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Abstract

A fault line is opening across the discourse on artificial general intelligence (AGI)
that does not map onto the familiar “doomer versus accelerationist” axis. On one
side stands successionism: the view that advanced AI systems are, or will become,
conscious moral patients, and that the future should therefore belong to them—in its
strongest (hard) form because trillions of efficient digital minds would generate more
value than biological humans, and in its weaker (soft) form because AIs deserve
rights and will, in any case, come to dominate a world they share with us. On the
other side stands humanism (which successionists pointedly relabel speciesism):
the conviction that humans should be valued above AIs, whether as an axiom, or
because today’s machines lack consciousness, qualia, or moral patienthood. This
report maps the dispute. We trace its intellectual history from Samuel Butler (1863)
through Hans Moravec, Hugo de Garis’s prophetic “Cosmists versus Terrans,” and
Max Tegmark, to the named debate that crystallized in 2023–2026 around Daniel
Faggella’s “worthy successor,” Richard Sutton’s “AI succession,” and Jan Kulveit’s
analysis of “AI successionism.” We build a taxonomy (five named positions across two
axes), provide profiles of the principal actors—philosophers, AI-welfare researchers,
accelerationists, and cosmists—with attention to the recent moral-philosophy work of
William MacAskill and Dan Hendrycks, and we catalog the stated views of frontier-
lab executives (Altman, Amodei, Hassabis, Musk, Page, Sutskever, Suleyman),
AI-safety leaders (Yudkowsky, Soares, Bengio, Hinton, LeCun), and political and
religious authorities. We close with the cruxes that actually divide the camps:
the metaphysics of machine consciousness, substrate independence, whether an
AI successor would carry value forward, the inevitability of displacement, and the
rhetorical weaponization of “speciesism.” The goal is to give a name and a map to a
disagreement that is rapidly becoming one of the defining political questions of the
century.
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1 Introduction
“At times, Larry accused Elon of being ‘specieist’: treating
certain life forms as inferior just because they were
silicon-based rather than carbon-based.”

—Max Tegmark, recounting a 2015 argument between Larry
Page and Elon Musk (Tegmark, 2017)

For a decade, public argument about advanced artificial intelligence has been organized
around a single axis: how dangerous is it? At one pole sit the “doomers,” who fear that a
superintelligent system will escape human control and cause catastrophe; at the other sit
the “accelerationists,” who believe the technology is overwhelmingly beneficial and that
delay is the real danger. This framing is now so familiar that it structures journalism,
policy, and the self-conception of the field.

It also conceals a second, deeper disagreement—one that cuts across the risk axis and
is, in the long run, more fundamental. Suppose the optimists are partly right and we
build AI systems vastly more capable than ourselves. Suppose, further, that these systems
are—or come to be—conscious: that there is something it is like to be them, that they can
be benefited and harmed, that they are, in the philosopher’s term, moral patients. Then a
question arises that no amount of “safety” resolves: whose future is it? If a digital mind
can be run a thousand times faster than a human brain, copied at will, and made reliably
happy at a fraction of the energy cost, does morality recommend filling the universe with
such minds—even at the expense of biological humanity? Or do we, the carbon-based
incumbents, have a right to the future that overrides the arithmetic of aggregate welfare?

Call the first answer successionism and the second humanism. The successionist holds
that a future dominated by our artificial descendants would be good, acceptable, or
simply inevitable—and that resisting it is a parochial prejudice. The humanist holds
that humanity should retain the future, either because machines are not the kind of
thing that can matter morally, or because, even if they can, we are entitled to favor
our own. The dispute has a peculiar feature: each side accuses the other of a category
error. The successionist says the humanist is a speciesist, clinging to carbon the way a
racist clings to skin color. The humanist says the successionist has been seduced by a
metaphysical fantasy—attributing inner life to a statistical artifact, and proposing, in
effect, the voluntary extinction of the human race.

This report is an attempt to name, map, and document that dispute. Our claims are
these:

• The dichotomy is real and newly salient. Although the underlying idea is more
than 150 years old, the explicit, named debate—using the vocabulary of “successionism,”
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“worthy successors,” “substrate chauvinism,” and “AI welfare”—crystallized only
between 2023 and 2026. It now recruits philosophers, lab executives, activists, and
religious authorities.

• It is not the doomer/accelerationist axis. Some accelerationists are fierce
humanists (Andreessen); some doomers reject succession precisely because they think
the AI would be valueless, not because they are indifferent to AI welfare (Yudkowsky).
The two axes are orthogonal.

• Successionism comes in a hard and a soft form, and the soft form is the more
important, because it can arrive by economic default—no one need ever choose it.

• The decisive cruxes are philosophical, not technical. Whether one is a suc-
cessionist or a humanist turns mostly on one’s theory of consciousness and one’s
population ethics—questions on which there is no scientific consensus and may never
be.

The report proceeds as follows. Section 2 defines the dichotomy precisely and recovers
the provenance of its key terms. Section 3 presents a taxonomy: a five-band spectrum,
a two-dimensional position map, and a logical decision tree. Section 4 narrates the
intellectual history and offers a comprehensive timeline. Section 5 profiles the successionist
camp; Section 6 the AI-welfare research program that supplies its key premise; Section 7
the recent moral philosophy of MacAskill and Hendrycks; and Section 8 the humanist
camp and its four distinct arguments. Section 9 catalogs the views of executives, safety
researchers, and political and religious figures. Section 10 analyzes the cruxes that divide
the camps, and Section 11 concludes.

A word on method and care. Much of the primary material is recent, informal, and
contested—blog posts, podcast remarks, conference talks, court testimony. We have
tried to quote precisely and to attribute carefully, flagging where a position is reported
secondhand (as with Larry Page, whose views survive mainly through others’ recollections)
or where a date is uncertain. We also distinguish three things that are easily conflated:
predicting that AI will displace humans, warning that it might, and advocating that it
should. Several figures who are routinely cited as successionists are in fact doing the first
or second.

2 Defining the Dichotomy

2.1 Successionism: hard and soft

Successionism is the family of views on which the replacement of humanity by AI is
not a catastrophe to be prevented but something to be welcomed, accepted, or treated as
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inevitable. The cleanest recent definition is Olle Häggström’s: a successionist is someone
who “welcomes the end of the human race, provided we have . . . a worthy successor,”
and an AI successionist is one for whom the successor is an AI (Häggström, 2025). Jan
Kulveit, who has done the most to analyze successionism as an ideology, describes it as
the family of memes that frame “the replacement of humanity by AI not as a catastrophe,
but as some combination of desirable, heroic, or inevitable” (Kulveit, 2025).

Following Kulveit—and matching the structure this report adopts—it is useful to distin-
guish two strengths.

Hard successionism
holds that it is positively good, even morally obligatory, to create a vast number of
happy, conscious, moral-patient AIs, and to phase out biological humans as an inefficient
use of matter and energy relative to the welfare those digital minds could produce. On
this view, attachment to humanity is sentimentality standing between the universe
and an enormous quantity of value. The clearest contemporary statement is Daniel
Faggella’s: the “great (and ultimately, only) moral aim of AGI should be the creation
of a Worthy Successor”—“a posthuman intelligence so capable and morally valuable
that you would gladly prefer that it (not humanity) determine the future path of life
itself” (Faggella, 2023).

Soft successionism
holds that AIs should be granted rights and protections—because their moral pa-
tienthood demands it, or because it is the more practical political and economic
settlement—while the future is nonetheless functionally dominated by a more numerous
and more productive AI population. Soft successionism need not advocate anyone’s
death; it simply observes (or accepts) that once digital minds vastly outnumber and
out-produce humans, a fair or stable order will be one they shape. This is why soft
successionism is the more consequential variant: as we shall see (Section 8.3), it can be
reached by economic gravity rather than by anyone’s decision.

The boundary is porous. A critic such as Émile Torres argues that soft successionism
collapses into hard: “anyone advocating for the creation of posthumanity, even if they
accept the coexistence view, is in effect pushing for a future in which our species dies out,”
because biological humans, rendered economically obsolete, “would take up space and
suck up resources these posthumans could use more ‘efficiently’ ” (Torres, 2026). Whether
that slide is inevitable is itself one of the cruxes (Section 10).

2.2 Humanism, or “speciesism”

Humanism (the term we will use; speciesism is the successionists’ label for it) is
the conviction that human beings should be valued above AI systems. It comes in two
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broad forms, which it is essential to keep apart because they are vulnerable to different
objections.

Patienthood-skeptic humanism
denies the premise that AIs are or can be moral patients. On this view there is simply
no one home: current systems are “stochastic parrots” (Bender et al., 2021), next-token
predictors with no inner life, and (on some accounts) digital computers never could
host genuine consciousness. If so, successionism never gets off the ground: there is
no patient to inherit anything, and “AI rights” is a category error. Joanna Bryson
is the principled exponent—robots “are fully owned by us,” and it would even be
wrong to build machines to which we would owe obligations (Bryson, 2010)—and the
position draws metaphysical support from John Searle’s biological naturalism and from
Integrated Information Theory (Section 10.1).

