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This dissertation makes the ¢mttion between theuman drive, as described by
psychoanajisis, to construct Godnd theconstruction of théechnological entityGoogle.
Google constitutes the extensiortloé early Christian perio@od to the twentyfirst
century. From the examination of significant religious and theological texts by significant
theologians (Augustine, Theas, Luther, Calviretc.) that explain the nature of God, the
analogous relabnship of God to Googleill open a psychoanalytic discourse that
answers questions on the currstateof human mediation with the worldreud and,
more significantlyL a ¢ a n 6 ®@nnectithe khuman creation @od ex nihilio, to
G o o g godlygsalitiesand behaviorgomniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence, and
omnibenevolence)his illustrates the powerful motivation behitieé creation of an all

encompassinghysial / earthly efity that includes themmaterial proprties of God.



EssentiallyGoogle operates as tbatension or replacemeaot the lang reignng
Godin Westernculture.Furthermore, the advent ofisnce and technology through
rationalism(as outlined by Nietzschegsuls in the death of the metaphysical God and
the ascension of the technological God. Google offers an appropriate example for study.
Moreover, the work ofean Baudrillaréind Marshall McLuhawill further comment on
Google & the technological manifestation of Gpdrticularly in its media formulations
Finally, this dissertation concludes wighreview that highlights future reseamstih an
explorationthat foresees the death of Google from the samenalmethod of inqury by

which the death of God occurred at the end of the nineteenth century.
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[. INTRODUCTION
Google is a Technological God

Google is a technological God whose media arbitrates virtually all forms of
human activity. Thesame can be said foremetaphysicabod previous toGerman
PhilosopheiFriedrichNi e t z s ¢ hatod & Histleath.Foamerly,He served as the
ultimate mediator of human interactiand beingObviously, he existenceand nature of
Godremains under continuous debatberefore, liis study relies othe idea that God is
a purelyhuman creation and that humans de&gnl withseveral characteristics, such as
omnipotence, omnipresence, omnibenevolence, and omniscience; and most importantly
that humans desigBod as a psychologically motivated enterpridereover, nmans
arepsychologicly drivento create a higher being and the theologians specifically
describe that highidoeing. The assertiadhat Google is technologicaGod includes a
theoretical analysis of why God has been created from a psychoanalytic standpoint, and
that the specific nature of God aligns with another powerful human creation, Google.

Since his study asserts that Google is a technological God, and the eventual
outcome of scientific rationalisnt, requiresa dicussion of the God, of which Google is
the logical extensiorithe Christian monotheistignetaphysicallsod Hence, this study
will chroricle the commentary on the conceptions and attrift€&od from several of
the central Véstern theologians amdligious philosophers. The works Saint
Augustine SaintAnselm,ThomasAquinas, Martin Luther, Joh@alvin, and Jonathan
Edwardsserve tody a foundation to define God from the Christian perspeatindor
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the foundation of this studll of these writers shape the current conceptualization of
the metaphysicabod in the Western world.

After the psychological origin and the theolaginature of Gods established,
this study will trace the development of God within the framewophdbsophical
metaphysics and, latescientific ratonalism It will illustrate that the very method
employed by the Scholastjand othertheologians (rationalism or the use of reason) to
understand the nature and attributes of God, actually resultdubinNietzsche describes
as the death of Go®8y examining the continuum of thought concerning God from
French PhilosophdRenéDescarteshtroughGerman Philosoph&teorgHegel, God
eventudly becomes impossible to explain as a metaphysical being and eventually ascends
to the level ofan entirely contradictory concegisplaced by the scientific method,
altogether. The new God becomes sciaar@is manifested by technological
advancement, which is epitomized by the contemporary entity, Google.

Austrian Psychoanaly§i g mund Fr e na Goslexplainsticethsman o
drive to create God, and also serves as a bridgeeioch Psychoanaly3&c ques Lacano
God who is createex nihilio. Therebre, the shift of the metaphysidabd, which
morphs into the God of the Enlightenment, finally shifts, through Freud, to the God of
modernity. The God of modernity loses its metaphysical power and besciaese and
technology(the postmodern GodJhe works ofGerman Philosophéviartin Heidegger
andAmerican HistoriarLewis Mumford explain the advent of the technological God as
the extension (and replacement) of the metaphysical Bodlly, Canadian Media
TheoristMarshall McLuhan anérench Sociologisiean Baudrillard provide the
foundation for theanalysisoilGoo gl eds medi a and the eventua

technologicalGod, whichmirrors that of the metaphysical God: Dealthe rest of this
2



introduction serves to outline the various pieces that will guide the overall development
and logical order of this study.
The Psychological Drive to Create God

This study begins by answering the question: Why are humans psychologically
drivenb create God? FreudOos mgpsopribtentodof yt i ¢ t h
interpretation to answer this questiom simple terms, Freud posits God as our Father.
He writes, ANow that God was a single pers
intt macy and intensity of FRuturellusionld).Ths r el at i
father and son relationship involves a rivalry, but also love and admiration, as Freud
notes that t he s dotemiMhbod6®),dis fathed toa Thmiirg e d 0 (
manifests in the worship and slaughter of the totem animal (representation of God and
father) in primeval culture. Essentially, the guilt from the murder of the totem animal
resides in the unconscious androl anmafiehyg
root of t he Rkueuveedlusiom?). Of aodrse,@ishorhexplafation of the
Oedipus complexrevealspteacani an aspects of Gododés crea

Along with unconscious guilt, unconscious fear penetrates the human psyche
through the symbolic threat of castration. Therefore, the necessity to create a God that
forgives and protects underlies the ethica
andpower. The presence of the totem animal remains fixed within the horde as does the
image of the omniscient father in childhood. Also, the powerlessness humans feel in the
face of nature inspired humans to create a God who controls nature, includingrdeath.
the end, this God also carries a list of prohibitions as a father who watches over his son to

ensure he behaves accordingly as not to transgress sexual and social rules. During the



study of Google as a technol ogllaenphasiz&o d, L a
the human drive toward the creation of the omnipotent, omnipresent, omnibenevolent,
and omniscient God.

Lacands Extension of Freud

Lacands central contribution to this di
development and his conceptf  ( Qreatid ex hihilio The mirror stage of
devel opment adds to Freudds conception tha
relationship to the creation of God. Essentially, the mirror stage represents the moment a
child recognizes its own bjectivity, which ignites the desire for tiweal ego Theideal
egorepresents the unattainable attributes found in the descriptions of God. Further,
Lacands mirror st age dsoovernslhe fragmentatiort obthets¢glfe mo m
An attempt taeconnect the fragments informs the desire toward the unreachable ideal.

The mirror stage correlates with Lacano
Symbolic, 0 the AReal , 0 and the Al maginary.
as what existaifinitely. The only access to the Real enters through the Symbolic register.
Lacan connects this tweatio ex nihiliowi t h  ordoéle radf&ks to the Biblical
utterance when he references John 1:1 and
istosay, t heSeminag\il218).Tkertedm sfgnifier relates to Swiss Linguist
Ferdinand de Saussureds semiotic assertion
symbolic representation of something to be signified. Therefore, the Real exigteand
enters the register of the Symbolic through language (the word) to describe the Real.
Incidentally, the Real can never be fully accessed because the word is only a symbol of

the Real. Henceforth, the Imaginary register contains the appearance ofgregtached



to a chain of signifiers. In relation to God and creation, God exists as the Real, enters the
world as the Symbolic through the wordédatio ex nihilig, and His meaning (or lack
thereof) resides in the Imaginary register.

Obviously, thereiés a connection of the Father and Son with the Real and the
Symbolic. God the Father exists for all time and His entrance into the Imaginary realm
comes through His Word, the Son. Although the connection of Lacan to the Christian
Trinity to Google can bargued, this discussion will focus solely on the attributes of the
monot heistic God. Regardl ess, Lacandos exte
length in terms of God as the being who creates from nothing by utilizing ideas of the
mirror stage of pgchosexual development and his semiotic interpretation of human
subjectivity. This will further clarify, beyond Freud, why humans create God.

God According to the Theologians

The focus of this section revolves around the rational basedlation of God as
omnipotent, omnipresent, omnibenevolent, and omniscidm analysirom the central
theologians provides an overlapping conception of an ever evolving God that parallels the
ascension of rational thought to its decline in term&eblogy. For instance, Thomas
gives the Aristotelian based explanation f
Edwards, an eighteenth centurpfstant Tieologian, supplies a conception of God that
represents the decline of rationality in theot@djicircles. While this shift occurs,
philosophical rationalization (from&cartes, for example) answegtgestions on the
nature and attributes of Gdldatresulsin the death of God.

I n terms of Godds attribut ecsexample,l of th

Godbés omniscience involves His knowledge o



omnibenevolenceétree willi | | ustrates this principle beca
creation also includes His creation as an act of love. He carries the knovdexigate
while He creates out of lov&imilarly, Google as a technological God carries these
overlapping attributes. These attributes will be discussed at gredt ierigtms of the
metaphysical God and the technological God, Gaogle
Godo0s EvBhilosdgphyon i n

Through a discussion of the rationales of and for God during the Enlightenment
period, He becomes a being @ntradictions unable to be logicalgtionalized So
without altering rationalism, itself, to the point where the metaphysical &oohires
logically incoherent and absurd; God had to be replaced by something rationally valid. In
a sense hie method of rationalizatioeventuallyovershadowshe object of
rationalization (the metaphysical Godherefore, God slowly becomes replaced by a
method which, in turn, results in a God based in scigi@@®ogle) Whi | e Godod s
attributes remain fixed in pla¢élis existence in metaphysical terms, dissolves. After the
di scussion of Godo&s nat ur gerspective, adissgion but es
enses outlining the steps toward the metaph
believers of the metaphysical God, such as Desc@tsan Philosophémmanuel
Kant, and Hegel. Although Godds central at
GodascenddNi et zscheds anal yethesadvent of sciénee (athcelater h o f
the technological God) will follow. Finallyhte technological God under discussion will

be Google.



From God to Science

The advent of science follows the pattef rational metaphysics, which
Nietzsche identifies. The theologiaesiployed their extensive reasoning capabilities to
explicate and promote, with as much exactitude as possible, the nature of God. Therefore,
the method remains in place for Descartes, Kant, and Hegel totfetaimetaphysical
God,yet reason Him out of éstence During this time, science develops its method with
Galileo, Kepler, BacorandNewton, all of whom were theists. In fa€ixford Scholar
AanPadgett observes, AThere was no conflict
religion before the enjhtenmend ( 579) . The Enl i ghtenment pe
of the major rift between science and theoloyain, though, rationalititself set this
process in motion.

To briefly elaborate, science contheology starts with the mechanistic copice
of the world. Lewis Mumford looks at the period of astronomical discoveries as the
centraltime periodwhen the mechanistic scientific worldview becomes a new religion.
He writes, AThe period bet we &pané&voptleok ni cus
. . while the Christian Heaven shrank, the astronomical heaven expanded . . . [which
created] a profound religious reorientation . . . [that] accounts for the immense authority
that the astronoma and mechanical world pictueex e r MyghdMiachife34). Hence
Galileo ushers in the near negatmfrsubjective experience in favor of takempt at a
complete and total understanding of the objective world.

This eliminateshhumanexperience from the scientific method. In simple terms,
this privileges theuantitative over the qualitative. In simpler terms, the planet lives as a

giant machine and everything in it also lives as a machine within a mechanical universe.



Mumf ord continues, AThe new cult . . . pro
mastery of arthly life: exploration, invention, conquest, colonization, all centered on
immediate fulfilment. Now, not the hereaftera s what countedo (34).
path to certainty and truth as it pertains tcechye reality no longer resid@sthe
metaphysicatealm where the human lives as a subjective and moral being. Rather, all
subjectivity belongs to those who employ the scientific metmatireasomo apprehend
objective truth of human objects and everything else in the natural world on earth and in
the universeAgain, this shift will be discussed at great length.
Freudds Perspective of Science

Despite his problematic methodological form, Freuplpsuted the progress of
science. Freud himself c¢claims, fAWe believ
some knowledge about the reality of the world . . . Science has given us evidence by its
numerous and important successes that it is n® illw Futbire i{lusion55). Freud
firmly believes psychoanalysis to be a scientific enterprise. Freud was not alone in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to place a significant amount of faith in the
scientific method. He was part of a rigitide of intellectuals and industrialists whose
viewpoint upheld the movement toward a domination of nature, a dismantling of
religious institutions, and the building of modernist utopidss paves the way for the
advent of the technological God to came

Ni etzscheds Viewpoint

Nietzsche proves to be far more critical of the scientific prpofadtexplains its

ascension over the metaphysidalofessor of Philosophy CharlBence comments,

ANi et zscheds critigue of Deavestaomuchto evol ut i



randomness, chance, or disorder, but that it placesanover el | ect ual i zed
(167). Nietzscheds standpoint parallels
differently, both feel that the power of the scientific mettmdscertain mechanichke
order neglects a paradoxical form of human truth found within human expression and
creativity. Nietzsche makes this distinction with the comparison of two complementary
aspects of human aesthetic practice, the ApollonianrenB®ionysianNietzsche words
it like this:
[The Apollonian] combats Dionysian wisdom and art, it seeks to dissolve
myth, it substitutes for a metaphysical comfort an earthly consonance . . .
the god of machines . . . the powers of the forcestafra recognized and
employed in the service of the higher egoism; it believes that it can correct
the world of knowledge, guide life by science, and actually confine the
individual within a limited sphere of solvable problerB&th Tragedy
64).
Like Mumford, Nietzsche does not call for the entire wholesale removal of the scientific
outlook of life, but both see thiéssmantlingof the ability of the human to create and
express culturally and aesthetically without the dictates of the mechadieate based
society.So when the Apollonian overpowers the Dionysian, the rules of the mechanical
hold sway in society. In a sense, the scientific viewpoint o€tisenos and the earth take
powerover the human mind and results in a singular oltfomm humanity. As the
theological perspective frothe Scholasticand othergreated a singular point of view
of life mediated by Gogdthe scientific project replaces theology as the new dogma of

mediation for the human subject (object). Mumford reinforcesidlea when he writes

t
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AThus in time, specialized knowl edge, know
finally turns into secret knowledge, accessible only to an inner priesthood, whose sense
of power is in turn inflated by their privileged command eftt e s eMyth Edctsne  (
113).Eventually, human scientific rationalism manifested in technology creates a
technological God that extends and mirrors the metaphysical monotheistic God.

McLuhan FoucaultBaudrillard andthe Technological God

McLuhan asserts in his boodnderstanding Media: The Extensions of Mtrat

human mediums or, more precisely, media exist in the technological realm and, more
significantly, that human technology extends human empiricism and rationalism. He
claims:

Rapdly, we approach the final phase of the extension of man, the

technological simulation of consciousness, when the creative process of

knowing will be collectively and corporately extended to the whole of

human society, much as we have alreadgmded our senses and nerves

by the various media {3).
This technological simulation of consciousness absorbs the conceptualization of God as
an immediate extension through the connected interface. Googleégtimologicalcod
extension bthe hunan andhe ultimate extension of everything humans can conceive in
overcominghe guilt, fear, and prohibitions bimanness. God died in metaphysical
spirit, but remains alive in &®chnological entity

This occurdghrough the daily mediation of human function with and within the

circuit of Googlebs ecosystem. l'ts daily r

microphysics of powef-oucault claims that power operates at the rievel. At the
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micro-level thehuman participates in the operation of functional power. In the most
obvious anal ysi s, Go dhglechiolgicagbodisereinfocced t he po
with each physical us€urthermoreFoucaul t st ates that there
Apyrf dmc a lofgponen Ruethrat apeis not simply an entity that imposes its will

from the top downFower / Knowledgé 5 9 ) . Foucault continues,
lower elements of the hierarchy stand in a relationship of mutual support and
conditionimagl,d@0 multu%R). 6This i mplies a bott
that operates simultaneously with the top to bottom arrangement. Essenisiky hibw

Google becomes and remaangechnologicaGod.

Furthermore, Foucaul tnceditseesults,itisl n s pi t e
generally no more t han aThemechanizitionrohhuman st r um
expression through scientific rationalism creates and reinforces a human instrument who
serves as part of an entire network of pure functibecl.uhan implies this same assertion
in relation to technological medimh en he wri tes, fAOur convent.i
media, namely that it is how they are used that counts, is the numb stance of the
technol ogi cal i di ot o ( 1 @n,the operatidm ofidiscipl@e Fo u c a
over the body occurs through a normalization process that invasiesng ina
particular spacéphysically and mentallywvith aregulation upon the sens@g®nstant
engagement with technologyh the case of Googlashatthe human searchesing
G o o0 g searéh®ngine is irrelevaimt comparisorto the act of searchingself. So when
the human stares into the screen, pushes buttons, and remains loeai@dl& spot,

Googl ebs apex posi ti onbecomesmechamitabmertalydandvh i | e

physically.Baudrillard claims that the human object mass operates within the technology.

11



Summary

As the chapter outline denotes, this project aims to trace the conceptions of God
from the Christian monotheistic tradition to the death of God as proclaimed by Nietzsche.
With a psychoanalytic lenfirough Freud and Lacaone can establish the motivatio
for the creation of this God. After the de
position as the ultimate rdetor of human activity. ie newtechnologicalGod, Google
epitomizes this mediation and power. This project stands as an extensioprevibas
claims of God and technology by interpreting the global er@togle through several
examples of its media objects and advertisements.

Organization of Argument

This sudy begins by answering the question: Why did humans createThaxl ?
guestion is answered through the theories of Freud and Lacan. Tésvava of he
metaphysical Christian God will answer the question: What God did humans create?
Then follows a discussionof Niez s c heds death of God, which
What God die® How did this God die¥Vhy did this God dieAnd what God replace
this God? After thata short summary of the origins of Google followed by arnysisa
that answers the questiohy is Google a technological God? What are the
ramificationsof this reality?This includes a look at various Google meall
advertisementd-inally, the conclusiowill review the main arguments as well as offer

potental extensions to this researethich includes the eventual death of Google
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Il. FREUD- WHY HUMANS CREATED GOD
fiGod did not, as the Bible says, make man in His image; orotiteacy man . . made
God i n hFeserbacma8d)e 0 (

Freud grew up in the small Catholic town of Freiberg, which housed a tiny
percentage of Jewish residersviss TheologianHans Kiing describes the aS@emitism
Freud faced as a chiléffeud and God.0). Freud learned of Judaism from his mother
and attended Catholic Mass with his nanny (10). Hence, he was extremely familiar with
the monotheistic God who he criticaltlxamines in his bookhe Future of an Illusion.

Freud denies the existence of God and explains why humans believe in Him. In addition,
he makes specific claims that relate to the psychological reasons that pertain to the human
creation of the ethical motimeistic God.

To understand Freudods notions of God r ¢
evolution of the father from earlier times. Freud, who vie&adlish Naturalist Charles
Darwin as a her o ( Ogd e nlhigtorydo)analyde the dowsflictt o Dar
bet ween the son and the father. According
communities, each with a single wife, or if powerful with several, whom he jealously
guarded against all maermeri melndoeficaltikgd. s dme.
ScholarC.GSchoenf el d explains, fAWhen the growir
savage and brutal sire, they were killed, castrated, or driven from the primal horde . . .

Ulti mately one of these sons sulkeucdoffalsed t 0
the support of mythand fairy tales to illustrate his point. Moses and Monotheisrhe
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refers toAustrian Psychoanaly§2t t o Rle Mktlband the Birth of the Heamd
concludes that a fiHero i s a man who stands
victoriousl y o Vherfore therival betwaeeo the(fathgrland son began
in primeval times. Despite t hadadmireddimry, Fr
t odlotem(Tabod 6 6) . He continues, AAfter they [ m
made its appearance . . . felt by the whole group . . . [thus] the dead father became
strongero (166).

The sense of guilt remains within the unconssidlthis remorse provides the
initial drive to appease the dead father and to quell the feelings of guilt that linger. In his
essay fAiDeath and Usod6 Freud constructs an u
supports his theor y hewdnrdlearned t. etyy],childrenise..d i st o
series of murders of peoples. The vague sense of guilt [remains] . . . which in some
religions [1is] pri mal guilt or original S i

Meghnagi and Solms 22). Freud eaipk the rise of the totemic religion. The origin of

this religion fiarose from the filial sense
[ and] all | ater religions are sdaem to be a
Tabool68). Totemisms At he first religion in the hist

a group selects a totem animal to worship and revere as well as sacrifice and kill. This
represents the ambivalent feelings for the murdered primeval father.

Consequently, the entirgstem of religion becomes a necessary human
construction or a compulsion toward conceiving a conception of the cosmos that removes
this primeval guilt. Eventually the solution evolves from Totemism to monotheism,

which fAent hr oned t Heaven,dheraby symbolicalhanulldyingtbed o m o
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unconscious guilt over the killing of the
in this way, AnPaul , a Roman Jew . . . sei z
it back to its primeval sace. This he called original sin . . . [Then] a Son of God . . .
sacrificed himself and had t NMeesdMbnptheismak en o
139). Furthermore, in Christianity, the primal father becomes divine or worshiped as a
spiritual entiy well after His murder. Freud concludes that the death of Christ

demonstrates this historical fa@iyilization Discontentd07). In this fashion, Freud

draws the timeline of the development from the father / son rival in primal hordes to the
advent of he totemic religions and, finally, to Jud€ristian monotheism. Accordingly,
Freud decl ares, nNnGod was the exalted fathe
the need fuwurelllusoh2R)gi ono (

The primeval rivalry also serves as the
Before a return to Freudos t hibofgrlabref on God
explanation of his chief psychoanalytical theory. During a period oasellysis, Fred
mentions the underlying precept of the com
phenomenon] of being in love with my mother and jealous of my father, and | now
consider it a universal event in early chi
his own feelings a unanimous experience for all. He reinforces tfAikarnterpretation
ofDreams A The hypothesis | have put forward i
has an equally wuniversal wvaliditylglvg 278).
through the Oedipus drama in early childhood.

Freudds identification of the central d

ideas about God. At the center of the drama lies conflict. The conflict with the father

15



from the primeval periodasides within the psyche of the chilche Ego and the Idffers

a rich explanation of Freudodos theory. It r
to his mother become more intense and his father is perceived as an obstacle to them:
fromthisthe@ di pus ¢ o mp | FeexdReader640). Mhe prienaraspect of

the complex revolves around the Al ove and
for the mother and fear of the fathero (BI
attitudetors f at her . . . [makes wup] tFlew content
Reade6 40) . Freudds connects his history and
development of the child. The young boy identifies with his father, but finds a growing

desre for his motherThis narrative retains its psychological meaning through the girl, as

well. Although some of the variables change, particularly with castration, the young girl

enters a similar period of desire. Freud claims this in both positive aatveeterms.

Positive Oedipus complex in a boy bears the standard conflict and reverses for the girl.
Negative Oedipus complex reverses the conflict in both boys and girls (Boy desires father
and carries ambivalence for mother, etc.). In fact, Freud wnif€se Ego and the |d

ACl oser study wusually discloses the Oedipu

originally prHreuctReadebdl). chi |l dreno (

The boy must repress the feelings in or
ofstrengtt ( Bl ass 1112). This serves as a requi
in the boydés | ife (about t he Batighdrofessort hr e e)
RacheBl assé6s words, fAHe gives up on an exter
attains an alternative internal oneo (1113
stil |l potentially arise because, as Schoen
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up. . . the fears that enter it during early childhood remain in their original infantile
formo (228). As in the case of Oedipus the
knowl edge of the unconscious drives in one
analysand must recreate his or her past an
(Morgenstern 780), evidently through psychoanalysis.

Castration functions as the other key element of the Oedipus complex. Again,
conflict contributes to the psychical relatsinp with the father. This time it manifests in

psychical fear. This fear enters the child when he first sees the female genitalia and

di scovers that she | acks a peni s. Freud no
females, the possession of ampe s . . . Juntil] heCompetes hi s
Works1971)!At t hi s point, he experiences anxi et
oedipal conflicto (Blass 1114). Principal!l

his father ithe acts upon his desire for his mother. The boy has an opportunity to resolve

t he Oedipus complex as |l ong as he fikeeps t
boy does not act upon his sexual desire in exchange for the possibility of future sexual

activity. Thus, he retains his penis and may resolve the desire for his mother. Incidentally,
according toOxford Sholar NaomMor genst er n, A T h ecastrated |

state . . . [and] becomes an Oedipal subject, desiring what her fathéveaerg or so

she thinks. She thus never successfully mo
AmericanProfessor Emeritus Michaklahn reinforces this. He write8, The gi r | I s &

relinquish the Oedipus complex more slowly and less completely .].giflssare not as

1 FromOn the Sexual Theories of Children
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motivated to destroy [it because] they are not under the threat of castration . . . [and] the

mot her does not seem-84ds dangerous as fathe
Overall, the Oedipus complex, with its emphasis on childhood ambivalent conflict

withthe f at her, supports Freudb6s entire persp

Freud: when the boy grows up, he knows that he is stronger, but his understanding of the

dangers in life have also grown. Therefore, he feels just as helpless and unpestéeed

was in his childhood. He recognizes, too, that his father is helpless. He therefore

remembers the image of the father of his childhood that he loved and feared. He exalts

the image into a deity. The power of this image and the persistence of thitonee

protection both sustain his belief in Gatiomplete Workd762)? Certainly, these ideas

existed before Freud. For examgeottish Philosophddavid Hume writes in 1757 in

TheNatural History of Religion A No wonder, then, that manki

absolute ignorance . . . should immediately acknowledge a dependence on invisible

powers . . . [that] we ascribe . . . thought, and reason . . . and the figures of men, in order

to bringthemnearerm r esembl ance with ourselveso (30

summari zes, fAMen form God, not only of the

the i mage of the father of childhoodo (222

drivesin the creabn of Godand the contemporary clinging to God run consistently

through Freudds conception of the Oediopal
Freudds perspective of God and religion

illusion. In terms of illusion British Psychoanalyddonald Winnicott describes God as

existing in @edtafanisiiltli,nsdadint,supveh,eraend urrel i g

2 FromNew Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis
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(gtd. in Rizzuto 209). Wherea&rgentinian Psychoanalyst Arddarie Rizzuto points out

that Freud consi derfsulfi @ohd ladnids hr ellilguisano nad w

AMen cannot remain children forever; they
We may call t hi s Fatedllilusiond9). TorFreud,dllusioesare hot y 6 0 (
the same as errorBifturelllusion30) , since they are fAderived

Humans want to believe something to be true and that certain something may not be
false. Freud offers the example when he wr
assertion made by certamationalists that the Ind@ermanic race is the only one capable

of ci vi |-Bl}y &herefaren @t the c@riler of an illusion lies a wish. By comparison,

Freud distinguishes its difference to the
realityo ( 31) . For exampl e, when one believes t
del usi onal because the flat earth contradi
means that He may exi st. Freud mentions, i

golden age is [very unlikely]o (31). Therefol
reasons why humans believe and not necessarily to disprove the existence of God.

Humans create God to take away the terror of nature. Freud claims that human
confrontation wih nature led to the creation of Gods who controlled nature, such as the
myt hi cal Gods of ancient Greece. He writes
simply into persons . . . [He] gives them the character of the father . . . [and] he turns
themintogds o (17) . Death supplies one major el
natur e. Freud calls this the Acruelty of f
with the overwhelming realization of the inevitability of death, humans create the illusion

of |l i fe after deat h. Freud observes, iDeat
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inorganic lifelessness, but the beginning of a new kind of existence which on the path of
devel opment to something hi gher inacywitd ) . I mm
God as the Father like the child and his father. This gave rise to the monotheistic God and
further, the personal monotheistic God bec
(19). This expands to ent i rees ofi c(hlo9s)e.n fe ocpol u
one does not find favor with the father, one can be condemned to infinite punishment in
hell.

Freudds concept of religion and God tie
With this advancement, humans prohibit certainimastial wishes in return for certain
protections and securities. Freud offers incest, cannibadischmurder as examples (10).
I n Totemi sm, which has @i ntierha tg@3besn mect i o

totem ani mal s b e c o nie gdig; dane thesearleest,dd mastn i mal s o

fundament al mor al restrictions, the prohib
the shift from the ani mal gocdo npol etxh ea nhdu nmaann
helplessness and need for protection..[ and] consi st in the rel:

hel pl essness to the hel plessness of the ad
thousands of prohibitions and statutes in the Mosaic Law and other religious law set up a
system of prohibitions anddalities that impinge on the basic intrinsic wishes of
humankind, but in compromise offer the humans the safety and fortification against the
anxiety associated with the threats of murder, incest, and cannibalism.

