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Welcome to the Wiggin Sessions, I’m your host, Addison Wiggin. This is Surviving and 
Thriving During the Global Pandemic, episode number 34. We’ve been doing this for 
quite some time now. Today I have John Schroeter, a very special  guest. We have a ton 
of interesting topics to cover. Welcome, John.

Great to be here. Thanks.

Allow me to give you a more formal introduction. John is the executive director 
at Abundant World Institute. He’s also the author of two award-winning books, 
Moonshots and After Shock, which is a compendium of the essays published 50 
years after Alvin Toffler’s Future Shock. I’m going to ask you some questions about 
that. So you can feel free to expand on that project.

And I was happy to learn John, that you are also the publisher of Popular Electronics, 
MechaniX Illustrated and Popular Astronomy, three iconic magazines that you revived 
after the information age threatened to relegate them to the dustbin of history. So we 
can talk a little bit about that.

Let’s start with After Shock because I think it’s a very interesting project that you put 
together and in our conversation leading up to this, you had also mentioned that you’re 
working on a docuseries as well, that includes a lot of the ideas that are in the book. So 
maybe just start at the beginning, talk a little bit about Alvin Toffler and Future Shock, 
and then how you came about After Shock and what’s become of the project since then.

Sure. I’m happy to tell you how it came about and what happened and where it’s 
headed, so to speak. Fifty years ago, Alvin and Heidi Toffler worked as a team, which 
many people didn’t realize at the time, because only Alvin’s name appeared on the 
books. They were literally thrust upon the global stage by the publication of this 
international bestseller Future Shock. And I actually have the first edition, first 
printing of it here. And the title described a condition whose characteristic shattering 
stress and disorientation would inevitably be brought about by too much change in 
too short a period of time, hence, shocking. And so it seemed to me that this notion 

of future shock, 50 years on, has actually come 
home to roost. The idea of shattering stress and 
disorientation suddenly quite relevant, but in ways 
I’m sure that the authors didn’t imagine.

So, it brings into question now in kind of a most visceral way, how we will contemplate 
our probable, possible and preferred versions of the future is like you say, and we’ll get 
into a bit of that today I’m sure. But in any case, whether Future Shock was prophetic 
or apocryphal, it was indeed a very big book and some counts totaling 15 million copies 

ADDISON:

ADDISON:

JOHN:

JOHN:

The Future: If, Then or Else

“Contemplate our probable, possible and 
preferred versions of the future.”
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sold worldwide to date. And so that’s really saying something because in 1970 the 
New York Times best seller list was dominated by three titles, Love Story, Everything 
You Ever Wanted to Know About Sex, But Were Afraid to Ask and The Sensuous 
Woman. So this was 1970 after all. It was also the year that brought us the Vega and 
the Pentium. So for those of us old enough to remember, it was kind of a crappy year 
and then the Beatles broke up, but Future Shock was also published. And it was great 
then, and it’s still great.

So it occurred to me that on the 50 year anniversary of this amazing work, it would 
provide a very special opportunity to look back on this legacy and also look forward 
to the next 50 years, hence the title After Shock. So to this end, I invited the world’s 
foremost, the futurists and other thought leaders who think deeply about these things 
to contribute their observations. And as you can see, they had a lot to say. It’s a big 
book. I think I actually outnumbered the page count of the original book.

From the experience of doing this I had a couple of major takeaways and we can get 
into these more deeply. But first is this idea that the future really is a very big tent, 
beneath which even radical ideas can compete for mindsharing dominance. And the 
question is which version of the future will win?

The second takeaway is that you can 
really think of the future is a big if, then, 
else kind of a statement. You can apply 
this if, then, else construct to virtually 
every facet of life now and in the 
future, whether it’s the future of work 
or healthcare or education, the future 
of democracy, society, the environment, even weather change is good for us, what we 
value, how we think of the past and even the future of futurism.

And so if we can digress just a little bit, I think it’s useful to deconstruct that a little bit 
because it’s instructive. We begin with, if of the if, then, else. If is really the realm of 
imagination, and I’m always coming back to imagination in all my work. So in its forward 
looking context, if asks what could be, as opposed to what is. And that ability to ask 
what if is humanity’s superpower.