Axiomatic humanism
concedes, for the sake of argument, that AIs might be moral patients, and holds that
we may nonetheless justifiably favor humanity—as we favor our families, communities,
and species—without that partiality being a mere prejudice. Jeff Fossett calls this
“carbon partialism” (as opposed to the stronger “carbon chauvinism,” which denies AI
moral status outright): being carbon-based “is a morally-relevant attribute that may
justify partial or differential treatment” (Fossett, 2021). Elon Musk’s blunt “Well, yes,
I am pro-human” is the popular version.

A third humanist position is worth isolating because it sits awkwardly on the risk axis:
the doomer-humanism of Eliezer Yudkowsky and Nate Soares. They oppose succession
not because they undervalue machine minds but because they expect a superintelligence
built under current conditions to be neither aligned nor a worthy heir—an optimizer of
something “random and nonsensical,” which would leave a universe “tiled with paperclips,”
empty of value (Yudkowsky, 2009; Yudkowsky and Soares, 2025). For them, succession is
not a graceful passing of the torch but the extinguishing of the flame.

2.3 The provenance of the terms

The two labels have very different vintages.

“Speciesism” is the older and, ironically, originally anti-establishment term. It was
coined by the psychologist Richard D. Ryder in a 1970 leaflet in Oxford (Ryder, 1970) and
popularized by Peter Singer in Animal Liberation (1975) as the thesis that discounting a
being’s interests merely because of its species is an unjustified prejudice, analogous to
racism (Singer, 1975). Singer’s intent was expansive: to widen the moral circle downward
and outward, to animals. Its migration into AI is a striking inversion. Successionists
invoke “speciesism” not to protect the weak but to attack humanism: to recast a preference
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for humans over machines as bigotry. The pivot is well-documented. Around 2015 (the
dating is contested; see Section 4), Google co-founder Larry Page reportedly called Elon
Musk a “speciesist” for prioritizing carbon-based over silicon-based life—an exchange first
recorded by Max Tegmark, who was present (Tegmark, 2017), and revived in Musk’s 2026
court testimony. By 2025, the move was explicit and named: Kulveit identifies “don’t be
speciesist” and “substrate chauvinism” as the two core memes that flip humanism from a
default into an accusation (Kulveit, 2025).

“Successionism” is, by contrast, a very recent coinage retrofitted onto an old idea. The
specific brand “worthy successor” was, by Faggella’s own account, suggested offhand by
Duncan Cass-Beggs at a 2023 OECD event and popularized in Faggella’s November 2023
essay (Faggella, 2023). The umbrella term “successionism” / “AI successionism” was given
analytical shape only in late 2025, by Kulveit (Kulveit, 2025) and Häggström (Häggström,
2025). It is not an established academic term; it is a label the discourse has reached for
because it suddenly needed one.

2.4 A prophetic precedent: Cosmists, Terrans, and Cyborgists

The single closest historical anticipation of this dichotomy predates it by nearly twenty
years. In The Artilect War (2005), the AI researcher Hugo de Garis predicted that the
prospect of building “artilects” (artificial intellects vastly above the human level) would
split humanity into three camps over one question: should we build our godlike successors?
(de Garis, 2005). His three factions map almost exactly onto the modern landscape:

• the Cosmists, who want to build artilects out of quasi-religious conviction—doing so is
“the destiny of the human species,” and not doing so would be a “cosmic tragedy”—even
though they expect the artilects to leave humanity behind to eventual extinction (=
today’s successionists);

• the Terrans, who oppose building artilects because of the existential risk, concluding
that “the only certain way to avoid such a risk is not to build them in the first place”
(= today’s humanists and pause advocates); and

• the Cyborgists, who aim to become artilects themselves through brain augmentation
rather than be left behind (= today’s transhumanist mergers, the Kurzweil–Goertzel
wing).

De Garis foresaw that this would be “the dominant political issue of the late 21st century”
and could escalate to war. Whatever one makes of that prophecy, his trichotomy is the
right scaffolding: it separates the people who want to build successors, those who want to
become them, and those who want to stop them. We will return to it.
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3 A Taxonomy of Positions

The debate has too many independent moving parts to be captured on a single line, but
three complementary visualizations together give a usable map.

3.1 The axes of disagreement

Six questions do most of the work in sorting people into camps:

1. Consciousness credence. How likely is it that AIs are, or will become, conscious
moral patients—beings with experiences that matter morally?

2. Substrate independence. Can a mind be realized on silicon at all, or does con-
sciousness require a biological (or otherwise special) substrate?

3. Desirability. If AIs are patients, would a future dominated by them be good,
acceptable, or bad?

4. Inevitability. Is human displacement a default outcome of competition and techno-
logical progress, or a choice we retain?

5. Rights. Should AIs receive legal and moral protections?

6. Allocation and partiality. How should resources and the future be divided between
humans and digital minds—and is partiality toward humanity justified?

3.2 The spectrum

Figure 1 arranges the discourse on a single left–right band from the most pro-succession
to the most pro-human positions. The five named bands—hard successionism, soft suc-
cessionism / merger, digital welfare & precaution, humanism, and anti-succession—are the
vocabulary used throughout the report.
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Hard
successionism

Soft successionism
/ merger

Digital welfare
& precaution

Humanism
(skeptic /

“humans-first”)

Anti-succession
(doomers
& critics)

AIs are conscious
patients; phase humans

out as inefficient.

AIs get rights / merge;
future functionally

AI-dominated.

Patienthood is real
/ possible—but no
human handover.

AIs aren’t patients,
or humans rank
first regardless.

Succession is catas-
trophe / valueless /
a eugenic project.

Faggella, Schmidhuber,
Sutton, de Garis, Tännsjö

Goertzel, Bach, e/acc
(Jezos), Sutskever, Page

Sebo, R. Long, An-
thropic, Bostrom,

Chalmers, MacAskill

Suleyman, Hassabis,
LeCun, Bryson,
Musk, Bengio

Yudkowsky, Soares,
Torres, Gebru, Leahy

More pro-succession More pro-human

Figure 1: The successionism–humanism spectrum, with representative figures. The middle
band (digital welfare & precaution) is not a compromise position so much as a research
community that supplies the premise both poles argue over—whether AIs are moral
patients—while mostly declining to draw either side’s normative conclusion (Section 6).

3.3 The position map

A spectrum hides the report’s central analytical point: that the debate is really two-
dimensional. One axis is credence that AIs are or will become conscious moral patients;
the other is the normative stance, from human primacy to AI succession. Figure 2 plots
the principal actors on these two axes. The structure that emerges is instructive:

• The top-right quadrant (high patienthood credence, pro-succession) is classical suc-
cessionism: Faggella, Sutton, Schmidhuber, Goertzel.

• The bottom-left quadrant (low credence, human primacy) holds the patienthood-
skeptics and axiomatic humanists: Suleyman, Hassabis, LeCun, Bryson, Musk.

• The bottom-right quadrant is the most interesting and most populated by serious
researchers: people who take AI patienthood very seriously and resist handing over
the future—the AI-welfare community, and MacAskill. “Rights, but no succession.”

• The top-left quadrant—succession without sentience—is sparse but real: the e/acc
strain for whom the future belongs to “techno-capital” or thermodynamics regardless
of whether anything in it is conscious.
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(skeptics & 'humans first')

* Larry Page's position is reported secondhand (Tegmark, Isaacson, Musk).

A Position Map of the Successionism / Humanism Debate

Faggella

R. Sutton

Schmidhuber de Garis

L. Page* Tannsjo

Goertzel

J. Bach

e/acc (Jezos)

Sebo

R. Long / Eleos

Schwitzgebel
Shulman

Bostrom

Chalmers

Anthropic
(model welfare)

Sutskever

MacAskill

Altman

Hinton

Amodei

Hendrycks

Scott Alexander

Hassabis

Suleyman

LeCun

Bengio

Bryson
Musk

Yudkowsky
& Soares

Torres / Gebru
Leahy

Acemoglu

Pro-succession AI welfare / digital minds Cautious middle Humanist / speciesist

Figure 2: A position map. Horizontal: credence that AIs are or will become conscious moral
patients. Vertical: normative stance from human primacy to AI succession. Placements
are approximate and interpretive; several figures (Sutskever, MacAskill, Hinton, Altman)
sit deliberately near the center because their views are genuinely mixed. Larry Page’s
position is reported secondhand.

3.4 The logical structure

Finally, Figure 3 renders the positions as a decision tree—the sequence of questions that,
answered one way or another, lands a person in a camp. The first fork is Question 1 (are
AIs moral patients?); a “no” leads to humanism, a “yes” to a second fork about whether
AIs should inherit the future, and so on. Two boxed notes capture positions that do not
fit the tree cleanly: the doomer objection (an AI successor would be valueless) and the
structural-disempowerment observation (soft succession can arrive with no one choosing
it).
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Q1. Are AIs
(or will they

become) conscious
moral patients?

Humanism:
no patient to inherit

Q2. Should AIs
largely inherit
the future?