Freudds assert i oomesfromolrurcdnsciaus drivettdhat God
overcome fear, guilland the naturalorld as well as to project the existence of an ideal

transcendent being who humans can both love andffeametaphysical God served as
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a being who could help to resolve these hamsaues. The technological God comes
from the same psychological drives to deal with the same ordeals from both the
unconscious and the natural world. As a technological expression of human creativity, it
overwhelms the natural world completely. Lacarotiees the period called the mirror
stage as a means to explain the moment dur
development to ignite the ego that informs human fear and guilt, which contributes to the
creation of God.
Lacan andCreatio Ex Nihilio

Whil e Freuddbs theory of the human creat
ant hropol ogical analysis, Lacan wutilizes S
about God. Thereforeyith Lacan,the creation of God is still driven by the father and son
relationship with fear and guilt in the unconscious, beadds a psychphilosophical
explanation by altering the vocabuldoyinclude terms that relate kmman subjeaotity
and objeatity . Nonet heless this section texpl ai ns
creation of God as well as tigeodness ofreation.t will also incorporate a few basic
ideas from the Christian theologians in order to grasp the connections of Lacan to God.

As will be fully discussed later, the central theologieeward thecente points of
G o dpbweras His abilityto create from nothingc(eatio ex nihilig and the goodness of
His creation. Lacan supports the idea of creation out of nothing. Lorenzo Chiesa and
Al berto Toscano explain, fldogarebaeafl iemoene ntt
creationex nihilg a point at viich the symbolic emerges asiarmanent consequence of
the primordialreal ( 12) . The nAdApri-Bipmbdolicri@dRéal orptab

inconceivable without the entrance of the signifying chaimef3ymbolic. Essentially,
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the big Other or the transcendent signifier cannot manifest withostrtihetureof
|l anguage, and, henceforth, the primordial
Sausseurian semiotic structural linguistic model as means to aceatis ex nihilio
Semi ol ogy attempts to fistudy the rJedice of s
21). French Theorist RolanBarthes employs a semiotic approach to fashion in his book
Mythologiesand Baudrillard, as well, ithe Consumer Societyherefore, semiogy, a
linguistic endeavor, serves a method dramework to analyze or intergira broad
range of phenomena critically. Lacan wuses
(ego, id, superegor human subjectivityand the concept of God.

To explain, the complete sign requires something to be signified by a signifier. It

mayinclude or refer to a referent, an actual object. This basic example serves as a model:

Signifier Aword Example: Star

Referent The specific thing that a word *
refers to

A fixed luminous point in the
What a word means in a night sky that is a large,
given symbol system remote incandescent body
like the sun

Signified

Figure tMi si ewi cz0s Bmisloge Picture of S
For Lacan, the role of the signifier bears the most significance. The signifier is the word.
Creatio ex nihiliorequires the wordLacan $holar Tadbe |l ay not es, AThe dc
creatio ex nihilioholds such a prominent place in psychoanalysis, because at some point
signifiers enter the world and make an irr
explains by referencing John 1: 1, Al n the

si gniSemimanrvi2 1(3) . T h e r &éabexists,befdreattee &ymbddic world
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that requires the Word to enter as the signifd@nerican ProfessaClayton Crockett
identifies where God comes from and how He is producédtahre r egi on wher e
[ Lac®ealasn]ld | maginary intersecto (260) and b
AGod I s unconscious, and must be written i
Lacan, the unconscious does not exist; it insiSe&s(inar 1161). Therefore, in terms of
human sujectivity, the unconscious insists upon the emergence of God through the
Symbolic register.

Lacands Real exists regardless of human
subj ecti vi t yRealitfffacessnampnulthanis vehat int@rests him in ioth as
having already been structured asdbeing that which presents itself in his eipee as
somet hing that al way SeminartVilr4-7p)sThis demdnstratess a me
why, according t&lovenian Philosdper SlavojGi gekKionl y an athei st c:
(WhyBelievg. Lacan first asserts the inversion.

can be t r uSknynaraxtdh)BiitishtSthaladMichael Lewis dfers this

succinct explanation where writs , A Cr eati on i s a way to ind
of the signifierdéds functioning in the case
explained or at | east acknowledged to be i

to the anticreationsm of Darwinisn, Lacan clarifiesthad&i [ Evol ut i on] merel vy
culture to nature and qtd mlewis 81l hecasectionlok e x p |
L a ¢ a n 0 sA uRgeuasl tertrmlassestion thai Godsoi bear s t he mar k o
Real as a signifier whose state of being is simply His indescribable state of being without

the word from the Symbolic order. Crockett

as Real, even in Ladare&ddyl astyenbwd ri kz,e db watn do n
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Freud posits the Ego, Id, and Superego, while Lacan, posits the Imaginary, Real,
and SymbolicAugustine and the like posit the Trinity of the Father, Son (Wauad
Holy Spiritt Of cour se, Au gangdll thesethirmstimat | have saidiadout
that supreme trinityé | dare not claim tha
my s t €@nHheé Trinity441).Obviously, Augustine carefully engages this difficult
topic and fnat [fimashsackrepwl ddgedf expl anat
Boethius, refers to the Word as fAHis [the
He . . . C r ThaThevldgical Mractatesd). Tthh & (€ o n fcreatimex Go d 6 s
nihilio. Also, this relates to the central requirement or the necessity of the Word in order
for God the Father to create. Furthemerican $holar Mary T.Clark providesan
analogyforclarty she asserts, AJust as in human <co
follows the mental word conceived by thinking, so Christ as the Word of God took flesh
to communicate wi tThe actwfhenking po@roduce a siental(verd ) .
(signifier) presents the essence of the unconscious insistence to articulate thefnature o
being with the presence of desire and subjective uncertainty. When Clark postulates
Christ as the Word with the function to communicate with humans, Christ becomes a
mastersignifier.

To explain, the signifier does not need a referent and is nedgssplaced by
other signifiersbut a mastesignifier cannot be replaced by any other signifier
Misiewicz e x p | here is 130,essénflal connection between a word (signifier), the
specific thing it is referring to (referent), and what the word meaagiven symbol
system (signified) . . . [thereford,Ja n g u a g e i sBascally, signifiessrcagnde ( 1) .

replaced by other signifiers and carry nothing inherently eternal in meaning. In fact, the
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signifier does not even require an actual objectiihauorder to serve as a signifier.
This makes the concept of meaning problematic. Simply stated, the signifier only bears
meaning within a society that conceives of specific signifiers in a similar way. Otherwise,
when one uses a dictionary to look ugignifier, one finds other signifiers to explain the
meaning of that signifier. Then one must look up those signifiers in an endless chain of
words. Therefore, the Symbolic exists as an undefined state of connections which holds
society together and makesistence intelligible. The mastsignifiers serve as a socially
constructed exception because it only refers to itself. The famous example comes from
Gi gek, who extends Marxés commodity fetish
signi fi er basacamnodty becomes sadferential, money is worth
(signifies) moneyo (Kotsko 30). Obviously,
society that confirms its meaning. Similarly, the Christ who took flesh to communicate
with humankind functions asclear model of a mastsignifier. In Lacanian terms, the
Symbolic emerged from the Real to create the Imaginary.

Essentially, Lacan understands the presence of the signifier as the absence of
another signifier. This coincides with the unconsciousuhaderlies the entire Symbolic
order of representation through the endl es
i n absence and &dmmenari38)eTheraforeparsigrsfier wiuatoés (
notappear, appears as a pselatguage of th unconscious. In semiology, the concept

of the paradigm and the syntagm enunciates this difference.
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Paradigm
E 3

Syntagm S »

-

b
Figure 2 FromCanadian Professtran Cal larms @l e AOn Met apl
The diagram shows the endl ess oegpresentsthe of p
mani fest signifier, while the NS00 represe
syntagmatic arrow flows in one direction as a universal pattern of language structure. The
mastersignifier cannot simply be substituted from thatsgm unlike all other signifiers.
Thus, Christ, Jehovah, or Google serve as magiaifiers. Regardless, the presence of
one signifier implies the absolute absence of another. The Symbolic register is that of the
latent signifier in the unconscious. He® , when Lacan asserts that
he means that God, as a representation of the Real, cannot be grasped through the
appearance of the Symbolic absence. Essentially, nothing can.
Gi ¢ ehiolarBex Butler provides an example through intetpren g Gi ge k 6 s
di scussion on the Apostle Paul. He writes,
which the arguments used against Christ (the failure of His mission, His miserable death
on the cross) are now reasons for Him (the sign of His loveartfice for use) . . . Paul
doubl es what is through the empty signifie
|l ack of success is success. 0O Simply, the a
success. The term empty signifier (floating signifisra signifier without a referent. For
instance, the signifier Abowl oo shares a so

as a concrete object with essence, subst a

=]
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mission does not. It means whatevesisupposed to mean in a circular fashion of
explanation.

Finally, to reiterate LBiuslaRradessortulianad o f
Wol freys summari zes, AEvery time | speak,
Symbolic, and seek to conyeneaning, thereby constituting the Imaginary. In doing so, |
draw on the 6historicallyéd constituted dis
di rect acAmerisamn BrofdsddRicBgrd Boothy adds, AThe Real i
a designationfosomething unknowexternalto the individual. It inhabits the secret

interior as wello (19). Lacan uses the exa

B5olic order

Figure3Lacands Borromean Knot.
Wolfreys conti nues, nof]|.Tihawayblinkingtmeeaisg K
together in such as fashion that you remov
Lacands words, AWi thin the phenomenon of s
the symbolic, represented by the signifier, the imaginary, represented by meading, a
the real, which is discourse that has actu
(Seminar 11163). Therefore, all three elements require the other for explanation. The main

point of the above graphic is the overlap of the Imaginary and the Symbblch
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results in meaning of the fantasy of God. This fantasy is not simply something articulated

in public discourse; it is also swirling in the unconscious. An apt explanation of the

Imaginary expressing the body comes fromabeamunion of the body &@hrist; thus,

animaginary manifestation of the body when merged with the Symbolic provides

meaning to the signifier and further moves
To briefly apply thisto Google,it is significant to note that God ashuman

creation aligns with Google as a human creation. The former as the creator of the

universe, as proposed by theologians and the latter in the realm of the contemporary God

of science and technology through, literally, Sergei Brin and Larry Padge cBostitute

human creationsek nihilio) and both exit the axis of something with direct entry and

sublime clarity into something that is Real in the Lacanian sense of the term. Moreover,

t he Scholasticsd God became cgwhogd i cated ov

explanation rationally eliminated the being, itself. Moreover, the Real was overwhelmed

by theintersection of the Imaginary and the Symbolic, in other words, by meartieg.

next chapter will elaborate on the attributes of the metaphysical Goansuwneated.
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lll. THE THEOLOGIANS THE GOD HUMANG6S CREATED

This chapteprovides a thorough examination tfe natureand attributesf God
one might find in astrictly theological reviewln orcer to claim Google as the
technological extension ¢fie metaphysical Gadt is pertinent to offer a general
description of the God who will beeferenced throughout this discussiBairing this
study, this particular God wil|l be referre
God, 0 the dnettihd c@dd ,mp nort hedme si mil ar vari e
Christian monotheistic God of nCloalaif,i cal t
AmericanProfessor EmerituRobert F. Bown states thdt ©lassical theistrefers to the
tradition of philosopltal theology centering on such mainstream authors as Augustine,
Ansel m, and Aquinaso (285). The qualities
this explanation will briefly present these qualities from the main Christian thimkers
chronologicalorder, eaclsurveying the omnipotence, omnipresence, omnibenevolence,
and omnisciencef God

Obviously, much of what many have proposed atfoeiChristianGod will be
left outalong withany conversation ofagls from traditions other thabhristianity
Moreover all of the philosophical and psychological ideas employed during this study
arerooted in theJudeeChristianmonotheistic tradition, which further makes this
particular God the most appropriakénally, to repeat, this sectiamill review the
attributes of the metaphysical God according to the central Christian theologians. So
mentions of Google and other elemeuitshis study are not discussed in detail, during
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this section. The significant connections between the metaph@daand the
technological God will be analyzed at great length later in the study.

There are threenain functiors of this chapterThe firstis to concisely, but
comprehensively show that Gododés attributes
omnibenevolencegnd omnisciencas explicitly describetly the central Christian
theologians. The secomlto emphasize the two other significant points that surround
Gododés attributes, which include Gododés gi ft
contradictory being. Thenird functionis toillustratethe subtle shift in theological
thoughtthat devalued human reason in favor of faith; this shift correlates to the
movement from theological rationalism to scientific or philosophical rationalsstime
methodto explain God

Augustine of Hippo

Born in 354 AD, Augustine of Hippo merged the Greek philosophical tradition
with the JudeeChristian religious and scriptural traditiomdis range of discourses
includes commentary on original sin and the Trinity. He dessrédbGod similar tother
famous Church Fathers, Scholastics, and theologians. To him, God is a perfect being in
every possible way whose central attributes include omnipotence, omnipresence,
omnibenevolence, and omniscience. These qualities work togettieeinforce each
other to the point where, in rational terms, God must exist above, aghltepondall
other creatures in the universe as the supreme almighty being.

In The City of GodVolume 2 AugustinedirectlymentionsGod 6s omni pot en:
He write s He who by His . . . omnipotence distributes to everyone his own portion, is

able to make good use not only of the good
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gualities connect to His goodness or (omni)benevolence. His omnipotepdie stipe
enge gy to distribute good. Asewestodamraculdu® Augu
things. For example, he notes that feven t
powder . . . it shall not be beyond the omnipotence of the Creator; no, not aitsair of
head shal | TheeawetbahGod gxtibitsicyrrelates with Hists of creation
and His ability to maintain life for His creation

Godobds omni pot ence allawbothetermallavdeesnpotah e cr e
Therefore, God holds thdtimate power in how objects of the universe, including
humans operate. To paraphrase, Augustine claims that those who o thiiegslive
under eternal law, while those who love tempdnangslive under the temporal lavofn
Free Choice25).Sohuma ns, t hr o u gftee wllpcdnéclsoosg whiattthingsfto
love, whethereternal or temporal. Thereforfege willfitsi nt o Godds creati on
humans the ality to choose right or wrondyut humans must choose correctly

Also, Augustine exfains the omnipresence of Gddungarian Theologian
Stanislaus Grabowski notes that to August.i
simply i s é&xpdsiioBsonthdPsalpisiAsugusti ne cis,averms t hat
as the good of goods Intheagtideigto. (Au glu stiinn A
Concept of God as the ARresentBeingi t expl ai ns what Augustin
is. 0 It states, fnAlt si gleexisteneesorpresceau $ando dods et
completely independent of our chronological framework of time regarding the past,
present, anfdifsutcwomedepltd d)f. Godds essence an
the writings of the Church Elders and the Scholastics. God simglysras a separate

entity entirely outsideghd insid@ of every part of the created universe. Human time
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lives on the outside of God because human conceptions, such as time, reflect human
subjectivity which requires a stale of bei
being, or He ideing.

To continue this rati on axstseverywheee inghet i cl e
totality of reality or immensity of spaceo
to God alone in relation to place. Eternity and omnipresence are attributes that deny
l i mitations of Sadtoilenk af Gatn teepealm efdhe uin@nlnce
(a home, Florida, a park, etc.), incorreégthd e nt i fi es t he natatre of
this point in the .AAugosygneelamifes oML otf WG dOEt ntart
God to place [ospace] . . if He were in place, He would not be God. God is present in,
and to the whole universe in such a manner
GrabowskiL 09) . Hence, Godds omnipresence distir
of the humanSo Augustine eXpins thattime and place for God meahsyond time and
place.

As it concerns omniscience, Augustine a
(fore)knowledge angdagainhumanfree will. He addresses this issueTihe City of God,

Volume 1 Basically, Augustine defends the compatibility of foreknowledge (an element

of omniscience) and human free will against the likes of Cicero and the Stoics who assert

that if God knows all, then human free will becomes imposdHiistly, Augustine, like

the future theologians, asserts that the essence of God involves knowledge of everything.

He connects t hi s Ofallvigible ¢himgs,ithe warld isltke greatesttoé s, i

allinvisiblethi ngs, t he gr)e.athe tt ihsetcBafvibdon efib 2
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God, by whom all things were made,svat her e [ f or )Sbhe Godéati on]
creation lends credence to the claim of His omniscience.

Additionally, Augustineaffirms that he religious mind chooses both divine
foreknowledge antduman free wilby the faith of piety (200 Those who believe
properlynGodb el i eve that fAGod knows all things ¢
do by our free will whatsoeverwe knavn d f eel t o b)ewithdtoahe by uso
established, Augusteexplans that God does nabntrol he wills of people. Henakes a
di stinction between the will of]istthee good a
bestower of all powers, not of all wills; for wicked wills are not from Him, geiantrary
to[Hisjn at u r & ©Bhis (n@Quded the evil wills of wicked angels and of wicked
humansFor instance, Satan the Devil chose of his own free will to defy God, but his will
held limited powerG o dforsknowledgeallowed Him to forekner that Satan would
have thepower tosin, and that hevouldsin (209. Regardless of specific choices, free
will exists as a gift from God and does not conflict with His omniscieficerefore,

Godobs omni sci ence c oreatioa,iand $lis fArekeaowlgdywasd it € s s H
originagdeswi t hi n Gialdaduwe oenatsra essence.

Godobés omni benevol en csHisotbemdemrgl btteilaitesand r e i
Augustine announces, AHi s greatness is the
bulk, but by power; and His goodneasghe same as His wisdom and greatness, and His
truth t he s ame DatsinalaltedtisetAlgossne336). Aliofihgss 0  (
attributes cemisremicke ansotGondeécsessarily as God
concept of God @rstoHjsoother atteilites represemtsealpaticular and

vital idea on the nature of God. Augustine
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subsists, and is a subject to His own goodness, athib goodness is not a substance
or rather essence andatfGod Himself is not His own goodness, but that it is in Him as
in asubject; . . God alone should be called essence ().Baskally, God is not a
subject as humans are subjects, and to say that God is a subject that has goodness within
is inaccuratéecause God is goodness. It is not in him. It is Him. In context, this
assertion must be understood in terms of the perfectgpatate Godhus, it makes
discourse on God impossible without occasionally positing God as a subject in order to
explain theparticulars of His nature.
As mentionecearlier, Godutilizes his power for good to the point thiadse who
are evilarealwaysstill good For instancegertain merwho became prideful and commit
evil deeds against Gategiven the freavill to choose to be evilAside from the
goodness God gives for offering his creation free will, His creagtainsan element of
goodness simply because God is goodness and anything God creates is through His
goodness and, therefore, must also be gdodustine emphasizes this pointTihe
Enchiridionw h e n  h e Fowthis ameusits to finding fault with God's work, because
mani s an enti ty ofGoéGddhotsreateew,andihe evibtha(daed ) .
exist did not come from God. Sonolyopd s houl d find fault with a
To further this idea, Augustine uses an analogy. He analogizes:
Men donot gather grapes from thorrssnce hornscannot bear grapes.
Nevertheless, frorgood soil we can see both viresd thorns spring up.
Likewise, just as a battlee does not grow good frugp also an evil will
does not produce good deeds. From a human nature, which is good in

itself, there can spring forth either a good or an evil \ll.)
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So, accordingo Augustine, God made everything good, whether plant life or human life.
This pinpoints the central goodness of Glmdsimple terms, God only creates good, and
so anything evil can be described as only being less good. Augustine uses the term
greatergod t o provide a spectrum ofEveyacualness th
entity is therefore good; a greater good if it cannot be ctad,@ lesser good if it can
beo (20). By positing God as perfectly goo
comes to the challenge of evil and produces a cogent argument that defines evil as a
Al esse®Of goodr e, Augustine also rationali z.
nature of evil and punishment for euvil.
Boethius

SeverinudBoethiuspenned the stk century textThe Consolation of Philosophy
while imprisoned for treasoiccording toAmericanProfessofSeth Lerer, Boethius
practiced Christianity while his |ife #fAstr
Chr i st i a®@onsdatidn PhilosophyintroductionXl). So this text offers an
appropriate starting point to understanding the nature and essence of God in the ethical
monotheistic traditionin the text, Boethius discusses a variety of moral and ethical ideas
that concern God andumanity with an imaginary character called Lady Philosophy. She
extolls the virtues of Goddés sovereignty a
watchtower of His providence, perceives what is suited to each, and assigns what He
knows to be suitable Cqnsadation Philosophyl60). God is omnipotent arsits above
allof Hiscreatioms fiThe Creator |[who] presideth ove
Boethius, ASince thou doubtest not that Go

what means (HeOne waly ldesrules it i®tlhrough providence.
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Providence implies themnibenevolence armmniscience of God because he
knows things that are present and things that will eventually occur. This idea is
paramount to Boethius because he finds himsglfisoned. Lady Philosophy consoles
him when she explains that sometimes bad things happen to good people in the short
term, but Goddés providence wild/ preserve t
mor e pr eci thewholeschuese of delgsnent i things that change, every
sort of thing that moves in any wise, receives its due cause, order, and form from the
s eadfastness qfl5t6he [Biovipme vmidrechdnfaitely ons i st ¢

while fate consists diindividualthinggd i n t hei r Boethjusatso statesrite ( 1 5

this way: fAHis knowledge surveys past and
present. His foreseeing is seeingo (173).
Godobés eternal power resides wiThishi n Hi s

illustrates His power and right to rulde also rules with perfect goodness and love.

Boethius throughh ady Phi | o s dgrbnywershley adthang carsbe befier in

nature than the source from which it has cothetefore, on most true grounds of reason

would | conclude that which is the source of all things to besinwin essence the highest

g o o(d0d).Boethius foregrounds his conception of God witac | ai m of Godds |
nature that exists within Him as thaniversal contingent of allHe is the source ante

best and, so, is the highestgoBdu r t her mo r e, Goti, the qeatorofl ai ms, i
universal nature, likewise disposeth all things, and guides them to gog¢d 1TBIis3 ) .

under pins Godo6s oonmpliedHisromnipoeseace beeauserddidesa | s

within all of His creation.
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Anselm of Canterbury

Anselm of Canterbury composed the extremely popular and influential
Ontological Argument for the existence of God betwienyears 0771078 AD.In his
Proslogionhe posits thafiGod is that whichnothing greater can be thougt{t). The
central characteristics of this entitf which nothing can be greatémclude
omnipotence, omniscience, etc. In fact, these charactefistioghe essence of God. In
other words, only God can have these ctiarsstics and that is wh&odis and what
everythingelseisnoAnsel m even states that nAeverythi
al one, can be t hThisfgrther sepavates theaniqeiexcanchesiveé ( 8 ) .
attributes within the being of God.

To relay Goddéds omni potence, Anselm prod
upon Godods per f ec teidearthat Gbdfigertectthents attacht s wi t h
Aomni 0o qualities to God requires little ar
areyou omni potent i f youGoecdoasopower emaenyf ashn
will, action, and creation. All of His power causes gtomdll. For exampleAnsdm
declares AO good God, good to the good and
i ncompreheBei Bbdds (amhi benevol ence rests i
and His incapability to do anything evil.

Since God is a perfect being, sdis knavledge. He is omniscienThis pertains

tounderstandingl | creation. Anselm writes, Alf wi.
things is desirable, how desirable is the
(22). Godods the evidendedr ms omnmisoiencekhis entéds a universal

knowledge encompassiegv er yt hi ng or as Brown descri bes
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all events as a t i meAnselmsvrestlddsvighithe gotentialf t h e mo
contradictionof divine foreknowledge anlduman free will.Yale ScholaEileen Serene
offers an example to explafkn s e keoodcdiation of the two conflicting ideas. He
writes

If it is true that Socrates is sittingtat what God knows prior tt is that

Socrates will sit then, andhat he knows afterwards is that he did sit then.

Since the only moment when God knows the truth that Socrates is sitting

att: is t itself, his knowledge is simultaneous with the act of sitting, and

this knowledge cannot be a prior cause qfli1)
So Goddés omni science doe ssiomtodit. Socrateefredlye r e  wii
stsof his own will despite Godos knowl edge t
actually sits.

In anothemvorko f A n sMeohologius) he explicitly explains the nature of

Godobés omniie@rwrsietnee, AThe s upritelyns soMeaplacer e c a
or t Prodegium MonologiumAppendix73). The law of space and time apply to the
Abei ngs whi ch so e X.iThstinclides hemares.cGed isadifferentt i me 0
Anselm reasongiThe Substance which creates and is supreme among all beings, which

must be alien to, and free from, the nature and law dfiiags which itself created fno

=1}

nothing, is limited by norestrainfo s pace oThuts$ meGod 7Pgsi des
pl ace at e vMoregverttog me b e ( AQ JOmHipresasncerfor Angelm,
then, is ultimately reducible to a kind of knowledge, immedaaite localized for every

regiondohi(4383sertion remains consistent wi"
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t hat whi ch not hi ngPraslogioa7). ®nce nore nabhebgeeatdr h o u g ht o
thought in terms of time and space, God must be beyond or transcend time and space.
St. Thomas Ajuinas

Simply known as Thomas, St. Thomas Aquinas was a thirteenth century friar who
wrote prolifically. In his sprawling volume concerning the nature of Gaemma
Theologica Thomasworks to defend the characteristics of God against various
objections. He offers replies to the assertion that God is not omnipotentTh8&)as
claims that AnGododés omnipotence i s particul
[and] he freely forgt e s s i nS® to THohe®,Pweloes not mean strength only,
but also the ability to do something or to make something happen. In thig cate
ability to manifest mercytohumarnB.hi s i |l l ustrates that Godos
G o ddmnsibenevolenceThomasalso overlaps omnipotence with omniscience when he
writes, fAHence God's omnipotence includes,
provi denclehee (dlispd)ay of Godds mercy when on
example of forgivenes§homasmentions three types of confessoaof faith, of
thanksgiving or praise, araf sin (1579). All three forms of confession relate to the
subjectdéds relationship to God as an omni po

Thomashendiscusse o mni pot ence avgatitsposshledroés power
impossible He writes, fAThose things which it be
as, for example, to create . . are said to be possible in
Godbés omni potence makes,Thomasmefslly moted tleatitt o cr e
is illogical to obj ebsolutedyiompGmaDisbHoresehi peod £:n cf

cannot come under the divioennipotence, not because of any defect in the power of
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God, but lecause it has not the nature of afeasiblor possi bGeddhi mgwe r( :
to createoffersa significant claim. To create means to make sometiemgorcause
something to exist. According Ithomas this requires the power of God, particljar
when it involves a higher purpose. This higharpose involves creation that
encompasses all things, including humans.

Thomaspr esents Godds omni potence as Godos
power to create. He does not equate omnipotence with political power or the type of
power a government or quoration imposes or uses in relation to humans. He declares
that A[] God] has t he go.v.dand]ia placeof ppwer, Hehhas wh o |
omni potence . . . [ and] Thisdlustgateveeslightme nt of
distinctioninThoma® s percepti on of Godoés omni potence
concentrated power aforce, so commonly proposed. Tkhomas Goddés omni pot
means the power to actively do something, like create or forgive, not necessarily, the
power toenforce rules or dictate ways of beilyit, nonetheless, God does have the
ultimately understood role as the supreme governor of the entire universe. His governing
of the universe is simply a fact related to his essence and a logical necessity based upon
his creation of the universe.

Thomasal so comments on HBoWwd s temni pillds dred e.r
be present everywhere, since ide¢he universal agent, His power reaches to all being,
and hence He exi sAga;m, Thomagad t st whagsd i V239 wi t
very nature. God can be nothing but omnipreddataction by any other agecdn exist
without or separate from the agefoyf G o & omn(p@skrice overlaps with His

3 This uses thehilosophical and sociologicaleaning of the terpii A g e nSeeg/theftanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophynder the headingction.
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omnipotence because God has the power to create and withGuardadian there

woul d be no fibeing. o6 Further more,Thamhser e wo
emphasizes that beings, such as angels (wh
pl ace at the same ti me bes¢nBby6odiooneiplace God. T
through Godods aitdigdheored yi.n Ssuam anmamner as
(728).This distinction highlights the complete omnipresence of God as an exclusive

attribute.

