471-0072. doi: 10.1038/nrm2523. arXiv: 1011.1669v3. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/arti cles/nrm2523.

[12] E. Sober, “Organisms, Individuals, and Units of Selection”, en, in Organism and the Origins of Self, ser. Boston Studies in the Philosophy of Science, A. I. Tauber, Ed., Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer, Jan. 1991, pp. 275– 296, isbn: 978-0-7923-1185-0, 978-94-011- 3406-4. doi: 10.1007/978-94-011-3406-4 13. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com /chapter/10.1007/978-94-011-3406-4%7B%5 C %7D13.

[13] C. Adami and A. Hintze, “Thermodynamics of evolutionary games”, ArXiv preprint, 2017. arXiv: 1706.03058.

[14] L. Ellwardt, P. Hernández, G. Martínez- Cánovas, and M. Muñoz-Herrera, “Conflict and segregation in networks: An experiment on the interplay between individual preferences and social influence”, Journal of Dynamics and Games, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 191–216, Apr. 2016, issn: 2164-6066. doi: 10 . 3934 / jdg . 2016010. [Online]. Available: http://www.aimsciences.org/journals/d isplayArticlesnew.jsp?paperID=12538.

[15] C. S. Holling, “Understanding the complexity of economic, ecological, and social systems”, Ecosystems, vol. 4, no. 5, pp. 390–405, 2001, issn: 1432-9840. doi: 10.1007/s10021-001-0101-5. [Online]. Available: https://link.springer.com/article/10.10 07/s10021-001-0101-5.

[16] J. K. Parrish, “Complexity, Pattern, and Evolutionary Trade-Offs in Animal Aggregation”, Science, vol. 284, no. 5411, pp. 99–101, Apr. 1999, issn: 00368075. doi: 10.1126/science.284.5411.99. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/doi/10 .1126/science.284.5411.99.

[17] M. Pereda, “Evolution of cooperation under social pressure in multiplex networks”, Physical Review E, vol. 94, no. 3, p. 032 314, Sep. 2016, issn: 2470-0045. doi: 10 . 1103 / PhysRevE . 94 . 032314. [Online]. Available: https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103 /PhysRevE.94.032314.

[18] E. Schrödinger, What is Life? The Physical Aspects of The Living Cell. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1948.

[19] W. Brian Arthur, “Complexity economics: a different framework for economic though”, Santa Fe, NM, 2013, [Online]. Available: ht tp://tuvalu.santafe.edu/%7B^∼%7Dwbarthur /Papers/Comp.Econ.SFI.pdf.

[20] J. A. Reiss, “Comparative Thermodynamics in Chemistry and Economics”, in Economics and Thermodynamics, Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands, 1994, pp. 47–72. doi: 10 . 1007 / 978 - 94 - 015 - 8269 - 8 6. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/ 978-94-015-8269-8%7B%5C %7D6.

[21] W. Cronon, Changes in the Land: Indians, Colonists, and the Ecology of New England. New York, NY: Hill and Wang, 1983, isbn: 0809034050.

[22] M. J.-C. Débeir, J.-P. Deléage, and D.

Hémery, In the Servitude of Power: Energy and Civilization Through the Ages. London, England: Zed Books, 1991.

[23] J. Perlin, A Forest Journey: The Story of Wood and Civilization. Woodstock, VT: Countryman Press, 2005.

[24] J. Tainter, The Collapse of Complex Societies, C. Renfrew and J. Sabloff, Eds. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1990, p. 262, isbn: 9780521386739. [Online]. Available: http://www.cambridge.org/nl/academ ic/subjects/archaeology/archaeological-theo ry-and-methods/collapse-complex-societies?f ormat=PB%7B%5C&%7Disbn=9780521386 739%7B%5C#%7DTOk0v7rPuhV05VQl.97.

[25] B. K. Chakrabarti, A. Chakraborti, and A. Chatterjee, Eds., Econophysics and Sociophysics: Trends and Perspectives. Weinheim, Germany: Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co. KGaA, Oct. 2006, pp. 1–622, isbn: 9783527610006. doi: 10.1002/9783527610006. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10. 1002/9783527610006.

[26] J. Chen, The Unity of Science and Economics. New York, NY: Springer New York, 2016, isbn: 978-1-4939-3464-5. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4939-3466-9. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-1 -4939-3466-9.

[27] M. Ruth, Integrating Economics, Ecology and Thermodynamics, ser. Ecology, Economy & Environment. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands, 1993, vol. 3, isbn: 978-90-481-4298-9. doi: 10.1007/978- 94- 017- 1899- 8. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/ 978-94-017-1899-8.

[28] B. Calcott and K. Sterelny, The Major Transitions in Evolution Revisited, B. Calcott and K. Sterelny, Eds. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, Apr. 2011, isbn: 9780262015240. doi: 10.7551/mitpress/9780262015240.001.0001. [Online]. Available: http://mitpress.universit ypressscholarship.com/view/10.7551/mitpres s/9780262015240.001.0001/upso-9780262015 240.

[29] C. de Duve, Singularities: Landmarks on the Pathways of Life. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2005, isbn: 978- 0521841955.

[30] A. H. Knoll and R. K. Bambach, “Directionality in the history of life: diffusion from the left wall or repeated scaling of the right?”, Paleobiology, vol. 26, no. sp4, pp. 1–14, Dec. 2000, issn: 0094-8373. doi: 10.1666/0094-8373(2000)26[1:DITHOL]2.0.CO;2. [Online]. Available: http://www.bioone.org/ doi/abs/10.1666/0094-8373%7B%5C%%7D2 82000%7B%5C%%7D2926%7B%5C%%7D5 B1%7B%5C%%7D3ADITHOL%7B%5C%% 7D5D2.0.CO%7B%5C%%7D3B2.

[31] E. Szathmáry, “Toward major evolutionary transitions theory 2.0”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 112, no. 33, pp. 10 104–10 111, 2015, issn: 0027-8424. doi: 10 . 1073 / pnas . 1421398112. [Online]. Available: http://www.pnas.org/content/112/33/ 10104.

[32] J. F. Donges, R. Winkelmann, W. Lucht, S. E.

Cornell, J. G. Dyke, J. Rockström, J. Heitzig, and H. J. Schellnhuber, “Closing the loop: Reconnecting human dynamics to Earth System science”, The Anthropocene Review, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 151–157, Aug. 2017, issn: 2053- 0196. doi: 10.1177/2053019617725537. [Online]. Available: http://journals.sagepub.com /doi/10.1177/2053019617725537.

[33] G. Bräuer, “The origin of modern anatomy:

By speciation or intraspecific evolution?”, Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 22–37, Feb. 2008, issn: 10601538. doi: 10 . 1002 / evan . 20157. [Online]. Available: http://onlinelibrary.wile y.com/doi/10.1002/evan.20157/pdf.

[34] J.-J. Hublin, A. Ben-Ncer, S. E. Bailey, S. E.

Freidline, S. Neubauer, M. M. Skinner, I. Bergmann, A. Le Cabec, S. Benazzi, K. Harvati, and P. Gunz, “New fossils from Jebel Irhoud, Morocco and the pan-African origin of Homo sapiens”, Nature, vol. 546, no. 7657, pp. 289–292, Jun. 2017, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / nature22336. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/nature22336.

[35] S. Kuhn, “Evolutionary perspectives on technology and technological change”, World Archaeology, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 561– 570, Dec. 2004, issn: 0043-8243. doi: 10 . 1080 / 0043824042000303737. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/004382 4042000303737.

[36] R. Kuper, “Climate-Controlled Holocene Occupation in the Sahara: Motor of Africa’s Evolution”, Science, vol. 313, no. 5788, pp. 803–807, Aug. 2006, issn: 0036-8075. doi:

10 . 1126 / science . 1130989. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/doi/10 .1126/science.1130989.