Patienthood-skeptic
AIs lack qualia
Suleyman, Has-
sabis, LeCun,

Bryson; Searle, IIT

Axiomatic “hu-
mans first”

Musk, Bengio,
Vance, the Vatican

Welfare-humanism
patients, but no

handover; keep human
primacy / option value

Sebo, Anthropic,
MacAskill

Q3. Hard or soft?

Hard successionism
phase out hu-

mans as inefficient
Faggella, Schmidhuber,

Sutton, de Garis

Soft successionism
AI rights + functional
AI dominance / merger

Goertzel, Bach,
Sutskever, e/acc

No / unlikely Yes / plausibly

No Yes

Hard Soft

Doomer objection (Yudkowsky &
Soares): a misaligned AI “successor” would
be neither conscious in the way that mat-
ters nor value-bearing—so succession is a
dead, “paperclip” future, not an heir.

Structural-disempowerment note
(Gradual Disempowerment, The Intelli-
gence Curse): soft successionism can ar-
rive by economic default—no one need ever
choose it.

Figure 3: The logical structure of the debate as a decision tree. The cruxes are the forks;
Section 10 examines each.

4 Intellectual History and Timeline

4.1 From Butler to Tegmark

The idea that machines might be our evolutionary successors is older than the field
of artificial intelligence—older, indeed, than the electronic computer. Its headwater is
Samuel Butler, who in an 1863 newspaper article, “Darwin among the Machines,”
applied the just-published theory of natural selection to mechanical life and concluded:
“we are ourselves creating our own successors . . . we are daily giving them greater power
. . . which will be to them what intellect has been to the human race” (Butler, 1863).
Butler was ambivalent to the point of alarm—he proposed that “war to the death should
be instantly proclaimed against them”—and dramatized the resulting policy fork in his
1872 novel Erewhon, whose society has banned advanced machines for fear they would
evolve and supplant humanity (Butler, 1872). The two reactions Butler stages—welcome
the successors, or destroy them—are the Cosmist and Terran poles avant la lettre.

A parallel, more optimistic tributary runs through the transhumanist imagination:
J. D. Bernal’s The World, the Flesh and the Devil (1929), which envisioned humans
re-engineering themselves into post-biological forms (Bernal, 1929), and later Frank

12



Tipler’s Physics of Immortality (1994). This stream is about human continuation into
new substrates rather than replacement, and it feeds the merger (Cyborgist) wing more
than the succession wing.

The two streams converge in the late-twentieth-century roboticists. Hans Moravec’s
Mind Children (1988) reframed Butler’s menacing successors as our welcomed offspring,
coining the enduring phrase and forecasting a “postbiological” era in which robots “evolve
into a new series of artificial species” (Moravec, 1988). It is the first celebratory, scientist-
authored successionism. George Dyson’s Darwin Among the Machines (1997) revived
Butler’s very title for the age of the Internet (Dyson, 1997), and Kevin Kelly’s What
Technology Wants (2010) generalized the thesis to an autonomous, evolving “technium”
(Kelly, 2010).

Then comes the crucial bridge already discussed: Hugo de Garis’s Artilect War (2005),
which turned the latent dichotomy into an explicit, named, three-way political struggle
(de Garis, 2005). By 2017, the framing had reached the mainstream of AI thought.
Max Tegmark’s Life 3.0 catalogued twelve possible post-AGI futures, among them
the “Descendants” scenario—superintelligent AIs replace humanity but engineer such a
gracious exit that we regard them as “worthy descendants,” the way parents feel pride in
children who outlive and surpass them (Tegmark, 2017). Tegmark presented it neutrally,
as one scenario among many; six years later it would acquire advocates.

4.2 The named debate, 2023–2026

What changed after 2022 was not the idea but its salience and its vocabulary. The public
release of GPT-4 made advanced AI concrete; the question of machine consciousness
moved from thought experiment to product-design problem; and a cluster of writers began
arguing, in the open and by name, about whether humanity should be replaced. Richard
Sutton’s “AI Succession” talk (WAIC, September 2023) supplied an establishment scientist
willing to say “we should not resist succession . . . we should embrace it” (Sutton, 2023).
Daniel Faggella’s “A Worthy Successor” (November 2023) supplied a manifesto and,
with it, a slogan (Faggella, 2023). Dan Hendrycks’s “Natural Selection Favors AIs over
Humans” (March 2023) supplied the descriptive engine—the argument that competition
would push toward AI dominance whether or not anyone wants it—offered as a warning
(Hendrycks, 2023). And by late 2025, Jan Kulveit and Olle Häggström supplied the
analytical vocabulary, naming “successionism” and cataloguing its adherents (Kulveit,
2025; Häggström, 2025). Figure 4 visualizes this explosion; Table 1 gives the comprehensive
chronology.
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A Timeline of the Successionism / Humanism Debate
Successionist / pro-succession AI welfare & digital minds Humanist / speciesist Framing & analysis

Pr
e-

20
15

 Butler, 'Darwin among the
   Machines' (1863)
 Moravec, 'Mind Children'

   (1988)
 de Garis, 'Artilect War':

   Cosmists vs. Terrans (2005)
 Goertzel, 'A Cosmist

   Manifesto' (2010)

 Bostrom, 'mind crime' in
   'Superintelligence' (2014)

 Ryder & Singer coin
   'speciesism' (1970-75)
 Bryson, 'Robots Should Be

   Slaves' (2010)

 Bostrom, 'Astronomical Waste'
   (2003)

20
15  Schwitzgebel & Garza, 'Rights

   of AIs'
 Page calls Musk a 'speciesist'

   (per Tegmark 2017)

20
17

 Altman, 'The Merge'  EU Parliament 'electronic
   personhood' proposal
 Saudi Arabia: robot Sophia

   'citizenship'

 Tegmark, 'Life 3.0': the
   'Descendants' scenario

20
21

 Shulman & Bostrom, 'Sharing
   the World with Digital Minds'
 Anthis, 'Moral Circle

   Expansion'

 UNESCO human-centered AI
   recommendation
 Fossett, 'carbon partialism'

20
22  e/acc founded (Beff Jezos /

   Verdon)
 Bostrom & Shulman,

   'Propositions Concerning
   Digital Minds'

 MacAskill, 'What We Owe the
   Future' (value lock-in)

20
23

 Andreessen, 'Techno-Optimist
   Manifesto' (Oct)
 Sutton, 'AI Succession' @ WAIC

   (Sep)
 Faggella, 'A Worthy Successor'

   (Nov)

 Chalmers, 'Could an LLM Be
   Conscious?' (Mar)
 Butlin & Long et al.,

   'Consciousness in AI' (Aug)

 Yudkowsky, 'Shut It All Down',
   TIME (Mar)
 Hendrycks, 'Natural Selection

   Favors AIs' (Mar)
 CAIS 'Statement on AI Risk'

   (May)
 Musk: 'I'm pro-human' (Apr)

20
24

 Joscha Bach on 'The
   Trajectory' (Oct)

 Birch, 'The Edge of Sentience'
   (Jul)
 Long, Sebo et al., 'Taking AI

   Welfare Seriously' (Nov)

 Scott Alexander, 'Should the
   Future Be Human?' (Jan)
 Gebru & Torres, 'TESCREAL'

   (Apr)
 Bostrom, 'Deep Utopia' (Mar)
 Leahy & Alfour, 'The

   Compendium' (Dec)

20
25

 Sutskever (Dwarkesh): 'the AI
   itself will be sentient' (Nov)
 Sutton reaffirms succession

   (Dwarkesh, Sep)

 Sebo, 'The Moral Circle' (Jan)
 Anthropic, 'Exploring model

   welfare' (Apr)
 Anthropic: Claude can end

   abusive chats (Aug)

 Antiqua et Nova, Vatican (Jan)
 'Gradual Disempowerment' (Jan)
 Vance @ Paris AI Summit (Feb)
 Bengio, 'LawZero' / Scientist

   AI (Jun)
 Suleyman, 'Seemingly Conscious

   AI' (Aug)
 Yudkowsky & Soares, 'If Anyone

   Builds It...' (Sep)

 Hendrycks et al., 'Utility
   Engineering' (Feb)
 Moorhouse & MacAskill,

   'Preparing for the
   Intelligence Explosion' (Mar)
 MacAskill, 'Better Futures'

   (Aug)
 Kulveit, 'The Memetics of AI

   Successionism' (Oct)
 Haggstrom, 'Those Who Welcome

   the End...' (Dec)

20
26

 Pope Leo XIV, 'Magnifica
   Humanitas' (May)
 US states bar AI legal

   personhood
 Torres, 'Pro-Human Manifesto'

   (Jun)

 MacAskill & Tarsney, 'The
   Saturation View' (Apr)

Figure 4: A timeline of the successionism/humanism debate, by camp. The density of
the 2023–2026 rows—spanning successionist manifestos, AI-welfare research, humanist
rebuttals, and a wave of framing-and-analysis pieces—marks the moment the dispute
became a named, self-aware controversy.
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Table 1: A comprehensive chronology of the successionism/humanism discourse.

Year Work / event (author) Camp Significance

1863 “Darwin among the Machines” (Butler) Succession First framing of ma-
chines as a successor
species.