Another distinction which nuancd@homa® s i enl @ n Goddos omni pr es
consists of His being in all things instead of around all things as an outside presence.
Thomasment i ons, fAGod is neither circumscripti
ever ywh e Cicdmsqriive 68erves as a key teoecause it implies that God does
not enclose or set up boundaries around places, events, or people. In His nature he is in
the place, event, or people. This presents
omniscience. God does not know all because he rywliere (in everything). He knows
everything because it is in his essence to know everything.

Thisbringstheli scussi on t o a&ordiny LOrhamasHe writes,e n c e
Aln God there exists t Wsnmakes obviquahatfGedct know
cannot be wrong because what He knows is perfect. In contrast to human knowledge that
merely manifests itself as a quality or attribute of the human who learns something.

G o dIknowledge residesin Hisesseace He fAknows al l by one si
knowl edgeo (9 8) . T Thimassdparatesiotellect, thepobject uhderstqod,
the intelligibl e spec deelarehatéorfodin)Goddtllesreunder s

Aone and t h8o s éaéhbfanddisindiry )nust be His essence aiid
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e X i st e n dhesacenttaltiethe that concerns God omasrepeats throughout his
writing. Basically, if God is Godhen his knowledge is perfect, and He is omniscient.

Within this realm of perfedtnowledge existthe knowledge of the universal and
the particularThoma® s | ogi ¢ goes as follows: dAlf the
regarding things other than Himself is only universal and not special, it would follow that
His understanding would notlabsolutely perfect . . . [and] to know a thing in general
and not in particular, i sThtuos ,hh aGoed 6 smppeerrffeecc
within His essence incorporates His perfectiondia knowledge Thomasoffers an
analogy Fofi the knowledgef God is to all creatures what the knowledge of the
artificeri s t o t hi n g s(106).ardiemeany that Gosl, asathetcreator, know
all things universally, as in the entire human body, for example; and particularly, as in
each part of the humdrody. This is so because of his power to create, his will, and his
goodness, and his knowledge; all of which are perfect.

Additionally, Thomasmakes it cleathat Godiiknows all that is nod in two ways.
The first way consi s tsdhatafe noGartdiabhs cokichbew!| e d g e
product of the humamind. For example, a centaur exists only in the mind of the human,
but not in actuality. God knows the centaur. Second, God knows what is nbhgetas
argues that God is said to know whataynot be in aa now or what will be in the
future (106). He does this with his eternal vision that sees into the futtire aus e f God
extendover all time, and to alllbohihigs waychG
knowledge is without limitatiomo actuality or timeGod also knows evil by knowing
good.Thomaswr i t es, At herefore evil can neither

(108).
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According toThomasGo d 6 s o mn i btrenglgtied lo e Gwild ibe

asserts that iAnGp dt Hiorvgesso a(l 15 6e)x.i sHe H®ves al
wi | | i s t he c¢ auSodod throughl his poivdr,iwiliegl thé uniyetsé &g .

all things in it with | ove. Godo6s inspirat
all things and then love of things. He brought all things into existence motivated by love.

Exi stence represents the criteria of Godos
exi stence represents, i slovea aJhomasdscrbasntd phys
AA thing has existence, or any kind of good, only inasmuch as it is willed by God.
Toeveryexistingti ng, then, God wihlilss nsacknees ¢gGooadddds (I 1

unique from human love.

Humanlover el i es on t he ob] djeddrsbeved. mt ence b
fact, the human is also an objectin relatontoG@dwmasut i | i zes a reversa
|l ove to understand human | ove as different

of the goodness of things, but is moved by it aggbject, our love, whereby we will
good toanything, isnot the cause of its goodness; but conversely its goodness . . . calls
f orth our Hdmang ennot(nfuge §oodness into an object. Human loves adds
nothing to the object itselBy Godbringing the object into existenddrough lovethe
object contains goodness, which then inspires humans to love the Sbjeidr example,
a human may love their spouseit that love does not infuse goodness into the spouse.
The spouse is alreadyfused with goodness because God brobhghinto existenceut
of love.

Finally, God carries essential goodndsis; creation does notrry essential

goodnessHis creation is good because He createdrigoodnesand being are the same
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(29). To elaborate, vith God, there are no accidents, only what He has willed. Humans
display an element of goodness, but goodness is not an essential quality of humanity.
Human goodness only knows reality through Gdtbmasme n t i WWhateverbeldngs
to othesaccidenta | y bel ongs t(88). Bdacidentals is thia dontext| | y 0
i mplies something that occurs ooterde of o
somethip t hat i s 38)He gmphasizédiildel OHI( msel f al one i s
goodd (38
Summary

Religious thinkers like Augustine, Boethius, Anselm, ahdmasoffer a specific
depiction of God that includes elements of His nature or essence, which support the
separate and perfect being found in the ontological argument for the existésoe.
Omnipotence clearly functions as the central attribute that informs His other attributes.
Godbs power to create manifests in the ben
Goddés goodness. Through Godods maudiegthel ent p
future, but because He loves his creation, He allows them to freely choose in conscious
|l ife. Godds omniscience |inks to His omnip
love, which constitutes His knowledge, and finally, which egthbk His universal
presence. God is everywhere because He created everything and He is, therefore, in all
(or part of)creation.As the separate deity, He resides outside of time and platexists
alone as the single contingent being (He is beind)eruniverseTo quote Augustine,
AGodsoi 6gtd. in Anderson 5).

In terms of the technological God, Google. The essential points to grasp involve

the theological <cl ai ms t hancompassingpower, t he me
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presence, love, and knowledge. One complete God carries all of this attributes within its
essential being. This God mediates all human activity. This God provides humans with
free will and, yet, will offer consequences for the exercise of free will. TovereGod
represents a contradictory being. But His contradictions absorb into His being. Later, this
di scussion wil |l demcomopassihgrGadlyeole @acantgrhperarg a | |
human life, which mirrors the role of the metaphysical God as describibe by

theologians.

This concept of God changes only slightly up to our contemporary moment. The
fundamental change to God occurs ie thethod for understanding Gdche previous
theologianaitilized a rational approacthat combined Greekhydosophywith the Bible
(and other religious text$) 0 a p p r esmauned Scldastidsrepresents the high
point of this methodologyThus, the chang& method occusduring the Rformation.
Martin Luther, one of the primary figures of the Protestant Reformdtioma s concer ne
[ because] . . . scholastic theologians for
monopolized belief and hierarchized the church to the point where knowledge of God
became the property of a specialized cldtin Brecht noteshataccording to Luther,
At he gos pabhnddmedih favooofthedh ol a s t iTheshangé ih hethpd
is important to consider inrder to fully comprehend how scientitimd philosophical
rationalism ascended abotree faith infusednethodology employed by the Protestant
Theologians.

Protestant Theologians
Although the Protestant conceptions of the nature and attributes of God differ

slightly from the previously reviegdtheologians, in general, thegtainthe most
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significantelemens of Go d 6 s .fif angiminig ohanges,tit is itebms bf ¢he
human and his inability to fully rationalize the nature of Gaéldo, a nuancedhift
occurs in the decline dhe use of totalational thought o appr ehend Godds n
anincrease iremphasis on faith. In basic terms, these major Protestant theologians
illustrate the movement toward the idea that God cannot be explained in rational terms
aloneand so faith is a requireme®lso, the concept of Predestination enters to
undermne the Scholastics. Henceforthid leaves the task of understanding God in
purely rational terms to philosophers like Descartes, Kant, and Hegel. Ultintd¢gig|
c o0 nc | u dGChrsstiah dosanblogyiis rife with contradictians ( Hi cks 47) and
Area@an o must be altered to make it fHAcombat at
Nietzsche points to this use of reason asthese for the death of God. Regardless, this
section reviews the nature and attributes of God from the viewpoint of the major
Protestant theologians and further reinforces the nature of the metaphysical for the
forthcoming discussion on the technological God, Godgladdition two significant
points to notice, which surrofleewila@délid s att
existence as a contradictory being.
Martin Luther

Lut herds copbpoaéepnhnuet Gbée previous assert
diminishes the goodness of the human in order to lessen the restrictions of rationalism
The previous thinkersposito n man as an extension of God?o:
God creates muselgood because God creates it. lmstan exercise free will, make
bad choices, burestillafi| esser good. 0 L utnbeptranddthus agr ees
transforms humanitio a lower level of being, dpie being a creatioaf God.For

exampleLut her scales back human free wil]|l. He
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freewill, butitistomilk k i ne, t o bui | d hTablesraki6l). Hamads no f u
lose much otheir autonomy to choose, particularly in spiritual issues. Free will is simply
physical. Although this alteratiaioes nothangesignificantlyGo d 6 s , they tlou r e
alter how humans can understand God

God 6 s powersalighdly alterbecause Luthegmphasizes newategorieof
being previously implicit,in order to reasonapimaintain a perfect God. He
accomplishes this by more explicitly separating the spirituzédyen invisible / soul)
from the physical (earth / visible / bodyfor instancegoncerning the conversion of St.
Paul, he asks, AWhat could St. Paul have d
people on earth had been present to help him? Truly, nothing at all; he was forced to do
and suffer that which the devil, his lord améster, pleas@&d163). Ultimately, human
free will cannot choose salvationhe devil can ruin the charséor salvationbut the
human sits powerless in th&dst of the finadecision.Human beingarealso incapable
of saving each othetuther make&Sod 6 s | o v i wilypurgly ghysicab He f r e e
simultaneouslyolves the problem of omniscienoecause free wilho longer contains
spirituality,and t cannot conflict with Godds knowl e
decision does not affect the immabte futureof heaven or hell

Byext ension, the power (omnipotence) of
type of power that contemporary corporate and political entities carry. From Augustine to
Thomas Godds omni pot e erdoecredigsughhak thegecledtion oftthiee p o w
earth and the people on@od only uses His powéor good so all of creations good.
With Luther, it is up to God to choose to save a soul. God may or may not save any

particular soul. For example, if a human wants to repent from sins and lives an outward
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and inward clean and moral life, God may still choose to punish that hdiiman.
demonstrates that Godds power represents t
regardless of the activity of the human.

Whereasthe&SGh ol asti cs attempt to reconcil e G
rationality, Luther realizes the incomgaitity of the two.This further separates God
from His human creatioby separating the earth from the heavéngsheran Theologian
PaulA t haus describes Luthero6s opimasamm when
the earthly realm fnm the reasonimte ar ea of mands Inthel ati ons f
earthly real m, Luther posits reason as a fi
earthly aff air sAl@awslhave beenprodueed by the veisdaomsand i
reason of men . . . Human wisdomreason produces laws and determines what is right,
just as all the other arts which w@tdhave,
in Althaus 64. Just as free will cannot save a human soul and is only useful for basic
earthly matters, Humanason stays on earfth as wel | . Brecht remark
however, reason was not the criterion by w
Aarti cl 8rechtfrefefs toithe scriptures, thereby implying the fallibility of human
reason.

Luther feels that the power of the Church surpasses that of scripture acel, hen
the Sholastics have become the rulers of the pedmpiplicating the Churclpower
apparatus Al t haus states, fAMan after the fall
shape the world . . . [Man] is so conscious that he possesses reason and can do great
things with it that he forgets Furtheele God who

writes, fThe reason of the fallen man i s f
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67).0ne of the reasons fdneé Reformation is the fact that the Church and its scholars
fell victim to the arrogance of flesh and elevated its own use of redmwe the pure
worship of God and the words in His scriptures.

So if Earthly reason does not pertain to human relations with @loat, does?
Faith does. Lutheplaces faith above reason (theh8Slastic methodhe writesfi Re a s o n
is not able to applyitéef t o i n v gtd.in Altharis6T). Bimplygst,certéin
elements of God and scripture can never be underbpbdman reason. Furthermore,
humans should never even try to understandAl t haus words it 1 n thi
neitherseenorhear nor under stand Godoés wonderful a
ability to comprehend, andreasora k e s of & . bstehat wit ot es, A Wh
Christians make use of their natural wisdom . . . seeing it must be set aside in matters of
fathhas not only not wunder st andi nigbletfTdlke m, but
199.So0 Lutherds assertions elevate faith to
and scripture by the mere attempt to conceive of God through réisetorically, faih
el iminates any contradi c withomarspathasthddod 6s bei
Ansel més [[GedidstllearfecGludwith Luther, contradictgin perfection
no longemecessitatéhe appliation of reasonand in some cases faitb, negdiate those
contradictiors.

John Calvin

A reformer contemporary with Martin Lutheio also challenges Scholasticism
John Cal vi n 6Ghristiamd uhdoubtedlyenatebthat of Luther. Calvinism
became an important religious movement in Europe and, especially, North America.

Supporting such doctrines as predestination;@libacy, and arauricularconfession,
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Calvin follows Lutherwith the focus on humrasin whichdevalues human reasdre
writes, fiWebwr mra ladstitites &dligon oluree 236). Calvin speaks
frequently of #Aoriginal sino and the separ
refers to the flesh. Sin resides in the fleshly botithe human througébriginal sin.
Without the omnibenevolena# God, man cannot overcome sin.

Predestination serves as a method to ov
context, Calvin saw the human works requiredheyCathac Church as a methadd
exert power over humande also saw that human reason can be used to maintain this
control and, thus, aims to devalue human reason, itself. Galvimi ms, fAThe Ro ma
have a farther design in maintaining that councils possess the power of interpreting the
scripture . . . Of purgatory, the intercession of saints, auricular confession, and similar
fooleries, the scriptures contain not a singleasydll e 0 Theréf@re he.formulates
predestinationPredestination works to eliminate the idea thananworks must be
performed (or money donated) to make sure loved areesaved.

Calvin explains predestinat iecweeof GGdPr ede s
by which he hath determined in himself, what he would have to become of every
i ndi vi dual IngtititesrReligidn VoluheI25). T her ef or e, Godods
omnipotence expands to include the power to know in advate®.Go d 6 s @oeni sci e
bemmes completely apparenith predestinatona&od 6 s power uteecomes a
since humans are entirgbpwerless over their salvation. The mention of predestination
only serves to illustrate a shift in method and will not be used as part of the anfalysis o

the technological God, Google.
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Furthermore, Calvin shifts Scholastic methodology when he alters how
theologiansand the likehandle scripture. Essentially, knowledge requiagth orthat
human reason can only produknowledge with faithT.A. Noblee x pl ai ns, A Cal vi
fundamental concern is not that we should know scripture, but that wil shoough
scriptur e lanceyCalBio desires(a2Znpve away from interpretation through
the power of human reason that rewrites scripture to a moadaeripture itself as the
ultimate fund of knowledge. Noble continues i Mandés true | ife consi
understanding in so far as that is reflexive of the glory of God revealed through his
Wo r d oNoKethgless, Calvin still concedes tha central attributes of God include
his Aomni 6 qualities

Jonathan Edwards

The Congregationalisheologian, Jonathan Edwards reggnts the general ideas
that cane from the Reformed theology in North Amera&ing the eighteenth century
E d wa r ca$msovdahanature oGodsomewhaturther away fromAugustine,
Boethius and the Scholastick.i r st , Go d & s definitive signifiesTh@mas/ e
repeatedly descrkWHOSIS &ahdfdldvs ExoduaBel3, adswhein He
uses all capitdktters in the translatiof®4). Edward$calls God by the ame, Jehovah.
He preaches about the AFurThomasrdid noFsuppartic ene s s
the use of a name that migtgtermine the essence of Goecauseit i mi t s Godoés
infiniteness He writes,iNow by any other name someode of substance is determined,
whereas this name HE WHO 1S, determines no mode of being, but is indeterminate to all;
and therefore it denomi na@t9)snadditien 6i nfi nite

Damascencsuppors Thomasvh e n  h e MHE WHQ IS, is ¢he prificipal of all
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names applied to God; for comprehending all in itself, it contains existence itself as an
infinite and indetermm nat e s e a aidf in Aquia®4). ahussEelveardg
providesanam t hat may gessenedVinie thiemaiGtairiie universality
previous theologians attribute the nature of God, it also opens up the possibility to
align the metaphysical God with a linguistic signifier. Similarly, one can now align the
tecological God with the signifier, Google.

Edwariddsebass t hat mecioacehar abeefiiosti cs of C
el ements that offer a paandsdppoxtsGoéddsar eadi ng
contradictory beingror exampl e, Edwamnienevolenteexitat es Go d
Godoés fury and wrath. He preaches, AGod ha
Men, both how excellent his LoAngryGod, and a
181). Augustine and Thomasso mention the controversial or even contradictory
el ement s o fHoewval, their assertions represent a proportionately small
size of their writings. Edwards overtly accentuates the wrath of God and the helplessness
of the parishioners cortrolling their own salvationCanadian academihadia Drury
notes, AAugustine also takes it for grante
to the pl easur elmmafThebleggdhenmass t @2 &)s., AlDn vi ne
and their own dliverance will be the direct cause of the joy of the blessed: while the
punishment of the damned will cause it indirec(114). So those who are blessed and
in heaven do rejoice at the sight of those in hell, but ibisardirect form of joy. Thomas
explains Godds position, AAlthough God r ej
in them as being ordered by His justiceo (

attempt to rationalize this glaring contradiction of good and evil from the sameesou
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but ratheemphasizes the doctrine of Hie#t and the predestation of those who will
enter. This allows for the nature of God to be contradictory in itself as-an all
encompassing element of His nature. Thus, omnibenevolence includes punishment.

Godos wrat h becomeomniptentes & welhiledhe s how Hi s
Scholastics highlight creation as the cent
focuses on Gododos wrath. He writes, #Alf God
Flood-Gate . . .le fiery Floods of Fierceness and Wrath of God would rush forth with
inconceivable Fury, and woul d Angy®d upon yo
177). Ultimately, God shows His l@a/when Heabstaingrom inflicting torture upon
those in His grace, anti@vs His power when He restraibiss fury from those in His
grace. Therefore, His loy@mnibenevolencegand powe omnipotencejncludes
refraining from punishmenipon His creationWhat was implicit in the earlier writers
becomes explicit by the eightalrcentury in North American Christianity.

Godobés omni sci e n sirthelraalkn efearsamd punishmeAt e s t
mentioned,pedesti nati on de mo nConrad&herysautGoo@é s know
Theology of Jonathan Edwardsxplainsi Edwar ds appeals to a docH
predestination . . . [that] God decreed from eternity to save certain men, apart from any
consideration of the state of their |iveso
human works or financial donations as a wagantrolo n edéstiny.God knows the
destiny of each individual regardless of the work performed for the church by each
individual. His omniscience allows for the total knowledge of human de<tihgrry
describes this as Edwareky | faelaad b owrna tod 4 dhtee mr

(56).As a rational e, Edwards cites predestina
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Godo ( 5 é@n)oves évdnithe act of faith finahe hands of humankind because
ASaving faith is prrevceads tgii fed Gofl knasvs.a@nda (f5r7¢ e,
humanswill neverknow. To imply that humans could knotheir destinies in terms of
heaven or hell (blissortorture)e sul t s i n the di mandithes hment of
elevation of human nature (reasdNgvertheless, regardless of predestined human fate,
humans could manifest Godoés gift of freewi

Edwarddespbisct i on of Goddos omni presence cCcOi
theologiansAmericanProfessoof TheologyRoss | nman elstol ai ns t hat
thinkers . . . who endorse an account of . . . Derivative Omnipresence include Anselm,
Aqui nas . : .. and Jonathan Edwards (4). He
work on divineomnipresence . .consists of Derivative Omnipreseridd). Derivative
Omnipresencene a n s Gadhcansidered apdrom his standing in some relation or
relations to objects that are themselves locat@thaefundamentally, could nevertheless
be locatedap | ac4). According to Edwards, Godds o
ot her main attBy b@d ¢ & perfadamts,theyanieanm those i
attributes wherein his greatness consists; such as his;gosvknowlalge, his being . . .
[and]hisomnip r e s éWodk€209). The complete God, to Edwards, contains all the
perfection of being.

Summary

This establishes a thread beblogical thought thagives God the central
characteristics of omnipotence, omnibenevolence, omniscience, and omnipresence.
Although theologians argue over the minute details that relate to these attributes of God,

all of them agree that the ethical monotheistic God carrie® thaits within the most
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perfect sense of beinglso, this discussion establishes that the metaphysical God offers
the gift of free wild.l to his creation. Fur
the apparent contradictions logically ascertditteough reason. God simple absorbs His
own contradictions. Finally, this establishes the decline of reason in theological circles
with the advent of reason, in terms of God, in philosophical circles. The next chapter

discusses this shift more fully.
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IV. NIETZSCHE THE DEATH OF THE METAPHYSICAL GOD

This chapter will showtte transformation of the metaphysical Gtitough
reason, that results in Nietzscheds decl ar
examination of Nietz ¢ h e 6 s | td pirgosnt tlesdrangfermation or shift
Furthermore, this chapter also examittesconceptiorand progressioof the
metaphysicaGod from the pepective of the philosophers, Descartes, Kant, and Hegel
To quote American&h ol ar Mar k Wrathall, fAThe decl i ne
perhaps first noted when Pascal declared that the God of the philosophers was not the
God of Abr aham, Henafarth, thaschhptel autinedtite ddcling and
death of the metapkical God.

In The Gay Scienddi et zsche pr ocl| @amplee Workd6®.d i s de
This statement receives a great share of misinterpneiatjgopular culture. It also bears
ambivalence as a metaphor. For instancaeAcan PhilosophdRobert Pippn reasons,
Alf there had been a god, we could not hav
could not havlecobtexeNn ea =zgslaiohcest®ndiy own disbelief in
the literalexistence of the Christian God, and on the rising power of scientific
rationalism.Despite this, his declaratiamas never meanbd supporthe project of
scientific rationalism. To confirpSouth AfricanProfessor#\ndre Groenewald and
Johan Buitendagali m t hat Ni etzsche was AdAin actual f
that transcends moderHmuratthheeri,s nt haenyd nt chtee ,s nfol

distanced himself from . . . theologians . . . and the superficial atheism of the natural
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scienti)heoetbda@, Nietzscheds claim involyv
(un)believability of Godhrough the failure of metaphysical reasiimnvolves a distinct
| oss for humanity and a potential slip int
is dead. o

Ni et zscheds celidedtomquategnseticanThegogianBernard
Rammthati The Chri sti an r epresuppositvoroivasi mdol | eagenp
(86). Groenewald and BuitendagconciairThe ol ogy was i n crisis be
rather than God, had bec donevetNreschededmdter of
necessarily sethe death of God with optimism like the scientific rationaliBistish
ScholarAdrian Samuel summarizesNiz scheds feel i ngsthof iNi et zs
God to lead to the probleof disenchantmerthat the ultimate significance of our lives
(previously understood in terms of our relationship to God) has been replaced by an
essentially insignificant world (cthe r e caus al Thud, Matzacbet i on) 0 ( 2)
perceives God ambivalently as an idea under construction for millévenartheless, the
developingdea, in the minds of humankind, dies.

Whereas, th&cholasticand later, the reformers actually believe in the spiritual
reality of God, Nietzscheagsnot. However, Nietzschigelieves that ideas impose
influence upon humanity the form of valuesTherefore, in this @y, God was alive to
Nietzsche; Bve in the sense that Hgrongly informedthe pointof-view of individuals in
society.To elaborateGerman Philosophévia r t i n Hei degger <cl ari fie
positionconcerning God as an impositiohvaluesHe expl ains, @AThe ess
lies in the poinof-view. Valuemeans that which is in view for a seeing that aims at

something . . . The aim in view is value. Values as paifiisew are conditions of
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preservati on an7@). Basichllg one eamesra paiticu{ar7pimftview

embedded with specific vals@and aims to preserve and enhance the-pbiniew

(values) in order to engage in fAbeclmming, o
WilltoPowetr Ni et zsche says, fivValues and their c
power of that whi ch posToegplaihthi@imamplegrnsl. i n

the metaphysical Christian God informed the values in the-pbwiew of the Church
who exerted energy to preserve and enhance its ideas (the Christian God). Hence, if the
idea of God infiltrates the vantage points of individy#tsoughforce or otherwisejhen
the virtual nature of Gododos exi sctignance mai n
God existsThus, God can die, arfrdumanscan kill God

This alludes to human subjectiviyn d t he mi n d &sowladgec e ssi bi |
(epistemology) For instance, to Nietzsche, rational grobthe existence of God proves
worthless and unnecessafurthermoe, Nietzsche realizéash at @Ai n t he knowi
the idea of knowledge outside the borders of the subject was not possible; that no truth,
no certainty and no knowl edge exidatded out s
Buitendag 151)Therefore, human subjectivity allowseto kill an ideaandcreate new
ideas forfibecoming in the world. Thenewpoint-of-view (values)of one human subject
can transfornthe individual through a revaluing of transient human belffserican
ScholarMichael Lackey follows this idea when he writGsFor i n kil l i ng God
[Nietzsche] has set into motion the creative-self er comi ng of d&ésel f 6 wh
empower individuals o expand the borders of what was
(754) . Ncaiens carsywaiue fdrandividual liberation against the oppressive

dictates of the Christiatineologiansbut therealsoexists an underside to his claims.
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To read further iMhe Gay Sciencehe context becomes apparent. Nietzsche
wr i t\Wedave killed himHow shall we console ourselves, the most murderous of all
murderers? . . The holiest and the mightiest that the world had hitherto possessed, has
bled to deathundewurkni f e0 ( 168) . Cl place. Hondid Neetzsche ord e r  t a
humansmurder God?o clarify, Heideggerwrites fiThe terms 0Goddé and
Godd6 in Nietzscheds thinking are used to d
realm of thesuprasensory has been considered since . . . the late Greek and Christian
interpretation of Platonic philosophy, tobetauen d g e n u i6h)ddenge,a eal 0 (
singular Goddoesnotdie; rather the entir®ss ofconfidence in the claimd éVestern
metaphsgics renders GooheaninglessBehler314).As supportSophia Project
contributorKevin Cole relates thatlietzschecarriesai par t i conforar di sdai
met a p h @Bpawhichsindérliehi s fAover@.l | projecto

So the more apppriate questions are: who killed the metaphysical God and how?
In order to answer this questiadequatelyone must loolat the progression of
philosophical thought in relation to God from Descartes to Nietz&bble.describes this
progression as a displacement of God. He w
of God, i1itdéds a clear line fre.m[NDetzschehr t es t
simply makes the move that was written in the project fronbteeg i nniThego ( 4) .
philosophical project afeason, especially includingetaphysis, killed God Therefore,
Nietzscheserved asn endpoint to a long tradition that workiedexplainthe nature of
existence and being that incorporated suprasensory. Mihsthe spiritial or immaterial

realm as a foundation and the advent of scientific means to access knowledge, the
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believing philosopher found it necessary to expand the nature of God to the lpeiat w
God becomeanbelievable.

When Nietzsche de ewarieeaboutba@ibilsticivald. Bee ad, 0
writessi The hi ghest values are devaluing thems:
the central theologians posit God as a perfect being (highest valuespwtaot
maintain that illusionthat God diesMore precisely, the theologians and the believing
rationalists could not maintain thitusion by the use of reason or with the shaky
justification of fathHe i degger asks, fAOh what are the h
simultaneously render secure the watrerd the ways and means for a realization of the
goals posited in them?d6 (66). So without t
metaphysical God, Barm of passivenihilism could permeate the human values.

Henceforth, some ideal had to replace theéapieysical God.

So he naturalendpointaft i | i zi ng reason t)dGodexpl ai n t
eliminates Godin The Birth of Tragediietzsche asserts howreasor oi | s ar ound
and finally (%5%).Foeisstance, Descares clingato thebexistence of the

Christian God while he emphasizes the use of reason to accesttiushmonumental

text, A Discourse on Methgdhe demonstratesthist t e mpt when he writes
dictate of reason thathat we thus see @nagine is in reality existenbut it plainly tells

us that all our ideasr notionscontain in them somiuth. For otherwisgit could not be

t hat God, who is wholly perfect and veraci
Aside from being a reworkingf Anselmd s o nt ol o g, hiccantral assugpitiong n t
include the existence of God, His perfection, and His divine omnisci©fia®urse,

Descartes withessé&gla | i | eodés condemnation from the Ch
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momentarynotionof never publishing agairkK(ing, Does God Exist7). Nonetheless,
Descartes still trieto reconcile God and reasonMeditations on the Foundations of
Philosophy which according t&iing i pr ovoked vi gorous oppositi
Catholic and Proteant theologians ( Ap@arently, the theologians of the time saw
their God shifting away from the Scholastic or even Reformed God to the faymeral
God.