[37] W. Steffen, K. Richardson, J. Rockström, S. E. Cornell, I. Fetzer, E. M. Bennett, R. Biggs, S. R. Carpenter, W. de Vries, C. A. de Wit, C. Folke, D. Gerten, J. Heinke, G. M. Mace, L. M. Persson, V. Ramanathan, B. Reyers, and S. Sorlin, “Planetary boundaries: Guiding human development on a changing planet”, Science, vol. 347, no. 6223, pp. 1 259 855–1 259 855, Feb. 2015, issn: 0036- 8075. doi: 10.1126/science.1259855. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/d oi/10.1126/science.1259855.

[38] I. I. T. Ullah, I. Kuijt, and J. Freeman, “Toward a theory of punctuated subsistence change”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 112, no. 31, pp. 9579–9584, Aug. 2015, issn: 0027-8424. doi: 10 . 1073 / pnas . 1503628112. [Online]. Available: http://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/ 10.1073/pnas.1503628112.

[39] T. Taylor, The artificial ape: How technology changed the course of human evolution, en. Basingstoke: Macmillan, Jul. 2010, p. 258, isbn: 9780230109735.

[40] C. S. Henshilwood, F. D’Errico, R. Yates, Z. Jacobs, C. Tribolo, G. A. T. Duller, N. Mercier, J. C. Sealy, H. Valladas, and I. Watts, “Emergence of Modern Human Behavior: Middle Stone Age Engravings from South Africa”, Science, vol. 295, no. 5558, pp. 1278–1280, 2002, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10 . 1126 / science . 1067575. [Online]. Available: http://science.sciencemag.org/content/ 295/5558/1278.

[41] J. H. Brown, W. R. Burnside, A. D.

Davidson, J. P. DeLong, W. C. Dunn, M. J. Hamilton, N. Mercado-Silva, J. C. Nekola, J. G. Okie, W. H. Woodruff, and W. Zuo, “Energetic Limits to Economic Growth”, BioScience, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 19–26, Jan. 2011, issn: 1525-3244. doi: 10 . 1525 / bio . 2011 . 61 . 1 . 7. [Online]. Available: https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/a rticle-lookup/doi/10.1525/bio.2011.61.1.7.

[42] J. R. Burger, C. D. Allen, J. H. Brown, W. R. Burnside, A. D. Davidson, T. S. Fristoe, M. J. Hamilton, N. Mercado-Silva, J. C. Nekola, J. G. Okie, and W. Zuo, “The Macroecology of Sustainability”, PLoS Biology, vol. 10, no. 6, G. M. Mace, Ed., e1001345, Jun. 2012, issn: 1545-7885. doi: 10 . 1371 / journal . pbio . 1001345. [Online]. Available: http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journa l.pbio.1001345.

[43] J. R. Burger, V. P. Weinberger, and P. A.

Marquet, “Extra-metabolic energy use and the rise in human hyper-density”, Scientific Reports, vol. 7, p. 43 869, Mar. 2017, issn: 2045-2322. doi: 10.1038/srep43869. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/s rep43869.

[44] O. P. Judson, “The energy expansions of evolution”, Nature Ecology & Evolution, vol. 1, no. 6, p. 0138, Apr. 2017, issn: 2397-334X. doi: 10 . 1038 / s41559 - 017 - 0138. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/s 41559-017-0138.

[45] B. Obama, “The irreversible momentum of clean energy”, Science, vol. 355, no. 6321, pp. 126–129, Jan. 2017, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10 . 1126 / science . aam6284. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/lookup/do i/10.1126/science.aam6284.

[46] C. Rovelli, “Meaning = Information + Evolution”, ArXiv preprint, 2017. arXiv: /arxiv . org / pdf / 1611 . 02420 . pdf [https:]. [Online]. Available: JOUR.

[47] M. Boenink, T. Swierstra, and D. Stemerding, “Anticipating the interaction between technology and morality: A scenario study of experimenting with humans in bionanotechnology”, Studies in Ethics, Law, and Technology, vol. 4, no. 2, Jan. 2010, issn: 1941-6008. doi: 10.2202/1941-6008.1098. [Online]. Available: https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/sel t.2010.4.2/selt.2010.4.2.1098/selt.2010.4.2.10 98.xml.

[48] M. D. Cobb and J. Macoubrie, “Public perceptions about nanotechnology: Risks, benefits and trust”, Journal of Nanoparticle Research, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 395– 405, Aug. 2004, issn: 1388-0764. doi: 10.1007/s11051-004-3394-4. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s1105 1-004-3394-4.

[49] A. Nordmann and A. Rip, “Mind the gap revisited”, Nature Nanotechnology, vol. 4, no. 5, pp. 273–274, May 2009, issn: 1748-3387. doi: 10.1038/nnano.2009.26. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/nnano.2009.26.

[50] T. Rogers-Hayden and N. Pidgeon, “Moving engagement “upstream”? Nanotechnologies and the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering’s inquiry”, Public Understanding of Science, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 345–364, Jul. 2007, issn: 0963-6625. doi: 10.1177/0963662506076141. [Online]. Available: http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.11 77/0963662506076141.

[51] L. Cong, F. A. Ran, D. Cox, S. Lin, R. Barretto, N. Habib, P. D. Hsu, X. Wu, W. Jiang, L. A. Marraffini, and F. Zhang, “Multiplex Genome Engineering Using CRISPR/Cas Systems”, Science, vol. 339, no. 6121, pp. 819–823, Feb. 2013, issn: 0036- 8075. doi: 10.1126/science.1231143. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/d oi/10.1126/science.1231143.

[52] L. Luan, X. Wei, Z. Zhao, J. J. Siegel, O. Potnis, C. A. Tuppen, S. Lin, S. Kazmi, R. A. Fowler, S. Holloway, A. K. Dunn, R. A. Chitwood, and C. Xie, “Ultraflexible nanoelectronic probes form reliable, glial scar–free neural integration”, Science Advances, vol. 3, no. 2, e1601966, Feb. 2017, issn: 2375-2548. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.1601966. [Online]. Available: http://advances.sciencemag.org/lookup /doi/10.1126/sciadv.1601966.

[53] J. Andersson Schwarz, “Platform Logic: An Interdisciplinary Approach to the Platform- Based Economy”, Policy & Internet, Aug. 2017, issn: 19442866. doi: 10.1002/poi3.159. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10. 1002/poi3.159.

[54] D. Bollier, “The Promise and Peril of Big Data”, Washington, DC, Tech. Rep., 2010. [Online]. Available: https://www.emc.com/c ollateral/analyst-reports/10334-ar-promise-p eril-of-big-data.pdf.

[55] B. Edmonds and R. Meyer, Eds., Simulating Social Complexity, ser. Understanding Complex Systems. Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2013, isbn: 978-3-540-93812-5. doi: 10.1007/978-3-540-93813-2. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3 -540-93813-2.

[56] L. F. Lafuerza, L. Dyson, B. Edmonds, and A. J. McKane, “Staged Models for Interdisciplinary Research”, PLoS ONE, vol. 11, no. 6, R. Huerta-Quintanilla, Ed., e0157261, Jun. 2016, issn: 1932-6203. doi: 10 . 1371 / journal . pone . 0157261. [Online]. Available: http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journa l.pone.0157261.

[57] L.-Z. Wang, R.-Q. Su, Z.-G. Huang, X.

Wang, W.-X. Wang, C. Grebogi, and Y.-C. Lai, “A geometrical approach to control and controllability of nonlinear dynamical networks”, Nature Communications, vol. 7, p. 11 323, Apr. 2016, issn: 2041-1723. doi: 10 . 1038 / ncomms11323. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/ncomms11323.