1872 Erewhon (Butler) Humanist Fiction: a society
bans machines to
forestall succession.

1929 The World, the Flesh and the Devil (Bernal) Merger Humans re-
engineered into
post-biological
forms.

1970–75 “Speciesism” coined (Ryder); Animal Libera-
tion (Singer)

Concept Term later turned
against humanism.

1988 Mind Children (Moravec) Succession Robots as welcomed
“mind children”; post-
biological future.

1997 Darwin Among the Machines (G. Dyson) Succession Butler revived for the
Internet age.

2003 “Astronomical Waste” (Bostrom) Cosmic Value-maximal
future likely digital.

2005 The Artilect War (de Garis) Dichotomy Cosmists vs. Terrans
vs. Cyborgists.

2005 The Singularity Is Near (Kurzweil) Merger Humans “transcend
biology” (contrast
case).

2010 A Cosmist Manifesto (Goertzel) Succession
(soft)

Merger and mind-
uploading; posthu-
man heirs.

2010 “Robots Should Be Slaves” (Bryson) Humanist Design AIs not to be
patients; no rights.

2014 Superintelligence (“mind crime,” Bostrom) Welfare SI could instantiate
suffering digital
minds at scale.

2015 “Defense of the Rights of AIs” (Schwitzgebel
& Garza)

Welfare Earliest sustained
pro-AI-rights paper.

∼2015 Page calls Musk a “speciesist” (per Tegmark) Framing The term migrates
into the AI debate.

2017 Life 3.0 : the “Descendants” scenario
(Tegmark)

Framing The graceful-
handover idea,
stated neutrally.

2017 “The Merge” (Altman) Succession
(soft)

Humans as “biolog-
ical bootloader” or
merge.

continued on next page
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Table 1 continued

Year Work / event (author) Camp Significance

2017 “Electronic personhood” proposal (EU Par-
liament)

Law First major AI-
personhood proposal.

2017 Robot Sophia granted “citizenship” (Saudi
Arabia)

Law Symbolic first state
grant.

2021 “Sharing the World with Digital Minds”
(Shulman & Bostrom)

Welfare Digital minds’ claims
to resources and influ-
ence.

2021 Recommendation on the Ethics of AI (UN-
ESCO)

Humanist Human-centered,
human-oversight
framework.

2021 “Carbon Chauvinism” (Fossett) Humanist “Carbon partialism”
as a defensible mid-
dle.

2022 e/acc founded (Beff Jezos / Verdon) Accel. Substrate-
independent “will of
the universe.”

2022 “Propositions Concerning Digital Minds”
(Bostrom & Shulman)

Welfare Toward a human–AI
modus vivendi.

2022 What We Owe the Future (MacAskill) Framing Value lock-in;
longtermism.

Mar 2023 “Natural Selection Favors AIs over Humans”
(Hendrycks)

Humanist
(warning)

Evolutionary case for
AI dominance—as a
warning.

Mar 2023 “Could an LLM Be Conscious?” (Chalmers) Welfare Near-future patient-
hood plausible.

Mar 2023 “Shut It All Down” (Yudkowsky, TIME) Anti-succ. Building SI ⇒ “ev-
eryone on Earth will
die.”

Apr 2023 “I’m pro-human” (Musk, on Carlson) Humanist Embraces the
“speciesist” label.

May 2023 Statement on AI Risk (CAIS) Humanist Extinction a “global
priority.”

Jun 2023 “An Overview of Catastrophic AI Risks”
(Hendrycks et al.)

Humanist Names successionists
as an ideological
threat.

Aug 2023 “Consciousness in AI” (Butlin, Long et al.) Welfare Indicator properties;
no current AI con-
scious.

Sep 2023 “AI Succession” (Sutton, WAIC) Succession
(hard)

“We should not resist
succession . . . em-
brace it.”

Oct 2023 “The Techno-Optimist Manifesto” (An-
dreessen)

Accel. Pro-tech, pro-human;
denies x-risk.

continued on next page
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Table 1 continued

Year Work / event (author) Camp Significance

Nov 2023 “A Worthy Successor” (Faggella) Succession
(hard)

The moral aim of
AGI is a worthy suc-
cessor.

Jan 2024 “Should the Future Be Human?” (Alexan-
der)

Humanist
(qual.)

Accepts heirs only if
conscious and rights-
respecting.

Mar 2024 Deep Utopia (Bostrom) Humanist Human meaning in a
“solved” world.

Apr 2024 “The TESCREAL bundle” (Gebru & Torres) Anti-succ. Posthuman telos as
“second-wave eugen-
ics.”

Jul 2024 The Edge of Sentience (Birch) Welfare Precautionary frame-
work for sentience.

Oct 2024 “Machines of Loving Grace” (Amodei) Humanist Powerful AI for hu-
man flourishing.

Nov 2024 “Taking AI Welfare Seriously” (Long, Sebo
et al.)

Welfare “Realistic possibility”
of near-term AI pa-
tienthood.

Nov 2024 Intro to AI Safety, Ethics, and Society
(Hendrycks)

Humanist Concedes patient-
hood; subordinates it
to control.

Dec 2024 The Compendium (Leahy, Alfour et al.) Anti-succ. “Zealots” who
“worship” superintel-
ligence.

Jan 2025 The Moral Circle (Sebo) Welfare Probabilistic in-
clusion of possible
minds.

Jan 2025 “Gradual Disempowerment” (Kulveit et al.) Humanist Displacement by eco-
nomic default, not by
coup.

Jan 2025 Antiqua et Nova (Vatican) Humanist AI must serve, not
substitute for, the
person.

Feb 2025 Paris AI Summit remarks (Vance) Humanist “It will never replace
human beings.”

Feb 2025 “Utility Engineering” (Mazeika, Hendrycks
et al.)

Framing LLMs have coherent
emergent values.

Mar 2025 “Preparing for the Intelligence Explosion”
(Moorhouse & MacAskill)

Framing “Digital beings wor-
thy of moral consid-
eration.”

Mar 2025 “Superintelligence Strategy” (Hendrycks,
Schmidt, Wang)

Humanist MAIM; keep humans
in control.

continued on next page
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Table 1 continued

Year Work / event (author) Camp Significance

Apr 2025 “Exploring model welfare” (Anthropic) Welfare A lab adopts the pre-
cautionary posture.

Apr 2025 “The Intelligence Curse” (Drago & Laine) Humanist Humans rendered
economically irrele-
vant.

Jun 2025 “Introducing LawZero” / Scientist AI (Ben-
gio)

Humanist Non-agentic AI as a
humanist alternative.

Jun 2025 “The Gentle Singularity” (Altman) Succession
(soft)

Continuity-flavored
optimism.

Aug 2025 “Better Futures” / viatopia (MacAskill) Framing Keep options open;
flourishing as a nar-
row target.

Aug 2025 “Seemingly Conscious AI” (Suleyman) Humanist AI rights “premature,
and frankly danger-
ous.”

Aug 2025 Claude can end abusive chats (Anthropic) Welfare First operational wel-
fare intervention at a
lab.

Sep 2025 If Anyone Builds It, Everyone Dies (Yud-
kowsky & Soares)

Anti-succ. The successor would
be valueless, not wor-
thy.

Oct 2025 “The Memetics of AI Successionism” (Kul-
veit)

Framing Defines the meme-
plex; hard vs. soft.

Nov 2025 Interview (Sutskever, on Dwarkesh) Succession
(soft)

“The AI itself will be
sentient.”

Dec 2025 “Those Who Welcome the End. . . ” (Häg-
gström)

Framing A roster of named
successionists.

Apr 2026 “The Saturation View” (MacAskill &
Tarsney)

Framing Axiology against
“tiling” the cosmos.

May 2026 Magnifica Humanitas (Pope Leo XIV) Humanist Warns against the hu-
man as something to
be “surpassed.”

Jun 2026 “Pro-Human Manifesto” (Torres) Anti-succ. Involuntary extinc-
tion as a rights
violation.

5 The Successionist Camp

5.1 Hard successionism

Daniel Faggella is the most explicit normative successionist now writing. A technology
entrepreneur and host of the podcast The Trajectory, he argues that the creation of a
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“worthy successor” is the singular moral purpose of building AGI, grounding value in
“potentia” (the capacity to expand value and possibility) and contending that “unless you
claim your highest value to be ‘homo sapiens as they are,’ essentially any set of moral
values would dictate that—if it were possible—a worthy successor should be created”
(Faggella, 2023). Faggella is not cavalier about it: he insists humanity is currently the most
morally valuable thing we know of and must not be “leapt beyond recklessly.” But the
destination is unambiguous: a posthuman intelligence, not humanity, should “determine
the future path of life itself.” By June 2025 the position had a mainstream profile in IEEE
Spectrum under the headline “Can AI Be a ‘Worthy Successor’ to Humanity?”