Regardless, Descartagguesfif r om t he certainty of the
human being, God definitely exists. If one thinks of God, one must conclude that God
e x i @td.sn&roenewald and Buitendag 150). In the midst of arguing focehminty
ofGodos exi st erabtematizeddeevery entityt he am® prove.His four
rules leado methodological doubt or atdvanced extreme doubt, the pelimate to
outright skepticismif one reads the subteat (or deconstructgtatement sixteeim
Principles of Philosophythe death of God seems inevitable from the natural or logical
outcome ofreasoningaboutGotlt st ates, fAHence, at ti mes v
contemplation of the supremely perfect being, a doubt may easily arsevhsther the
idea of Godisnotoneft hose whi ¢ch weSeleded @ritingh6s5)at wi | | ©
Ironically, this statemerdnswersaselfcreatecar bi t rary obj ection to
Kingconcludesii Wi t h Descartes, E u rachpdeaa@pocbab ns ci ous
turning point . . the medieval way of reasoning from certainty of God to certainty of self
is replaced by the modern approachDhoesf rom c
God Exist36-37). Descarte8 seversal helpslietzscheto declare the murder @od
because it solely relies on human subjectivity manifested in rational thought. In other

words, belief in the existendke self (personal human subjegi)ecedesnd validates the
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existence and subsequent belief in Gatherthan belief in God confirming the
existence of the self.

Kant provides even more assistate@lietzscheAlthough Kant asserts an
argument to support belief in God, he offers a devastating refutation of the three central
arguments proposed for the gbence of God. In the section entiti@ttanscendental
Dialectic® from theCritique of Pure ReasorKantr e f utradéignal firoofs of the
exi stence of Go d ddertiflesastideiohtaogical) the cosimalogidal, h e

and thephysim-theologicalargumentgKant, Pure Reaso®63).

FirsstAnsel més ontol ogical argument propose

gr eat er c a BRroslhgon?). Kantrejelcts this réasonirgelgian Philosopher
Ezulike Ofodile paraphrases Kant whea h w r iLdgieakppssilfility of the concept of

an absolutely nessary being is not the sameaal possibility; a jump from the former
totheht ter is noSiamptgppabl e&aOB8) ddedire not
things into exist n c(lantingab45) andas Notre Dame ProfessBmeritus Alvin
Plantinga continueBone cannot, padding existence to a concelpat has application

contingently if at all, get a conceptthatisees ar i | y ebd®.mhereford, Kaatd 0

(

e

eliminates onefathe most famousandwelle gar ded proofs of Godoés

his framework of rationality. Agai reason itself eliminates God.

Kant then refutes the cosmological argument for the existence offGed.
cosmological argument claims that sincewwld and the universe exist, sotieng
first causes it to b&Kant arguesf tlis really only the ontological proof from mere
concepts that contains all the forcd proof in he secalled cosmological proof . . .

4 See the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy for a more comprehensive description at
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2006/entries/cosmologimgaiment.
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perhaps leading us only to thencept of a necessaryibhg, but not so as testablish this

concept in any determinate thin¢Pure Reaso®71).Kant wuses the term 0l
concept so f Craique €hisphHrage counterdieimpirical evidence because a

mere concept only offers asaptions made from reason rather than from empirical /

sensory experience. Kant already debunks the ontological argument and sees the
cosmological argument as an extension of the ontolqgcade the concept of the being

does not nec eaxistenteanobjectivérealitfhe earthgaddsthe universe

may exist concretely as objects to a subjective mind, but that does not prove the existence

of abeing outside of the obserweho precedes the entire physical reafdodile

summari zes, phiksophy réjects any form ofaravarranted juirgm the

contingent taa priori postulation, and this, for him, is whide cosmological argument

d o e s dhefeforg, the cosmological argument for the existenceof Gad | s i n Kant
view.

Finally, Kant refutes the physsd he ol ogi cal ar gumdhst f or C
argument explains, ATher e ar everpgvhezednrthesi gns
world . . . [and]God is understood as that all perfdgghestcause, the architeethose
exi stence explains tAgaiomdeKamte rsefewt € Of toli
existence wih the same reasoning that reiithe cosmological argument. He writes that
the psycha heol ogi c al a r g tilomenaghitude éolmagniudeeisto i t sel f
highest of all, rising from the conditioned to the condition, up to the supreme and
uncondi t i @ureRtasdbBl). Thg @ontifgent first cause cannot simply appear
in concrete or objective reality because thingsancrete or objective reality exist

empirically. Kant does not support the existence of something unconditioned because of
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the appearance of order among those things that are condit@madusly, this
evidence does not cover all of the nuancesoptheo of s of Goddos exi st er
refutation of the proofs; but this evidenc
philosophical) reasoningnetaphysicsgauses the inevitable death of God and supports
his claim inThe Gay Science h AMe haie ki | | (868). Hi mo

Despite ref ut iHKagstilotingsioshe bekef is Godonntied ,
upon humanreasomo Kant, belief i n God does not re
existenceAmericanProfessollen Wood clarifiesfi [hd concept of a supremely real
beingarises naturally and even inevitalplyt h r o u g h  rGfodile contihues ( 6 2 ) .
fiYet, this concept of God is one for which we have no claim of objective certainty nor
prooftet i s concl us i Vherefdrehkenofeeks that theHurhay taculfy f) .
reason allows humans to reach a vague notion of Gothubuins stih ave fAnNno conce
at al l of whParé Reasb®07).Kanticalls thig tring Wef koow (
A S o me t RureiRgadold7). Theevidence thateason apprehends ttliiSomething
rests in the proliferation of ideas over centuries that pertainitaS@methingd
Therefore, we reasdBod intonecessary belief, but noito necessargxistence.

Finally, Kant completes his belief in God whendiies the requirement of belief
for morality. Thus,Kant st ates, fAThe highest good in t
as one assumes a supreme cause of nature that has a causality conforming to the moral
at t i Practical Reagori59).Groenewaldath Bui t endag clari fy, AT
were moral beings that had to perform certain moral duties. God was not an object, but an
idea of the rational mind. The idea of God

good and its acknowledgement of mora | a w drhe¢efbre, Kant separates practical
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reason and pure reason. From practical reason, God exists as an idea for the moral benefit
and duty of human beinggnderstandably, to Nietzsche, whose views on morality differ
compl et el y thisline ohreds@nimg sérees to murder God rather than to
maintain God. In factant, in hisCritique of Judgment oncl udes, A Thi s mor
argument is not meant to offer any object.i
The natural progression tife field of metaphysicgeasonkills God who represents the
entire suprasensory world.

Hegelfurther murders GadDne majorconcern of Hegel involves God as a
being. Humans exist as beings. A being exhibits traits like power, knowledge, love, and
presence. I n fact, God exemplifies these qu:
of the nourfibeingd John Caputo, ilosopher of Postmodern Christianiteclares,
AHegel prepared the way for the ithinggs ght t h
from above, neither is God some i mmanent g
(Perversity Absoluté0). Thus, God loses the omattributesassignedo Him by the
Church Fatherbecause onlphysicalbeingsarticulateand are associated withose
types oflinguistic sgnifiers. God isalsonot a being who residedove. Furthermore, He
is not an inherendirectorialforce who set things into nion at some point only to allow
human life(or nature) to unfold blindlyina d di t i o n, He fiissowhmase Augus
essence transcends human thought and discdnrsemmationCalifornia State
University, Los Angelefrofessod o s eph Prabhu expl ains, A[ He
infinite,6aninfinite merely set over against the finite, and therefore extéorad
bounded by 1 8ocHedeloraciotes Godl &finit2 Aaure through rational

means perpetrated by human parametenstructed on earth or in the finite realm
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Further,H e g sperépective dbgic provides insight into his idea of God. He
writes, A[Logic] i s migteatgphb gvslutianaflthe iddaefo |l o gy
God in theether of pure thought ( gt d . i )nHe i e d_dystadithelcéntenf
reality illustrates his rational viewpoiof reality itself. The use obbic brings Godand
the world)into existence or reality, rather than Gadstinga priori and creating the
worldex nihioBei ng met aphysi cal in nature, Nietzs
emphasis on logic as part of the progressive death of God through metaphysics.

If the consciousness of humans proesreligion, then God exists as (or through)

a historical processAmericanProfessor JA. Leighton summarizes i The Hegel i an
Logici s . . . an attempt to trace the evoluti
(602).Thi s wultimate fact becomes AAbsol uteodo ¢t}
Aknown @G3). TBediclkotomous relationship of tkabject / objecbecomes

complicatedAs radical theologia@ homas Al ti zer notes, AThe b
and subjectivity . . . is consummated in Christianity . . . [and is] the final ending of
transcendent objectivity . . . [s0] objectivity . . . [is] the realization of subjectivity
thereforeobjectivity perishes agbjectivity . in-its e.l f @10 otherivadrdis, nce the

subject and object unite, supernatural objectivity dissipatesigh the unity with the

subjective experience of mind and body conflating to objectivity within the paradoxical
boundaries of subjective thought.

Therefore, he object cannot be a boundless object depicted by subjects, but rather
the object resides wiitn the subjective experience and manifested by the historical
process of metaphysical relatiokniversity of Georgi@rofessor Richard Dien

Winfield explains, AHegel |l ogically captur
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unites concept anobjectivity in and through themselves . . . The embodied mind . . .

[exhibits] the truth of the Idea. . where body and mind unite objectivity and

subj ect i Simglyypud, the 2aBsgendent objectivity of God comes down to earth

as an object of ttught from human subjectivityf.o Hegel, the incarnation of Christ also

displays the objectivity of God on earftherefore, the object, God, unites with the

subject, humanin rational thought. ® emphasize, the historical process in which God

mani fests himself ¢l ear | HegebRholdarDaerelB.e s He ge |
Christensemeiterats , A Wher e t he dialectical hi story
emerging identity [of God] comprehés the most comprehensive opposites, being and
thought, which identity is actualityo (527
this way.

In addition, Hegedlters rationality to incorporate contradictions as reasonable.
Philosopher StephenR.. Hi cks explains that Kant was 7
Aristoteian logicofnonc ont r adi cti onof Ayl anddt hafibeéley
reasonpne that embraces contradictions and sees the whole of reality aisg@wlt/of
contradictoryforces ( 48) . The @dtheologiamas well as Desvartes and
Kant, employed reasdo make God a univers@hon-contradictory)and rationally
cogendef i ned being, but Hegel admits to the
nature. This assertiagontributes to the death of God because the metaphysical God can
no longer be successfully reasoned without accepting contradictions. This results in the
further ascension of faittAnd these contradictions illuminate the precariousness of the

previously reviewed claims about the metaphysical God.
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In summation,lie examples of Descartes, Kant, and Hegel support Nietzsche
centralclaim of the murdered Go@he complexityof reason that these philosophers
utilized to keep God alive while thagnplicitly arguel against longstanding conceptions
of God, illustrates hovireason first explairs God, and then kil God. Nietzsche
conceives this idea as the natural outcomedtess from the original concepts that
surround the Christian Goth other words, when one proposes a figure that encompasses
every possible positive attribute in the most perfect possible manifestation, then that
figure will fail to meet those expeatiors in objective reality. Hicks clarifies when he
wr i tes, dopnlogy i .pdsiis a petfect being that generates ¢anid]
believes in a just being that gives humans independent juddfrenwill] but punishes
them for usingd ( #h8r¢forethe omnipotent, omnipresent, omnibenevolent, and
omniscientmetaphysicaGod who gives humathe gift of free will and is laden with
contradictionsdies.Nietzsches able to claim the death of this God whilediso
forecasts aaplacementhat embodies the same principles as the murdered God. This new

God is sciencewhich later manifestas advanced technolagy
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V. THE RISE OF THE TECHNOLOGICAL GOD

This chapter discusses the rise of science as the central means to apprehend the
nature of theosmos. Previously, the existence of the metaphysical God provided all the
necessary explanations. Subsequently, a new mechanistic viewpoint of the world began
to overwhelm the metaphysical vantage point. In NietaZ3deems, the Apollonian
overwhelmed the Dionysian. Eventually, swe served as a new God that canglain
every aspect of human lif&oreover, the daily use of machines, invented through the
application of science, altered daily life to the point vehttie machine began to mediate
all aspects of human activity. Therefore, this chapter higlsitjet central reasons why
the technological God ascended from the method previously employed to explain the
metaphysical God.

Indian PhysicisRustum Roy constructed the analogy that science is to
technology as theology is to religion (667). In this sense, the broad (significant)
theoreti@l assertions come from scienebile the application of those assertions
manifest in technology. Similarly, thiegy offers the framework for religions to operate.
More importantly, the worlds of science and theology and technology and religion
circulate near or around the others. To follow this analogy thrarghdetects that the
way humans practice religion cegponds with the wayumans practice technology.
However , préckcet pehcrhansoemaiis gudopopularuse. One does not
practice technology, one uses technology. Does one use a religion? To use a religion one
might pray, confess, or attend cblr Still, the analogy seems to fdlut perhaps
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paradoxicallyit makes issue cleard?Perhaps, we are practicing technology. To practice
technology means to use it religiously. Each text message, search query, or interactive
video session involves the practice of technology, the new religion.

Before a full discussion on technology asgeln, the discussion on science as
theologyrequires interrogationthe advent of sciendellows the pattern of rainal
metaphysics, whicNietzscheadentifies As documented abovihe Scholastic thinkers
employther extensive reasoning capabilitiesexplicate angoromote, with as much
exactitude as possible, the nature of God. Therefore, the nretimadis in place for
Descartes, Kant, and Hegel to retain Gaat,reason Him to deatkor instance, Lacan
claims that @ Des c abdsessfascierceigwhictaGoe sas nothirg i n i
t o &amninar XR26).Therefore, it is only appropriate that science uses its methods to
create a God that does things, through advanced technology.

During this time, science develofs method with Galileo, KepleBacon,
Newton, and Descags, all d whom were theistdn fact,to repeat, Padgett confirms that
AThere was no conflict in principle, betwe
enlightenment . . . [and] theology and religion were instrumental in the development of
the empirical, mathemati calThus,dhelaternal i ty of
medieval and Renaissae periods generally maintaarhealthy coexistence between
science andtheologPadgett decl ares that the AENI i gh
authority, tradition, and religious faith . . . [aimed] to destroy the political authorityeof t
chur ch i n -3Bl).rTheEalighte(nteld Period signals the beginning of the

major rift between science arteblogy. Again, though, reason appliedheology itself
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set this process in motion. Furthermore, the teleology of the two fieldsugjttho
continues.

Science as theology starts with the mechanistic concept of the Wontditerate,
Mumford looks at the period of astronomical discoveries as the cénteaperiodwhen
the mechanistic scientific worldview becomes a new religion. Hiesyi The per i od
between Copernicus and Newton [contributed] a new outlook . . . while the Christian
Heaven shrank, the astronomical heaven expanded . . . [which created] a profound
religious reorientation . . . [that] accounts for the immense authbétythe astronomical
and mechanical woMythMachinext Qf coersk, thee gcemtistse d 0 (
never reallychallengethe authority of the church during this time. Even though the-earth
centereduniverse proves implausible and altéine cosmos of the Churctihe ultimate
explanatiorof the new ordestill revolvesar ound t he magni ficent or
creation (the cosmol ogical argument). Mumf
and skirmishes with the Church, science produsethartyrs. Copernicus, Galileo,
Kepler, and Descartes . . . discreetlyde st epped mart yr @atleno ( 39)
ushers in the negative of subjective experience in favor of the complete and total
understanding of the objective world.

Again, to regat, his eliminatesDionysianhuman experience from the scientific

method Mumford explainsthaBa | i | e 0 6 s pularized .e culsuralrheritage
into that whichwast he measur abl e, pub.l. iJ[and]obliteraded ect i v e
thebasid act s of huma Moreover,isTtheen cneeow (c6u3l)t. . . .p

immense concentration on the mastery of earthly life: exploration, invention, conquest,

colonization, all centered on immediate fulfillment. Now, not the hereafter was what

71



c ount e €&€ansequandly) the gato certainty and truth aspertairs to objective
reality no longer resides in the spiritual realm where the human lives as a subjective and
moral being. Rather, all subjectivity belongs to those who employ theifciemtthod
to apprehend objective truth of human objects and everything else in the natural world on
earth and in the univers€ultural expressions of human existence (life after death, for
example) lose their status in the universal mechanical framegiode subjectivity
informs culture. Thigllowsaonedimensionaliewpoint to usurp all other claims of
certainty.

To restateone ofNietzsché snportant points concerniripe futility and even the
darger of the scientific society, he noteslinus Spke Zarathustrathata man lies in a
swamp, covered by leeches, as he studies thiengsrof their brains (202 Zarathustra
confronts the scientist who says, fAHow | on
brain of the | eech, so that the slippery t
Nietzsche criticizes the over examination of every tiny aspetatifre and life on earth.
However, this examination by the scientist does not reneigh. When the Apollonian
ovempowers the Dionysian, the rules of the mechanical hold sway in society. In a sense,
the scientist who studies the brain of the leech tskes will-to-power upon the leech.
By analogy, the scientific viewpoint of the cosmos and the earth take power over the
human mind and gailts in a singular outlook fdrumanity.

As the theology, through the Scholasticel the like created a singulgooint of
view of life mediated by God (and them), the scientific project replaces theology as the
new dogma of mediation for the human subject (objéct). her arti cl e, A The

Science i n Niet AwaidarPraessdr ofHPhilosopBabette Babich
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decl ares, fAOur |ives today, in whatever pa
medi ated more and more by technology. We 't
scienceo (209). Me di at i o mherefére, thhaeidbjecegovdss o c C
subjectivity. More alarmingly, perhaps, is the notion that the subjects lose subjectivity to

the object and thus the roles reverse where the subject is the (technological object) and

the subjects become human objeBigy explans, A Cont empor ary sci enc:
was about a humandés experience of nature,
away from the interest or comprehension of nifety ve per cent of human s
point is accurate, but Nietzsche sawestific specialization as occurring much earlier.

Simply put, it has always been less than five percent of humans who have had interest or
comprehension of the knowledge of science. Moreover, the same is true of theological
specialization and the percentagf those who had comprehension or even access to it

during the time of Augustine to Anselm.

Descartedives as one of the main progenitors of the scientific project and, hence,
epitomizes Nietzscheds central moanceof i n Go
the futureln Discourse on Methqgdescartes insisttsati k nowi ng t he force
of fire, water, air, the stars, the heavens, and all other bodies that surround us, we might
also apply them in the same way to all the uses to which they are adapted, and thus render
ourselves the lords and possessorsafmae 0 Deg4@ephrtes use of ter ms
heavenso (as orgywoteeaudvereo atnlde A $ lo ytodngertleef nat ur
relationship of the scientific project to the coming new theology of dominafo.
suggestion to apply the knowledgetioe mechanistic properties of the natural world to

Aal l useso proves particularly unsettling
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machinelike societyMu mf or d confirms, AThus the ul ti m;:
both its truth and its &€acy, would be to make all behavior as predictable as the
movements of t hREythhVachine82). Toysuppod this idea furthér,
Babich states, fnScience increasingly defin
singularly irresistiblefa hi ono (218) .

Science begisto set up deleological and utopiascenario of progress from its
method ad application, which replaces the Christian concept of heélesdegger
explains t hi s Thepgightfnom thesworthdénto wheuprasensoyry isi
replaced by historical progresghe otherworldly goal of eviasting bliss is transformed
into the earthly happiness of tgeeatest numbef.he engineering dife on earth will
producehappiness and contentment ( & ddylition, he erly work of Mumford
proposes utopian city planning, but he later altered his perspdgtitish Professor
Christopher May af-#0swonkon citiésfadplanhimgr.d 6s] pr e
exhibited a preference for technocratic, centralized bureaucaaticot However, by the
1960s, when his interest had turned almost exclusively to the problem of technology, he
rejects sorts of Utopian visions which had influence him in thevareperiod, seeing
them as essent i aNidizgchetcalls a |l nThei dabuéPRdi) of
p o w eBirth Trdgedy65). In context, Nietzsche speaksa@ocratic quest foobjective
knowledgewhile neglecting the subjective experieaad music and afdistinct cultural
expressions outside of the objectivd)etzsche rejects objgeism andstandsn
opposition taa purely djective standpoindivorced from our subjective involvement in

the world Gamue#-5).
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Scholar Gregory Morga8wer reinforceshisby claimingthat The gai n i n
scientific knowledge andredictive power was offset by a corresponding loss in
knowl edge of the subjective, Thesadubjectag i ve d
dimensions could only be manifest in utilitarian routine=chanized by the universal
production of necessitiesientifically calibrated for the upmost efficien€yommenting
on utopian literatureQity of the SupNew Atlantis andChristianoplig, American
Historian FrankManuelmentionsfiThe scientist was differentiated from other men of
learning and began to play the dominant role in the imaginary sotletyrole of the
scientist and the institutions of science in these three works set importargitomm
patterns for many later scigfic establishments ( 2nle6sgnce, the imaginary society
exists as the ultimate expression of human organization through a sculpted configuration
modelthat eventually becues the governing paradignidowever,unlike the utopias of
the literature, thenanifestation of the model provesr o bl emati ¢ as t hi s m
humanity and destr oy e dWherhoae tracesithe movarmetnt 0 ( S
from the metaphysical assertion of God and themtiompasing theology, of which it
confams to the m#hod of science as a means to inform human enterprise and
engagement, it is obvious that Rustum Royb®
valid.

Technol ogy as religion ser WenyStapketont he ot
uses the wuét omr @ ODree@r@fil Renterpeaetration of the human world
tot he machine world through which human exi
It is significant to note that the language used for describing science in the world shares

the vocabulary and usage with the terms that describe technology. For example, one
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mi ght say, AThe human is overpowered by sc
overmwer ed by technolThegabavediscussidrnvoa thenatareaf the 0
Christian theological God demonstrates the mediation of human life through the
prevailing religious dogma of the period. Despite the manifestation of human ingenuity in
the fam of newly constructed technology (the printing press, for exantpkegreat
majority of people found their lives mediated through religious practice and pSivee.
the Church ruled and God was absolutely perfeediationcould be through nothing
else. @Wnsequently, the religious culture (religioculture) is the technoculediation
bears significant relevance in understanding the power of technology in human life.
Ultimately, if scientific knowledge exhibits a privileging of the mechanical in the
operaion of nature, then technology stands asajpglication of the medamical
operations oscientific discovery

Science sees the machines in the universe and engineers fabricate the
corresponding artificial male eawondeofs ar t i f i ci
machines, or of creatures that can be reduced to machines, technocrats would indeed be
godso (72). This c¢claim provides a fine ana
(scientists and engineers) live as the Augustines and Anselms {ffaesloof times past.
St apleton refers to these technocrats as f
AFuncti onal rationalism i s obsessed with t
is not embodied in humans but codified into data processicghmanes o ( 98) . Wh
human reduces to a machine, the machine becomes a mode of human expression, of
which the mediation to nature becomes empty and the connection to other humans

(machines) becomes a mediated relation between mechanical objects. &hécod
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machines dictate behavior of the human subject. Since technocrats or functional
rationalists build these codes, they mediate the connections to humanity to the without
and the within. Roy explains, fATelginsol ogy
of fero (670). The religious experience alt
suprasensorylhis religious experience becomes a technological experience.

Thus, the qualities of the suprasensory must remain inside the codified
expressions of mediation. Otherwise, the nature of beéiedbmes demystified. In other
words, if Royds figures on the percentage
applied sience reversed (95% peopleunderstand and caadouthow technologies
actually function), the system would implode. In order for it to be religiousdlikeg
the time of the Scholastics, the technocrats must keep the mystery of the object in place.
Consequently, science and engineering (applied science) cannot actually fulfill its
unrealistic assertion that it is a disinterested method for understanding. Roy confirms,
ABasic science, the kind that i s amWret er mi ne
alone, not aimed at any goal or product bu
Over one hundred years earlibigtzschealready penneBoy 6 s c¢cl ai m about s
Nonetheless, its accuracy illustrates the role of the functional ratioaslise new
theologians who support apdopagateeligion as technologyMumford recognizes that
At he 1 mmedi ate outcome of the new [scientdi
statements was temporarily a happy one, for it cooled off the overhéatesphere of
theological controversy left over from the Reformation and the Counter Reformation . . .

but the ultimateesult of this mechanistic doctrine was to raise the machine to a higher
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status than any organism or at best to admit grudgingly thia¢hayganisms were
supermachineso (66, 70).

Finally, the tie to science and technology bears the dictates of faith. Nietzsche
discusses the element of faikulak summarize$iBecause the unconditional will to
truth, which the natural sciencpeesuppose in order to begin, for Nietzsche, equally
religious and secular, the secular is, it turns out, the truth of the religious, but only
because the religious i s dhysdvdllitotrythot he tr ut h
constituteghe samect d faith found within the Scholastic metaphysical realm and also
within Descartes, Kant, and Hegel Ni et zsche offers a cl ear e
metaphysical faith upon which our faith in science rests, that even we seekers of
knowledge today, we gitess antimetaphysicians dtitake our fire, too fran the flame lit
by faith that is thousands of years old, that Christian faith . . . that God is truth, that truth
i s diGay Stienc283).Finally, Nietzsche makes the profound connection
extremelye vi dent when he writes, AThe good fait
that dominates the modern state alhmd f or mer
establishes the tratiginal period from the churcthrough Nietzsche to our contemporary
moment where science and technology rules every practice through its dominance in
daily human life.

Moreover,Dutch Philosophewillem Drees provides the most apt explanation for
our ti mes. He claims, AWe | ook to the engi
as an antireligious move, as we may appreciate their knowledge and skills as gifts of
God, as possibilitiestosaav t h e n e i ghebwert ikternfinglihdoof faith based

dictums and the technicians of the global scientific empire infer the imminent new system
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of technological religious conceptiarDrees, who welcomes the complete
transformation of faithf ur t her c¢cl ai ms, AFaith in technol
from what it has been, because we humans are not that different. We are still vulnerable
[confirming Freud] still looking for orientation, for something told on to, for a sw

thats r e n gt h e nWhileuNsetzsche Gore€ayv the separation of the Apollonian and

the Dionysian, Drees employs the metaphor of the song with the advancement of
technological faith in objects. The current consensus among proponents of the global
proliferaion of gadgets, mix metaphors to produce the connection between creative
artisticcreationsased in subjective human enterprise with the objectivity technology

implants in the human experience.

Dreesdoesnotmentian key el ement dJhiveily ef Bricishc he 6 s f
ColombiaProfessoMarkE.War r en notes, AFor Nietzsche
universal laws and necessities, truths, and values mask their particular and interested
rel ations t o moDieesmetaghor peovesasavow (lisingehyous
attempt to connect humanity through a shared sentimentality to the finality of
organization and security. His statement is the mask that Nietzsche discusses. It blocks
from view the underlying pmer of the technological theology andgsihood At one
time, hope for a positive scientific future existédipino Scholar Virgilio AquinoRivas
describes, fiMen who possessed of honorabl e
religion, that of technocracy, was emerging. Unfortunatelgsghmen had] dark sinister
i nt ent i dmadddionheldde4a)l .ar es, AGod had returned t
cloak . . . so expansive that it threatened to conquer the planet . . . in other words, the

anni hilation of Nibtsheddas hitglisnp Thasike Muonford,1 4 5 ) .
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who are critical of the religiosity of technological advancemésdr global catastrophe.
Il ncidentally, Erling Hope feels that Atech
interface becomes intuitive and gestural rather than technical. It becomes the medium in
which we | ive and mov éelopasugesthaaealidy whevertheb ei n g o
awareness of technology becomes obsolete, similar to how the awareness of the natural
worl d has become obsolete. Wi thishi 6gttesin
Anderson 5)of which God simply defies our conceptadiilities and becomes
everything to the point of Hegelian negati@espitethe overwhelming supremacy of
science as theology and technology as religigog remains unidentified. To
comprehend the intersection of ndslowhatdos t hes
scientific andechnologicakntity defies humanityand becomes invisibi@ Augustinian
terms? Goolg. Thereforeif God isis thenGoogle isis, and,likewise, Google is God
because God is God.
A Brief Introduction of Google

This brief section examines the biographical and structural information of Google
as a technological enterprise that egegain global mediatioin simple terms, Google as
Google).Larry Page and Sergey Britihe creators and founders of Googhet at
Stanford Uniersityin 1995 According to Ken Aulettayledia Critic forTheNew
Yorkert hey shared much in common as their @Afa
mothers worked in science; both were born in 1973 . . . both attended Montessori
elementary schools . bothwereencouraged to study what they wished . . . [@oth]
majoredi n ¢ o mp ut e r Theyquickiy heeme frlie@dd and began to

collaborate on a search engine called Backgatler changed to Google) with the
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mi ssiomgamwmi ie t he wor | do dversallyfaccessidketandon and |
usefub( A Goo gl ey CMimpRagecexplaips.the origin of the name Google,
fiGoogle means a very large numbieiis the number V followe by 100 zeros . .We
were confused about how to spell this, and so we actually spelled it incorrectly. It is a
mathematical termandit is spelled gp-0-g-o-l 6 ( qt d . Pagemand/Brisveerel 7 ) .
thinking big!