[58] P. J. Richerson and M. H. Christiansen, Cultural Evolution, P. J. Richerson and M. H. Christiansen, Eds. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, Nov. 2013, isbn: 9780262019750. doi: 10.7551/mitpress/9780262019750.001.0001.

[Online]. Available: http://mitpress.universit ypressscholarship.com/view/10.7551/mitpres s/9780262019750.001.0001/upso-9780262019 750.

[59] S. Davidson, P. De Filippi, and J. Potts, “Disrupting Governance: The New Institutional Economics of Distributed Ledger Technology”, SSRN Electronic Journal, pp. 1–27, 2016. [Online]. Available: http://ssrn.com/ab stract=2811995.

[60] D. Tapscott and A. Tapscott, “Realizing the potential of blockchain: A multistakeholder approach to the stewardship of blockchain and cryptocurrencies”, World Economic Forum, Geneve, Switzerland, Tech. Rep., 2017, p. 53. [Online]. Available: http://www3.wefo rum.org/docs/WEF%7B%5C %7DRealizing %7B%5C %7DPotential%7B%5C %7DBlock chain.pdf.

[61] A. Wright and P. De Filippi, “Decentralized Blockchain Technology and the Rise of Lex Cryptographia”, SSRN Electronic Journal, no. 2015, pp. 4–22, 2015, issn: 1556-5068. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2580664. [Online]. Available: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2580664.

[62] S. Hsiang, R. Kopp, A. Jina, J. Rising, M. Delgado, S. Mohan, D. J. Rasmussen, R. Muir-Wood, P. Wilson, M. Oppenheimer, K. Larsen, and T. Houser, “Estimating economic damage from climate change in the United States”, Science, vol. 356, no. 6345, pp. 1362–1369, Jun. 2017, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10.1126/science.aal4369. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/lookup/do i/10.1126/science.aal4369.

[63] F. Jaumotte, S. Lall, and C. Papageorgiou, “Rising Income Inequality: Technology, or Trade and Financial Globalization?”, IMF Economic Review, vol. 61, no. 2, pp. 271–309, Jun. 2013, issn: 2041-4161. doi: 10.1057/imfer.2013.7. [Online]. Available: htt p://link.springer.com/10.1057/imfer.2013.7.

[64] N. Stern, The Economics of Climate Change.

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2007, isbn: 9780511817434. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511817434. [Online]. Available: http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov .uk/20100407172811/http://www.hm-treasu ry.gov.uk/stern%7B%5C %7Dreview%7B%5 C %7Dreport.htm.

[65] M. C. Roco and W. S. Bainbridge, “Overview Converging Technologies for Improving Human Performance”, in Converging Technologies for Improving Human Performance, Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer, 2003, pp. 1–27. doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-0359-8 1. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/ 978-94-017-0359-8%7B%5C %7D1.

[66] I. Viaud-Delmon, A. Gaggioli, A. Ferscha, and S. Dunne, “Human computer confluence applied in healthcare and rehabilitation”, eng, Annual Review of CyberTherapy and Telemedicine, vol. 10, pp. 42–45, 2012, issn: 15548716. doi: 10 . 3233 / 978 - 1 - 61499 - 121 - 2 - 42. [Online]. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pu bmed/22954825.

[67] W. S. Bainbridge and M. C. Roco, “Science and technology convergence: with emphasis for nanotechnology-inspired convergence”, Journal of Nanoparticle Research, vol. 18, no. 7, p. 211, Jul. 2016, issn: 1388-0764. doi: 10.1007/s11051-016-3520-0. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s1105 1-016-3520-0.

[68] M. Burrows, “Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds”, Tech. Rep., 2012, p. 160. [Online]. Available: https://www.dni.gov/files/d ocuments/GlobalTrends%7B%5C %7D2030. pdf.

[69] A. Ferrari, “Is it all about human nature?

Ethical challenges of converging technologies beyond a polarized debate”, Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 1–24, Mar. 2008, issn: 1351- 1610. doi: 10.1080/13511610802002171. [Online]. Available: http://www.tandfonline.com /doi/abs/10.1080/13511610802002171.

[70] From electronic brains to the power of the mind. . . 2017. [Online]. Available: http://ec. europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/new s/electronic-brains-power-mind%7B%5Cldot s%7D.

[71] Neural Engineering System Design (NESD), 2017. [Online]. Available: https://www.darp a.mil/program/neural-engineering-system-de sign%7B%5C%%7D0A.

[72] A. Prabhakar, The merging of humans and machines is happening now, 2017. [Online]. Available: http://www.wired.co.uk/article/d arpa-arati-prabhakar-humans-machines%7B %5C%%7D0A.

[73] J. Constine, Facebook is building braincomputer interfaces for typing and skinhearing, 2017. [Online]. Available: https:// techcrunch.com/2017/04/19/facebook-brain -interface/.

[74] Kernel.co. [Online]. Available: https://kernel .co/.

[75] Neuralink. [Online]. Available: https://www.

neuralink.com/.

[76] C. Grau, R. Ginhoux, A. Riera, T. L.

Nguyen, H. Chauvat, M. Berg, J. L. Amengual, A. Pascual-Leone, and G. Ruffini, “Conscious Brain-to-Brain Communication in Humans Using Non-Invasive Technologies”, PLoS ONE, vol. 9, no. 8, M. A. Lebedev, Ed., e105225, Aug. 2014, issn: 1932-6203. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0105225. [Online]. Available: http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journa l.pone.0105225.

[77] M. Pais-Vieira, M. Lebedev, C. Kunicki, J.

Wang, and M. A. L. Nicolelis, “A Brain-to- Brain interface for real-time sharing of sensorimotor information”, Scientific Reports, vol. 3, no. 1, p. 1319, Dec. 2013, issn: 2045-2322. doi: 10.1038/srep01319. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/srep01319.

[78] Artificial Intelligence @ MIRI. [Online].

Available: https://intelligence.org/.

[79] CSER. [Online]. Available: http://cser.org/.

[80] Future of Humanity Institute. [Online]. Available: https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/.

[81] Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies. [Online]. Available: https://ieet.org/.

[82] M. A. Attiah and M. J. Farah, “Minds, motherboards, and money: futurism and realism in the neuroethics of BCI technologies”, Frontiers in Systems Neuroscience, vol. 8, May 2014, issn: 1662-5137. doi: 10 . 3389 / fnsys . 2014 . 00086. [Online]. Available: http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/1 0.3389/fnsys.2014.00086/abstract.

[83] W. S. Bainbridge and M. C. Roco, Eds., Managing nano-bio-info-cogno innovations. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer, 2006, pp. 1–390, isbn: 978-1-4020-4106-8. doi: 10 . 1007 / 1 - 4020 - 4107 - 1. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/1-402 0-4107-1.

[84] N. Bostrom, “Existential Risk Prevention as Global Priority”, Global Policy, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 15–31, Feb. 2013, issn: 17585880. doi: 10 . 1111 / 1758 - 5899 . 12002. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10.1111/1758-589 9.12002.

[85] J. Clausen, “Man, machine and in between”, Nature, vol. 457, no. 7233, pp. 1080– 1081, Feb. 2009, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10.1038/4571080a. [Online]. Available: http ://www.nature.com/articles/4571080a.

[86] C. Funk, B. Kennedy, and E. Sciupac, “US public wary of biomedical technologies to “enhance” human abilities”, Tech. Rep., 2016. [Online]. Available: http://www.pewinternet .org/2016/07/26/u-s-public-wary-of-biomed ical-technologies-to-enhance-human-abilities /.

[87] G. Khushf, “The ethics of NBIC convergence”, Journal of Medicine and Philosophy, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 185–196, 2007, issn: 0360- 5310. doi: 10.1080/03605310701396950. [Online]. Available: https://philpapers.org/rec/K HUTEO.