And then we have the word then. Then is a word that anticipates causality and correlation 
and consequences, whether those consequences are anticipated or unintended. And 
there are always unintended consequences, as we learned over and over.

And finally we have else and else leads us to explore alternatives. It says that we have 
a choice and that choice can be exercised and expressed in active or passive ways. So 
taken together, these things really make up the scaffolding of the amazing ideas that 
are collected here and considered and expounding upon, in these many different ways, 

“The future really is a very big tent, beneath 
which even radical ideas can compete for 
mindsharing dominance. And the question is 
which version of the future will win?”
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by these many different voices.

And so lastly, as I think about this, the other remarkable thing is that I spent a whole 
year with this content and producing it, working with the contributors, multiple passes 
through the editing process and still every time I read these essays it’s though I’m 
reading them again for the first time. There’s just that much to unpack here and much 
to inspire active thinking about the future. So I’m very happy that it came about the way 
that it did.

In the 50 year anniversary of Future Shock, the year that you published After Shock 
was of course, 2020, which we had a global pandemic. And also it was a chaotic 
election year as well. Can you try to put into context, I mean, you’re actually actively 
editing these contributors and thinking about the ideas that they’re writing about in 
context of what was going on around you at the time. Can you kind of put the project 
into perspective of the economy shutting down and the sort of ridiculous soundbites 
that came out of both the primary and the general election itself?

Yeah. There are a number of ways to look at this and whenever I approach things like 
this, I try not to get bogged down in the details of what’s happening here and now, and 
see if I can transcend this to a higher perspective, because then you gain a completely 
different view of things. It’s easy to sort of lose your way in the weeds of the day-to-day. 
And what is interesting is that this book was published prior to both the election cycle 
and the COVID situation. And so, we can talk about where we are today as a civilization 
in the context of this thinking. And what we are as a civilization is always a function of 
how we think and what we believe. And Future Shock is a fascinating window on how 
we thought and what we believed 50 years ago, just as Aftershock is a window into 
our current state of thinking. And also, and most importantly I think, a roadmap to a 
better future civilization and all the things that we have to transcend to get there.

But if I can back up even a decade prior, you’ll notice 
here that I’m speaking to you from the living room 
of the Jetsons. And I think it’s to get a better idea of 
where we’re going, where we are and where we’re 
going, it’s also always helpful to look back on where 
we’ve been, because we’re always caught between 
the past and the future. And I like the Jetsons 
because they offer us such a contrast between how 

we looked at the future more than 50 years ago, and how we think about the future 
today. And I can tell you the future ain’t what it used to be in many respects.

I think now probably more than any time in the last 50 years, people are really starting 
to take the future seriously, more seriously I should say, even if our policymakers are 
not, but it’s not necessarily out of a state of optimism or a sense of optimism. The kind 
of optimism that people had in 1962 when the Jetsons were zipping around Orbit City 

ADDISON:

JOHN:

“We can talk about where we are today 
as a civilization in the context of this 
thinking. And what we are as a civilization 
is always a function of how we think and 
what we believe.”
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and they’re flying cars, right? I mean, there was a greater sense of optimism then, this 
is actually research. It’s fascinating research on this, on the state of optimism in this 
country and in the world. Even though we had our share of problems and anxieties, 
spanning the cold war to civil rights, to the rampant sexism, I mean, there’s no really 
romancing the times, but generally speaking the Zeitgeist was very much more 
forward looking.

But oddly enough, in spite of everything 
that’s going on today, we have more 
reason today to be optimistic and less 
fearful than ever before. But it seems 
many people today are kind of given 
to believe that what was possible for 
previous generations, is not possible 
for this one. You hear this phrase that 
the American dream is dead. The fact is 
there’s never been a time in human history when people have enjoyed so much access 
to even a fraction of the resources that we have today or when a small group of people 
can come together and do things that in the past could only be done by nation states. 
Today we have private companies planning and executing moon launches. And so why 
is this? And this was one of the questions I always come back to.