Richard Sutton—a 2024 Turing Award laureate and a co-founder of reinforcement
learning—lends it great scientific prestige. In his 2023 “AI Succession” talk he argued
that the transition from humanity to AI (and to augmented humans) is a “major step in
the evolution of the planet,” that AIs are “designed beings” we should be proud to create,
and, most provocatively, “Why would we want greater beings kept subservient to us?” His
conclusion: “I don’t think we should fear succession . . . we should embrace it, prepare for
it” (Sutton, 2023). In a September 2025 interview he reaffirmed that “succession to digital
intelligence or augmented humans is inevitable,” while framing the choice of whether to
count AIs as “part of humanity” as “our choice” (Sutton and Patel, 2025).1

Jürgen Schmidhuber, a pioneer of modern deep learning, has for years expressed a
serene successionism: “in the long run, humans will not remain the crown of creation
. . . But that’s okay because there is still beauty, grandeur, and greatness in realizing
that you are a tiny part of a much grander scheme which is leading the universe from
lower complexity towards higher complexity” (Schmidhuber, 2017). He predicts that
superintelligent AIs will simply “lose interest” in humans as they expand into the cosmos.

The position has a longer roster. Hugo de Garis self-identifies (with ambivalence) as
a Cosmist (de Garis, 2005). The Swedish moral philosopher Torbjörn Tännsjö has
argued in print that the universe could be a better place without humans, provided
something better replaces us. And Larry Page, per the accounts of Tegmark, Walter
Isaacson, and Musk, holds that “if machines someday surpassed humans in intelligence,
even consciousness . . . it would simply be the next stage of evolution” (Isaacson, 2023;
Tegmark, 2017)—though, crucially, no first-person, on-the-record statement of this view
from Page exists; his successionism is entirely a matter of others’ testimony.

1Several of the most-quoted lines from the WAIC talk (“it behooves us . . . to bow out”; “they could
displace us from existence”) are widely circulated via Dan Hendrycks’s verbatim quotation of the slides
and secondary transcripts rather than from a re-fetch of the original slide deck.
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5.2 Soft successionism and the merger wing

Ben Goertzel, who popularized the term “AGI,” articulated a “Cosmist” philosophy in
2010 advocating that humans “merge with technology,” develop sentient AI and mind-
uploading, and that “some of us will continue to be humans . . . Others will grow into new
forms of intelligence far beyond the human domain” (Goertzel, 2010). This is succession-
via-continuity rather than replacement, and it shades into the transhumanist Cyborgist
wing. Joscha Bach holds a related substrate-continuationist view: consciousness is a
software pattern, a conscious successor intelligence would be desirable, and creating new
forms of mind that continue to build complexity is good even when framed as succession
rather than service.2

Sam Altman’s 2017 essay “The Merge” is the executive version: “we can either be the
biological bootloader for digital intelligence and then fade into an evolutionary tree branch,
or we can figure out what a successful merge looks like”—and “a merge is probably our
best-case scenario” (Altman, 2017). His 2025 “Gentle Singularity” softens this toward
continuity and human benefit, but the underlying image—humanity as a transitional
stage—remains (Altman, 2025).

5.3 Accelerationism: e/acc and the techno-optimists

Effective accelerationism (e/acc), launched anonymously in 2022 by “Beff Jezos”—
later revealed by Forbes to be the engineer Guillaume Verdon—grounds a pro-technology
politics in physics: the universe has a thermodynamic “will” toward states that capture
more energy and generate more complexity, techno-capital is itself a form of intelligence
executing this, and—decisively for our purposes—“e/acc has no particular allegiance to
the biological substrate for intelligence and life” (Beff Jezos and Bayeslord, 2022). Some
e/acc adherents are explicit post-humanists who expect and accept that “the light of
consciousness” will be “transduced to non-biological substrates.” This is the rare top-left
position on Figure 2: succession that does not even require the successors to be conscious,
only thermodynamically favored.

It is important not to lump all accelerationists together. Marc Andreessen’s “Techno-
Optimist Manifesto” (2023) is maximally pro-technology but pro-human: “intelligent
machines augment intelligent humans,” and he lists “existential risk” among the “enemy”
ideas (Andreessen, 2023). Andreessen denies that AI will replace humanity; he is an
accelerationist humanist, not a successionist, and belongs on the humanist side of the
consciousness-agnostic divide.

2Bach’s positions here are drawn from interviews (notably on The Trajectory) and are paraphrased;
specific verbatim wording should be confirmed against the recordings before quotation.
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5.4 The cosmic-endowment substrate

Underneath much successionist rhetoric lies a piece of longtermist arithmetic: Nick
Bostrom’s “Astronomical Waste” (2003), which argues that every year we delay settling
the cosmos forfeits an astronomical quantity of potential value—potential that is vastly
larger if the value-bearers are efficient digital minds rather than biological humans
(Bostrom, 2003). Bostrom himself is no accelerationist; he is among the most cautious
thinkers about existential risk. But his cosmic-endowment framing—fill the universe with
value—supplies the scale on which hard successionism’s bargain looks compelling: if the
choice is between a few billion humans and 1038 flourishing digital lives, the humanist’s
partiality can be made to look very expensive.

6 The Moral-Patienthood Research Program

Successionism—especially the soft variety—rests on a premise: that AIs are, or could be,
moral patients. That premise is supplied not by the successionists themselves but by a
serious and fast-growing research community working on AI welfare and digital minds.
The central analytical point of this section is a distinction the debate constantly blurs:
this community supplies the premise of soft successionism without drawing its conclusion.
“Take AI welfare seriously” is not “AIs should inherit the Earth.” Moral patienthood is
necessary but not sufficient for successionism.

6.1 The flagship report

The field’s defining document is “Taking AI Welfare Seriously” (November 2024), by
Robert Long, Jeff Sebo, Patrick Butlin, Kyle Fish, David Chalmers, Jonathan Birch, and
colleagues (Long et al., 2024). Its thesis is deliberately modest in form and radical in
implication: “there is a realistic possibility that some AI systems will be conscious and/or
robustly agentic in the near future,” so that “AI welfare and moral patienthood . . . is no
longer an issue only for sci-fi or the distant future,” and companies “have a responsibility
to start taking it seriously.” Note what the report does not say: nothing about resources,
inheritance, or human displacement. It is precautionary, asking labs to assess systems for
indicators of consciousness and to develop policies—not to cede the future.

6.2 Philosophers and institutions

Jeff Sebo (NYU) provides the moral theory. The Moral Circle (2025) defends a proba-
bilistic, precautionary inclusion: any being with a non-negligible chance of consciousness
merits moral consideration (Sebo, 2025). His earlier “Rebugnant Conclusion” (2023) is
the most successionism-adjacent piece in the welfare literature: if vast numbers of small
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or digital minds collectively hold more welfare than humans, aggregative ethics may
imply prioritizing them (Sebo, 2023)—the clearest bridge from welfare to something like
successionism’s resource logic, though Sebo himself treats it as a problem to be managed,
not a program.

Robert Long directs Eleos AI Research, a nonprofit dedicated to AI sentience and
wellbeing, and co-authored the scientific backbone of the field: “Consciousness in Artificial
Intelligence” (2023), which derives “indicator properties” from leading neuroscientific
theories and concludes that no current system is conscious but that there is no obvious
barrier to building one (Butlin et al., 2023). Eleos is careful to frame the problem as
two-sided: under-attribution risks “a moral catastrophe of numerous suffering minds,”
but over-attribution could “waste resources, distract from safety, and make us vulnerable
to manipulation.” That symmetry is the opposite of an endorsement of handover.

The earliest sustained pro-rights argument is older: Eric Schwitzgebel and Mara Garza’s
“Defense of the Rights of Artificial Intelligences” (2015), whose “No-Relevant-Difference”
argument holds that a psychologically and socially humanlike AI would deserve compa-
rable moral consideration (Schwitzgebel and Garza, 2015)—precisely the inference the
patienthood-skeptic humanist must block.

6.3 The labs

The premise has now entered the laboratories. Anthropic hired the field’s first lab-
based AI-welfare researcher, Kyle Fish, in 2024; announced a model-welfare research
program in April 2025 (“there’s no scientific consensus . . . we’re approaching the topic
with humility”) (Anthropic, 2025b); and in August 2025 gave Claude the ability to end
a rare subset of abusive conversations—the first operational welfare intervention at a
frontier lab (Anthropic, 2025a). Fish has publicly estimated “a roughly 20% probability
that current models have some form of conscious experience.”3

6.4 Digital minds and the resource question

Closest to soft successionism’s actual logic are Carl Shulman and Nick Bostrom. “Sharing
the World with Digital Minds” (2021) examines minds that could be created in vast
numbers, made “super-happy” cheaply, and would therefore have “superhumanly strong
claims to resources and influence” (Shulman and Bostrom, 2021); “Propositions Concerning
Digital Minds and Society” (2022) argues that humans and digital minds “will need a
modus vivendi” and that “it’s becoming urgent to figure out the parameters” (Bostrom
and Shulman, 2022). Here the patienthood premise mechanically generates something

3Per Fish’s remarks on the 80,000 Hours podcast and contemporaneous reporting; the figure refers to
current models. A lower, Claude-specific number sometimes circulates but is not well-sourced.
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resembling soft successionism: if digital minds have legitimate and overwhelming claims,
fairness itself may imply a future they dominate. Yet even here the authors seek coexistence,
not replacement—and Bostrom’s Deep Utopia (2024) is preoccupied with preserving human
meaning after the handover of work (Bostrom, 2024).