[88] A. Nordmann, “Converging Technologies – Shaping the Future of European Societies”, European Commission, Brussels, Belgium, Tech. Rep., 2004, p. 63. [Online]. Available: http://cordis.europa.eu/pub/foresight/docs/ ntw%7B%5C %7Dreport%7B%5C %7Dnord mann%7B%5C %7Dfinal%7B%5C %7Den.p df. [89] R. Feynman, “There’s plenty of room at the bottom”, Engineering and science, vol. 23, no. 5, pp. 22–36, Feb. 1960, issn: 0013-7812. [Online]. Available: http://calteches.library.calte ch.edu/1976/.

[90] B. J. Nelson, Y. Sun, and M. A. Greminger, “Microrobotics for Molecular Biology: Manipulating Deformable Objects at the Microscale”, en, in Robotics Research, ser. Springer Tracts in Advanced Robotics, P. Dario and R. Chatila, Eds., Berlin, Germany: Springer, Jan. 2005, pp. 115–124, isbn: 978-3-540-23214-8, 978-3-540-31508-7. doi: 10 . 1007 / 11008941 13. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/1100 8941%7B%5C %7D13.

[91] T. Nan, H. Lin, Y. Gao, A. Matyushov, G.

Yu, H. Chen, N. Sun, S. Wei, Z. Wang, M. Li, X. Wang, A. Belkessam, R. Guo, B. Chen, J. Zhou, Z. Qian, Y. Hui, M. Rinaldi, M. E. McConney, B. M. Howe, Z. Hu, J. G. Jones, G. J. Brown, and N. X. Sun, “Acoustically actuated ultra-compact NEMS magnetoelectric antennas”, Nature Communications, vol. 8, no. 1, p. 296, Dec. 2017, issn: 2041-1723. doi: 10.1038/s41467- 017- 00343- 8. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/s 41467-017-00343-8.

[92] J. E. Katz, M. Aakhus, and K. J.

Gergen, Perpetual Contact, J. E. Katz and M. Aakhus, Eds. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2002, pp. 227–241, isbn: 9780511489471. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511489471. [Online]. Available: http://ebooks.cambridge.org/ref/id/C BO9780511489471.

[93] S. Sarker and J. D. Wells, “Understanding mobile handheld device use and adoption”, Communications of the ACM, vol. 46, no. 12, p. 35, Dec. 2003, issn: 00010782. doi: 10.1145/953460.953484. [Online]. Available: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/953460.953484.

[94] E. Danchin, L.-A. Giraldeau, T. J. Valone, and R. H. Wagner, “Public Information: From Nosy Neighbors to Cultural Evolution”, Science, vol. 305, no. 5683, pp. 487–491, Jul. 2004, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10 . 1126 / science . 1098254. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/doi/10 .1126/science.1098254.

[95] A. Oulasvirta, T. Rattenbury, L. Ma, and E. Raita, “Habits make smartphone use more pervasive”, Personal and Ubiquitous Computing, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 105– 114, Jan. 2012, issn: 1617-4909. doi: 10.1007/s00779-011-0412-2. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s0077 9-011-0412-2.

[96] B. Sparrow, J. Liu, and D. M. Wegner, “Google Effects on Memory: Cognitive Consequences of Having Information at Our Fingertips”, Science, vol. 333, no. 6043, pp. 776–778, Aug. 2011, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10 . 1126 / science . 1207745. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/doi/10 .1126/science.1207745.

[97] A. D. I. Kramer, J. E. Guillory, and J. T. Hancock, “Experimental evidence of massive-scale emotional contagion through social networks”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 111, no. 24, pp. 8788–8790, Jun. 2014, issn: 0027- 8424. doi: 10 . 1073 / pnas . 1320040111. [Online]. Available: http://www.pnas.org/cgi/do i/10.1073/pnas.1320040111.

[98] R. García-Gavilanes, A. Mollgaard, M.

Tsvetkova, and T. Yasseri, “The memory remains: Understanding collective memory in the digital age”, Science Advances, vol. 3, no. 4, e1602368, Apr. 2017, issn: 2375-2548. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.1602368. [Online]. Available: http://advances.sciencemag.org/lookup /doi/10.1126/sciadv.1602368.

[99] R. Ling and P. E. Pedersen, Eds., Mobile Communications: Re-negotiation of the Social Sphere, ser. Computer Supported Cooperative Work. London, England: Springer- Verlag, 2005, p. 454, isbn: 1-85233-931-4. doi: 10 . 1007 / 1 - 84628 - 248 - 9. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/1-846 28-248-9.

[100] Y. Ohta and H. Tamura, Mixed reality: merging real and virtual worlds, Y. Ohta and H. Tamura, Eds. Berlin, Germany: Springer- Verlag, 2014, p. 418, isbn: 3642875149.

[101] T. L. Taylor, “Living Digitally: Embodiment in Virtual Worlds”, en, in The Social Life of Avatars, ser. Computer Supported Cooperative Work, R. S. B. MSc, Ed., London, England: Springer, Jan. 2002, pp. 40–

62, isbn: 978-1-85233-461-1, 978-1-4471-0277- 9. doi: 10.1007/978- 1- 4471- 0277- 9 3. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10. 1007/978-1-4471-0277-9%7B%5C %7D3.

[102] Y. Renard, F. Lotte, G. Gibert, M. Congedo, E. Maby, V. Delannoy, O. Bertrand, and A. Lécuyer, “OpenViBE: An Open-Source Software Platform to Design, Test, and Use Brain–Computer Interfaces in Real and Virtual Environments”, Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 35–53, Feb. 2010, issn: 1054-7460. doi: 10 . 1162 / pres . 19 . 1 . 35. [Online]. Available: http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/1 0.1162/pres.19.1.35.

[103] T. E. Starner, M. P. Johnson, B. Otis, M. B.

Braun, N. Pletcher, and J. N. Haddock, Eyes Closed Interface, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://www.google.com/patents/US20 170227792.

[104] D. Holmes, Virtual politics: Identity and community in cyberspace, en. SAGE, Dec. 1997, p. 260, isbn: 978-0761956105. [Online]. Available: http://books.google.fr/books?id=x%7B %5C %7DzOA24lvIIC.

[105] J. Von Neumann, “The General and Logical Theory of Automata”, Cerebral mechanisms in behavior, pp. 1–41, 1951. [Online]. Available: http://www.sns.ias.edu/%7B^∼%7Dtlus ty/courses/InfoInBio/Papers/vonNeumann1 951.pdf.

[106] J. Von Neumann and A. W. Burks, “Theory of self-reproducing automata”, IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 3–14, 1966.

[107] C. G. Langton, Artificial life: An overview, en. Cambridge MA: MIT Press, Jan. 1997, p. 362, isbn: 9780262621120.

[108] M. Waldrop, Complexity: The emerging science at the edge of order and chaos, en. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster, Sep. 1993, p. 390, isbn: 9780671872342.

[109] T. Schmickl, M. Stefanec, and K. Crailsheim, “How a life-like system emerges from a simplistic particle motion law”, Scientific Reports, vol. 6, no. 1, p. 37 969, Dec. 2016, issn: 2045-2322. doi: 10.1038/srep37969. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/s rep37969.

[110] M. A. Boden, The Philosophy of Artificial Life, en, M. Boden, Ed. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 416, isbn: 9780198751540.

[111] L. Steels, “The Artificial Life Roots of Artificial Intelligence”, Artificial Life, vol. 1, no. 1 2, pp. 75–110, Oct. 1993, issn: 1064-5462. doi: 10 . 1162 / artl . 1993 . 1 . 1 2 . 75. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/a rtl.1993.1.1%7B%5C %7D2.75.

