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along with many variations in individual behavior. The large-scale
variations remaining, such as those between host population growth rates,
form the basis of evolutionary trends at the population level.

With many self-compounding selection advantages, evena low
level trend in mnemon propagating behavior can make a big difference
in eventual host population. Still, the memes which accomplish such
atrend on a lasting basis tend to be religious taboos, reproductive
strictures, political convictions, etc. which have an important impact in
the lives of their hosts. Such memes can each have many widespread
and lasting effects upon people’s lives, including effects upon meme
propagating behavior.

An idea’s psychological impact on individual ideological decisions
can differ radically from itsimpact on population ideological decisions.
Consider for instance the futuristic decisions to be made about human
cloning. Pethaps most people today would say "No, absolutely not!"
They might say cloningis "unnatural,” "immoral," and "dehumanizing,”
Of course today, these ideas have no effect on people’s reproductive
behavior.

All of this might change, however, if human cloning were achieved
and became widely affordable. Couples who believed that cloning was
goodwould suddenly have more reproductive options than would couples
who thought it was bad. This may very well leave them having more
children. They might even typically have four children: two conjugal
children and two clones. Moreover, these children (especially the
clones) would lean favorably towards accepting and retaining their
parents pro-cloning stance. An intense parental selection advantage
would result for the pro-cloning meme. The population might even
startevolving a stigma against remaining cloneless. Thus, within only
a few generations, the public attitude toward cloning could shift
dramatically--and for reasons that are quite unlike those used by an
individual confronted with the issue.

Memetic Evolution is thus a distinct theory of population psychology
and does not simply mirror on a magnified scale any theory of individual
psychology. Analogously, aerodynamics does not simply mirror on a
grand scale the theories of molecular physics.

Memetics does, however, have many specific cases where the
population level theory mirrors individual psychology, as with the "God
as parent” meme. Here, the wide acceptance of the "God the Father"
variety apparently results in part from a suboonscious affinity in most
individuals for always having a parental figure in their lives. So in this
particular case, a feature of population psychology does indeed mirror on
large scale a feature of individual psychology

Selection advantages of this type may be seen as resulting from an
idea being highly adapted to the minds of very many people. Of course,
this type of thinking is not newly arriving with memetics theory. Yet it
does fall within a new perspective inside that theory. For instance, the
God-as-parent idea can be seen as originating by at least two possible
paths: that of being created to fill a psychological need, and that of having
been created for some other reason and later proliferating to fill an
evolutionary niche formed by the psychological need. The latter possibility
might have been realized long ago by a mother who taught her children
to think of God as a parent in order to teach them to obey God as one

would obey one’s parents. The way in which the idea was created does
not much matter as long as it has a strong selection advantage to carry
it through the population after it has its first host.

VIII. Classifying Human Mnemons.

Mnemons can be conceptually organized either in terms of what
mnemons the people have or what people the mnemons have. To describe
change, we can expand these conceptual frameworks: we can say that
people acquire mnemons and that mnemons acquire pecple. The two
organizations are merely alternative ways of conceptualizing the same
thing--like two alternative coordinate systems for a physics problem.

Yet many mnemon forming events do not readily suggest a
"mnemon acquiring people” perspective. For example, saying that "an
electric light idea acquired Thomas Edison" is devoid of any causal
meaning; at most it reveals that the idea’s set of hosts has just included
one more member. (This also is true for the invention of the telephone
independently by Edison and Bell, regardless of which one invented
it first.) Clearly, Edison got an idea for the electriclight, but one cannot
meaningfully say that the idea has gotten the person. So the two
conceptual frameworks describing the causality of change do not apply
equally well inall cases. None the less, each framework can yield distinct
insights which are hard to achieve in the other. Analogously, different
coordinate systems in physics can be used to gain distinct insights into
a single physical process.

Only the homoderivative subset of human mnemons validly admits
both the "mnemons acquiring people" and "people acquiring ideas”
perspectives. For each HoD mnemon, a pre-existing congeneric instance
played a causal role in bringing about the HoD instance. Of course, the
person who becomes a mnemon’s host plays a causal rcle in the event
too (except for cases of being born with ~A, etc.). So in the HoD sector,
both a mnemon and its host play causal roles in pairing up. Within the
homoderivative subset of any mnemon’s host population, it makes just
as much sense to ask how the mnemon "got" a person as to ask how the

* person "got" the mnemon. Of course, the best way to frame the question

varies from idea to idea just as the most useful coordinate system varies
from problem to problem in physics. Yet this ability to pick and
choose the best way of framing a problem dramatically enhances our
ability to gain new understandings.