To successfully fulfill its mission, Page thought of a new idea in the world of web
search. Being a scholar, he understood that citations to a particular text or study
reinforced the legitimacy and popularity of the text exponentidigerican Journalist
John Battell e n o thatthe dntireaWeb Waa Igoselyiasedarstioen e d
premise of citation and annaia; after all, what was a linkut a citation, and what was
the text describing Intnalate 19908, kondolithe othern ot at |
search engines (Lycos, Netscape, Excite, etc.) employed this kind of strategy to gather
search result®ulitzer Prize Winningaurnalst David Vise commerd A[ Tdl Page],
links were not created equéde would give greater weight to incoming links from
important sites . . The sites with the most linkminting to them . . were more

important than sites with fewer links. In otheonds, if the popular Yahoo homepage

linked to an Internet site, thatsiten st ant | y became Thmsadeae | mpor t e
proved vital to Googlebds success because t
effective search results. Meghan NeaMdtherboadc or r obor at es, fdABef or

engines like Google opened up the web to tideworld, you really had to kw your
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way around the net to fihwhat you were looking fob Page later validated his theory
with a | ink r@agRRgkody tA8)nedt alal 8@ 0

Page and Brinvere able to utilizéhe resources of Stanfordniversityto begin
t heir r esear c3anford/madeat extramely easy fosstudefits in its Ph.D.
program to work on potential commercialend®su si ng uni ver siln vy
fact, Page estimated that it fcost the
they dispatched a O0spider d pr oghHventmliyt o
their investigation into web search develdpeto an extremely popular enterprise. Levy
writes, il tlessvaaesearbhgmwjechthan an Inétistarup run from a
pri vat e un iPageandBrih neoived farther funding and wette tlbbmove
off campus to work to develdpoogle.The funding of one million dollars arrived from
investors Jeff Bezos, Dave Cheriton, Andy Bechtolsheim, and Ram Shriram.
Subsequentlyhiey officially incorporated their busies of September 4, 1998 (Levy)34
In the spirit of the loréhatmythologizeshe humble beginnings of tech companies,

Google first housedself in a garage for around $2000 a mo(#hletta 33).
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VI. GOOGLE- A TECHNOLOGICAL GOD
iGo o g | e O-stopiarevisibnrad earthly appetite for power rest on the
foundational Enlightenmenelief in progress illistet. al. 11).

This chapter discusses Google in relation to its Godly attributes of omniscience,
omnipotence, omnipresence, and omnibenevolencethasvit contradictory naturés
gift of free will, and its mediation of humactivity. 1t wi |l | al so focus ¢
causs that underlie its contradictions, like the metaphysical Gbdh chapter begins
with an investigation of Google that utilizes Lacanian psychoanalytic theory interwoven
with Baudrillard, Foucault, anfic Luhandés r el e viumdnbghaiors pect i v ¢
amidsttechnologyThenthec hapt er engages i n ansfi@xid ended
attributes including its creations and modes of operatamevidence for the central
claim that Google is technological God awording to the previously established
descriptionof God.

All Human Activity: Mediated and Informed by Google

Googlebs origins overtly illustrate a m
profit driven consumerism. Esstially, this moves Google beyortietsimple
construction ofr multknational corporation bémn making money. Althougbames
Walters in his bookBaudrillard and Theologgn ot es, A[ Baudr i |l | ar doés]
advanced capitalist predicamentisoalsr e mi ni scent daliopomedmh e | Fou
the way in which, through consumerism, capitalist processes have pervaded all aspects of
everyday | i f e WalkedtiestBaudrilagdtd FoucgulRas it relates to the
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singular momentary actiortsat contribute to the vast mediation of productive /

consumptive power in basic daily movements. Betthesis of capitalist consumerism as

a means to dictate or mediate all aspects of life no longer fully resolves the question of

technological omnprea | ence. Googl eds (potential [ ine

omnipresence or total mediation of human functeors  F o ufbigpowled adds

Baudri | | ar d gdfailsshécauserthte pracessemsthat gervade all aspects of

everyday life and thought, while firmly embedded in consumerism, ascend to a state

where consumerism bees irrelevant and, more importantijmconsciousn the

masse8u s e of ( Goo gl e érimages. in pacaltelltbolgh the ahwach(es), n t

held to financial aims in terms of God (God needs this money), which maedtiver

daily life of its parishioners, God encompassetore highly evolved or intrinsically

transcendent purpose. Taken with Augusn e 6 s isofi GoGlo as)gsheerationale of

total pervasion through centrally economic means dissolves as an aggregate explanation.
Furthermore, the origination of God, both the-ptesaic Law or PreNicaean

Creed,mplies a suprgresence that rades motivational precepts while it interacts with

normalizing constructs throughout the central survival navigation in human movement. In

Lacanian terms (through Freud), the uncons

father by credng a FatheiG o d(Braungardt To be more precis&erman

Psychotherapist and ProfessdrgenBraungardt accurately accounts that the truth of

religion (God) fiexists in the unconscious

repetitian.0 The repetition involves a méested construction both from above and below

in Foucaultdéds power relations and Baudril/|

a representation of unconscious drives thatfamthe desire of thaleal egan
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materiality that composesraturalized system of material movamher creation of the
ideal ego Each Google search enacts a reinforcement of the domination of technic
narrowing, individual physical automation, and psyginysical worship. Lacan offers
the undercurrent of power oviére body so prominent in religious dogma when he asks,
ADo we not see . . . the emergence of that
death of the f at he rSentinareXR7). &rgig death anddesireo f de s i
work inrelatontocooe pt ual i zi ng Lacanomsthewenteofon of G
technological oapplied science as an extension or usurper of the metaphysical God, the
death of Nietzscheds God admits to the des
Googl edbs structure.

In terms of regulation, which surfaces when deconstructed through Foucault,
Google aims for the desire at the initial presence of the initial creation of the search and
fortifies the desire when search becomes a regulatory practice. For instanced
PsyhologistanddurnalistRo b er t Epst ei n gubiquiboustssarch hat f Go
engine has indeed become the gateway to virtually all information, handling @d{mdrc
search in most countrig@sTherefore, Googléully articulates omniscience through
regulatory practice, with desire at its base. This establishes that Google virtually controls
all search. With this control, conceptualizing the normalization through religious dogma
becomes an appropriate extrapolation in basic Lacanian discourse. Thenasaget of
such power previously required arterlocutor or, more appropriatelynaediator
(speakerwhose presence dictated a naturalizing process. Lacan, through Freud cites the
doctor as thenediatorof which desire and prohibition manifest throughgaage Ecrits

37-39). In religious terms, theediatorcomprises the class of priests, whether in the
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process of preaching, confession, or otherwise. The clergy always includes a visible
material relation who offers, at least in practical terms, awagdiscourse to the
individual (of theinertial masses). Google search eliminates the physiedliator
regardless of the multiple technicians who oversee the operation of the technics.

In more cynical terms, th@ediatormanifests physically in the plastic form of the
screen and communicatively in the virtual form of the autocomplete and the list of
results. This places desire into an automated (or regulated) (pseudo)confessional space.
Beyond information and beyond anggtee of specifically locatable rationality, desire
initiates through the unrecognizable register of the Imaginary. Lacan mentions the
relationship between analyst and analysand (Google search and human searching) when
he notes, ASomeabedghéesemygnettbal pHanedn who
of the Fathei20). The implication of analyst as God (Father) persists, but complicates in
the narcissistic moment when t hieterlacatadl y s and
(21). Here, the physitaature of the analyst dissipates, and the analysand takes on the
God syndrome. The question arises: whatliator(dis)appears when the screen replaces
the physical? A more fully cynical answer consists of the complete disappearance of the
humanmediator but revives less cynically with the insertion of God. Moreover, the
representatives of God (clergy and analyst) always fulfill the formerly necessary role
condensed in the (human) physical. With the screen, thed&tos disappear while the
material pesence of the screen results in a hyperreal manifestation of supreme regulatory
mediation.

The caxsequences of this alteratimvolves theshift in the Imaginary and the

Symbolic orders. Since the Imaginary contains thelede ofideal egaand
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uncons®us narcissism (Delay-20), it serves as a location to graft resistance to
regulatory dictation. How can this continue to operate if the symbolic function of the
Father becomes rdmted through the vituaD e | ay summari zes Lacanos
( Fat h everything solleéted in our psyche from our experience. It is our parents and
friendships, our social norms and taboos,
hegemonic Google search, a dual regulatory machine deflates the symbolic further than
the ChristianGod and its clergyeforethe death of God. The screen as medium
regulates the senses in McLuhan terms while the content regulates through calculated
results.

First, to address McLuhan and the sense
. altersense ratios or patterns of perceptionstekdy and wi t hout any res
(Understanding Medid9). The advent of the screen offers a sensory dimension that
differs in experience from the one mediated in-may human communication.
McLuhandéds key phrase, fApatterns of percept
with the screen that encompassithesas of Foucault and Baudrillard. From the vantage
pointof perception, McLuhan relates the myth of Narcissus to illustrate the ratio of sense
t o finumb nfeesaaen nurbbs. McLuhanont i nues, fAThi s exten
[Narcissus] by mirror numizehis perceptions until he became the servomechanism of his
own extended or Frenphddathogedn Querzalg refers t@ thisl ) .
numbness as fel ectr oni,Sedactorl66y slé condinugdsgt d. i n
A T kcamputer prosthesis . provides us with a . .bio-electronic mirror, in which each

person, like sme digital Narcissus, willlide along the trajectory of a death drivela

SFrom fdLe Sil i ciTuanefises®lai14/l15e Peauo i n
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sink in his or her own imageo (167). The b
inherent in themmediate interaction between the human and the scAeeerican
Writer NicholasCarrpgpvi des t he evidence f orthraodghLuhan a
neuroscience. He concludes:

The recent discoveries about neuroplasticity make the essence of the

intellect more visible, its steps and boundaries easier to mark. They tell us

that the tools man has used to support or extend his nervous system, all

those technologies that through bisthave influenced how we find,

store, and interpret information, how we direct our attentiorneaigage

our senses. . have shaped the physical structure and workings of the

human mind. Their use has strengthened some neural circuits and

weakened other reinforced certain mental traits while leaving others to

fade awayo (48).
Therefore, the vital questions arehat senses does Narcissus employ when he sees his
reflection in the river, and what senses do humans employ when looking in the smart
screenn the monologue of search, Google reflects an image unrecognizable to the
human object, or at least an unrecognized version of the self. This vision ignites the
Imaginary register, theleal egpo f L a @mes of the Father.

Since Lacand® dengigstheamr yofi s the Adomain
and the I maginary, according t &Nanesofthen i s w
Father52) , the human object fisinksd into a st
explain, Freud stase, fid@&ahegoanswers to everything that is expected of the higher

nature of man. As a substitute for a longing for the father, it contains the germ from

88



which all r el i greud Readebdd)vTeedeahegaestsaatitiie (
foundation of th&5od creation and also results in a continuous aim to fulfill this ideal
through the death drive toward unquencha
Freudds assessment and, moreover, facildi
overcome the mystgiof the image through the creation of the smart screen and the
Google search. The search enacts this id
same way that one might look in a mirror and see an image more attractive than the
image actually réécted, narcissism is unsatisfied with the conscious recognition of itself
and compensates by creating a narratiyve
Therefore, Lacanods | ma @inihidofbgyord the Ima&gmary) h e
and later the advent of (applied) science (the extension of God). Both require a narrative
built within the psyche and both are epitomized in Google as a sensorial stalemate.

The narrative structure exemplifidee elaborate, cottul, and creative use of
reason (and literary devices) found in Scholastic texts. Thiepiean ambiguity ahe
idea thaGoddaMan siintg)e fHGod i Te deepdof@Gd,so i s
whentaken to itgpsychoanalyticalimit, reveals to théaumanthat God wa the Ideal
human, all alongand lives ashe ultimate and absolutely singular simulacra of the
Imaginary register. The over four thousand pages of narrative from Thomas stands in
alignment with the binary language of the compulée heological narrative turnsato
an unspecified story void of linearity, conflict, spirit, or emotidhe only result
manifess on the screen and bears witness to an unknowable author (programmer). Binary
language which indicates tlf@nt)presencef puresimulacra onlyeveatthe emptiness

of historical human linguistic signifiers
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Baudrillard describes this situation by analyzing a chess match between

Kasparov, a human, and a computer program named Deep Blue. The human wins the
chess match. Baudrillasdrites:

But, to come back to Kasparov, if he won, it was surely because he is

(metaphorically) capable of speaking more than one language: that of the

emotions, of intuition, of the stratagem, in a word, the language of play

[Dionysian} not to mentiontte language of calculation. Whereas Deep

Blue speaks only the language of calculafidpollonian]. The day this

latter language prevails, in whatever form, Kasparov will be beaten. The

day man himself speaks only that single language, the language of

computers, he will be beaterS¢reened Out61)
To explain, a global speak of religious rationale as exemplifi&iimma Theologica
offers a global simulation of language usage. It represents a closed system of
homogeneity or as Baudr i | lcoamdnumii gRequiermany ¢
Medial64) . Nonet hel ess, Thomasds | engthy text
narration with clear and identifiable linguistic signifiers. This keeps language within the
realm of humanity while maintaining thdeal egoof God. The language of calculation
manifests without these human elements and transcends human considerations. The only
consideration is calculation. In Lacanian terms, the computer language incorporates the
ideal eganto the overlapping register of the Symbolic.

Lacan notes that the ASymbol iSeminarsl t he

38). Therefore, the Imaginary the conscious while the Symbolic is the unconscious.

Eventually, Lacands Real reveals itself.
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register of sorts, the filter which the Real enters and becomes interpreted for the
| magi nar y o Sumbh&Theologkaffers thehReal of God the Father in the
conscious real through an elaborate rationale motivated ldeahegounderstood in
narcissistic consciousness. But the Symbolic unconscious motivation insists on the
creation of thedeal egoFut her mor e, i n psychoanalysis, fc
asSumma Theologi¢ga f or a vi ewpoint 1is always of se:«
The language of calculation manifests or simulates the Real on a smart screen with a
singular homogenous vantageint. How does one grasp the unconscious in a binary
computer language of calculation? To repeat Baudrilfardbh e day man hi msel
only that single | anguage, t heScreeaeadQutage of
161).Querzola notes thattied evel opment of . . . i nformat.i
accompanied by the dissolution of the pers
Baudrillard,Seductiorl66).Thi s makes Lacands Symbolic reg
implodes all human constructed regulations, laws, and (cultural) mores into one single
module of calculation.

In essence, Google search contains the properties which perpetually reenact and
decodeall the psychological modes of desire characterized by modes of worship. It
delimits the sensory data and shifts potential analysis to what McLuhan describes as
Apattern Medun BasagesB)bathdnside and outside of the smart screen.
It alsotranscends the simple and ineffective explanation from a strictly economic
anal ysis. Gwo ¢ll eabiog asear dih 6 sanddriget. Frgonatsve r f u |
late 1990 ncepti on, the algorithm PageRankE, wh

technologiestransformed the practice and concepuatlon of what it was to search the
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We b 0 ( Hi B)IThesalgaithm demdtes the role of the Symbolic from the human
and promotes the artificial unconscious of computer language of calculation.

Of course, Bad r i | hyperbdliGasxiety rests upon the human becoming the
machineand, thus, eliminating the human. With tlebal dominance of Google
al gorithm becomes, alizad.PPofessasleenHillisOMichaeler ms, no
Petit, and Kylie Jarre# x p | @nline and fmobile search practices and tigerahms
that determine resultse acceptedyomost searchers as utilitarian, though widely

understood to bpowerful, their very ubiquity has quickly natuesdd them into the

backgroundsfabrics, pac e s, and pl ac e 3 Hilbsfet. & usetheytednay | i f e
Anaturalize, 0 but a mor eThdrefotettiemgre t er m mi gh
naturalized Googleds algorithms become in

human life becomedhis is the technological God at work. Regardless, the central point
involves the constant mediation of Google search embedded in human existence.

While humangreviously saw the metaphysicab&Gas the mediator of all
interaction and activitthat medator isnow the technological God. The scientifaeal
ega Auletta describeghe creators of this mediation when hewrifé&80 o gl eds | eade
are not cold businessmengthare cold engineers. They a@entists, always seeking
new answers. They seelkanstruct, a formulaan algorithm that both graphad
predicts behavior. They naively believe that most mystenejding the mysteries of
humanbe havi or, are unlocked with datao (8). T
between the creator atite rank and file participant reinforces the omnipotence (and
omniscience) of Google. While the engineers, who aim to dehumanize the globe,

construct systems to unlock the fAimysteries
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construct, or dictate the huméehavior, itself. Foucault already discusses this system of
calculation by the Panopticon. He writes:

The Panopticon should be the formula tbe whole of government[.] . . .

It must give way to everythindue to natural mechanismsin . . .

behavor[.] . . . It must givevay to these mechanisms and make meiot

intervention . . . [except] . .supervision. Govement . . is only to

intervene when it sees that somethisgot happening according to the

general mechanics othavior. Birth of Biopolitics67)
Although Foucault speaks of government, Google carries more wealth and power than
traditional statist government€&ssentially, Google attempts to catalogue and analyze
Anatural 0 human behavior wit hlmsetondhedamct i n
It only intervenes when human behavior conflicts with the data. The intervention includes
a shift in the algorithms, 'TheHangudgead | t er s fn
calculation solidifies the Symbolic regulation of ideal e@ while it prescribes
models of normalcy (or what is naturér human behavior. In this system, humans no
longer need Edwards hellfire to behave accordingly for God; they simply participate in a
calculated system of Google constructed algorithms.ePénom top to bottom reinforce
from bottom to top.

Google engineersverlookMc Luhandés basic thesis that

message. 0 Human behavior cannot be a myste

behavior of the human is manifest carries inheoeitomes ohuman behavior. The

6 SeeWorld-Systems Analysis: An Introductibg Immanuel WHerstein for a further
explanation.
" These shifts are documented on https://moz.com/gedgteithmchange.
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simple existence of the smart screen communicates certain behaviors by design.

Therefore, human behavimby design. Google guarantees specific human behavior
because it owns the medidnmmos$i nceuntr hasal
(Epsteirn), the human mind can be molded through the use of Google search until all life

i's basic simulation. For exampl e, Foucault
and the implementation ofélsentence there swarms a wrsglgesof subsidiary

a ut h o rDisdipline and Pufisf21). Obviously, the use of Google search is not an

exercise of governmental legal punishment, but there is a major element of control over

the body and mind of the individual within Google search. The aimt lies in the

Aseries of subsidiary authorities.o I n bas
single informational medi um, this fAswar mo
and preferences. Eventually, without any thought, thesma finat ur al | yo beha

dictates of the algorithrfand the mediumd r as @A subsiodhisasry aut hor i
microphysics of power andtima ni f est at i o nnerbafma®esthdisi | | ar d 0 s
omnipotence.
The Omnipotence of Google

This sectim mainly focusesm Go o gl e 6 s o itswthepaittbetesevid , b ut
be referenced in the discussion. Firstregpeat, omnipotence involves the power to
create. Interms of Googlg r mer Googl e CEO, Eric Schmidt
c hange t(btek in AMutettal8d The idea of change Schmidt implies relates to the
idea of eternal scientific progress. This began through the advent of reason that Scholastic
t heol ogi ans employed through Descartes and

proclamation othe death of the metaphysical God by Nietzsche and the rise of science as
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the authority for apprehending the worl d.
logically interpreted as themnipotentcreationofanewworldBaudr i | | ar doés f ar
interpreationof the Borges fable, in whidine map otheterritory covers the territory
offers one evident reference to thischangeHe wr i tes, fAThe territo
the map, nor does it survive 1it. It i s nev
(SimulacraSimulationl). Foucault supplies another obvious reference with the
constructorBe nt h a oplicon P&#de st ates, fAThe Panopticon
(Discipline and Punisi202). Therefore, the architectufrahechanicatonstruction
allows for only pedeterminedctivity, a specifically determined state of beiagd a
prescribed range of sensory input.

To furtherapplythistotGoo gl eds omni potence through c
note that God as a human creation aligns with Google as a raresion. The former as
the creator of the universe, as proposed by theologians atadtéren the realm of the
contemporary God of science and technology through, litefdisgeiBrin andLarry
Page. Both constitute human creaties nihilio) and both exit the axis asomething
with directentryandsublimeclarity into something that is Real in the Lacanian sense of
the termMoreover, the Scholastié&odbecame complicated over timed became a
being whose explanation rationa#iminatedthe being, itself. Moreoverhé Real was
overwhelmed by the intersection of the Imaginary and the Symbolic, in other words, by
meaning.

The Chistian God createthe humann His own imageandfiThe goodness of
God is reflected ifhuman]c r e a (Bray14@ If God created it, it is good-homas

replies to the objection that fAGod can do
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the antecedent and consequent are impossible: as if one were to say: If man is an ass he
has f our Gbobagledeategihelhdirban)n its ownimageGoogl eds mot t o |
i DotBed Ev i | glécreatds it,@ s not eVilTo reurn to Google search, discussed

briefly, it functions as a reflectivendtwo-way mirror, of which the human gaze returns

upon itself. In this sense, Googl®riginal search enterprise epitomizes the giesel

natureand goodness of its creation.

I n the earlier review of Godds omnipote
establibhAwsgof hehdé& he @ODfceunse, ampie dcrigtunakevidersce t h . 0
supports t lassertiomsevioidh elgte thenlasvé of the universe as set by
God. For instance, Job 38:323 s tCan yeuslead férth a constellation in its season,
andguide the Bear with her satellited90 you know the ordinances of the heavens, or fix
their rule over the eartb?Ndw International Version. Al so, Jer eThisah 3 1:
is what the LORD says, he who appoints the sun to shine by day, who decreesthe
and stars to shine by night, who stirsthp sea so that its waves rade LORD
Al mi ght y i(Mew Intersationa \freesionEssentially, the power of creation
includes the parameteasidrulesfor the objects within creatigrand these ar@herently
good and for the good of Hiscreatigu gu st i ne r ef er s Qnéreet hi s as
Choice8-1 2 ) . He mentions that #@dAlt is the | aw a:
be perfectly ordered, 0 andeaiscoont®@a(nfEd dtdhsat t

power to create includes the rational el em

8The new motto for Alphabet I nc., Googleds hol ¢
Ri ght ThWah$treedpJoBmle Oct ober 2, 2015 article AGoog
Becomes Al phabetds 6Do the Right Thingbéodo by Al
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Google search serves as the beacon of creation on the irstediletes as a

testament to rationality beyond the grasp of its human followers /. liseosistantly
indexes and organizes the web through rational methods by employing algorithms. For
example, in theinine-year longitudinal studyDutch Professors Antal van déosch,
ToineBogers, andMaurice deKunder report that Google indexed more than 45.7 billion
pages by January, 2015 (1Qarralsodescribes Googte search methaalogy.

A set of secret algorithmenalyzes all the pages to create a comprehensive

index ofthe Web, with every page rankadmrding to its relevance to

particular keywords. The index isen replicated in each clust¥vhen a

peron enters a k egeamwhedgine the softwére roues e 6

the search tone of the clusters, where it is reviewed simultaneously by

hundredsr thousandsf servers(Big Switch41)
The mysterious nature of the algorithms <co
grand creation of the universehe role of the individual to enter words into the search
engine contributes to the powerof Gob e 6s cr eati on by obeying t
searchln Lacanian terminologyhe keyword enters the Imaginary register where the
Symbolic order of t hepoifitefehe Beal amd&igulaies i es t he
around its e#ctive answers. Identifyintpe most prominent (useful) webpage is an
engineered moment ériee will. While there are no wrong answers to the question of
what page to choose, onebds answer wil/|l det
Basically, search algorithm represents an attempt at organizing or computing the

Symbolic chain of signifiers into atializing rational order, which means accessing the
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Real. The fact that the computation never stops illustrates the profound difficulty in
accessing the Real through Symbolic and Imaginary realms of human subjectivity.
Regardless, the creation of thealithm begins with the Word. In elementary
terms, thedesirea | ways exi sts. Googleds search engi
attempt to access this inaccessible data. Even with the result of signifying chains, total
access to the Lacanian Real remampossibleAu | et t a Taey pekkaaicangruct, i
a formula, an algoritim that both graphand predicts behavior. They naively believe that
most mysteriesnicluding the mysteries of humbe havi or , are unl ocked
While the algorithm is noGod, the creator of the algorithm, Google is God. Just as the
Scholastic and Protestant theologians frame and shape the nature and essence of God,
Google itself is the result of framing and sculptihgbugh rational meangugustine, for
instance, emplgs reason to compose immense teSisnima Theologicatc.) that
explain and represent God and humanity in relation to God, the rational (mathematical /
engineered) based software and technological objects represent an explanation and
representation of Gagbe through human language
Laws of the searctedouble the cgaradoxical function of seeh. Hillis et. al.
e X p | Bsimondels df a good searchgeme, a good search result, agabd algorithmic
logic have become normalized . . . becanfsés conserated status, Google rules, and, as
such, the rules set by the ruler adefithe paa met er s of t he cAgdinf ur e of
the establishment of law comes from the human word or signifiers, but in the background
of these established rules |Iives the spect
Christian God. In the case of search, itis Godgla.s i ¢ a Is ketgrnal la@@rd 6

Googlebs rules attain normalcy status and
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subjectivity, and thus underpthe signifying order of the word.o repeat, Delay
summari zes Lacandéds symbolic ( Fatfroreoun as fe
experience. It is our parents and friendships, our social norms and taboos, our gods and
demonso (12). Therefore, any chain of sign
predictably without neceary or immediate enforcement. Literaf@rcemenipolicing)
of the law only enters when the Imaginary realm of human subjeabvéspowers
Symbolic prohibitions, such as those in the latent oedipal complex.

Since Google sives to never do evil, its human representatattempt to
evaluatehe goodness of certain searchdatar a gr eat er g.ORecall or a |
t hat Thomas (Aquinas) notes that, AThose t
immediately, as, for example, to create . . . are said to be possible in referehgghtr a
C a u s e 0Goggle al$b works upon the rationale of the higher cause. For instiahce,
May 2016, Google blacklisted an entire industry, companies providingihigtest
Opaydayo6 | oans . . . [1t al so] ileghllyiotheed Can
U.S. for yearshrough the AdWords systen(Epstein).Payday loans and overpriced
American pharmaceuticatsewrapped up in immoradr unethicabusiness practices.
Therefore, Googleds | aw r@pmagobjechhds&pstain hi ghe
does, that Googl e i s a ismahp paydayloanvbessnéssr i n
and, thus, is hypocriticaBut like the metaphysical Godf, Google does it, it is good, and
it is goodbecause Google does it. Thonfasd the restoffer the same defense for the
goodness through <c¢cr eat i onFor(Gacatlowoenilstof or God
happen in order to bring a greater good therefrom( 2 6 9 4 )Yhe cag&e\ofeheallfire as

Drury not es,takésA toiggrasd thahwetnessing the torments of hell is
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integral to the pObdcasywhatappearsfasnmomlaveno (26) .
contradictiongin the mind of most humans, is easily rationalized by the very nature of
Godo6s goodness. thantlds appesrtogheesdencef Gaogle. i s

This cor r el adntensporarpoobséssiongvitheeztisological
a dv anc e maraws on Erlightenmemdeals of empiricism anids connection to
ideals of progress ( Hi | 1L4),andreqtiires madl hypocrisyfor the sake of a
utopian futureHence, ationality easily clarifies what appears as hypocriticathe case
of Google, an entire campaigand legal defens@f apologetics informs their Google
Books Library Project, a project where Google aims to sxéry book ever written into
a central datadse (Hillis et. al146). The Projectesulted in multiple copyright lawsuits.
GoogbkebBsci al st a LileraneProfect's aemasdksisnple: makehiteeasier for
people to find relevant boo&$iiGoogle Library Projed). The hidher law of the good
overshadows he i nferior | aw of copyright. Godoés
temporal law.