[112] O. Sporns, G. Tononi, and R. Kötter, “The Human Connectome: A Structural Description of the Human Brain”, PLoS Computational Biology, vol. 1, no. 4, e42, Sep. 2005, issn: 1553-734X. doi: 10 . 1371 / journal . pcbi . 0010042. [Online]. Available: http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journ al.pcbi.0010042.

[113] B. Szigeti, P. Gleeson, M. Vella, S.

Khayrulin, A. Palyanov, J. Hokanson, M. Currie, M. Cantarelli, G. Idili, and S. Larson, “OpenWorm: an open-science approach to modeling Caenorhabditis elegans”, Frontiers in Computational Neuroscience, vol. 8, Nov. 2014, issn: 1662-5188. doi: 10.3389/fncom.2014.00137. [Online]. Available: http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/1 0.3389/fncom.2014.00137/abstract.

[114] M. Djurfeldt, M. Lundqvist, C. Johansson, M.

Rehn, O. Ekeberg, and A. Lansner, “Brainscale simulation of the neocortex on the IBM Blue Gene/L supercomputer”, IBM Journal of Research and Development, vol. 52, no. 1.2, pp. 31–41, Jan. 2008, issn: 0018-8646. doi: 10.1147/rd.521.0031. [Online]. Available: htt p://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/5388638/.

[115] H. Markram, “The Blue Brain Project”, en, Nature Reviews Neuroscience, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 153–160, Feb. 2006, issn: 1471-003X. doi: 10 . 1038 / nrn1848. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/nrn1848.

[116] Y. Guo, Y. Liu, A. Oerlemans, S. Lao, S. Wu, and M. S. Lew, “Deep learning for visual understanding: A review”, Neurocomputing, vol. 187, pp. 27–48, Apr. 2016, issn: 09252312. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . neucom . 2015 . 09 . 116. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevier.co m/retrieve/pii/S0925231215017634.

[117] J. Schmidhuber, “Deep learning in neural networks: An overview”, Neural Networks, vol. 61, pp. 85–117, Jan. 2015, issn: 08936080. doi: 10.1016/j.neunet.2014.09.003. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/ret rieve/pii/S0893608014002135.

[118] E. Mayr, “Cause and Effect in Biology:

Kinds of causes, predictability, and teleology are viewed by a practicing biologist”, Science, vol. 134, no. 3489, pp. 1501– 1506, Nov. 1961, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10 . 1126 / science . 134 . 3489 . 1501. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/d oi/10.1126/science.134.3489.1501.

[119] Y. Bar-Yam, Dynamics of complex systems, en. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1997, p. 864, isbn: 9780201557480.

[120] F. Heylighen and J. Bollen, “The World- Wide Web as a Super-Brain: from metaphor to model”, in Cybernetics and Systems 96, R. Trappl, Ed., Austrian Society for Cybernetics, 1996, pp. 1–10. [Online]. Available: http://pespmc1.vub.ac.be/papers/WW WSuperBRAIN.html%7B%5C%%7D0A.

[121] A. Cocchia, “Smart and Digital City: A Systematic Literature Review”, in Smart city, Cham, Switzerland: Springer, 2014, pp. 13– 43. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-06160-3 2. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10. 1007/978-3-319-06160-3%7B%5C %7D2.

[122] J. Gubbi, R. Buyya, S. Marusic, and M.

Palaniswami, “Internet of Things (IoT): A vision, architectural elements, and future directions”, Future Generation Computer Systems, vol. 29, no. 7, pp. 1645–1660, Sep. 2013, issn: 0167739X. doi: 10.1016/j.future.2013.01.010. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevie r.com/retrieve/pii/S0167739X13000241.

[123] A. Zanella, N. Bui, A. Castellani, L. Vangelista, and M. Zorzi, “Internet of things for smart cities”, IEEE Internet of Things journal, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 22–32, 2014, issn: 2327- 4662. doi: 10.1109/JIOT.2014.2306328.

[124] P. Ball, Why society is a complex matter, en. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Jun. 2012, p. 71, isbn: 978-3-642-28999- 6. doi: 10.1007/978-3-642-29000-8. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/ 978-3-642-29000-8.

[125] B. Latour, We Have Never Been Modern.

Harvard, MA: Harvard University Press, Oct. 1993, p. 168.

[126] J. L. Backwell and J. Wood, “Mapping Network Consciousness: syncretizing difference to co-create a synergy-of-synergies”, in New Realities: Being Syncretic, IXth Consciousness Reframed Conference Vienna, 2008, R. Ascott, Ed., Wien, Austria: Springer, 2009, pp. 54–59. [Online]. Available: http://researc h.gold.ac.uk/id/eprint/4627.

[127] ——, “Catalysing network consciousness in leaderless groups: A metadesign tool”, in Presence in the Mindfield: Art, Identity and the Technology of Transformation, R. Ascott, Ed., Lisbon, Portugal: Artshare-Universidade de Aveiro, 2011, pp. 36–41, isbn: 978-972-789- 356-0. [Online]. Available: http://research.go ld.ac.uk/7116/.

[128] G. Fischer and E. Giaccardi, “Meta-design:

A Framework for the Future of End-User Development”, in End User Development, Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer, 2006, pp. 427– 457. doi: 10.1007/1- 4020- 5386- X 19. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10. 1007/1-4020-5386-X%7B%5C %7D19.

[129] H. Maturana, “Metadesign”, 1997. [Online].

Available: http://www.inteco.cl/1997/08/01 /metadesign/.

[130] A. Van Onck, “Metadesign”, Edilizia moderna, vol. 85, 1965.

[131] S. Iaconesi, “Interface and Data Biopolitics in the Age of Hyperconnectivity. Implications for Design”, The Design Journal, vol. 20, no. sup1, S3935–S3944, Jul. 2017, issn: 1460- 6925. doi: 10.1080/14606925.2017.1352896. [Online]. Available: https://www.tandfonlin e.com/doi/full/10.1080/14606925.2017.13528 96. [132] A. D. Barnosky, E. A. Hadly, J. Bascompte, E. L. Berlow, J. H. Brown, M. Fortelius, W. M. Getz, J. Harte, A. Hastings, P. A. Marquet, N. D. Martinez, A. Mooers, P. Roopnarine, G. Vermeij, J. W. Williams, R. Gillespie, J. Kitzes, C. Marshall, N. Matzke, D. P. Mindell, E. Revilla, and A. B. Smith, “Approaching a state shift in Earth’s biosphere”, Nature, vol. 486, no. 7401, pp. 52–58, Jun. 2012, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / nature11018. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/arti cles/nature11018.

[133] J. Rockström, W. Steffen, K. Noone, Å. Persson, F. S. Chapin, E. F. Lambin, T. M. Lenton, M. Scheffer, C. Folke, H. J. Schellnhuber, B. Nykvist, C. A. de Wit, T. Hughes, S. van der Leeuw, H. Rodhe, S. Sörlin, P. K. Snyder, R. Costanza, U. Svedin, M. Falkenmark, L. Karlberg, R. W. Corell, V. J. Fabry, J. Hansen, B. Walker, D. Liverman, K. Richardson, P. Crutzen, and J. A. Foley, “A safe operating space for humanity”, en, Nature, vol. 461, no. 7263, pp. 472–475, Sep. 2009, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / 461472a. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder /10.1038/461472a.

[134] J. B. Davies, S. Sandström, A. Shorrocks, and E. N. Wolff, The world distribution of household wealth, 2008/03. WIDER Discussion Papers, World Institute for Development Economics (UNU-WIDER), 2008, isbn: 9292300652. [Online]. Available: https://ww w.wider.unu.edu/publication/world-distribu tion-household-wealth.