Actually, the HoD/HeD partition falls slightly short of finding a realm
of mnemons where the two conceptual frameworks apply equally well.
The reason, it turns out, is that the HoD sector does not guarantee the
applicability of the conventional concept of people getting mnemons.
Indeed, this conceptual framework does not apply well tothe HoD example
of the lack-of-birth-control mnemon represented earlier as ~A. It makes
sense to say that the ~A mnemon gets new hosts by disposing existing
hosts toward having many children. But it makes dubious sense to say that
the new hosts, being born with the ~A mnemon, actually "get" that mnemon
asone would "get" the A mnemon. So the ideosphere has one subset where
only the people-getting mnemons perspective applies (e.g., new idea
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creations), another subset where only the mnemons-getting-people per-
spective applies (lack-of-birth-control mnemon, etc.), and a third, very
large subset where both perspectives apply (Amish farming mores, arms
racing, etc.).

The main value of partitioning the ideosphere into its homoderivative
and heteroderivative sectors is in defining what a self-replicating idea is
and what role it plays. The partition acoomplishes this partly focusing on
the self-replicated idea (HoD mnemon) rather than the self-replicatingidea
itself. Yet it also does this by telling us how and where in the ideosphere
makes sense to talk about self-replicating ideas. The term "self-
replicating idea" characteristically emphasizes one of the two conceptual
frameworks, the one which has ideas acquiring people.

The HoD/HeD pattition defines the realm of self-propagating ideas,
but not the realm of self-preserving ideas. Also, preservational selection
advantages can apply just as well in the HeD sector as in the HoD sector.
For instance, if mnemons A and B have the same HeG formation rate, but
A mnemons last twice as long as B mnemons, then there will eventually
be twice as many HeD A mnemons as HeD B mnemons. So in both the
HoD and the HeD sector, people can "keep" ideas and ideas can "keep”
people. Also, in each sector, the longer a person keeps an idea, the more
imitators they are apt to accumulate. Yet all these new mnemon copies
go to the HoD sector rather than to the HeD sector. So both self-
propagation and (hence) self-preservation have a special relationship to
the HoD sector.

IX. Population Memetics.

The following two differential equations pertain to two ideas whose
host populations are represented as Ny(a,t) and Ny(a,t) (population age
profiles). All members of the total population N(t) are assumed to be
counted somewhere in either Ny(a,t) or Nx(a,t), indicating that the two
ideas are complements of each other. (In actual practice, one would often
want to divide the population into more subgroups, such as the host
populations of anidea, its opposite, and those who host neither. The present
discussion is limited to two groups in order to illustrate quantitative
methods as simply as possible.)

The other parameters in the equations have the following meanings:
tis time in years, a is host age, p is the age of a second person -- the idea
propagator -~ used in places where two people’s ages are involved.

R (a)is the fertility rate for meme 1, in children per host of age a per
year -- the quantity hyperparental parameter; K,,(p,a) is the fraction per
year of children of age a who learn meme 1 from an age p parent who
hosts meme 1 -- the efficiency hyperparental selection advantage. Ky(p,a)
is the fraction per year of children of age a who learn meme 1 from an age
p parent who hosts meme 2, a kind of parental "failure rate” for meme 2.
Again for the sake of "simplicity", the different R and K values which may
occur when one’s parents come from different host populations are not
modeled here. (More than just R an K parameters are involved, since the
occurence rates of "mixed" vs. "unmixed” couples change with changing
host populations.)

v1{p, a) is the average annual number of proselytic converts a meme

1 host of age p makes per unit meme 2 host population-age density at age
a in his society. B,(p,a) is the average annual number of proselytic
converts a meme 1 host of age p makes per percemtage-year of meme 2
hosts of age a in his/her society. Proselytic rates represented by y,(p,a)
are sensitive to how crowded the society is as a whole while ,2(p, a)rates
per meme 1 host are purely sensitive to the fraction of meme 2 hosts in
the society. The latter reflects the proselytism between, for instance,
spouses: people do not generally double the number of spouses as the
population doubles. Yet the number of people one encounters on the street
might well double as the population doubles. If so, then proselytic
conversions on street comers would be modeled using y,Ap, a).

a is the fraction per year of meme 1 hosts who convert to meme 2

withoutany prior meme 2 hosts teaching them. Preventing such "dropouts”
is one form of preservational advantage for meme 1. Finally, M,(a) is the
rate of mortality per age a meme 1 host per year.

Swapping "2" subscripts for "1" subscripts in the above sentences
gives the parameter definitions corresponding to meme 2 selection
advantages.
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