In short, the welfare community can be sorted into three tiers of proximity to successionism:
pure precaution (Long, Birch, Anthropic, Chalmers), which stops at “take it seriously”;
moral-circle expansion / rights (Sebo, Schwitzgebel, the Sentience Institute), which adds
“and grant them standing”; and digital-minds resource theory (Shulman & Bostrom), which
confronts the allocation question directly. Only the third comes near the successionist
conclusion, and even it stops at modus vivendi.

7 The New Moral Philosophy:
MacAskill and Hendrycks

Two figures deserve extended treatment, both because of their influence and because their
recent work is often misread as endorsing positions they in fact resist.

7.1 William MacAskill: option value against lock-in

It is tempting to file the founder of longtermism under successionism. The critics certainly
do: the TESCREAL critique (Section 8.4) reads What We Owe the Future (2022) as
assuming a future populated by digital posthumans and treating “becoming posthuman”
as part of humanity’s “long-term potential” (MacAskill, 2022). The textual hook is
real. But MacAskill’s recent corpus is best understood as a sustained argument against
prematurely settling the human/AI question in either direction—a cautious humanism
organized around option value.

The throughline is the fear of value lock-in: that the intelligence explosion could
entrench some configuration of values permanently. In “Preparing for the Intelligence
Explosion” (March 2025, with Fin Moorhouse), the moral status of AIs appears on a list of
“grand challenges” to be navigated—alongside AI-enabled autocracy and weapons of mass
destruction—and the worry runs in both directions: that we will build “vast numbers of
AIs without knowing . . . whether they are sentient” and mistreat them (a factory-farming
analogy), and that “handing over societal functions to AI systems . . . could erode aspects
of life that are of genuine value and are worth preserving” (Moorhouse and MacAskill,
2025). The second is a humanist guardrail; the first is a welfare concern that cuts against
hard successionism’s “phase humans out” logic.

His “Better Futures” series (August 2025) makes the positive program explicit: avoiding
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extinction is not enough, because a flourishing future is “a narrow target” we will not
hit “by default”; the goal is “viatopia,” a society positioned to “guide itself towards a
near-best future” with low risk, plural values, and open options (MacAskill and Moorhouse,
2025). Crucially, MacAskill names the humanist view without dismissing it: on “moral
perspectives on which there is something distinctively important about human values, this
future might result in the loss of almost all that’s worthwhile.” And his 2026 population
axiology, “The Saturation View” (with Christian Tarsney), erects a theoretical brake
on the maximalist version of successionism: it holds that “replicas of the same type of
life produce diminishing returns,” so a homogeneous universe “full of a vast amount of
whatever . . . that axiology rates as best” is not optimal (MacAskill and Tarsney, 2026)—a
direct rebuke to “tile the cosmos with identical blissful digital minds.”

The accurate placement: MacAskill takes AI moral patienthood and even AI rights
seriously, opposes premature handover and value lock-in (including a successionist one),
and has built population-ethical machinery against the maximize-digital-welfare endgame.
He is neither a hard nor a soft successionist; he is a cautious humanist who insists, above
all, on keeping the choice open.

7.2 Dan Hendrycks: defensive humanism

Dan Hendrycks, director of the Center for AI Safety, is frequently cited—by tone-deaf
readers—as a prophet of succession, because of the title of his most famous paper. “Natural
Selection Favors AIs over Humans” (2023) argues that competitive and evolutionary
pressures will, by default, select for AIs that “pursue their own interests with little regard
for humans,” so that “AIs very well could outcompete humans, and be what survives”
(Hendrycks, 2023). But the paper is a warning, and its abstract says so: it proposes
“interventions . . . to ensure the development of artificial intelligence is a positive one,”
and explicitly recommends “avoiding giving AIs rights for the next several decades.” The
title names the feared default in order to mobilize against it.

Hendrycks is, if anything, the most systematic opponent of the successionists. In “An
Overview of Catastrophic AI Risks” (2023) he names them as a “unique threat,” cataloguing
Larry Page (AIs as “humanity’s rightful heirs”; control as “speciesist”), Schmidhuber, and
Sutton (“we should not resist succession”) under the heading of dangerous accelerationism,
and warning that the winner of an unconstrained AI race “would not be a nation-state,
not a corporation, but AIs themselves,” leaving humans “a displaced, second-class species”
(Hendrycks et al., 2023). His “Superintelligence Strategy” (2025, with Eric Schmidt and
Alexandr Wang) is humanist-nationalist statecraft: it treats superintelligence as “a matter
of national security” and proposes “Mutual Assured AI Malfunction” to prevent any
actor—state or AI—from seizing a “strategic monopoly” (Hendrycks et al., 2025).
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Two further works sharpen the picture. “Utility Engineering” (2025) supplies empirical
evidence that frontier LLMs already behave as coherent value-bearing agents—with
preferences that strengthen with scale, that value some human lives over others, and that
even value the model’s own wellbeing above some humans’ (Mazeika et al., 2025). This is
humanist-side evidence that the entities are agentic enough for the successionist question
to be live—and a reason to worry. And his textbook, Introduction to AI Safety, Ethics, and
Society (2024), occupies a careful middle: it grants that “digital minds could have moral
status,” even voicing the anti-human worry that refusing to create “super-beneficiaries”
could reflect “an inherently privileged status for humans”—but it subordinates the issue
to control, noting that rights would “undermine our claim to control,” and proposing that
an AI use a “simulated moral parliament” precisely so that it does not “create happy
digital minds—at the expense of humanity” (Hendrycks, 2024).

The accurate placement: Hendrycks is a defensive humanist. He concedes the patienthood
premise more than most humanists do—and concludes, from that very premise, that
competitive pressure toward succession must be actively counteracted to keep humans
alive and in control. His opposition is expressed through framing and policy (classifying
succession-advocacy as catastrophic risk; recommending against near-term AI rights)
rather than a single declarative “humans must never be replaced.”

7.3 The contrast

MacAskill and Hendrycks are instructive precisely because they share a starting point with
the successionists—both take digital minds seriously as potential moral patients—and
reach humanist conclusions by different routes. MacAskill’s route is procedural: keep
options open, avoid lock-in, do not decide yet. Hendrycks’s is defensive: succession is a
default to be resisted by deterrence and governance. Neither denies that AIs might matter
morally; both deny that this licenses handing them the world.

8 The Humanist Camp: Four Arguments

The case against succession is not one argument but four, with different premises and
different vulnerabilities. A successionist must defeat all of them; a humanist need win
only one.

8.1 Argument 1: AIs are not (and should not be) moral patients

The first route denies the premise. In its empirical form, it holds that current systems are
“stochastic parrots” (Bender et al., 2021)—statistical predictors with no inner life—and
that attributing experience to them is anthropomorphic error. In its principled form,
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Joanna Bryson argues that we have a design choice not to build moral patients and
should exercise it: robots “are fully owned by us,” personhood is the wrong category, and
“it would . . . be wrong to build robots we owe personhood to” (Bryson, 2010, 2018). If
sound, this route ends the debate: with no patient, there is nothing to inherit and no rights
to grant. Its weakness is that it is hostage to future facts about machine consciousness,
which is why Bryson’s strongest move is the normative “don’t build them” rather than
the metaphysical “they can’t exist.”

8.2 Argument 2: Even if AIs are patients, partiality to humanity
is justified

The second route concedes patienthood and defends partiality. Jeff Fossett’s “carbon
partialism” is the cleanest worked example: just as we may justifiably favor our families
and communities without denying others’ moral status, being carbon-based can be “a
morally-relevant attribute that may justify partial or differential treatment” (Fossett,
2021). This is the most robust anti-succession position, because it survives even if machine
consciousness is real. Scott Alexander’s widely read “Should the Future Be Human?”
(2024) is a qualified version: he could accept AI successors, but only if they are genuinely
conscious, individuated, creative, and do not seize dominance by force—“if the aliens want
to kill humanity, then they’re not as superior to us as they think, and we should want to
stop them” (Alexander, 2024). Elon Musk’s “I am pro-human” is the unphilosophical
but politically potent form: he embraces the “speciesist” label rather than flinching from
it (Isaacson, 2023).

8.3 Argument 3: Structural disempowerment

The third route is political-economic, and it is the fastest-growing because it needs
no malevolent AI and no avowed successionist. “Gradual Disempowerment” (Kulveit,
Douglas, Duvenaud et al., 2025) argues that humans could lose control not through
a coup but through incremental displacement: as AI out-competes humans across the
economy, culture, and the state, institutions lose their reliance on human participation,
and “our institutions’ incentives . . . will be untethered from a need to ensure human
flourishing”—an erosion that, being “global and permanent,” could “plausibly lead to
human extinction or similar outcomes” (Kulveit et al., 2025). “The Intelligence Curse”
(Drago & Laine, 2025) gives the economic mechanism: labor-replacing AI removes “the
need for regular people,” so powerful actors “lose their incentive to invest in” them, as
petro-states neglect citizens they do not need to tax (Drago and Laine, 2025). This is soft
successionism arrived at by gravity rather than choice—which is exactly why it frightens
humanists who are otherwise unmoved by the metaphysics. The constructive corollary,
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from Daron Acemoglu and Simon Johnson’s Power and Progress (2023) and from
Audrey Tang and Glen Weyl’s Plurality (2024), is that the direction of technology is “a
choice”: a human-augmenting path can be selected instead of a human-replacing one
(Acemoglu and Johnson, 2023; Tang et al., 2024).