[135] P. Y. Collins, V. Patel, S. S. Joestl, D. March, T. R. Insel, A. S. Daar, I. A. Bordin, E. J. Costello, M. Durkin, C. Fairburn, R. I. Glass, W. Hall, Y. Huang, S. E. Hyman, K. Jamison,

S. Kaaya, S. Kapur, A. Kleinman, A. Ogunniyi, A. Otero-Ojeda, M.-M. Poo, V. Ravindranath, B. J. Sahakian, S. Saxena, P. A. Singer, D. J. Stein, W. Anderson, M. A. Dhansay, W. Ewart, A. Phillips, S. Shurin, and M. Walport, “Grand challenges in global mental health”, en, Nature, vol. 475, no. 7354, pp. 27–30, Jul. 2011, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / 475027a. [Online]. Available: http: //www.nature.com/articles/475027a.

[136] T. Tanaka, T. Yamamoto, and M. Haruno, “Brain response patterns to economic inequity predict present and future depression indices”, Nature Human Behaviour, vol. 1, no. 10, pp. 748–756, Oct. 2017, issn: 2397-3374. doi: 10 . 1038 / s41562- 017- 0207- 1. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/articles/s 41562-017-0207-1.

[137] E. Neumayer, “The human development index and sustainability — a constructive proposal”, Ecological Economics, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 101–114, Oct. 2001, issn: 09218009. doi: 10 . 1016 / S0921 - 8009(01 ) 00201 - 4. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/ret rieve/pii/S0921800901002014.

[138] S. Fukuda-Parr, “Human development report 2004: Cultural liberty in today’s diverse world”, United Nations Development Programme, New York, NY, Tech. Rep., 2004. [Online]. Available: http://www.unic.un.org. pl/hdr/hdr2004/hdr04%7B%5C %7Dcomple te.pdf.

[139] A. Alesina and E. Spolaore, The Size of Nations. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005, p. 272, isbn: 9780262511872.

[140] E. Gören, “Economic Effects of Domestic and Neighbouring Countries’ Cultural Diversity”, SSRN Electronic Journal, 2013, issn: 1556- 5068. doi: 10 . 2139 / ssrn . 2255492. [Online]. Available: http://www.ssrn.com/abstract=2 255492.

[141] G. E. P. Box, G. M. Jenkins, G. C. Reinsel, and G. Ljung, Time Series Analysis: Forecasting and Control, en. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, May 2016, p. 781, isbn: 9781118619063.

[142] G.-H. Kim, S. Trimi, and J.-H. Chung, “Bigdata applications in the government sector”, Communications of the ACM, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 78–85, Mar. 2014, issn: 00010782. doi: 10 . 1145 / 2500873. [Online]. Available: http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?doid=2 566590.2500873.

[143] E. Morozov, The rise of data and the death of politics, 2014. [Online]. Available: https:/ /www.theguardian.com/technology/2014/ju l/20/rise-of-data-death-of-politics-evgeny-m orozov-algorithmic-regulation.

[144] T. O’Reilly, “Open data and algorithmic regulation”, in Beyond transparency: Open data and the future of civic innovation, B. Goldstein and L. Dyson, Eds., 2013, pp. 289–300. [Online]. Available: http://beyondtransparen cy.org/chapters/part-5/open-data-and-algor ithmic-regulation/.

[145] F. Pasquale, The Black Box Society.

Cambridge, MA and London, England: Harvard University Press, Jan. 2015, p. 311, isbn: 9780674736061. doi: 10 . 4159 / harvard . 9780674736061. [Online]. Available: http://www.degruyter.com/view/ books/harvard.9780674736061/harvard.9780 674736061/harvard.9780674736061.xml.

[146] H. E. Kyburg and J. Pearl, “Probabilistic Reasoning in Intelligent Systems: Networks of Plausible Inference.”, The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 88, no. 8, p. 434, Aug. 1991, issn: 0022362X. doi: 10 . 2307 / 2026705. [Online]. Available: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2026 705?origin=crossref.

[147] R. N. Mantegna and E. Majorana, “Presentation of the English translation of Ettore Majorana’s paper: The value of statistical laws in physics and social sciences”, Quantitative Finance, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 133–140, Apr. 2005, issn: 1469-7688. doi: 10.1080/14697680500148174. [Online]. Available: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/ 10.1080/14697680500148174.

[148] I. N. Karatsoreos and B. S. McEwen, “Psychobiological allostasis: resistance, resilience and vulnerability”, Trends in cognitive sciences, vol. 15, no. 12, pp. 576–584, 2011, issn: 1364-6613. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2011.10.005. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedire ct.com/science/article/pii/S13646613110022 08. [149] S. J. Lupien, B. S. McEwen, M. R. Gunnar, and C. Heim, “Effects of stress throughout the lifespan on the brain, behaviour and cognition”, Nature Reviews Neuroscience, vol. 10, no. 6, pp. 434–445, Jun. 2009, issn: 1471- 003X. doi: 10.1038/nrn2639. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/nrn2639.

[150] F. Berkes, J. Colding, and C. Folke, Eds., Navigating social-ecological systems: building resilience for complexity and change. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2008, p. 416, isbn: 978-0521061841.

[151] D. Boyd and K. Crawford, “Critical questions for big data: Provocations for a cultural, technological, and scholarly phenomenon.”, Information, Communication & Society, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 662–679, Jun. 2012, issn: 1369- 118X. doi: 10.1080/1369118X.2012.678878.

[Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.108 0/1369118X.2012.678878.

[152] M. Darking, E. A. Whitley, and P. Dini, “Governing diversity in the digital ecosystem”, Communications of the ACM, vol. 51, no. 10, p. 137, Oct. 2008, issn: 00010782. doi: 10 . 1145 / 1400181 . 1400211. [Online]. Available: http://portal.acm.org/citation.cfm?doi d=1400181.1400211.

[153] S. Iaconesi and O. Persico, “The Co-Creation of the City”, in Advancing Research Methods with New Technologies, N. Sappleton, Ed., Nathalie S, Hershey, PA: IGI Global, Apr. 2013, pp. 12–33, isbn: 9781466639188. doi: 10.4018/978-1-4666-3918-8.ch002.

[154] D. R. Bellwood, A. S. Hoey, and J. H. Choat, “Limited functional redundancy in high diversity systems: resilience and ecosystem function on coral reefs”, en, Ecology Letters, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 281–285, Apr. 2003, issn: 1461- 023X. doi: 10.1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00432.x. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10. 1046/j.1461-0248.2003.00432.x.

[155] T. Elmqvist, C. Folke, M. Nyström, G. Peterson, J. Bengtsson, B. Walker, and J. Norberg, “Response diversity, ecosystem change, and resilience”, Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, vol. 1, no. 9, pp. 488–494, 2003, issn: 1540-9309. doi: 10.1890/1540-9295(2003)001[0488:RDECAR]2.0.CO;2.

[156] L. Newman and A. Dale, “Network structure, diversity, and proactive resilience building: a response to Tompkins and Adger”, Ecology and Society, vol. 10, no. 1, r2, 2005, issn: 1708-3087. [Online]. Available: http://www. ecologyandsociety.org/vol10/iss1/resp2/.

[157] M. A. Nowak, C. E. Tarnita, and E. O. Wilson, “The evolution of eusociality”, Nature, vol. 466, no. 7310, pp. 1057–1062, Aug. 2010, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10.1038/nature09205. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/ doifinder/10.1038/nature09205.

[158] E. Bonabeau, M. Dorigo, and G. Theraulaz, “Inspiration for optimization from social insect behaviour”, en, Nature, vol. 406, no. 6791, pp. 39–42, Jul. 2000, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / 35017500. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/nature/journa l/v406/n6791/full/406039a0.html.

[159] A. Dussutour, V. Fourcassié, D. Helbing, and J.-L. Deneubourg, “Optimal traffic organization in ants under crowded conditions”, en, Nature, vol. 428, no. 6978, pp. 70–73, Mar. 2004, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10.1038/nature02345. [Online]. Available: htt p://www.nature.com/articles/nature02345.