It’s just the human animal. I always have to reduce things down to the individual and 
isolate him even in the context of all the things that are going on in society, because 
ultimately society is a product of individuals. And so this is where my research tends 
to focus, because I think that’s where we’re going to get the most traction. We’re going 
to have an impact on bringing about a truly different kind of a world in the future. So, 
why is? Why haven’t we progressed much on the future front? And so in the same set, 
we face it more with fear and trembling, than excitement and anticipation. And I’ve 
come to think that the reason for this is two-fold. First as a culture, as a society and 
as individuals, we simply forwe’ve simply forgotten how to dream the big dream. To 
have really, really big dreams and we seem to settle passively into a rather uninspired 
status quo. And the second condition holding us back and perhaps the reason for the 
first is the fear of failure, and there’s actually a word for that, it’s atychiphobia. And the 
fear of failure is so debilitating and so immobilizing that it actually keeps people from 
attempting to achieve anything at all.

But here’s the rub. Both of these conditions are nothing more than the mental 
constructs, okay? They are quite literally all in one’s head and yet a mindset ruled by 
either of these modes of thought constitutes kind of a one, two hunch on the human 
psyche. And so now we have to examine what this portends for the future, that is if 
we’re going to realize the kind of future that we want and be able to transcend even 
turmoil and tumultuous, and chaotic times as we have here. Because in the end, we’re 

“Now probably more than any time in the last 
50 years, people are really starting to take the 
future seriously, more seriously I should say, 
even if our policymakers are not, but it's not 
necessarily out of a state of optimism or a sense 
of optimism.”
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ADDISON:

JOHN:

either going to realize the world that we fear to imagine, or imagine the world that we 
dare to dream. So this is where I bring things around.

But What If Your Model is Wrong?

To what extent do you attribute that to the way we consume media? There’s still a 
large portion of, I would call it an older demographic in this country that are attuned to 
consuming network news and getting their news from legitimate sources, that kind of 
thing. But I too watch some of the network news, mostly because I’m sort of fascinated 
at how formulaic it is and how thoughtless it is. They get on themes, like talking to 
you today a week after a GameStop turned into this, just a strange idea that it was 
somehow a populist attack on Wall Street, which if you actually talked to the traders 
that were betting against the trade, it was a classic short squeeze.

They knew, and this, of their own admission, that somebody was going to have to buy 
the stock on the other side of the trade. So it was a good trade to make. They weren’t 
attacking Wall Street or anything, but in the media, it turned into this populist attack 
on hedge funds, or as P.J O’Rourke would say, eat the rich moment. But to me, just in 
analyzing what actually did happen, the only thing different this time is the rapidity of 
the quickness, how quickly the spike happened. Short squeezes have happened since 
markets were created, and yet now we have a media that’s sort of piling in and people 
can forward and stuff can go viral. And so it happens more quickly than we have seen 
in history.

But the mechanics and the techniques behind it, they’re sort of classical. So I feel 
like the media plays a role, and there’s just the preponderance of negativity through 
the pandemic. And through the election cycle have led us to this conclusion that you 
referenced, that somehow the world is worse and the next generation will never have the 
opportunities that our generation or the previous generation had to live better lives.

But in fact, if you take the innovation and, or a belief that the next new... Similarly, to the 
way we look at vaccines, the next new jump forward in technology is going to propel 
us into a new economy, then you almost by default, you have to be optimistic about 
the future. And it sounds to me just from reading your stuff, and also the way that 
you interact with our group, is that you fall into that category that, sure things might 
look bleak. If you sort of tune out the negative points of view, there are a lot of really 
interesting things just beneath the surface that portend for a much better future.

I think so. You know what I mean? You touched on a lot of things there. One of the things 
that popped into my mind as you were speaking about the GameStop situation is this 
is nothing new in human history. I mean, you can go to, gosh, the book, it was written, I 
think in 1700 or 1800s, Extraordinary Popular Delusions. And that was about the tulip 
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“But there's a problem, and that is basically 
the models are really no damn good. And that's 
because they attempt to drive into the future by 
looking in the rear view mirror.”

ADDISON:

JOHN:

market, right, in the Netherlands. And so there’ve always been these markets, there’s 
always been these mass reactions and panic, and it just seems to be in our nature. And 
so humans are interesting things and the more I work on in the field of futures, future 
studies, the more I’m drawn into human psychology, because that’s really what guides 
it all.