Hegel 6s perspective proves valuable in
hypocrisy or contradictianin the nature of God and the technological God, Goégle.
instance, Leightonwrites A Hi s hi ghest philosophical ach
into the apparent contradictions of life. He sees clearly that we must hold conflicting
viewsonultimaéd questi ons wit hout-618)dlickg elabgratesont her \
He geidedsn The t hrust of Enlightenment theol og

eliminating its contradictory theses in or

9 SeeGoogle andhe Culture of Searchy Hillis et. al.pages 14€.76; The Google Storiy Vise,
pages 988; In the Plexby Levy, pages 46@62; The Googlization of Everythirgy
Vaidhyanathan, pages 1836 3.
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strategy igo accept that JudeBhristian cosmology is rife with contradictions, but to

alter reason in order t o makAhoughHegeb mpat i bl

certainly influences major thinkers who still hold power in philosophical circles (Marx, in

paticular), the Enlightenment theology eliminating ©ntradiction holds power.

Neverthé¢ ess, j u€Ghriastiindmdeosmol ogy is rife wit

Acosmol ogyo of app lchnelayy. Bheréfaen acormdenmininpgd vanc ed

embedded autradictions with Googi@ practics( e . g. BeD&undt 6) appears

fruitless exercise, justasfruite ss as rati onal i zmadgmndtiGod i s |

in a fiery hell. Il n other words, referenci

serves o0 reinforce Gododés character as one of ¢
Henceforth, the omnipotence found in the creation ydwaflects the good

because the evil can only be go@imail, forinstancest ands as one of Goo

creationsOn April 1, 2004 Gmail became availabferuseVi s e rT®blewtres , i

conpetition away a nfdcoa. d.fandhd make thg hew sedviveam 6

instant hit, they planned to give awarye free gighyte of storage (1,000 megabytes

Google's own computeretwork with each Gmail account ( 8® ) c onOnenues i

gigabyte was such an amazing amount of storage that Google told Gmail users they

would never have toadete another email. . [and]computer users would lzable to find

emails instantly . . . [becaus&mail search would be fast, accurate, and as easy to

performas a Google search ( @He kize of storage and the abilityswarchemails

instantly provides the masses with the highest level of email teaghnd he goodness of

this creation appears universal and useful to the maldses, he use of the term

Amasseso refers to a very specific definit
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Baudrillard in his bookin the Shadow of the Silent Majogis He interprets this term as
an fAiobject.o I n other words, the masses as
singular object without individual or even group subjectivity.

Basically, Gmail offers fantastic email service, the best in thedramrtordingo
reputable sources such as technorms.com, pcadvisor.aadipcmag.com. Interestingly,
Geeksquad ranks Gmail at numloere while listing two major cons of the sére. They
include 1) Scans your email for keywords to targetads arfdi2e s you i nt o Goo
ecosystem. To addr ePrvacyPoley fi ostt cenysenadifer
masses must agree to the scanning of all their efidilis concerned critics from the
beginning. After all, since the metaphysical God isdi¢lae fear of the spirit in the sky
who sees and knows everything is replaced by its technological equivalent. In fact,
because of t he mesistiversgon of Groail didynet inslydledatee, i
butt ono (TAhadmesdiotofaheddatg hutton highlightshe illusion of the
delete function, whiclormerlyappeared to the masses as a way to permanently
eliminate something from existence. Only through the removal of the delete option did
the masses understand thatemail (or apdocument, post, etg, even if deleted, still
l'ives on in a da tTaibhadamnforeseeh effect Wsers feaedithae s,
Google would peekatma i | s. And RaaillscarBingotware.i. .ondys
fanned this fear . . . rics said it wasn invasion of privacy, that Bigrother was
watching everything(62). Gmailproves tonotonlyb e an essenti al el eme
omnipotence tfough its creation for the good halso for itstotal omniscience.

Ironically, Google emlpyee number 23Paul Buchhejtt oi ned t Benphr Bese,

10 See https://www.google.com/intl/en/policies/privacy/.
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Evil odeehéell epi ng Go o g (seveikancemoftwad for gse with ni n g
AdSense (Levy 170

Toaddress€éeksypadds second con,i nGma iGo otgil e st h e
ecosystemGooglecreates entire suites of software and interfaces that illustrate its
supreme power to create. For instance, Google offers its Apps for Education absolutely
free to any institution who desires the senfit€oogle touts that fifty million of the
objectmassusesiiGoogle Apps for Educatiodhile ten million use Google Classroom,
and seven of eight lvy League schools use Apps fofHde se apps i nclude 7
Tool s0 such as Gmail, Drive, Dopmosides and She
unlimited personal storage through any participating educational institution. In basic
terms, one can upload everything to Drive and provide links to all of the data. This gives
professors and students the option to share any information they want to share, quickly
and easily. The best part is that all of these services areltfnesels reminiscent of the
Churchdés use of offering charity in the fo
require the recipients to convert to the religion of the chulatinalistfor Consumerist
Laur a Nor t hanysthoalsrhave migrated fo Msing Google Apps for
Education, which provides mail and a suite of other Google services to educators and
students for fre@ Obviously, these apps embody the creative power of Google and, more
obviously, with the education of our children, for the good. But as Benjamin Herold
points out inEducation Week A Googl e [ i s }mininistuéenterhail r e f or

messagesé

11 See https://www.google.com/edd explore the many educational services.
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Again,t he contradictory natomnptercéextende e met a
to the technological Gododés omni potence. Th
center of Googleds power. More sSMorethanf i cal |
70 percent bGoogle's $80 billion in annuaévenue comes from its AdWords
advertising servicé This collection of data to target advertise for its clients of AdWords
serves as the rationale for scanning Gmail users \dath.such complete power Google
can offer edcational institutions these services without chafdiough Google stated
i n August 2013 related scannirgtoripmceessing irsGoogle Appsifor
Education, 0 Goog!l ehovWiledshe suit andanuany 27s2016,dag nt s
coll ecting and usi ng daeduratienél sewites,intluglingst uden
browser behavior, search history, YouTube viewing and search history, installed browser
extensions and saved passwondsifan).

But do studats have a choice in timeatter?According to the dictatesf free will,
studentdechnicallyhave an option to consciousdyoid using Gmail and the other apps,
but like the limited spectrum of actual choice without consequences in theological terms,
students must choose corifgcihe correct choice means to use Gmail and any other
required software or interface Google providickie Smithof the International
Network of Activist ScholarandAmerican writerAlfredo Lopezn ot e t hat A 74 of
100 universities use Googlepfor their university communicatierand software
applicaton®Fur t her more, they note that the fNew
adopted Chromebook as part of its approved and sugaptwols in its 1800 schoatdn
short, the limited nature of theologidade will aligns with the limited nature of

technologicafree will.  Agai n, Hegel 6s contradictory Go
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technological God because while the software benefits students and the institution,
general, it also virtually mandates the sharing of all information with Google.

I n addition, Smi t haccardinytoleakecdeNSA dloeuménis,on t h
Google . . . cooperate[s] with the NSA PRISM surveillance program, which authorizes
theUSgovernment to secretly acdémesicean dat a
Attorney Stephanie A. DeVos examines this relationship her st udNSA fiThe
Al liance: Developing Cyber sMaghingtonPogt at | nt e
reportsthat Google and the NSA had partnered in 2610n s hort, Googl eds
in creationof Gmailfor theultimategood extendsto its inherent omniscience (and
omnibenevolence, omnipresenes wel).

This investigation of Gmail isotto simplypoint out thaeverything Google
propagates as good has an evil underbelly, but rather to emphasize that omnipotence
involves the absorption @y evil attached to all creatisfor goodnessThis holds true
in the case of the theologiansd assertions
technological God, Google. In basic terms, if God does it, it is alweys, gegardless. If
Google does it, it is always good, regardless. Basically, omnipotence alepowerful.

It evenincludesthe power to make whéat obviously evil(or at least problematic,
unethical, immoralpart ofthe supreme good.

This rhetoricaktraegy proved effective ireligious anchow intechnological
enterprises. Jerry Mander notes in his bdbk Case Against the Global Economy: And a

Turn Towards Localizatian

12 See Ellen NakashimaGoogle to Enlist NSA to W Off Attacks; Firm Won't Shardser
Data,Sources Say, But DeRlaisedssue ofPrivacy vs.Securitydp Washington Pos# Feb. 2010.
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One could find similarly optimistic statements for every new technology

that comes along. Those who emit such statements have nothing to gain

from our learning the possible negative consequences of these new

commodities, so we are left with a constantastreof bestasescenarios

and virtually no countervailing voice. As we have discovered, however,

many manufacturers and industries, including nuclear, chemical, auto . . .

are aware of serious negative outcomes of their technologies, but choose

not to shae these with the public and often hide them from investigative

i nquiryo (47).
Mander s analysis illustrates the central
sources of power. The only aspect that requires mention involves the moment when the
object masdecome aware of the negative aspects of a new texgjical creation. When
theydo, the goodness of the object absorbs the obvious negatives and what results
constitutes mass allegiance and subservience (whether conscious or unconscious) to
powerbecause of the elemeof perpetual use and little alternative to do otherwise

The Omnibenevolence of Google
Godobés power to make elinktbHisppmmubéneylenees e nt s

because iaugments His other central attributes. To repeat, Augus e st at es, A C
greatness is the same as His wisdom; for He is not great by bulk, but by power; and His
goodness is the same as His wisdom and greatness, and His truth the same as all those
t h i nTgesVWorkg of Augustirer4). All of His attributeg or r espond t o Godod:
substanceandHss sence. Augustineds concept of God

other attributescharacterizes an exacting and fundamental notion on the personality of
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God. Similarly, Googl efsssuchastsgaich @makandover | a
Apps for Educatiomighlight the multifaceted nature of Googléhis section mainly
focuses on omnibenevolence, he bther attributes will be referenced when applicable

The central aspect oorfcernsSblisrélaionshipitoiHis e ne v ol
creation. Because God is good; He cannot create anything that is not good. The essential
character of goodness proceeds from creator to created. This causal link supports
Ansel mébs theol ogical o that wiich gothingsgreatenean bez e d a
t h o u ®rodlogion?). Logic breaks if God is not omnibenevoleht. review,
according to Augustine, God made everything good, whether plant life or human life,
which pinpoints the central goodness of God. God only essgdod, and so anything evil
can be described as only being less good. Augustine uses the term greater good to provide
a spectrum of goodne gw®wryactual entitygihthei@ford goodHe wr i
greater good if it cannot be corted, alesse g o o d i fEnchiridion@®.By b e 0 (
positing God as perfectly good (omnibenevolent) above all else, Augustine comes to the
chall enge of evil and produces a cogent ar
Therefore, humans must be good regasitéggproducing evil in the physical world.
of all of creation, the human stands as Go
masterpiece, Earth.

Google creates the humalrhis operatesaspureexistentiattestimonyo f Go o gl e 6 s
omnibenevolenceThe human embodiets finest creationSearch, Gmail, YouTube,
Docs, Drive, Hangouts symbolize the creative force of goodness and bears fruit with its
imageoffspring by extension. Universal homogenized reproduction of: assurance of

unity through these cative vectorsMc Luhands i nsight reflects
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the technological God. He quotes Father Johtkin:i We s hape our tool s ¢
ourtoolsshapeos ( qt d. Thentoolkthat ®oiogie)creatslsape us. McLuhan
generouslyincldest he masses in the terintalfyshaped but i
thet ool s. Google shapes the tools. ATo shape
thought . o0 Googl e s hapesForexanple, Anoetican authot h ¢ o n
B.J. Mendé&son claims that if one hundred people view a YouTube wd#an the first

ten minutes after its wupload, an algorithm
video( " Soci al Media is Bullshito)

The connection to the shaping of toatedtools sh@aing us appears obvious with
Mendal sonds example. A video upload enters
maneuvers the upload through a tunnel of computatievly explains this tunnel of
shaping. He gatherstmassive amts ofgldtaeanpiiocesses that
information with learning algrithms to create a machinelikgelligence that augments
thecd | ecti ve br ai nL eV dedcaiptioa is apt. Bovgle(cAlEcts
information and develops sets of rules that determinemitgation.Levy eludeghe
accuracyof hisproposawhen he separates the ficollectiwv
learning algoritims. The learning algorithmrsa nnot MfAaugment 0 the col
humanitybecausehey arethe collective brain of humég. YouTube is the tool that is
shapedby al gorithms, which then shape the hum
the technological tool offers th@operperspective to confirm the goodness of its
creation through t he c rseentral coeationasfthe human, h u ma n

t he human censalctationg!l e 6 s
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So he human being becomes a single mass object from the creative tools Google
shapes. Therefore, the positions of subject and object complicate because Baudrillard
positionsthemas (es) i nto a fAdouble bindd (qgtd. ir
the masses are fAsimultaneously summoned to
responsible, free, and conscious; and as submissive objects, inert, obedient, and
conforminge (l4tld. iGono@Gamds nature frkeenevol e
will for its creation with a correlative element of its nature that requires submission.

Essentially, this lives within the construction of Google. Technicians mechanically create

the psychesodal environment which breeds this fundamental paradox. Incidentally, this
paradox proves necessary to the concept of
individual subject, the masses are simultaneously ordered to manifest their subjectivity

through aprehending specific desiresfromaygree | ect ed range of #Afre
the demand to be a complacent object matches the obligation for individual subjectivity.
This epitomizes Galeteshnologcaleersiomd®od.e xt ends t o

British SholarMi ke Gane il lustrates Bawudrill ard
of power to the massewhich corresponds to the paradoxical demandd ofd 6 s
omnibenevolence The graphic bel ow shows that HAPow
object and subject herefore, humans are commanded to exercise their subjectivity
through free choices in entertainment, consumer items, fashion, and&weon
command, itself, negates human subijectivity. Further, humans must choose from
predetermined choices, which, in esse, makes humans a mass object. When humans
resist and attempt to be individual subjects, Google treats them as objects. When humans

behave as passive objects in resistance to subjectivity, Google treats them as subjective
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beings by offering more choic&his perpetual middle ground results in the object mass

running on inertia.

Power (state/parent) { (a) mass/ as object (which resists as subject)

treats —
\(b) mass/ as subjeg (which resists as object)
___v_
subject of strategy | (i) subject-as-object(b)
of resistence as: (ii) subject-as-subject(a)

Figure 4 Image fromG a n 8dudrillard (RLE Social Theory)

To refer back to Mendal sondéds YouTube ex
freedom and entertainment of timmumerable videos fariewing. Once the mass
unknowingly triggersan algorithimfor a particular video, the video proliferates to the
entire mass object. Then the video shapes the mass object. Using YouTube shapes the
mass i n terms of Mduthd@medtof vidheosdalsasmpds the o
object mass in the contrived elements of popular human existence. For example, this
occurs in fashion, dance, language (slang), political movements, conspiracy theories, etc.
Therefore, the human is shaped hyadgorithm that displaces the potential human
subjectivity while itpostursthe splendoof free choiceThe free choice itself is
informed by love.

To continue with this poinglthough presented as an act of love, free will seems
to function as an @oded endowmertt f  Gamohibesevolencezor instance, timans
associate within aommunity or a society. In thmaseof YouTube the commuity is
globaland online. This makdsee will a social activity. Like all social activities, certain
regulationsfom t he Symbol i c register inhabit the

in his bookHowto ReadLacan i denti fi es the Aempty gestur
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rejectedo (1 2freewillTolswestaircthepimalistia pyactioefof social
engagement requires the use of these empty gestures. This maintains conceptually the
fallacious underpinnings of Christidree will as well as the functioaf Google in terms
of freedom to choos@ the glolal online societyBasically, lomogeneity hides behind
the vail of free choice.

Baudrillard evidences thigremisein hise x ami nati on of t he @As ma
di f f e Censumer 8oci€¢®7). Essentially, the human subject receives the directive
to express individuality through the slight differences in the commodities for purchase,
such as the color of a shirt. But this choice@ymeinforces the monopoly ofsangular
mode of being within the social real@mmong otherrealms) He not esnd Amonop
difference are logically incompatible. If they can be combined, it is precisely because the
differences are not differences and, instead of marking a person out as something
singular, they mark rather his conformity with a code, his integration iftdiagsscale
of v al uTarsugh coOn8udnption, this represents the codes in absorbing
(purchasing) commodities. By analogy, through religion, this represents ChiiiegBan
will. In other words, what appears as a free choice is merely a choice vaitftowmand
fixed parameters.

American Linguist Noan€ChomsKy illustrates this by stating fie smart way to
keep people passive and obedient is to strictly limit the spectrum of acceptable opinion,
but allow very lively debate within that spd r wW8.d hefefore, the consumer choices
of Baudrillard and thé&acceptable opinianof Chomsky clearly support the idea of
Go dfteswill. AmericanT he ol ogi an St ev ehe CiHistianr(especialyo nf i r 1

Pauline/ Augustinian) understanding of the naturdret will: when one chooses the
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good (and only the good), then one is truly free! But when one chooses evil, out of a free
choice between good and evil, then one bexpbound to the eviland losed r eedom o f
c hoi c e Hercefoeth, God dedides whia good and what is evil, or the framework

that surroundthe free choice is predetermined by God. Google proposes thdreame

will through its omnibenevolence.

To return to Lacan and Gi ¢gfe«wildénbtes choi c
an pfityr gestureo or an act devoid of choice.
serves as a framework of which algorithms predetermine the choiceroadse(as
object)who searches. Although Google returns thodsaof choices for the masses to
choo®, the objectvorks within the broader framework of GooglemnipotenceFormer
CEO of Google, Eric Schmidt told the Wall Street Jouriidl, aycthink radst people
d o n 0 t Gowgke otanswer their questions. they want Google tll them whathey
should bed o i n g (qtd.en¥didbyanathar200).In the paradox ofree will, Google
develops algorithms to maneuver the masses to the next choice provided by and guided
by Googl e. Furthiem mohe, sGhjge&t s iunite.lsat i ons|
you have freedom to choose, but on condition that you choose the rightftlyimg
make the wrong choice, ydose freedom of choice itself . this paradox arises at the
|l evel of the subjectds rel atng8ublimep to t he
Object165). The significance rests in the concept of the community. The masses must
engage socially within the structure of Google since Google has created the global online
infrastructure.

In practical terms, Gmail servesasexample to illustrate the function tiEe

will at the level of the worker or student (subjects of free choice and mass abjeet).
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an institution receives the creative force of Google with its ecosystem of enmeshed user
interfaces, the mass must confarthe range of choices offered within that ecosystem.
The free choice to abstain from the use of Gmail within an institution that requires alll
communicdéon through the interface the wrong choiceThe consequence of rejecting
communication through Gnias expulsia from the institutionalystem
American $holarJeff Pruchnic elaborates the empty gesture and its potential
consequenceattached to acceptance (or denial) of the offer. He witédsh at i s, t o
means not to avoid the (illusipof choice in the empty gesture, but to take it at face
value; not to deny choice (or argue that it is being denied) but to revel in choice, to
exploit the opportunity (falsely) offered as a genuine moment of agency and autonomy.
Zizek explains:
In otherwords,the act of taking the empty gesture (the offer to be
rejected) literally, to treat the forced choice as a true choice, is, perhaps,
one of the ways to put into practice
fantasyo6: 1 n accomgsuspenadtheghattasmics act ,
frame of unwritten rules which tell him how to choose freely; no wonder
the consequences of this act are so catastroffiague of Fantasie29)
Lacands traversing the fant asy weodulfliiel at es
forced choiceéoy complying with the dictates of the empty gesture through aligning its
movement and activity with the countless offers (requests) from Gdggley e k f ur t her
clarifies fAtraversing the fantasyo when he
Fantasy rendemnd sustains the structure of the forced choice, it tells us

how we are to choose if we are to maintain the freedom of choice, that is it
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bridges the gap between the formal symbolic frame of choices and social
reality by preventing the choice, which, atlgh formally allowed, would,
if in fact made, ruin the system. (29)
Thus,potential consequences ensue, not only from breaking the unwritten rules of the
forced choicebut also for following the rules to the letter. For example, the death of God
is the consequence for following the Scholastic methodology of (scientific) rationalism to
theletterThe object mass complied withredehe | ogi
choicedo and eventually saw the death of Go
empty gesture of the Scholastics and their clergy.
The symbolic meaningfdhe empty gesturbol ds t oget her t he str|
drive within the $mbolic register acessitates the obligatory movemémwardthe
correct decision arght choice withouthie knowledge that the choiceright in order to
fulfill the symbolic function of the arrgementThe predetermined correct choice further
highlights the omnibenevolence of Google. Within the ecosystem countless auto
suggestions maneuver the mass objectamiocuitry, informed by personal desire, to the
place most appropriate. The symbolic elenddrihe correct choice connects the circuit
with the most appropriate clicRegardless,rminappropriate click provieks a path toward
the application of the forced choibecause the pathway altéh® masso the
predeterminegboint of (a) recovering. Gumgle Maps liustrates this with directions.
When one makes a turn that proves contrary to the instructions, Google will attempt to
reroute the object toward the destination. Google search operates in the same manner. So

does God. Therefore, the love foethbject massreates scenarios of predetermined
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movement along Acorrecto or -iftlusivggathway c i
toward the total fulfilment of psychological (psychoanalytic) desire.

American Professor Suwaidhyanathan relasethis concept in practical terms
wh e n h e If Googletisahe domimant way we navigate the Internet thuos the
primary lens through which evexperience both the local atié global, then it has
remarkable power to set agendas and alter percsptisrbiaseare built into its
al g or i7) Hisrhasit aséumption of operatadp ower under girds
attributes in terms of omnipotence. The power to create a global infrastraatwklove
for the object mass signals a total mediabbthe human from which the human cannot
Aact o0 without Go ogléoesmnisdiemde as EnceSchmilt claimst o
(conf esses?) i Wgoukre couwghly what gob ¢are abeut, coughly who
your friends are (qtd. inJenkins JJ. Similar to the structural guidelines of the
Panopticon, the algorithm structurally enlists a system of total omniscience and
thereforetotal omnipresence anfiirthermore total omnipotence. All of which prove
unrecognizable since the structural arrangemengpeetines these attributes. What

Schmidt describes as a rough sketch of individuals within the mass ebgdats into an

rcui

Goog

Goog

absolutelac cur ate portrait of each human becaus

reality of the actual of the human subject.

This proves to behe case becausige human individual can no longer trace
personal becoming without the various Google interfétaisaredesigned to create the
individual humannitsimage Bawudri |l |l ard notes, fAthe
vanigh oSinfulacraSimulation3 1) and with it the Amini

effed8dldp. Wi th Googleds place as God, t
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| ater understand (consciously or otherwise
within the ecosystem adapt to its environme
imperative of submission to the model . . . [because] YOU are the enodéla Biblical
terms, AYOU ar e The beparatiomaf gagise antd eff€cd dissoffithe
case with all binaries) to a constant cause and effect without any trace of which is which.

What is left is a total cause and a total effect, completely comprehensive.
Vai dhyanat han s umma r argse doselyfiafloedtoefiectéhe i nt er f a
choices we had already made that it could reliably predict how to satiate our established
desi 208)sHilisdt.alr ei nf or ce t hi #ismwtthe Cosmdiz®d] wr i t e,
doing the predetermination but arformation machine developdyy individualswho
bel i eve t hadadrddatielew ady s utt rhudom ppffembduie redlities thab gi ¢ 6
nonetheless doot easilyyieldé pattern recognition They art i f
truth of hard data recalls the motif of utopiamesitific progress that founds the central
precepts of Googleds methodol ogy. I n t he |
pattern recognition by artificial intelligence because of the inherent breakdown,
structurally devised, between the polesttbeparate the embodied human subject and the
conceptual vagaries of artificial intelligence. The question is not, will artificial
intelligence (machines) become more human, but rather will the human become more
artificial (robotic / machinelikg? Again,before God made man in His imageanmade

God in his (ideal) image (thogh the Word, the Symbolic).
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The Omniscience of Googlénderlies its Omnibenevolence

Googl eds dunctiansparadexicalye Google is-d&howing as it
concerns alinformationpreviously outside of Google, such as printed botikdso
produces (stores or holds) all information and, henceforth, information is nowhere to be
found outside of Googlé\s the creator of information it will always know all
information. Ths extends to knowledge of all human individuals individually and all
knowl edge of the masses as object. But Goo
object mass in a simultaneous momenvirat Hilliset. ali d e nt théd hymaa s 0
machine assemblage amich search reliégs ( 2Mhi search gives information it
also takes information thatforms what future information givesto the searcher.

One essential el ement of Googleds omni s
knowledge. This knowleddease differs from the information collected from human
search. Instead this knowledge base mes fr om b ook st.o Giodoi gglietdi sz ea
the bookghat have ever beenptired si nce the time of Gutenbce
through Google Book$jumanscaii s ear ch every book ever publ
Levy nObtheeestimate 33 million books that had been publisBedgle wanted
all of thend  ( 3rbofdér to set uthis ambitious project / interfa¢ Google tried to
accesall of the moks in the Library of Congress, but the head of its Copyright Office,
Mar ybet h Pet er s Therafave, Goegle sét Upagag@emgitd 5 2 ) .
University of Michigan with the goal to digitize all 7 million volumes of its library.
Several problemar ose with Googlebds digitizing atte

trust, and censorshigvhich resulted in the 2005 lawsuits from the American Association
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of Publishers and the Authors Guild (Levy 358, 361). but regardless Googleghasd
andcontinues to digitize millions of books.

The first important point that concerns
approach to the Va as it pertains to a higher caumea transcendent moralitifillis et.
al.e x p | ai n GdodieaBbokSettleenenfiaffair suggest[s] that .with respect to
copyright at least . . . [Google] considers itsaif authority morally compelled if not
autlorized to invent and impose ndéarms of le@ | understandings and
(170).In essence,sinceGgd e6s central objective revolve
embedded in its utopianesque goals for global technological perfection (unity), it can
transform current Ahumano or fAtemporal o | a
benef it f r om rabguidejrieeirdotarmsrokecapyrigitionically, in 1995,
i Ser g ey coBabarated with fellow Ph.D. students and professors on a project
involving automated detection of copyright violatiorf¥ise 28).Under copyright law,
Google did not have theuthority or permission to scan and make available, through
Google Books, any printed text, but did so anyway. The attempt to create a complete
|l i brary that is available for all/l Googl e wu
morality. Whenthegoaki | of ti er than si mple human copy
are justified in every case.

Thejustification to break human copyright law involves the higher goal of
offering virtually unlimited scholarly (or otherwise) data / books through a convenient
and user friendly search. Page mentioned,
of their area of expertise because of the

230231).Theref ore, from Googl edbs pedsfpecti ve,
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producing a global digital library will open a new world to human schélans the
limitations of the physicaFurthermoreBat t el | e cont empl at es, ALt
seven years after they started nandomakegpany t
universally accessible and useful, 6 Brin a
morality police f or Butthedrgogllimplesa distmaloGodikey 6 ( 2
morality of (apparentrontradiction and exceptionalisifio refer back to the ethical
monotheistic Godl.uther posits eason as a fAgi ft )fandevritesGodo (
AALl I | aws have been pr oduc eDispliationtManpeButwi s d o m
Godobés Law, rife with c osufrdmejudtnessthattumpsan t er
human law. So in terms of an approach to morality, Google sits abeneelaman law

The ethical monotheistic God represents the closest representation of ultimately
contradictory moralityor the greater elevation afgreater purpose. For instance, in
terms of offering censored versions of Google products, particularly search, Google
rationalized its entrance into the Chinese marl®ts.h mi dt We @rxlodedcetith; i

al t hough twidabouteghe eestriztionst waseven worse to not try to serve

thoseusr s at all. We actually d&Thbsubtextobevi | sc
Schmidtédés statement il |l umi natieGodtlhyed st anda
inconsistencies because Googtmstructed ander f or med it s farisalf fievi |

andby itself to determingvhether to do bsiness in China andjore significantly, how
to articulate theshakyjustificationfor doing business in Chin&oreover, Schmidt

presents Google as a service for users, thereby implying the sanctity of its purpose

B¥See the article from January 2016, AWhy Googl
Kaveh Waddell.
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Incidentally, Google shut down its search engine in China in 2010 and its other services
in 2014. But it is preparing to return to China shoftaddd!).