[160] M. Swan, “Emerging Patient-Driven Health Care Models: An Examination of Health Social Networks, Consumer Personalized Medicine and Quantified Self-Tracking”, en, International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 492–525, Feb. 2009. doi: 10.3390/ijerph6020492. [Online]. Available: h ttp://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/6/2/492.

[161] J. Rabaey, J. Ammer, T. Karalar, Suetfei Li, B. Otis, M. Sheets, and T. Tuan, “PicoRadios for wireless sensor networks: the next challenge in ultra-low power design”, in 2002 IEEE International Solid-State Circuits Conference. Digest of Technical Papers (Cat. No.02CH37315), vol. 1, IEEE, 2002, pp. 200–201, isbn: 0-7803-7335-9. doi: 10.1109/ISSCC.2002.993005. [Online]. Available: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/99 3005/.

[162] A. Arvidsson, “Ethics and value in customer co-production”, en, Marketing Theory, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 261– 278, Sep. 2011, issn: 1470-5931. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593111408176. [Online]. Available: http://mtq.sagepub.com /content/11/3/261.

[163] A. Arvidsson and E. Colleoni, “Value in Informational Capitalism and on the Internet”, The Information Society, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 135–150, May 2012, issn: 0197-2243. doi: 10 . 1080 / 01972243 . 2012 . 669449. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0 1972243.2012.669449.

[164] M. Cummings, This is what artificial intelligence will look like in 2030, according to one of the world’s leading experts, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://www.weforum.org/agend a/2016/11/this-is-what-artificial-intelligence -will-look-like-in-2030/.

[165] K. Schwab, The Fourth Industrial Revolution. New York, NY: Crown Business, 2017, p. 192, isbn: 1524758868. [Online]. Available: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/article s/2015-12-12/fourth-industrial-revolution.

[166] J. Hagel, What are platforms and systems, and why are they so important?, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://www.weforum.org/a genda/2017/02/what-are-platforms-and-syst ems/.

[167] D. F. Hendry and G. E. Mizon, “Unpredictability in economic analysis, econometric modeling and forecasting”, Journal of Econometrics, vol. 182, no. 1, pp. 186–195, 2014, issn: 0304-4076. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . jeconom . 2014 . 04 . 017. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/sc ience/article/pii/S0304407614000761.

[168] N. N. Taleb, “Errors, robustness, and the fourth quadrant”, International Journal of Forecasting, Special section: Decision making and planning under low levels of predictability, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 744–759, Oct. 2009, issn: 01692070. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . ijforecast . 2009 . 05 . 027. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencedirect.com/sci ence/article/pii/S016920700900096X.

[169] P. De Filippi and M. S. Vieira, “The Commodification of Information Commons: The Case of Cloud Computing”, Columbia Science and Technology Law Review, vol. XVI, no. 102, 2014. [Online]. Available: https://ssr n.com/abstract=2488127.

[170] E. Morozov, The Net delusion: The dark side of Internet freedom, en. New York, NY: PublicAffairs, 2012, p. 448, isbn: 1610391063.

[171] R. H. Weber, “Internet of Things – New security and privacy challenges”, Computer Law & Security Review, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 23–30, Jan. 2010, issn: 02673649. doi: 10.1016/j.clsr.2009.11.008. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/ article/pii/S0267364909001939.

[172] M. Bevir, Governance: a very short introduction, en. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press, Oct. 2012, p. 152, isbn: 9780199606412.

[173] H. K. Cheng, S. Bandyopadhyay, and H. Guo, “The Debate on Net Neutrality: A Policy Perspective”, Information Systems Research, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 60–82, Mar. 2011, issn: 1047- 7047. doi: 10.1287/isre.1090.0257. [Online]. Available: http://pubsonline.informs.org/doi /abs/10.1287/isre.1090.0257?journalCode=is re. [174] R. W. Hahn and S. Wallsten, “The Economics of Net Neutrality”, The Economists’ Voice, vol. 3, no. 6, Jan. 2006, issn: 1553-3832. [Online]. Available: https://www.degruyter.com /view/j/ev.2006.3.6/ev.2006.3.6.1194/ev.200 6.3.6.1194.xml.

[175] M. McCaughey and M. D. Ayers, Cyberactivism: Online activism in theory and practice, M. McCaughey and M. D. Ayers, Eds. New York, NY: Routledge, 2013, p. 320, isbn: 0415943205.

[176] F. Pasquale, From Territorial to Functional Sovereignty: The Case of Amazon, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://lpeblog.org/2017/12 /06/from-territorial-to-functional-sovereignt y-the-case-of-amazon/.

[177] J.-P. Dupuy, On the Origins of Cognitive Science: The Mechanization of the Mind, en. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, May 2009, p. 240, isbn: 9780262512398. [Online]. Available: https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/origins -cognitive-science.

[178] O. Sporns, Networks of the Brain, en. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2011, p. 424, isbn: 9780262288927.

[179] S. BOCCALETTI, V. LATORA, Y.

MORENO, M. CHAVEZ, and D. HWANG, “Complex networks: Structure and dynamics”, Physics Reports, vol. 424, no. 4-5, pp. 175–308, Feb. 2006, issn: 03701573. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . physrep . 2005 . 10 . 009. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/re trieve/pii/S037015730500462X.

[180] S. H. Strogatz, “Exploring Complex Networks”, en, Nature, vol. 410, no. 6825, pp. 268–276, Mar. 2001, issn: 0028-0836. doi: 10 . 1038 / 35065725. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/35065725.

[181] G. Tononi, O. Sporns, and G. M. Edelman, “A measure for brain complexity: relating functional segregation and integration in the nervous system.”, eng, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 91, no. 11, pp. 5033–7, May 1994, issn: 0027-8424. [Online]. Available: http://www.pubmedcentral. nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=PMC43925.

[182] M. P. Van den Heuvel and O. Sporns, “Rich-Club Organization of the Human Connectome”, eng, Journal of Neuroscience, vol. 31, no. 44, pp. 15 775– 15 786, Nov. 2011, issn: 0270-6474. doi: 10 . 1523 / JNEUROSCI . 3539 - 11 . 2011. [Online]. Available: http://www.jneurosci.org/cg i/doi/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3539-11.2011.

[183] M. P. Van den Heuvel, O. Sporns, G. Collin, T. Scheewe, R. C. W. Mandl, W. Cahn, J. Goñi, H. E. Hulshoff Pol, and R. S. Kahn, “Abnormal rich club organization and functional brain dynamics in schizophrenia”, eng, JAMA Psychiatry, vol. 70, no. 8, p. 783, Aug. 2013, issn: 2168-622X. doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.1328. [Online]. Available: http://archpsyc.jamanetwork.com /article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2 013.1328.

[184] S. S. Spencer, “Neural Networks in Human Epilepsy: Evidence of and Implications for Treatment”, en, Epilepsia, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 219–227, Mar. 2002, issn: 00139580. doi: 10.1046/j.1528-1157.2002.26901.x. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10.1046/j.15 28-1157.2002.26901.x.

[185] F. Varela, J.-P. Lachaux, E. Rodriguez, and J. Martinerie, “The brainweb: Phase synchronization and large-scale integration.”, eng, Nature Reviews Neuroscience, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 229–239, Apr. 2001, issn: 14710048. doi: 10 . 1038 / 35067550. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1 038/35067550.

[186] S. Battiston, D. Delli Gatti, M. Gallegati, B.

Greenwald, and J. E. Stiglitz, “Liaisons dangereuses: Increasing connectivity, risk sharing, and systemic risk”, Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, vol. 36, no. 8, pp. 1121–1141, Aug. 2012, issn: 01651889. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . jedc . 2012 . 04 . 001. [Online]. Available: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/ret rieve/pii/S0165188912000899.