And humans are odd creatures. They don’t like to depart from the crowd, they find great 
security in the crowd, even when they know that a particular position might be wrong, 
they don’t want to be the outlier. They don’t want to be ostracized, and they don’t want 
to be rejected from the group. And so there are a number of remarkable studies, a few 
of them are related in the book, Moonshot, but just about how extraordinary this effect 
hits. And so there’s that to contend with. And that’s a very difficult thing to predict. It’s 
like the only thing that you can really predict about humans is that they are predictably 
irrational and-

Which is contrary to the way most economists think about the way humans behave. 
They want to box it in and act like human beings are rational creatures, acting in a 
rational manner, but that’s just not true.

No determinism is always easier for models. And let’s take a little side road there since 
you bring it up because so much of what’s happening today is based on models. The 
whole notion of the spread of a virus, the whole epidemiology is based on models 
and assumptions that go into those models. And we learn over and over again, these 
models fail us, and particularly economic models. And I think there are two reasons 
why models are failing. The first is kind of snarky and it goes like this.

There are three kinds of lies. Lies, damn lies, and statistics. So this is commonly Mr. 
Trigger did to Mark Twain, but something Twain actually did say was, “Get your facts 
first, and then you can distort them as much as you please.” Or as economist are 
fond of saying, “Torture the data until it confesses.” So that’s what we all know that’s 
in play. The second reason involves a kind of a fatal flaw in the way that models are 
constructed. So they seek to simulate what might or might not happen in a given 
situation. So when does the model say, for example, that if we flatten the curve versus 
let it burn, right? What are the two outcomes there?

But there’s a problem, and that is basically what 
the models are really no damn good. And that’s 
because they attempt to drive into the future 
by looking in the rear view mirror. They look at 
what is, and what was, and what makes them 
utterly useless in a scenario where the future 
is concerned, and the future looks nothing like 

the past or the present, right? And so just looking backward tends to also be thought 
with all kinds of artifacts, confirmation bias, or other sorts of paradoxes and whatnot. But 
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ADDISON:

JOHN:

ultimately, the saying is, “All models are wrong, but some are useful.” Sometimes, it’s just 
like akin to saying that, “Even a broken clock is right two times a day.”

But ultimately the models only tell you what the modeler wants the model to say. 
And so that’s a problem, and that’s a challenge, it’s something we’re definitely going 
to have to address. But when you take these faulty models and you pump them 24/7 
through the 50,000 watt transmitters, and internet super highways and people are 
consuming this data, they tend to believe it. And back in the days when people actually 
talked around water coolers, I guess that’s something we’ve lost right now. I think 
probably ideas come around water coolers in any place else, it’s these casual hallway 
conversations, but all the chatter certainly on social media is affecting what these 
models would have us believe [crosstalk].

Yeah. We take issue with models a lot. In Apple Shop, one of the contributors Bill 
Davidow takes issue with using productivity, measuring productivity, and applying 
that to growth in GDP, which is a model that has been used for many years to measure 
the economy. And it’s probably important to note that most models are created, like 
we always take issue with the Fed Model, which allows them to print as much money 
as they want using modern monetary theory as a justification for printing money into 
existence so that they can tax it later. That’s another model.

But Davidow takes issue with this idea of productivity, which is sort of a benchmark 
model for all economists who were writing and thinking about the economy in the 
industrial era, leading up all the way until probably mid ‘90s, late, early 2000s, prior 
to new models being created trying to measure productivity increases from the 
information age and, or value that we in view on companies that transform the way we 
live our lives, they way we work, the way we commute, Zoom, for example, the way we 
communicate with each other.

So he takes issue with that productivity model. It’s no longer an effective way to 
measure the output of an economy. And he also takes issue with zero costs, platforms 
like social media and stuff, being used to promulgate old models, old ideas, and 
effectively being used to either commit crime, which money printing is a form of, and, or 
propaganda for models that are not necessarily helping us make the decisions about 
the future.

Yeah, that’s true. And then, how do these technology challenges play out for us, right, in 
this future? All right. I’ve got two takes on it. First is the idea that the future reality really 
is a multiple choice proposition. I mean, let’s begin with the simple fact that the future 
doesn’t really care what we do with it. It’s just going to keep rolling along, the birds 
will keep singing, the sun will keep shining and people will keep misbehaving. So the 
question is, how will we face this future from where we stand today and what exactly 
are our options? Given all these things that we may have some sense that we have no 
control over.
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“Second option is we can jump into the 
arena and we can begin to engage in these 
emerging patterns that others are being 
forced, responding to, making the best of 
things as they are at any given moment.”