In fact,New York Timewriter Nicholas Kristof composed an ironical and

unintentionay satirical article entitled, AWl
proudly declares, Aln a conflict between t
win in the short run. But in t heristtfong run,

forestadows the complete global omnipote of Google coupledwitho o gl e 6 s

omnibenevolent motives, which ameanifested in free wil{as in freedom fo€hina) but

when China freely engages wit hecasysteng.l e, it
Kristofal so writes, fAEventually, a combinati on
wi || end t he pr (33 HemeKristof reaffsmsthe utopian@ikian nfa o0

Enlightenment progredsr the betterment of the world, while LariPage tells John
Battelle, Al realized | wanted to .lnvent t
wanted to get them out there, get them int
thatdos whato (é&)l. yBmatteéd e goeasndamentally o expl
changed the relationshi p beHssedigynhehumani ty
Aeducationd and Ainformationo (or knowledg
from the power of Google to dictate the transmission of knowledge in botluimedd
contentunder the banneaf progress and, more importantlypder the banner ddve.

The par ado sbeoeloleli@® orgate €liinese freedom underlies the central

concept that God contaswhat appears as oppositional morality, wHigtome®asily

reconcilable by the inherent essence or definition of Godconfirm a one point

Google held over 36% of the market share of search in China after just three years in the
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country (Tse 1). Therefore, if / when Google returns to Chinacanspletely plausible
that it will be as integrated into the daily Chinese experience as it is in the United States.

Googl edbs omni benevolence al so inwmol ves
describingnet aphysi cal God, An ededoad togghe goodaaditans , i C
the wicked . : . your g OheefareEGosd 6iss I ncompr e
omnibenevolence rests upon His goodness to all people, and His incapability to do
anything evil.fiGoogle FoundatiomthroughGoogle dot Org serves as theme example
that Google, like the metaphysical God, is omnibenevdfgrar instance, Google
mentions atGoogle.orgthat itdonatesover a billion dollars in grants and produtds
countless charitable neprofit organizations such as GiveDirectiyorld Wildlife Fund,
Consortium for the Barcode of Life, charity: water, DoSomething.org, and Malaria No
More. The center point of Googledbds charitabl
advanced technology to help improve earthly conditions for peoplén$tance Google
decl ares t hatwoirtl di ¢ hfad e sviod®Risn f oasleyer Goagl
uses itsability to intelligently design the globe so that all people, good or wicked, can
participate in meaningful global activity.

Google calls thee Impact Challenges. One such challeongavercome is human
disability. Go o0 g | e ThetGadgle lsnpactiChallenge: Disabilities aims to make the
world more accessible for the 1 billigeeople living with disabilitied ( i G| o b a l | mp a
Ch al | erwaseclo Google organizations are Mission Arm and Miraclefeet. As the

names suggest, thesenprofits enable humans with damaged or missing limbs to lead

“See AGoogl e hiEp/wawndisideprolantbropg.com/grantsr-globat
development/googhoundationgrantsfor-globaldevelopment.html.
See AGoogl e | mptp/Mmvwwgbale.drgdimpaatcballeage/disabilities/.
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more productive lives. Both groups investigate how technology can be used to design,
inform, and treat tree humans. Mission Arm works with @xa prosthetic manufacturer,

tousef 3D pr i nt i n gdbotitlinb(cfohisstsriuoccnt Aar mo )

Figure571 Exiii Robot Human Handshake

Mi raclefeet uses iIits support fworhwideB®oogl e t
offering family support via SMS (Short Message Service), monitoring patient progress
through updated software, and providing extensivenertliaining to local cliniciaris
( A Mi r a cThetéchnelbgicdl God, Google, offers those with digegs the
miraculous use of their limbs. Finally, Google providapport measures for those in
India who suffer from leprosy. Apparently, Indiaconfsm i 100, 000 new case
yeao( iLeprosyHdMnsces, oB@dgl eds act i Dstascetpr ovi de
fensure that a | arge numbyemintanfthepdiywl e who
walko( A L e pr os yThbse thred egamples are merely a glimpse into the goodness
of Google toward humari.

In terms of feeding the huma@pogle beganhie Hunger Relief Campaign that
has provided more than fdei ghGl olbland rGd d/ i thlgdws

Chief Business OffcerDona Cal |l ej on describes it as Goc

16 See the following Bible verses to compare Google activities with those of God the Son: 1) John
5:6-18 explains that God the Sdrwalsthe lame and, more profoundly, does so on the Sabbath;
thereby, God the Son broke the law of the Sabbath, but He cdnlaveaand make new laws for

the good of the humag) Matthew 8:13 relates how God the Son hetlls leper.
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hunged (Callejon).Sh e nar r at e gearoftl Kmalnoorished)] gira[from iMali]

who arrived at hanadekithbutla hbnee or fafdlCabdepon).Barop

saw the food at | unch time and took the wh
know that theravould be another eal lated (Callejon).Cal | ej dnt 6asd chsa,r dii t 0o
that engineers and marketing managers 7,000 miles away in Mountain View, California

are key to improving the life chances of Koro and other chitdfé@allejon).Go o ¢l e 6
goodnes t o Mal i al so i randalidrerg(Calidon)iAdcardingty a s c h
Google it gives help to refugees, as well. With its supporthernternational Resau
Committee,ifibui It an omlhuwk fi ofCoogefSpedgiadbe s 0 (
Progams). On the Google dot org website, one can see in pictdfre t he fAhome r e
Crisiso twhat rBaretmié¢ dtisologleavden he disaissesitha film

The Lost Continent He writes, dAlt is the same for tt
making their way down a mountain . . . the
Another nonrprofit that Google backs is Netide, andtiisi Ch a n g i n gthreughe wor | ¢

the power of technology " Net Hopeo) .

High speed Dadaab network
connects refugees to family,
support & opportunities

Figure6- Refugees in Dadaab, Kenyafrica.
With Googleds goodness as the central s

connection in a refugee c¢ampWithareliBbiedaab, Ke

"Matthew 1:1321 descri bes how God the Son fed fiabout
and c¢ h(Ndwdntemational Version
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Internet connection, people living and working inside the Dadaab camp are now able to
leam basic ICT skills, utilize email and social media accounts to connect with friends and
loved ones[and] access online education i N e t Hio gummajion, Google freely
gives the disposed and disenfranchised the opportunitglitq eat and use social media.

To further evidence reoremgAhna Bavdeodihei benevo
Guardianr e p o r tinghe UK 20tchafities won grants ranging from £200,000 to
£500,000 in 2013 and 2014. These included a project by the Royal Natistitake for
the Blind to develop smart glasses, as well as initiatives tackling youth homelessness
t hr ough t @oodemives sightyo.the blind and shelter to the homeless. To give
sight to the blind recalls a moment when God the Son Healslind man in Bethsaida
(Mark 8:2226). After God the Son gives the blind man sight, he says to his disciples,
AWhosoever wil/| come after me, Kihgadamehii m den
Version Mar k 8:34). The 0 s npaovides ajdwateesbindto Go o g |
see througtiand like Google sees. All arwelcome in the Kingdom of God, even the
blind, as long as they deny themselves. The exchange grows global and no longer
requires a coming after on the part of the human subject. The coming after occurs at birth
i nto the super st r uenteuThexceptions&dasbag lefagées,the mni pr
disabledtheimpoverishedand thei u n d e r d eGtherk, bytheydmil no longer be
exceptions.

Further WIREDwriterl ssi e Lapowsky reports that fC
gigabit fiber to public busing acoss the Unites Stateé i Goo gl e i AgailBtoi ngi ng
feed the poor means to feed the poor with online access and the technological

infrastructure to facilitate entrance into the Google ecosystem. The goodness of Google
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does not discriminate entranecet o i t s ki ngdomNotbndywibivs ky veri
establisf G o o gHiberpNetWork] as the Internet provider of choice for more
Americans, but it will get more Ameaos actually using the Internetthi ch i n today
world necessarilyneans becoming G o o g I*®&ven theawicked can experience
Googl e 0s USATodhyeporesA.l exandr a Mdvaya,evhosefahlerat e s,
is on a 25year sentence in a California prison, was one of the many children who was
able to send her incarcerated parewvidao thanks to an effort led by Google called
#lovelLetters. 0 To reiterate, Anselm proclair
the wicked . : . your goodness is incompre

Like the metaphysicabod,the technological God, containsrtradictions in its
nature in terms of omnibenevolend®hile it is evident that giving food to people who
need food or enabling people who are lame to use their limbs regrassEmtain element
of goodness, Google ultimatedynd permanentlglters(creaes)theentire sphere of
human existence. When Google helps to provide food for a group, it also seizes the
opportunity to transfornfcreatexhe people it helps to feed. In the case of Mali, the
orphanage accepts the food donations, but must also aceeptntual / inevitable
entrance into the Google ecosystmmough the Google school and libraFunds
provided to robotics companies for prosthetics contribute to the overall advancement of
the global technological empiend, specifically, in artificial intelligencéffline
refugees now become onliaggorithmic participants.

To repeat, Googl e swoyldthatwolksiter evaryome] desi g

(AGoogle Impact Challengg Thissentence reveals the pointofcreatn: A [ We ar e]

18 For more information ofiGoogle Fibe see https://fiber.google.com/about/.
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desi gni n §IR&EDwnterDlad ey Al ba words it in this
it can engineer a s&Gbogiliedstomnheowemiced s n
it to manifest its omrscience through technological devotid@ns motivated by its
omnibenevolence and governed by its omnipresence. Which resolves any conflict in
Googl e 0 s |ustfieswahigher ladonalhigher cause

ToreturntotGo o gl e 6 s pQuaygle accessesandeauses information
collected constantly with its products.a very practical sense, Google knows everything
there is to be knowmoreviewGod 6s cr eati on provides the e
omniscience. This entails a universal knowledgeompassing everything or as Brown
describes it: AThe eternal God knows all e
Also, Thomasofferstheanal ogy: AFor the knowledge of G
knowledge of the artificer is to things malley h i s  &inatlypG o(d160s6 )oomni s ci e
|l i kewi se manifests in the realm of fear an
entails knowledge of all events, especially those that pertain to His creation, and this
knowledge lends to the potentialforu ni s hment . Googl eds omni sci
dictates.

Googl ebdbs App seprésents th&alfarts af Gaoglerto infiltrate each
part of the object massods medAppsifior and physi
Educationincludet he basic fifreed services hundreds
Gmail, Drive, Calendar, DocS§heets, Slides, and Vault infotime comprehesive
usurpation of human subjectivityhese products, taken as objects in consumption,
fideterminea perigdemds t y o dnddendedid he od) ect i fi cati o

19 See https://www.google.com/edu/cadadies/ to read case studies from institutions that
Abenef i thiGoegledApps forEEducation.
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subject and t he subj eThispafadoepitdmizes the sitdadnt he ob
Baudrillard refers to when he writes, iThe

objectofsmuht i on and a s u Bilerd KdoritiesB0).Baudmliard at i o

5
o
~

defines the human subject as Athe person w
(Consumer Societ§8). ThereforeGoogle places human subjects into a subjective

position of freedm to utilize these products, but simultaneously produces an object mass

who homogenize through its place and mandatory participation in the circuit of
standardi zed interfaces. Regardless of the
Aper sonal i z antsubfect yielde (BaudrillaftComawuamer Society7) because

Googl eds meverwhalm any sulgestivesexpression from its human users. For
instance, Google Drive, when operated in the context of education, allows for unlimited

data storage. This mesthat users upload diverse content into their own Drive acgount
Google for Education Talkto an Expert

Home  Products  Training Resources Higher Ed  IT Guide

et Google Apps for your organization

“% Free Unlimited Storage

Figure 7- Screen Shot of Google Drivén | i mi t ed fr om Googl eds Et
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The diversity of the content hints at a subjective experience; but the use of the service
itself allows for the formation of the object malssreference t@mniscienceDrive
makes all its users dagasily accessiblto Google.

Google continues to expd its Classroom product, which began as a pilot
program in May 2014 ()L.ap®lwasksr, odnsoiog | fef réaec
an Apps for Education accoumt.a pows ky expl ains that ACI|I ass:
set up a virtual classroom, invite statiein, distribute worksheets, assign work, grade
and return work, and collaborate with students on a document in real time. Classroom
keeps track of what work has been turned in and automatswatly it into Google Drive
( A Go o gl e SchdalDisttd gnd individual schools who sign on to Google
Classroom are referred to as Google Schools. These schools patcleas®one
Chromebook for every two studerfiamenetyz. Therefore, students use Google laptops
with Google Appsn the context of learng about the world. This education involves
Google as the prime mediator who oversees every exchange and interaction of its teacher
and student wusers. History teacher Kaitlin
Draw for projects like collages. Theyeated their own websites through Sites for a
budget project, antbuilt quizzze s and tests on Goog)lShe For mso
represents theonsensus viewpoint of teacherstbavast expansion of Google into
educational institutions. Of course, the underbelly of the use of these Apps in schools
consists of the fact that Google collects all of the data in all of the Apps.

To emphasize this fadg o o g (GeSbite) terms of server e a dy using B
Google services, you acknowledge and agree that Google may access, preserve, and

disclose your account information and any Content associated with that @@ Site
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Terms)There are a few caveats ipolicelikecor dance w
Agovernment al request, 0 Apotential violati
such broad stipulations, Google holds the power to know everyihisg,. Google can

change the terms of serviaeany moment. Obviouslihis includes th ability to cause

fear and to punish the users of these products. Furthermore, by eliciting the use of these
products in the education of the young, Google assures its permanent place throughout

the lifetime of the individual. The logical extension ofsttechnology metaphorically

pl aces the student into the same space as
met aphysi cal Ghedtddsent tchiosino be a Googee.human from infancy.

Hence, just as the Church produced the Christien(Google Schal produces the

Google person.

Google knows the Google person because Google creates the technology which
creates the person. This offers full unencumbered knowledge of the students whose
decsion to use Google Classroom does not originate with.theeather words, it is not a
subjective decision for the studemglministrators or teachers (techniciapsgytially
make these decisions. But essentially, these decisions arebgntaese who carry a
Google mind. The adults also utilize the interfaces dailgide of the educational
context. Therefore, when Google initiates or advertises the use of these products (objects)
in the school, the technicians already enter the decision with the Google brain. As the
creator of the interfaces, Google understandsthw and the why of the individual and
capitalizes on this knowledge. This results in a total apprehension of the subjective
experience. To reinforce the power of this omniscience, Google holds the individual in its

grasp though blackmail in collusion Wwithe governmental authorities who can enforce
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the law. But the governmental authorities also fall undeptveer of theomniscience of
Google(and its blackmail)which grants Google power well above that of any bureaucrat
or statist institution.

LikeFoucaul t s <car cer a ltechnoldgieal spacchtodethin pr e s e
the minds of the youngithin the Google ecosysterboogle sitatthe very top of a
hierarchy that positions all stakeholders in educatitmarrigid caste structurdat
envebpes the child, who sits in the lowest stratified posjtaaa virtual prisoner to the
panopticonidnterfaces. Corerning the major effect of the Panopticon, Foucault writes,
f[lt is] to inducein the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visitiatyassures
the aut omati c f (Discipliné anch Rumis01p The gmimistraitad sees
the work of the teacher who sees the work of the studemisGoogle sees the work of
all of these participant# | | of the Asub sdcamdabsemweytheatudenbhad r i t i ¢
all times. But again, Google can sdkactivity all the time Most importantly, the young
student learns and accepts the surveillance as well as lives through the experience under
the integration of a complete ontologisgtem of total knowledge. The logical
developmenfoutcome)of the Panopticon witthe infusion ofGoogle technology
(creatonushers i n what Baudrill arnd creimgidctd c al |
Simulation29). This architectural means of sutiamce evolves electronically / digitally
into an entity that no longer separates the inmate from the prison guard (or the warden),
but instead combines the roles of all parties into one central roéfigsrative
informatione x c hange. I nrBauyudmfiNol samodé@s vwol ence or
O0i nf orand.t .isiouagraofspaces ( 31). Googl e aGyparsas r o o m

classroom space of predetermined psesmigagement where the central objective of
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education is to collect data on, notinpstudents. The teachers, the parentd,exen the
studentsare eliminated from education through Google Classroom. In the case of
omniscience, they are irrelevantthe process of thpseudoduprasensory structure. For
emphasiskhaliah Barnes, dirgor of the Student Privacy Project of the Electronic
Privacy I nformation Center (EPIC), warns,
dondt know what thedpcbddukKagnednse tizg)o.u faRreo d uhc
discourse of capitafiobject in the contexbf omniscience.

Googl edbs omniscience extends to its And
G o o g Andrpid pdwers hundreds of millions of mobile devices in more than 190
countries around the world. It's the largest installed base of abhyenplatform and
growing fastevery day another million users power up their Android devices for the first
time and start looking for apps,;gj& s, and ot h e AbodtiAgdroiba |l cont er
One part of the Android OS includes Google Photos (alsdedaion other operating
systems)Li ke ot her product s, Photos offer AOFT
Editingo for (pAGadaglee AafkraddAuthadgsyoter Simon Hill
asks, AnGoogle Photos: Shoulgodesygndaexpim, worri e
fwhenyou upload your photosyouarevgi ng t he t e c hostgsto@nt | i cens
reproduce, modify, create derivative works, communicate, publish, publicly perform,
publicly display and distridu d éh 0 s e (dogle owrss the photo and video once
uploadedMore relevant to the argumeligs the fact tha¢ven if one does not upload a
photo, Google still stores the data on its servudugfington Post Senior Tech Editor
Damon Beres conf i r ngeod atBt@ingoyaut pecturBstoolibepypu i s s o

mi ght not even realize ités doing it. o He
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A Googl e Phot ageneral function oryouwr telice fhat stores your pictures
online regardlessftheaphb ei ng on your phone. olead@acef ort
contains all of masses visual data. Basically, the human is in Google and Google is in the
human. As Luke 17: 21 s Dlhetekos lothdérdlferjbehold,r s h al
the kingdomofGo d i s w({KinghJanmes Wemsignd he Kingdom of God is
Googledbs ecosystem. The mass object reside
object.

To elaborateMcLuhan claims that Faged with information overload, we have
no altenative but ptternr e ¢ o g nGoutinterblasti32)(Paradoxically, McLuhan
posits Apattern recognitiond as the only w
technol ogical culture. 1lronical ltoynakeGoogl e
sense o fiGoogkeRajterrsRecognitiay) . It continues fAa comp
trained to recognize the common patterns of shapes and colors that make up a digital
image of a face. This prosgis known as facial detectog i Goo gl e Pattern
R e ¢ o g n iThisibadges the gapeween the metaphysical God who numbers the
hairs on your head{ng James VersigrLuke 12:7) to the technological God who
Atrainso its computers to know the facial

geometry mapso (Wright).

Figure 8 FaceScanningoy John Lamb ifFortunemagazine article
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Google owns the images the masses, which represe@Gtes o gl e dand i mag e
dictates the social mediation of the object m&ssnch Theorist Gupebord lucidly

explains this concept of mediation of images through the Godlike spectacle when he

writes, AThe spectacle is not a collection
between people that is mediated by images, . . . [and] the spestdeematerial
reconstruction of the religious illusionbo

precursor t o Bau dSmulhciaand Gidgdatiaomoerms of hogvlthe v a n t
image or the construction of the image precedes the image, itéelfefore, essentially,
Google follows the tradition of scientific rationalism and collects and analyzes visual data
to categorizeeach imagénto prefabricated descriptofgenetic or otherwisehat are
further categorized to the point where every image: inakes up the object mass
combines witreveryother image that makes up the object mads all images
homogenize / (de)metamorphosize into the image of Google, itself. In actual fact, the
object mass is the image of Google all along because whénthe ge ent er s Goog
ecosystem it cannot exist outside ofataniscientcosystem.

The human photo transposes the lucent barriers of the soré@go its own
s u b j e cas d stockpilipg ofiinformation and of messages, as fodder for data
processy@nd t he Aprecession of(Simedgapraandl ucti on o
Simulation100).To produce the photo stands irrelevant to its reproduction within the
circuitry estiendd.cAlbbthgel separatingenarkers of physical human pattern
landsymmetrically in the center of a power spectrum that leaves each individual human
subject defined by a Google whose image (imaginary) structure concretely illusninate

objectively. The captivatioroftware, asn act of creative powginvokes a specialized

133



mi nute distinction fiwhich renders the gene
there is no possibility of a return to an
image to a place where it overcasts the private, sentimental, moral, andlfamtfie
personal realm to the publintegral, dutiful, and universal field of the omniscient
realm(s)God/ Google

For instanceDavid Arnott,editor of The Business Journah his articlei Goo g | e
Phobs may be Uploading your Pidsyenif you Do nt Want ItTo0 ¢ o mpGoaglen s, i
had access to pictures of my daughter and used that access to develop information,
without my knowledge, about what she lotke and where she spends time. [and
there] 1isnét much user s aAapttrabignstothe pol i ce t
immutable fact that within the Google universe, human subijectivity lives as part of its
own objectivity. The subjective event of putting oneself into theégimage through the
Android OS device slides comfortably into the photoffisial object. The gaze
transforms into the technical identificati
informationo that wild/l | ad revision(inathHe mbursdéances i mu |
of ever increasing knowledge. Therefore, at pregdrfuture),Google is omniscient and
simply becomes more omniscient because knowledge cannot exist outside of Google. The

photo outside of Android (or the technological franeky has disappeared.

Figure 9 Screenshot r om A Googl e Photos: .Free up S
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Baudrillard substantiate&The abslute loss of the image, bodigsat cannot be
represented, either to others or to theneslbodies enucleated of the&ingand of

their meaning by being transfigured into a genetic formula or thrbiggihemical
instability: point of no return, apotheosis of a technology that has litssime interstitial
and mo | SnouladrasanddSim{latioh02). The life of the photarfiage) continues

in Google, but what is lost is the human distinctly separated from the biometrics that
inform facial recognition. The Dionysian is absorbed into the advanced modes of
scientific innovation where the actual disappears into the virtual. \@oegle
expresses, 0P aroculates the r&atity of theiinfinite add irhnortal storage
of the photos and more aptly the mechanism for survival. The human is not living until
Google creates a geometric map of the human subject in orderfiorcis biological

exi stence. I nversely, the mapping of the f
transform in the Google ecosystem.

Googl edbs omni s ci e npaternegogndgiondosidentiying he use
speechthrough Voice Searcton it s Privacy and Terms page
allows you to provide a voice query to a Google search client application on a device
instead of typing that query. It uses pattern recognition to traesspibken words to
written texacp& TeiingMogkev®rij it continues, fA
Google servers in order to recognize what was said by you. We keep utterances to
improve our services, including to train the system to better recognize the correct search
guery. 0 Soswhkabaohgnae says aral keeps whatthehuman says on its
serversPCWorldcontributorChr i s Hof f man confirms, AGoogl

thevoice seeches, voice actions, and voice dictati@tivaties you perform on your
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phone. It storesthiwi t h your oO0Voice and Audio Activit
account and used on Android, iAthSBhr ome, an
technology advances, Google specifically recognizes with almost total accuracy the
distinct voice of each humaGoogle knows all human voices.

Moreover,WIREDwriter Robert McMillan describes how this works. He writes,
fiwhen you talk to Android's voice recognition software, the spectrogram of what you've
said is chopped up and sent to eight different comphtarsed in Google\gast
wor |l dwi de army of servers. 't islnahen proc
circular arrangement of discovery, Google uses the structure of the human brain as a
means for a synthetic Abr ahunmp trait, the vibieecAsp her
the human enters Googleds voice recording
conforms to the technological mediutherefore Google both uses and changes the
human brainCarrclarifiesthis idea with thigexplanationfi T heeent discoveries about
neuroplasticity. . . tell us thathe tools man has used to extend his nervous system . .
. have shaped thghysical structure . .af the human mind. Theuse hastrengthened

some neural <circui tbsGoagk dentiesdhissaiteate ot her s o

devel opment as fdAneur al net work algorithmso
support a fAicomputerized | earning system th
according to McLuhan, AWeushtapel Pushapel s .

in its omnisciencgecreates algorithms based on the neural features of the human brain,
which then transforms the neural features

ecosystenmedia.
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Googl eds expl ahehumao mustiinitgiel the ecsnmunicadidn t
through Voice Searchy s a y | Goggleo Thigkaces the human into a subjective
position. But this fails to cover the actual usage of Voice Seardrew Griffin,
Journalist for thdndependenmakes cleartat Googl e Voi ce Search i
conversation people have around their phon
with its omniscience, in voice recognition
of everything you have said around it feears . . . the company quietly records many of
the conversations that Swedsipll entrepranew Ricgkr o u n d
Falkvinpe supports Griffi n &eogevills startirecarding nd not e
audio atrandomtimesandsend t o Googl eb6s s emethngis, when
thinks sounds | i ke 060k, Googled from a con
enables Google to hear and store everything an individual says. While it is clear that
Google has the capability tw this, it may refrainfrom doing soAlthough Google holds
the pwer for total omniscience, @oes not necessarily mean that Goagénifestghis
attribute all the time. Gage can hear, recognize,record and st ore every AL
from every individudat all times, but may not actually do so. This fact does nothing to
di mini sh Googlebds omniscience.

To furt her fsamnisdiende,at plaef@oweomgh devérless cars
Obviously, a human within a car controlled by Google software andated through
Google Maps indicates a very specific form of omniscience. Basically, Google controls
movement and knows where one travels. With Android software on all human devices,
Google already knows the location of the human. Through Google Maps tise o

Android device (and on neAndroid devices), Google knowise route the human takes
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or plans to takeGener#ly, Google explainghe best route to tak@gain, as an overlap to
Googl eds omni benevol endrei,vitrhetramsdoan! i § ofit d he
mobility by making it easier, i GadSelie and m
Driving Ca), and furthet hat At here are many peopl e who
coul d gr e &sdf now, bhe Goddlei Seriving Carmaneuvers its way
through trafficwith bothh u man and manual c¢contemovethese but G
manual controls from the prototypes because our vehicles are ultimately designed to
operate without & u ma n  dOne caneadd.th@ major implicatitdmt the vehicles are
ultimately designed to operate without a human (no passenger required).

The Google SelDriving Car works in cohort with its counterpart, Google Maps.
Android AuthoritywriterJ oe Hi ndy r el ays that nGoogl e ha
navigation . . . [ and] Google Maps is bett
services, Google offers its Maps for free. In return, the hymaroucauldiarierms,
reinforces Googl eds omni $ooglemeatiensthatMapt i | i z i
includes comprehensive maps of 220 countr.i
business i nfor mati on fGoogledhayeMapsA@OIt alsalistd i1 on p
the total number of installs on devices at one to five billidre Guardiarreporter James
Bal | notes the extent o fteffGadvelygrheans that &angooev| e d g
using Google Maps on a smartphone is wagkin support of a GCHQ [Government
Communications Headquarter thie British equivalent of the NgAystemo Al s o
according to Hindy, the human can install a variety of GPS apps for use with Android

OS. Therefore, regardless of whether the app is produced by Gsagfeas Maps, or a
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nonGoogle navigation ap;oogle still knows the whereabouend activitie} of all
humans through its Android OS.

Appropriately, McLuhan famously decl are
planetis enclosed inmanma de envi r on me n tandtumsithe gebhethte 6 Na't
a repertory t he Llicnéw Atchetype®e Thp Glabgl Pasitiorirtyo  (

System or the Global Navigation Satellite System took Google above the earth and into

the heavenstprogram the world ifts technecentric imageThe human subject as a

product of nature transforms into the hunadoject on display focontribution tothe

algorithm. For instance, Maps provides a trip to other areas of the universe. It brags that
with Google Maps the human can fAcheck out
and view the face of hmoon. No spachsi p r e fGodgle Mapd). Sd through the

Google interface, the humaees these areas according to Google. The former starry
heavens now live as images though Google Maps. No telescope required, either.

Google Earth additionally adds a layer to Goagd s 0o minihis lscook¢diowc e .
Google Worksformer Google CEO Eric Schmidt describes the goodness that works
alongside the knowledge in terms of Hurricane KatrinaHe wr i t es, fAWhen H
Katrina ravaged the US Gulf Coast . . . Google Earth haudl tle¢he market for only
about eight weekso (201). Then he adds, AB
launched over eight thousand-tgpthe-minute satellite images . . . [that] helped rescue
workers . . . [andhelped agencies [to] distribute refisupplies and later aided survivors
in deciding whether or not to return to th

Google Earth show Googlebds true omni benevo
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features countless images of global natural tksassuch as the Kumamoto earthquake
and the Erskine fire in California.