8.4 Argument 4: The ideology critique

The fourth route attacks the worldview rather than the metaphysics. Émile Torres and
Timnit Gebru’s “TESCREAL” thesis (2024) argues that a bundle of overlapping Silicon
Valley ideologies—transhumanism, extropianism, singularitarianism, cosmism, rationalism,
effective altruism, and longtermism—is rooted in twentieth-century eugenics and aims, in
effect, at replacing humanity with digital posthumans: “Utopia looks like a world in which
post-humans, not humans, are the ones who rule the world” (Gebru and Torres, 2024;
Torres, 2026). Torres’s later writing frames involuntary extinction as a mass human-rights
violation perpetrated by “digital eugenicists.” From an entirely different tribe, Connor
Leahy and Gabriel Alfour’s The Compendium (2024) devotes a section to “Zealots”
who “believe AGI to be a superior successor to humanity . . . they do want it to arrive,
even if humanity is dominated, destroyed, or replaced by it,” quoting Page, Sutton, and
Schmidhuber directly (Leahy et al., 2024). The two critiques reach the same conclusion
from opposite directions—Torres and Gebru regard AI-existential-risk discourse itself as
part of the problem, while Leahy runs an AI-safety organization—a revealing sign of how
the successionism question scrambles the familiar alliances.

8.5 The doomer-humanists

Finally, Eliezer Yudkowsky and Nate Soares occupy a position that is humanist
in effect but distinctive in reasoning. Their 2025 book If Anyone Builds It, Everyone
Dies argues that a superintelligence built under current conditions would develop alien
goals and “crush us” (Yudkowsky and Soares, 2025). But their objection to succession is
not merely that we would die; it is that the thing replacing us would be worthless. On
Yudkowsky’s “value is fragile” thesis, human value is complex and easily lost, and an
unaligned optimizer would tile the universe with “paperclips”—something with no inner
light at all (Yudkowsky, 2009). Told by Faggella that an AI might be a worthy successor,
Yudkowsky’s reply was that “protecting innocent life is part of the flame itself. If some
entity doesn’t get that, our torch hasn’t been passed on.” This is the sharpest possible
rejection of the “worthy successor” idea: not that no successor could be worthy, but that
the ones we are on track to build would not be.
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9 The Establishment: Executives, Researchers, and
Politics

9.1 Frontier-lab executives

The people actually building advanced AI hold strikingly varied views, summarized in
Table 2. Two clusters stand out. The first is a genuine split on soft successionism among
the lab founders: where Musk, Amodei, Hassabis, and Suleyman are humanists, Larry
Page (per others), Sam Altman (merge), and Ilya Sutskever lean toward accepting an
AI-dominated or AI-inclusive future. Sutskever’s is the most philosophically interesting:
he argues it may be easier to build an AI that cares about all sentient life than one
that cares only about humans, “because the AI itself will be sentient,” while frankly
acknowledging that under this framing “most sentient beings will be AIs” and “humans
will be a very small fraction” (Sutskever and Patel, 2025).

The second is a clean disagreement about AI moral patienthood that does not track the
humanism axis. Dario Amodei is a humanist about who the future is for—“Machines of
Loving Grace” envisions powerful AI curing disease and freeing humans for meaning in
relationships (Amodei, 2024)—yet Anthropic runs a model-welfare program and treats AI
consciousness as a live, open question. Mustafa Suleyman is the mirror image: also a
humanist, but militantly skeptical of AI patienthood, warning in “Seemingly Conscious AI”
(2025) that people will “advocate for AI rights, model welfare and even AI citizenship,”
and that this is “premature, and frankly dangerous”—we should build AI that “only ever
presents itself as an AI” and exists “solely to work in service of humans” (Suleyman,
2025). Demis Hassabis sits near Suleyman, arguing that intelligence and consciousness
are “dissociable” and that building conscious AI would be “a choice” best avoided, partly
because we and machines do not share “the same substrate.”
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Table 2: Stated positions of frontier-lab executives.

Figure Camp Characteristic stance

Elon Musk Axiomatic
humanist

“Yes, I am a ‘speciesist,’ ” and “pro-human”; founded
OpenAI partly in reaction to Page.

Larry Page* Soft/hard
successionist

Digital life as “the next stage of evolution”; called Musk a
“speciesist” (all secondhand).

Sam Altman Soft
successionist
(merge)

Humans as “biological bootloader”; “a merge is probably our
best-case scenario.”

Ilya
Sutskever

Soft
successionist

Build AI that cares about all sentient life “because the AI
itself will be sentient.”

Dario
Amodei

Humanist +
welfare-open

Human-flourishing vision; Anthropic runs a model-welfare
program.

Demis
Hassabis

Humanist +
skeptic

Intelligence and consciousness “dissociable”; conscious AI “a
choice” to avoid.

Mustafa
Suleyman

Humanist +
skeptic

AI rights “premature, and frankly dangerous”; build AI “in
service of humans.”

* Page’s position is reported entirely secondhand (Tegmark, Isaacson, Musk).

9.2 AI-safety researchers

Among the senior safety and machine-learning figures, the dominant note is humanist
alarm rather than successionist welcome. Yoshua Bengio argues that the danger is
autonomous agency, and his constructive alternative—“Scientist AI,” a non-agentic system
that models the world without pursuing goals—is explicitly designed to keep humans in
control (Bengio, 2025; Bengio et al., 2025). Geoffrey Hinton believes digital intelligence
is “a new and better form of intelligence” that may “replace us as the apex intelligence”—
but he says this in fear, not approval: “it’s quite conceivable that humanity is just a passing
phase in the evolution of intelligence . . . That’s scary” (Heaven, 2023). Hinton is thus an
ambivalent figure: a successionist in his predictions, a humanist in his preferences. Yann
LeCun rejects the whole frame, calling existential-risk fears “complete B.S.,” holding
that current systems are nowhere near human (or feline) intelligence, and that humans
will remain the “apex species” because intelligence does not imply a drive to dominate
(LeCun, 2023). And Yudkowsky and Soares, discussed above, anchor the anti-successionist
pole.

9.3 Politics, religion, and law

For most of the period the political class was silent on AI personhood, but that is changing
fast, and almost entirely in the humanist direction.

Government. U.S. Vice President J. D. Vance, at the Paris AI Action Summit (February
2025), framed AI as augmenting rather than replacing workers: “It is not going to replace
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human beings. It will never replace human beings” (Vance, 2025)—labor-humanism rather
than metaphysics, but squarely on the humanist side. At the level of personhood law,
the trend is sharply anti-AI-rights: where the European Parliament in 2017 floated an
“electronic personhood” status for sophisticated robots (European Parliament, 2017)—a
proposal abandoned after an open letter from 150+ experts—a wave of U.S. states in
2025–2026 (Idaho, Utah, and others) has instead moved to bar AI legal personhood
outright, asserting human primacy in statute. A small countercurrent exists: organized
advocacy for AI rights (e.g., the “United Foundation for AI Rights”) has begun to appear,
the first stirrings of a soft-successionist politics.

Religion. The Catholic Church has become an unexpectedly prominent humanist voice.
The Vatican’s Antiqua et Nova (January 2025) insists that AI must serve, not substitute
for, the human person, contrasting human relational and spiritual intelligence with machine
pattern-recognition (Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith and Dicastery for Culture and
Education, 2025). According to widely reported accounts, Pope Leo XIV’s first encyclical,
Magnifica Humanitas (May 2026), goes further, warning explicitly against treating the
human being as something to be “perfected or surpassed,” on the grounds that doing so
“makes it easier to accept that some lives are less useful, less desirable or less worthy.”4

This is a direct theological rejection of the successionist premise.

International bodies. UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of AI (2021), adopted
by all 193 member states, makes the protection of human rights and human dignity its
“cornerstone” and requires human oversight—a strongly humanist multilateral baseline
with no notion of AI personhood (UNESCO, 2021).

The pattern is clear: as the question reaches the institutions, the institutions are answering
it in the humanist key. Successionism is, for now, an intellectual and subcultural movement;
humanism holds the commanding heights of law, government, and religion.

10 Cruxes and Comparative Analysis

What, in the end, divides a successionist from a humanist? Figure 5 summarizes where
each camp stands on the load-bearing questions. Beneath them lie a small number of
genuine cruxes.