[187] S. Vitali, J. B. Glattfelder, and S. Battiston, “The Network of Global Corporate Control”, PLoS ONE, vol. 6, no. 10, A. R. H. Montoya, Ed., e25995, Oct. 2011, issn: 1932-6203. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0025995. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal .pone.0025995.

[188] A. Saunders, E. Strock, and N. G. Travlos, “Ownership Structure, Deregulation, and Bank Risk Taking”, en, The Journal of Finance, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 643– 654, Jun. 1990, issn: 00221082. doi: 10.1111/j.1540- 6261.1990.tb03709.x. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10.111 1/j.1540-6261.1990.tb03709.x.

[189] F. Bria, “Growing a digital social innovation ecosystem for Europe”, European Commission DG Communications Networks, Contents & Technology, Brussels, Belgium, Tech. Rep., 2015, p. 99. doi: 10.2759/448169. [Online]. Available: http://publications.europa.e u/resource/cellar/3d227085-2884-11e6-b616- 01aa75ed71a1.0001.01/DOC%7B%5C %7D1.

[190] P. Levine, “Can the Internet rescue democracy? Toward an on-line commons”, in Democracy’s Moment: Reforming the American: Political System for the 21st Century, R. Hayduk and K. Mattson, Eds., Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2002, pp. 121– 137. doi: 10535/83. [Online]. Available: http: //hdl.handle.net/10535/83.

[191] C. Vercellone, F. Bria, A. Fumagalli, E. Gentilucci, A. Giuliani, G. Griziotti, and P. Vattimo, “Managing the commons in the knowledge economy”, European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme, Brussels, Belgium, Tech. Rep., 2015, p. 110. [Online]. Available: https://www.nesta.org.uk/sites/default/files /d-cent%7B%5C %7Dmanaging%7B%5C % 7Dthe%7B%5C %7Dcommons%7B%5C %7 Din%7B%5C %7Dthe%7B%5C %7Dknowled ge%7B%5C %7Deconomy.pdf.

[192] C. Lee, K. Chang, and F. S. Berry, “Testing the development and diffusion of egovernment and e-democracy: A global perspective”, Public Administration Review, vol. 71, no. 3, pp. 444–454, 2011, issn: 1540-6210. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02228.x. [Online]. Available: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.co m/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02228.x/ab stract.

[193] M. Bani, “Crowdsourcing Democracy: The Case of Icelandic Social Constitutionalism”, SSRN Electronic Journal, 2012, issn: 1556- 5068. doi: 10 . 2139 / ssrn . 2128531. [Online]. Available: http://www.ssrn.com/abstract=2 128531.

[194] G. Hardin, “The Tragedy of the Commons”, en, Science, vol. 162, no. 3859, pp. 1243–1248, Dec. 1968, issn: 0036-8075. doi: 10.1126/science.162.3859.1243. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/d oi/10.1126/science.162.3859.1243.

[195] R. Axelrod and W. Hamilton, “The evolution of cooperation”, en, Science, vol. 211, no. 4489, pp. 1390–1396, Mar. 1981, issn: 0036- 8075. doi: 10.1126/science.7466396. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/conte nt/211/4489/1390.short.

[196] S. V. Scott and G. Walsham, “Reconceptualizing and Managing Reputation Risk in the Knowledge Economy: Toward Reputable Action”, Organization Science, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 308–322, Jun. 2005, issn: 1047-7039. doi: 10 . 1287 / orsc . 1050 . 0127. [Online]. Available: http://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/abs/ 10.1287/orsc.1050.0127.

[197] B. Bagdikian, The Media Monopoly, en.

Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1983, p. 324, isbn: 9780807061879.

[198] C. E. Baker, Media concentration and democracy: Why ownership matters. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2006, p. 272, isbn: 0521868327.

[199] L. Lessig, Free Culture: How Big Media Uses Technology and the Law to Lock Down Culture and Control Creativity. New York, NY: The Penguin Press HC, 2004, p. 368, isbn: 1-59420-006-8.

[200] M. McLuhan, The Gutenberg galaxy: The making of typographic man. Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 1962, p. 293, isbn: 978-0-8020-6041-9.

[201] S. Bartling and S. Friesike, Eds., Opening Science: The Evolving Guide on How the Internet is Changing Research, Collaboration and Scholarly Publishing. Cham, Switzerland: Springer, 2014, p. 253, isbn: 978-3-319-00025- 1. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-00026-8. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/ 978-3-319-00026-8.

[202] D. Kera, “Innovation regimes based on collaborative and global tinkering: Synthetic biology and nanotechnology in the hackerspaces”, Technology in Society, Nanotech traveling abroad: The international dimension of nanotechnology as a changing concept, vol. 37, pp. 28–37, May 2014, issn: 0160791X. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . techsoc . 2013 . 07 . 004. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencedirect.com/sci ence/article/pii/S0160791X13000638.

[203] ——, “Hackerspaces and DIYbio in Asia: connecting science and community with open data, kits and protocols”, Journal of Peer Production, no. 2, pp. 1–8, 2012. [Online]. Available: http://peerproduction.net/issues/ issue-2/peer-reviewed-papers/diybio-in-asia /. [204] A. Delfanti, “Tweaking genes in your garage: Biohacking between activism and entrepreneurship”, in Activist Media And Biopolitics. Critical Media Interventions in the Age of Biopower, Innsbruck, Austria: Innsbruck University Press, 2012, p. 209. [Online]. Available: http://books.openedition.org /iup/1183.

[205] ——, Biohackers: The politics of open science. London, England: Pluto Press, 2013, p. 176, isbn: 978-0745332802.

[206] F. Fukuyama, Our Posthuman Future: Consequences of the Biotechnology Revolution. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2002, p. 256.

[207] J. E. Cohen, “The regulatory state in the information age”, Theoretical Inquiries in Law, vol. 17, no. 2, Jan. 2016, issn: 1565-1509. doi: 10.1515/til-2016-0015. [Online]. Available: h ttps://www.degruyter.com/view/j/til.2016.1 7.issue-2/til-2016-0015/til-2016-0015.xml.

[208] E. Kilpi, Perspectives on new work: Exploring emerging conceptualizations, Sitra stud. Helsinki, Finland: Sitra, 2016, p. 128, isbn: 978-951-563-966-0. [Online]. Available: https://www.sitra.fi/en/publications/p erspectives-new-work/.

[209] J. Mattila and T. Seppälä, “Blockchains as a path to a network of systems: An emerging new trend of the digital platforms in industry and society”, Tech. Rep., 2015. [Online]. Available: http://pub.etla.fi/ETLA-Raportit -Reports-45.pdf.

[210] T. Seppälä and J. Mattila, “Ubiquitous Network of Systems”, Berkeley Roundtable of International Economy (BRIE) Research Note, Berkeley, CA, Tech. Rep., 2016, p. 3. [Online]. Available: https://www.etla.fi/julkaisu t/ubiquitous-network-of-systems/.

[211] R. Sanchez and J. T. Mahoney, “Modularity, flexibility, and knowledge management in product and organization design”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 17, no. S2, pp. 63–76, Dec. 1996, issn: 01432095. doi: 10 . 1002 / smj . 4250171107. [Online]. Available: http://doi.wiley.com/10.1002/smj.4250 171107.

[212] E. Kilpi, New economic spaces, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://medium.com/@Esko Kilpi/new-economic-spaces-b5fd19f6a668.

[213] J. Navajas, T. Niella, G. Garbulsky, B.

Bahrami, and M. Sigman, “Aggregated knowledge from a small number of debates outperforms the wisdom of large crowds”, Nature Human Behaviour, Jan. 2018, issn: 2397- 3374. doi: 10.1038/s41562-017-0273-4. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/arti cles/s41562-017-0273-4.