Anot her example of Googleds omniscience
comes from the Areal o |ife story of Saroo
Goo gl e 0 s prachice fromtGaobglé dot org, the story of Saroo provides another
gl obal (third wor | d)Vanity&direontabtitoravckgdhree s g oo d
narrates, fASeparated fr om dydamld $alodMunchibr ot he
Khan foundhimself lost in the slums of Calcutta. Nearly 20 years later, living in
Australia, he began a painstaking search for his birth home, using ingenuity, hazy
memories, and Google Earth. o Apparently, S
thatincludd a fAbad break updo and a | ot of fApart)
when he went to his laptop and launched Google Eaith E v e with Goadlel Egrth.

Saroo reunitewith his mother in India.

In addition, Google made efforts through its Eartp & helpfan indigenous
tribe, the Surui, map deforestation in their area of the Ama{datz), and usess
Aneur al soeur GomglekEarth tn search[ofore] deforestationfAlso Google]

.. .can track agricultural crops across the globenieffort to identify future food

shortage® | nWIREDwititerCade Met z confidently announ
and VR Google Earth wild/l change the planet
seeing the planet to knowing the planet to chantfiegplanet. Of course, this echoes all

of the visions supported by the advent of rationality frmewvious spiritualitylt also

fully evidences Gwhatipd heirdbas seadoeartbtandhowthe c r e at e
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human sees the earffinally, it illustrates theonstruction ofthe ar t h i n Googl ed
by way osfomrisoiencelarel @mnibenevolence

Lastly,GoogleEar t h enabl es humans to fAexpl ore
handd or #fAwit h&ofiGdoyleEamo). Agthe yemeral medliatar of
information,one can see the planetfré@dbo o gl edés perspective throu
mystery surrounding the surface of the earth and aesthetics of the heavens are no longer a
mystery since the image displays r&aie thiree dimensional vantage points from over
thirteen thousand satellitessMe t z r @dogletEarth js aife way to look at the
planet,not to the mentioMar s, t he Mo o n ,Theaealdy oftthe placdie a vens.
time or the time in place no longegs, but rather exists in the image of the real. Rescue
workers in Lousiana play their role in the digital display mediated by the satellite and
GoogleFrom a distance, the human sees the glo
and, thus, Google creatds global event for the human to consume. In essence, Google
plays the Godly role of mediator to the reality of the catastr@bla¢ needs charitygnd
manifests its omniscience by, not only seeing all events all the time, but also labeling,
defining, and explaining the events wifh) its ecosystem. Google Earth offers an all
inclusive package fdnumanpseudeinvolvementin the world

Other Google endeavors highlight its totalizing knowledge and power. In 2014,
Google purchased its own sateliteqpma ny, Skybox, a fAstartup tl
to take more frequerind higher resolution photosfmo t he ski eso ( Met z) .
calls itself Terra Bella and looks to complete the puzzle of the world (Lopem)ission
statement reads as followsWe wor k al ongsi de experts that

to serve billions of users and have the expertise to access data streams that complete the
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puzzle. Itds a beautiful worl d fidemra i tos te
Bellad). The olject mass may not be listening, but it can be assured that Google listens.

The story the earthears teb of technological and scientific advancement that
recall s Zarathustrads perspective of the s

other wads, every tiny aspect of earthly existence comes under the microscope of the

Google satellite. Googleds Terra Bella boa
our world is evolving, and howweaacn ma ke posi t ForiastacceGooglge s 1 n
tracks mining development in Mongolia and
systematically r ack devel opment of projects in rem

goodness, marea however remotegoes unnoticed by Googler thebenefit of the

object massMoreover, the scientists and enggrs herald:
While our satellites are zipping around the earth . . . [they are controlled]
through a Chrome browser in our Mission Control Center capturing high
resolution imagery and downloading it to GooDlata Centers for
processing and storage. From there, the imagery is processed with a suite
of processing algorithms allowing our team to then extract any useful
information from the imagery to recognize patseamd help solve real
problems. {iTerra Bella)

The term Areal worl do means the world acco
Aireal o world. A more accurate term is Baud
Finally, Terra Bella offers the seventeenth century rationale and future utopian
promise that still o mi nat es We st er n Throughtapproachingldaglyn it s

gl obal activity as the worl doés gétherwgyenet dat
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|l ook at the world. o The obvious subtext <co
world ought tabe looked at by and through Google. Daily globdivaty, when identified
as a fAiscience problemd includes the analys
mass serves as the brain of the | eech to Z
is omniscient through its use of satellites.

To further continue its position as God, Google utilizes other objects that facilitate
omniscience and omnipotence, through its omnibenevolences@heobject is
i Go o g lagicAndernd B | | o o nBoom]. Ufficially known as Project Loon
(A Go oRyoieetL o o)nGwogle intends to fill the sky withalloons that carry the

technology to provide internet for millions who live in rural areas.

—

Figure1lOi The Google Balloon from Surabhi AgarwalThe Economic Times
Eventually, Google looks taunch balloons abowairal Indiaevery thirty minutes to
continuouslys u p p o il to otnh & eoagberLdon Prdjed. The choice of rural
I ndi a supports GNEdgliloDanelVgh@Boodometsess asii Ei ght
hundredandeigigtimi | | i on [ I ndi ans] | i v ePlus,asomeur al cCo
government official <c¢claims, AWe are trying
interiors of the country, since there is already ample connectivityrinro an ar eas o ( q

Agarwal). Naturally, the urban Indian population uses Google more than any other search
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engine as Google controls 96% of the search market in India (as of?20l&by.the
rural poor of Indiacan join the urban population of Indiagoces$5o o gl eds ecosyst
and gain entrance intbég | obal net wor k tomrastiencemrfdor ms Go 0 g
consolidates its omnipotence.
Another floating (or flying) technological object Googmploys areéhe Google
drones of Project Win@®rojectWinganounces, fAWeobre building
automated aircraft, and working toward the day when these vehicles deliver everything
from consumer goods to emergency medicine, a new commerce system that opens up
univera | a c c e s sfiGboglePtojecd Wisgk y 0 | f Sept ember 2016,
Virginia Tech students . . . [ got] their C
dropped the food from the sky into the crowd of hungry students. The drones not only
feed humans, but help the climate beesilney take delivery vehicles off the road, which
waste about 3.1 milliond gallons of fuel
Furthemore, Astro Teller, CEO of Google X, the research and development
factory now si mpl yWilharexcied us&an the pbeginnmggthatifi z e s ,
the right thing could find anybody just in the right moment they need it, the world mig
be a radically better pl alatooecdngeceian i n Madr
i mmedi ate answer t;askandywwshall receigblathsevt 7.7). pr ayer )
Eventually, one might only think of an object, and Google will deliveDlitver
Burkeman writer for The Guardiana d d A seardh engine for the physical world is of

' imited use i f it only servesgfonpGangld i ne ph

XDatafromi 2015 SearchSEkEageé nkey M@BRdumtomNogw f r om
www.returnonnow.com/internaharketingresources/2018earchenginemarketshareby-
country/.
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drone network could bring you the thing itself, almost as instantaneously as the search
box delivers Wiebhtrbeiocothesubbpgpeots and i n-
ecosystem, its drones represent the physical inclusion of unicersactedness
whereby when the human enters text the drone shortly arrives. More accurately, the drone
is always already there and precedes the human action of enterifig text.
Daydream View allows the human to see the screen of the smart phone up close
with a total virtual setting. The human lacks the capability to see peripherally. Everything
on the screen explodes in color in the vision of the human. Sound funnels in and
surrounds the human so that all sensory data comes from a single technologoeal sour
that swarms around the human. The outside disappears collapsed by the inside of the
virtual world. This hypessimulated reality overwhelms the primordial Real since
signifiers do not exist in their basic form. New signifiers erupt under the weight of
pomi sed new worlds. Google exclaims, AWhen
screen, you can get fully immersed in your favorite shows, movies, VR vigieds,
mo r @éGpogle Daydreanm) . It offers subjectivity its <c

injunctionto grab individual subjectivity cannot be refused. The subjective human must

oblige while shifting to the role of objec
Adoubl e bind. o The only choices availabl e
inherent within the technological object. Gi

already g iSubiinme Objert &6 )Imo Googl e commands, @ Da

intuitive and expressive controlleanhsforms with your imaginatia{ A Goo g | e

2Mi ke Murphydéds article, fiGoogle Wants to have
Faces at Me e nfdrnmatioa an otheusesrélated ® thé drones.
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Day dr eTaenmayination of the object mass becomes transformed by Google or in
more accurate terms, created by Google.
Googl edbs Omni presence

Al | of the previously reviewed Googl e a
omnipresenceAs explained earliethe metaphysicabod is omnipresent.o be more
specific, Godds omnipresence i s what the <c
to as fAderivativeo omnipresence. This mean
standing in some relation or relations to objects @éina themselves located at place
fundamentally, could nevertheless be | ocat
is in all places at all times even in the same place as something or someofi® else.
summarize the Schatc theologian Thomas [liellorigs to God to be present
everywhere, since He is the universal agent, His power reaches to all being, and hence He
exists in all tdisbpregest@verfywher®and exisksoiroal thimgs. i s
Again, all of the previouslyiscussed Googleroducts describ& o o ¢ bnenipresence
Si mply put, Googleds presence abounds ever
without the interaction of / with Google.oBgle ishere with thehuman at every moment

As it relates to omnipresence, the Googlesgstem serves as an environment
which surrounds the object mass and to which the object mass contributes by
participation Although the ecosystem appears overtly tigjrouarious signs afeal
interaction (typing text, for instance), its centrateticompasing circuitry actually
remains invisible to the humaklcLuhan offers a succinct explanatitirat concernghe
invisibility of technol ogi cal environments

wrappings, but are, rather, active processes which aislles The groundrules,
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pervasive structure, and ovarl | patterns of environments el
(Medium Massagé 9 ) . McLuhanodés assertion of the i n\
technological environment especially applies to the most advancedgtgldeveloped

spaces. Therefore, the intensity of daily and constant engagement with technological

objects (media) correlates with tleel of technologicafin)visibility. Mander reinforces
McLuhan when he notes, 0 Bec appaseat pereasve,nol ogy
and obvious, we | os eAbaenc Baergdk)sOnnigrdsencet s pr e s

reflects a reality where the existence of the omnipresent weaves itself into the fabric of
daily life.

In the case of Google, the Android OS on Itiikons of cellular phonesimply
existsin the background of everyday life. The object mass loses touch with the nederent
concept of the operating systehat lives within the phone and, furthermore, mediates
each interactioffor each human on eachydaf each life. In the short term, the object
mass may recognize the omnipresence of Google and may even comment on its
omnipresence; but after that short period, Google simply existgwhere without any
conscious engageme(atitical or otherwiseyith Google from the object mass. Mander
continues, fAOnce we accept | ife within a
aware of anyt hi(32glnthécase of fhe kemyandedudees, they will
initially perceive the entrance of Googleartheir collective space, but soafier,
Google will transparentlilover ovettheir daily lives without any significant thought or
reflection upon the omnipresence of the technology. In the more advanced world, Google

has alreadaccomplished this feat dns totally omnipresent.
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To elaborateManderfurther writes A We | i ve our |l ives in r
environments; we ar e i nByandlegy, heaontenipararyt ur ed g
conception of théouse, for instance, becomes omnipresentlasation of shelter. It is
always there annd the human. Houses simpglyist as part ofite landscape and no
longer asadditiors to a previous landscape. The house simplsns the object mass
simplylivesi n houses. Si mil ar | yexist&as pag bfevergdaye c o sy s
existence or as an afterthought in daily life. The idea of life without Google loses any
kind of reference conceptually. The object mass can no longer conceptualize life without
Google becausie does not conceiv&oogleasa sgparateconstruction any longer.

Googleis within the object mass, but more notalthe object mass is within Google
Mander 6s fimanuf aathint rheed odog s 0 ntatsast i ncl ude
media productslust ashe object mass must live in inses or suffer the indignity of
homelessness, it must also live in Google or suffer the indigniBooglelessness . . .

while simultaneously andnconscioushassuming that both houses and Google are
fundamentally and immutably natural to human existenidis is the height of

omnipresence.

At the heart of Googledbs omnipresence |
reference to the previous space digaudrillardexpounds on this relational concept
omni presence. Fol | owTenhgobdweal radih] das evolle@ int@ | ai ms
a . . . cl osed syst ebolticaf Econammylé6). kle calls this i gni f i
Amass mediaizationo (176) the | arge scale
technological mediums (media) that cover the landseeq close the system for entry

by any opposition. Once the environment becomes totalized by these media, the media
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becomes invisibleAustralian $holarPeter Dallonc | ar i f i es, fABaudril | a
there Iis no worse mistake than taking the
(search, Gmail, YouTube, Android OS, etc.) coverréiferential real and become
acknowledged as the real, but inttr, aremerelythe hyperrealDallow resumes,
AProgressively the media . . . have replac
were once fAiscience fantasiesoO are now fAitec
logical expression of contemporary consciousnaad of how we inhabit our lived
worldo (57). Consequently, the object mass
with anything previous to Google and now live within a naturalized omnipresent
ecosystem. Conversely, those in underdeveloped sfracakindia, Kenya, Mali, etc.)
wi || |l ose their identification of a previo
omnipreset space, and subsequentbge all reference to the previous lived spée.
Baudrill ardods t he wariyg,of the real by the bypesré¢al, whichitlees t h e
becomes the virtually real. At this stage, it becomes invisible.
This illustratesa crucial pint of Googléd s 0 mn i gsthe technologecal God
because the worés the creative activity of Googleemmes natural and, therefore, out
of sight. This aligns with Foucaultds cl ai
One can understand the selfident character that prison punishment very
soon assumed. In the first years of the nineteenth cepeople were gt
aware of its novejt and yet it appeared so bouma and at such a deep
level with the very functioning of society that it banished into obliatn
the other punishments thiie eighteentitentury reformers had imagined.

(Discipline and Punisi232)
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Googl eds omni p rsdfevelentcharadier afterlordyghert time within its
ecosystem. Once it appears as aoealfient element of nature, the awareness of its
novelty disappears. Realjiyrevious to Googléheld the basi concepts andleas of
scientific and technological utopian advancement to the point that all new {@oogle)
were readily accepted (whether purposefully or not) by the object mass.
Thereforethe entrance of Google into a system that heldtthisscenderdand
comprehensivaattitude tovard science and technologppears natural. Just as the
eighteenth century punishments were banished into oblivion by the newgyvsidht
nineteenth century forms, so too the previous ways of being in the world are quickly
banishedyy the Google ecosystem of being. As Foucault reports, in order for the prison
to function with the utmost effectiveness,
capable of making all visible, as I ®ng as
omnipresence hides in plain sight and serves as a hyperreal naturalized formality of being
within the confined space ( Goresglésetiioast ec osy s
conscious awareness of being inside a carefully constructed environmeneditis
guintessentially relates to the Kenyan refugees who consciously live in confinement, but
who unconsciously reside in Googlebs envir
To fully articulate thisomnipresencé terms of Lacanian psychoanalysis Gi ¢ e
comments on the explanation of former Unites States Secretary of Defense Donald

Rumsfeld on the question of BasealyRunsfeld of ma
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o

mentions fAknown knowns, 0 fAknown?G@inkelo wns,
pointsouti what [ Rumsfeld] forgot to add was the
knowns, 6 the things we donét know that we
unconscious, the O0knowledge which doesnoét
Ru ms f e | dK nDooweldsgroldieict mass within Google fails to conceive of its status,
but knows its locationnomeh el ess. Googl ebds environment p
that the knowledge of this presence dissolves in daily interaction and navigation within
the envionment.

But Googl eds omni pr es eohtbeanassebjeean Aunknow
highlights anobsceneelement embedded the concept of the metaphysical God as well
as Google. In psychoanalytic terms, the human resides unconsciously aware of its spatial

constraints, but cannot bear this harsh reality. Therefore, the mythologizing elements of

Googl eds omni benevolence serves to subl i ma
omni presence. Gigek further explains that
Adi sead olwel i efs, suppositions, and obscene |

(ABet ween Twaoretéhd that Gosgle exists as a benign force for

technol ogi cal progress occurs inisthe real m
Aever yt hidmgurpsyche lfreancour @xperience. It is our parents and friendships,

our soci al nor ms and tDaldyd2hls fact, the entireyfaitidis a n d

the utopian promises of scientgough technological advancemaiteady resideghas

2The full quote reads: A R&happenedsare allwagstinterestiggtot h a t
me, because as we know, there are known knowns; there are things we know we know. We also

know there ar&nown unknowns; that is to say we know there are some things we do not know.

But there are also unknown unknowhsh e ones we d oknavt Ankifooedookwe dono
throughout the history of our country and other free countries, it is the latter ryatiegdend to

be the difficult onesd (Rumsfeld).
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been mplantedwithin this part of human subjectivithrough a symbolic chain of
signifiers that ignites the pseugoesence of the Redh order to maintain the fantasy of
the ([im]possible)Real, the object mass mugintinue to not know what it knows.

Moreover, the essence of omnipresence distdiat the knowledge of presence
must be misapprehended or else the efdinadation of conviction loses all of its
validity. In practical terms, the object mass must continue to utilize every facet of the
Goode ecosystem without critically engaging with Goqgleelf. Toconsciously
concede tahe omnipresence of Googlemeant 0o affer se t he fantasyo
institutionalization. As revieedearlier, the fantasy of God resides within the small
overlap of spae primarily designated as an unconscious meeting place for the Symbolic,
the Imaginary, and the Real. When the humanmndésahat Google bears the signifier,
omnipresenttheascension of Google as thestersignifier paradigmatically enunciates
the cental assumptions implantedthin the unconscious, which insists. The word then
enters the field of observation through the subjective gaze of the individual.

For example, Googlenters as thmastersignifier to produce the Real within the
framework ofte natural world with its M®Consortiun
designateshe living beings as the objeasother through the sublimation of knowledge
and conservation. The identification of each individual animal from each species through
theuseofi e di git al Abarcoded signifier all ows
mediatof or t he natur al environment. Googl e dot
[allows] law enforcement officials to easily identify illegal trade species and better
protecttewor | dés most ew(aomgeonrdd uwRedtdfiofoa e 0 ) .

Mexi co, South Africa, Kenya, and Nigeria r
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space of the Aotherodo in order to traverse
the relation to the t h e r Yo Thérefouet the ethical attempt to subjectify to animals of
thespaces outside of the institutional Symbolic works as an extenssubjectify the
human in those same spaces. This conceptually counteracts the intention to bring into the
field of the Real or bring out the Real from the unknpile other. The use of barcode
fulfills the Imaginary function that unsuccessfully allows loe convergence of the
interrelational subjects. Through this core subjectifying act, Google, in turn, creates its
subjective opposite and delimits the allowance of fantasy to manifest into sublimative
fruition.

When the objectified other grasps #ire impetus for total information that
comes from Google, Googleds omnipresence s
choice within a closed framework of narrow and very specific identification. In basic
terms, the other cannot séfentify (enter tle Symbolic chain of signifierg)nless the
other (human / object mass) itself traverses its own fantasy by objectifying the presence
of Google. The problem occurs in this equation because Google maintains the potency to
project all meaning upon all figureanimal, human, and all elsghis proves to be the
case because identification initiates 8yambolicii i ns ¢ r i pd(Tut).Witlothie | a c k
initiatives and substantial ability to name or to bring forth the word to the Symbolic
realm, Google brings intthe chain of signifiers those that / who were previously outside
and insidg(in the realm ofthe primordial Reat® The lack becomes the presence of the

other and out of the Real comes the exactitude of name through predetermined linguistic

2AAnd out of the ground the LORD God formed ev
air; and broughthemunto Adam to see what he would call them: and whatsoever Adam called

every living creatur, thatwasthe name thereoAnd Adam gave names to all cattle, and to the

f owl of the air, a n King JameeMVewmigrgendsie 292@). of t he f i e
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and numericalignifiers. This can only occur through the evident power relations of the
subject / object binary as Google exclusively possesses the authority to bring into being
the Symbolic presence of the object. Hence
outside @the consciousness of the objects that it identifies. And again if the object mass
were to comprehend the omnipresence of Google, the entire Borromeawd{idt
unravel and the center point of fantasy, exemplified indbal ego could no longer exist
for Google.

This oneway discourse or continuous monologue serves to employ a specific
relationship or mode of relations between those without the wor@Gaadle who creates
the word. The frightening pr osaptagepgointoff Goog
those yet defined by Googleds designations
within the field of actualized morality. Tutt makes this clear when he writes that the
finarrative retelling of suffering can griit within the confines of a Aintasmatic system
that depends on an ethical exclusion capable of alleviatingittenay character of
exper iThhreceo.mni presence of Googleds narratiywv
omnibenevolent endeavors, survive and reproduce becausdiofitad ethicalconfines
| ocated inside its own fifantasmatico word
symbolic lack of the other it introduces into the chain of signifiémswltaneously,
Google, through the word (or as the Word), initiates émeafsy of the primordial Real by
narrating itself into a sublimated discourse with and about,iself as Gi gek wor d
Athe story we tel]l ourselves about ourselyv
fundamentally a ITihad&, ( Gtod.glied sSwnofnto | IolgQu)e. |

aspects of an alhclusive circuitous rendering of the Real and creates an imagined
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fantasy (a lie) that institutionalizes thbjectasother into a dome of an omnipresent

soliloquy, which reproduces the psgmbolic inscription of lack located within the

Imaginary register athe (split)subjecfive) desireor ideal egoAnd soexiststhe

Oknowl edge whi ch do éumknowa knowdn d vGi igteke | fii,Wh ad r

Rumsf el d Doeswhitc Knowdt)ai ns Googl eds omni pt
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VII-GOOGLEOGS GODLY ATTRI BUTES WI THI N I'TS AD)\

In terms of advertising, Google explicigyyopagates itattributes and role as the

God of technology. For instance, a commercial for the Nexus &t tlbktrates the

entrance of the word from the Symbolic while suggesting th&pnabolic lack of the

adolescent during the beginning of the genital stage of psychosexual develofimeent.

advert begins with an invocation to Google. The Google app oe saiarch allows the

human tospeak to Google and, thus, (re)produce=satio ex nihilio The adolescent says,

AOk Googl gl&listens Undé€standirige omniscience of Google, the

adol escent asks, AWhat iIis @QHGlesophlobbia& com

anxiety is the fiNaxus7@C€démmeraid). Essentiabypheea ki ngo (

adolescent fears entrance into the Symbolic chain of signifiers that initiate the existence

of the Real. The fear revedlse loss of the father whBoogle replaces as the central

figure of God. The father does not appear in the commercial and most likely left the son

to take his role in the phallic exchange during the oedipal drama

Figure 11 ScreerShotf r om A Googl e Ne xeuasr | 7e sGoymnoe r C i
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The adolescent must complete a public speaking assignment for school. The
elimination of the father prevents the adolescent the opportunity to rival the phallus in the
conflict for the object of desire, the mother. The resulting lack for thiescent dictates
his decision to adopt a surrogate phallus figlitee creation of the word bears extra
significanc e becaus e sahmreompletenesyiethe stuston of |
| anguage o0 43R &ndhe presymnbalialdss of the fathidge adolescent must
bring to life the Symbolic register and, therefore, his own conception of the Real.
Basically, he needs a God the Father, and Google plays this role. The advert shows the

rivalry in action:

Figurel2i Screen Shots fromi Go o gl e/ Neoxmunse r ci al (Fearl e
God / Google is the Fat hetacavBeminarBl t he 0
319).As Lacan notesht eimdginary exchangs between mother and child are
established aroundé¢h i magi nar y | aSerkinardlf319Y.Goeglesbathl | us o (
an expression of the Imaginary register of subjectastg concrete material structure
(the tablet) and also the Symbolic location of the desire within the unconscious (the
center of the Borromean KnofJhus, the phallus is exchawbetween mother and child
since neither represents the true haldlethe Oedipus drama, the real father is murdered,
but lives in a pseudceal presence while maintaining concrete &xise through the

image of thermaginary. His concretess is comjitated by his Symbolic
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(omni)presenceThe adolescent sleeps with the phalBist e cannot be the holder of
the phallusyet The mother tiees the phallus in Phallalexchange.
The adolescent is fragmented. Hiss fii dea
mirror stage, is something he yearns to regain. His speech presents this opportunity
because he can engage the Symbolic register and reconcile the primordial Real. Although
the ideal self proves unattainable, by placing faith in the help of Googlenh&rove for

the i mage of the Aideal 06 sel f.

Figurel3- Screen Shotsfromi Googl e Nexus 7 Commerci al
He stands before the mirror, speaks and gestures as his God the Father has instructed. He
emulated he | mages o0 nHiGeaoofro origer besng hineselfns.
paradoxically quelled by his becoming someone else (or a simulation of someone else).
Aside from the compulsion to control the anxiety associated with his fragmented body,
the adolescent practices his speech in dalsuccessfully perform in front of his
classmates. His prayer to Googeanswered through the interface and, moreover, the
induction of the Symbolic from the entrance of word.

He carries the phallus or symbol of Gib@é Father / Googl the classram and
completes his speech. His mother / teacherdookas he lives the advertisement
simulation while proposing to adolescents in his circumstance to béli€&@ogle He

proselytizes the Word / Phallus of God / Google through his visible use ofribeetm
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structure(the Imaginary) Google has simulated a representative of the masses, stylized

as the image and united with the image simultaneously. The redoubling of the simulation

is also the redoubling of God as the Father in heaven and God asheedsaGoogle.

Both images restate the redundancy of God. God is the Father. God is the Phallus. God is
the Son. God is the Image. God is Google. The classroom serves as the space of symbolic
Phallalic exchange and also as the simulated exchange of saparat unity through

the obscene advertisement and the fiction of the actual hyperrealwhett,is

simulated

Figure14- Screen Shdromit Googl e Nexus 7 Commerci al
The adolescent lacks. The sobitd from Rooseveltin the commercials the
famous, AThe only t hi n interestinglip, &ranklin Roosevele ar i s
who suffered from polio, and, thus, whdsedys | i t eral |l y fragmented,
selfin the image of the mirror of the screen. This showslamous connection to the
presymbolic lackas the inability to use his limbs illustrates the inability for the
adolescent to utilize the phallus in the oedipal drarha.fearful fragmented self te
dismembered or castrated adolescent bstinds bef®@ the object mass to catechize the
word. He fears his mother, the teacher, lathier(the absenGod), andin his handsas he
speaks fronfand to iy, hisimage reflectsrom the image of God the Fath€ihe)

Google(screen. The completeness of theegzh can complete the body anagnwember
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the boy in the image of the father. The adolescent girl approves with aldenilmle

constitutes the continuatiasf the conflictual psychosexudiamaBut she also reflects

his incompleteness, his fragementesinand the psycHogical drive to create God and

in this contextGoogle Hemust return t@soogle and ask again, or pray again for the
phallusGoogl e6bs omni science allows it to know

asks.

how do i ask

how do i ask a girl out

I PN P 1 Saell B B - |

Figurel5 Screen Shotsfromm Googl e Nexus 7 Commerci al
Home
Googlecatalogues and covers the braadthly space with Android OS, balloons,

satellitesdrones, Earth, Maps, and more. It resides within the individual indoor space of

the home. GoogleHne i s a fAspeakero that talks to tF
human within the home. Like the Google Sch
through the object. Google proclaims, AWt

about you and getgpsonal. Google Home can retrieve your flight information, set alarms

and timers, and even tell yiGoogleHbnoeut tr af f i
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Figurel6Scr een Shot from Al ntroducing G
The human opens up the home and the heart to Google and residesnnifteesence.
In every room in the house lives a speaker that transmits instructions to other humans.
The word comes forth from the speaker initiating the child timéeirculation of
signifiers. Ironically, her sleeping lifgictured below)may represent her only mental
moments outside of the Google ecosystkater, the son must conform to the

injunctions.

Figurel7-Scr een Shots from Alntroducing C
The fatherofthd o me transfers the role of Afathero
children must follow circuits through Google. Google exists as the vector of omniscience
who transposes algorithmic knowledge throughout the entirety of the home space because
the Home olgct symbolically embodies the omnipresence of Godgtmgle exists
everywhere regardless of the Home object, but the Home object characterizes the spoken

AWordo and, thus, i1its function completes t
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