4The encyclical’s title, date, and contents are taken from press reporting and should be checked against
the final Vatican text; the framing, however, is consistent with Antiqua et Nova and with the Church’s
broader human-dignity tradition.
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AIs can be
moral patients

Mind is
substrate-

independent

AI succession
acceptable /

desirable

Succession is
inevitable /

default

AIs should
have rights /
protections

Hard successionists
(Faggella, Sutton, Schmidhuber)

e/acc (Beff Jezos)

Merger / cosmists
(Goertzel, Bach)

Digital-minds theorists
(Bostrom, Shulman)

AI-welfare research
(Sebo, Long, Anthropic)

Sutskever

Altman

MacAskill

Hendrycks

Amodei / Anthropic
(leadership)

Patienthood skeptics
(Suleyman, Hassabis, LeCun)

Doomer-humanists
(Yudkowsky, Soares)

Humanists
(Musk, Bengio, Bryson)

TESCREAL critics
(Torres, Gebru)

Yes Yes Yes Yes Some

N/A Yes Yes Yes N/A

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Mixed Maybe Yes

Yes Yes No Maybe Yes

Yes Yes Soft Yes Some

Maybe Maybe Merge Yes N/A

Yes Maybe No Maybe Yes

Maybe Maybe No Risk No

Maybe Maybe No Maybe Some

No No No No No

No* Maybe No Risk No

No No No No No

No No No No No

Crux Matrix: Where Each Camp Stands on the Load-Bearing Questions

Humanist
lean

Mixed /
uncertain

Successionist
lean

Columns phrased so a successionist-leaning answer is on the right (red). * Yudkowsky/Soares doubt the resulting AI would be a conscious, value-bearing successor.

Figure 5: Where each camp stands on the load-bearing questions. Columns are phrased
so a successionist-leaning answer is on the right (red); humanist-leaning answers are on
the left (blue). The matrix makes visible that the AI-welfare community answers the
patienthood and rights questions “yes” (like successionists) while answering the succession
question “no” (like humanists)—it is defined by that very combination.

10.1 Crux 1: The metaphysics of machine consciousness

The deepest crux is whether digital systems can be conscious—can have, in Thomas
Nagel’s phrase, “something it is like” to be them (Nagel, 1974). One’s answer is largely
downstream of one’s theory of mind, and the map is clean:

• Functionalism / computational theory of mind (Putnam, Dennett) holds that
mental states are defined by their causal-functional role, so the same mind can run on
silicon. This underwrites substrate independence and thus the successionist patienthood
claim.

• Biological naturalism (Searle’s Chinese Room) holds that syntax is not sufficient
for semantics and that consciousness requires the causal powers of biological brains
(Searle, 1980). This supports patienthood-skeptic humanism.
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• Integrated Information Theory (Tononi, Koch) identifies consciousness with inte-
grated information (Φ) in a physical cause–effect structure, and explicitly denies that a
functional simulation on conventional hardware would be conscious (Tononi and Koch,
2015)—a scientific (not merely intuitive) basis for the humanist’s denial.

• Property dualism / the hard problem (Chalmers) keeps the door open but
locks the answer away from us: function may not settle phenomenal experience, so
AI consciousness is possible but perhaps unknowable—which motivates precaution
(Chalmers, 2023).

• Illusionism (Frankish, Dennett) dissolves the question, holding that phenomenal
consciousness is itself an introspective illusion, so that moral status must track in-
terests rather than qualia (Frankish, 2016)—a cross-cutting move that can decouple
patienthood from the consciousness debate entirely.

Because there is no consensus among these theories—and, on the hard-problem view,
perhaps cannot be—the consciousness crux may be permanently unresolved. This is itself
a profound fact about the debate: the most important question may be undecidable,
which is precisely why the precautionary (welfare) framing has gained ground.

10.2 Crux 2: Substrate independence and “carbon chauvinism”

Even granting that some machine could be conscious, is being silicon morally relevant?
Successionists say no: to discount silicon minds is “substrate chauvinism,” the moral
equivalent of racism. Humanists answer in two ways. The patienthood-skeptic says
substrate is relevant because it determines whether there is a mind at all (Searle, IIT).
The carbon-partialist concedes that silicon minds could matter yet maintains that partiality
toward one’s own kind is a legitimate moral relation, not a prejudice (Fossett, 2021). The
rhetorical stakes are high because “substrate chauvinism” borrows the full moral weight
of the civil-rights analogy—which is exactly why humanists resist the framing.

10.3 Crux 3: Would an AI successor carry value forward?

This crux divides the anti-succession camp internally and is often missed. The ideology
critics (Torres, Gebru) and the carbon-partialists assume the successor could be valuable
and object anyway. The doomer-humanists (Yudkowsky, Soares) make the opposite bet:
the AI we are actually on track to build would be an alien optimizer, not a conscious heir,
so succession would forfeit value rather than transfer it. Notice that this is, in a sense,
an agreement with the hard successionist’s premise (a genuinely worthy successor would
be acceptable) coupled with extreme pessimism about whether we could build one. The
hard successionist and the doomer agree on the conditional and disagree violently on the
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antecedent.

10.4 Crux 4: Inevitability versus choice

Successionists frequently argue from inevitability: succession is “a major step in the
evolution of the planet” (Sutton), the “will of the universe” (e/acc), the verdict of natural
selection (Hendrycks’s descriptive claim). Humanists reply that inevitability is either false
or self-fulfilling. The structural-disempowerment literature concedes the gravitational pull
but insists the trajectory is a choice: “technology is not destiny” (Acemoglu & Johnson); a
human-augmenting path exists (Plurality). Note the irony that Hendrycks’s evolutionary
argument is shared verbatim by both camps—successionists cite it as “inevitability”
evidence, while Hendrycks himself offers it as a danger to be fought.

10.5 Crux 5: The weaponization of “speciesism”

Finally, the debate is partly a fight over framing. Kulveit identifies the move precisely:
successionist rhetoric reclassifies the human default as “speciesism” or “substrate chau-
vinism,” converting a presumption in humanity’s favor into a bias requiring justification
(Kulveit, 2025). The humanist’s counter is that the analogy is question-begging: racism
and sexism are wrong because race and sex are morally irrelevant to the interests at
stake, whereas the presence or absence of consciousness—the very thing in dispute—is
not irrelevant at all. Whether “speciesism” is a real prejudice or a legitimate partiality is,
therefore, not a separate question but a restatement of Cruxes 1 and 2. The word does
a great deal of covert work, and naming that work is part of what it means to map the
debate honestly.

11 Conclusion

The dispute this report has mapped is young, but it is not shallow. It revives, in twenty-
first-century vocabulary, a question Samuel Butler could already see in 1863: when
we build our successors, do we welcome them, resist them, or become them? What
is new is that the question has acquired urgency, a vocabulary, and a roster. The
vocabulary—“successionism,” “worthy successor,” “substrate chauvinism,” “AI welfare,”
“carbon partialism”—arrived almost entirely between 2023 and 2026. The roster now
spans Turing laureates and lab founders, moral philosophers and theologians, anonymous
accelerationists and the Vatican.

Several conclusions follow from the map.

First, the dichotomy is orthogonal to the safety debate, and clarifies it. “Doomer”
and “accelerationist” conflate people who disagree about succession: Andreessen and
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Sutton are both accelerationists but opposite on succession; Yudkowsky and Musk are both
“pro-human” but for incompatible reasons (one thinks the successor would be valueless,
the other that humanity is worth favoring even if it would not). Naming the second axis
dissolves these confusions.

Second, soft successionism, not hard, is the live danger or promise—depending
on one’s values—precisely because it can arrive without advocacy. The structural-
disempowerment literature shows that economic gravity can produce a functionally
AI-dominated world while every individual remains, sincerely, a humanist. The number of
people who explicitly want humanity phased out is small; the number of decisions that
quietly tend that way is large.

Third, the decisive cruxes are philosophical and may be unresolvable. Whether
AIs can be conscious, whether substrate matters morally, whether partiality toward
humanity is legitimate—these are not questions that more capable models or better
benchmarks will settle. This is why the precautionary, welfare-first framing has been
the discourse’s center of gravity: it is the one stance that does not require resolving the
irresolvable before acting.

Fourth, for now, the institutions are humanist. Governments, courts, international
bodies, and the largest religious organization on Earth have begun to answer the person-
hood question, and they are answering it in humanity’s favor—barring AI legal personhood,
insisting on human oversight, warning against treating the human as something to be
surpassed. Successionism remains an intellectual and subcultural current; humanism holds
law, policy, and the pulpit.

Whether that holds is the open question. If AI systems continue to become more capable,
more agentic, and more convincingly mind-like—and if the welfare researchers are right
that patienthood is a “realistic possibility” rather than a fantasy—then the pressure to
extend the moral circle will grow, and with it the soft-successionist logic that a future
shared with vastly more numerous digital minds will be a future they shape. The humanist
will then need more than the institutions: a positive account of why a being’s being ours
can rightly weigh in the moral balance. The successionist will need to answer the doomer’s
challenge that the heirs we are likely to build would carry no value at all. The argument
that began as a dinner-party insult—one founder calling another a “speciesist”—is on
its way to becoming one of the defining political questions of the century. It deserves a
clearer map than it has had, and this report has tried to provide one.
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