“The third option, and I think the best, in my 
opinion is that we can wake up, we can get out 
in front of it all and fashion the future of our own 
design.”

ADDISON:

So I say that we’ve got a few. First is we 
passively watch things unfold into this 
future that other people make for us. This 
would be a future that happens to us. 
Second option is we can jump into the 
arena and we can begin to engage in these 
emerging patterns that others are being 
forced, responding to, making the best 
of things as they are at any given moment. This would be a future that we follow and 
anyone can enter this with any sort of reasonable effort and awareness.

The third option, and I think the best, in my opinion is that we can wake up, we can get 
out in front of it all and fashion the future of our own design. And this would be a future 
that we consciously and deliberately concede to the imagination, and creativity, and 
innovation. The mind that the future is not some sort of preordained drama, right, in 
which we’re just merely actors playing scripted goals on a stage that’s nothing but an 
illusion as some people believe.

So I think the future is really very much up 
for grabs but whatever your particular vision 
of the future, it’s not going to be without 
competing worldviews. Which vision of the 
future is ultimately going to prevail, will others 
script be more tenacious than us, to what 
lengths will they go to persevere in creating 

their own versions of the future, which may be hypothetical to our own. And so will you 
be in charge of the future, or will you rule it or will you be its passenger? These are the 
kinds of questions that I think are now suddenly in stark relief.

But getting back to David’s comments, I think again, I have a strong internal resistance 
with this idea, we’re victims of work technology. I particularly like Ray Kurzweil’s take on 
this, on the oldest technology of all which is fire. Fire keeps us warm, it cooks our food, 
and it burns down our houses, right? So you can think of technology as benign in that 
sense. But really, I think more of the negative outlook are kind of failures of imagination. 
I think the correct approach to the kinds of warnings that Bill describes are actually, is 
the work of futurists. And the biggest tool in their toolbox is the scenario which is an 
expansion of the if, then else, that we talked about earlier.

Let me try to put that into context, we saw during the election that, or even following the 
Capitol insurrection, that’s the narrative that people want to tell right now. We saw a lot 
of people get de-platformed or canceled, Trump most notably had used Twitter through 
his entire administration as a way of communicating directly with his base. And then 
following January 6th, the violence at the Capitol and the storming of the Capitol or 
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JOHN:

whatever, if you’re a Princess Bride fan, he was kicked off Twitter. And then he ended up 
sending sort of conventional letters or press releases instead.

What of this alternative narrative that we’re now sort of captive to the products that 
we’ve consumed ubiquitously and use to communicate. Putting power in the hands of a 
very small number of people and with the justification that they’re private networks so 
they can de-list people if they want, because the people that they de-listed have run a 
foul of their behavior policies or whatever you sign up to when you agree to use Twitter, 
Facebook, LinkedIn, Instagram, TikTok, whatever. You agree to abide by their rules, but 
that now because they’re such a public forum, they’re rules become, they in a way, and 
kind of a bizarre brave new world kind of way, they supplant the first amendment.

Which is kind of a scary new thing for us to consider, the technology is being used 
to propagate and make communication more accessible, easier to conduct, but it’s 
also susceptible to being canceled just within minutes. To me, that’s kind of a scary 
process and I’ve been asking the question myself is what happens to the institutions 
that we rely on for a free society, free speech, free markets, freedom of movement. 
What happens when those decisions are in the hands of private networks that we’ve all 
become to consume?

And I’m a free market guy. I’m not in favor of government intervention or there’s been a 
lot of talk about a new wave of monopoly or trust busters coming along and breaking 
up the networks and Amazon and Google. And we got, “They’re too big, we’ve got to 
regulate them.” I’m not in favor of regulation in any way, but what of that challenge of 
reigning in the power that resides in the hands of your network administrator?

It’s become such a backbone to how we function as a society now, that there’s an 
argument that it’s not like a public utility. But it’s in the hands of the business owners, 
and their stakeholders, and shareholders. Which brings us to the point of, is this 
one barely impacting competition? Which is really where the antitrust might enter 
the picture. Not simply because they dominate at the moment, but are they unfairly 
restricting competition? And you look around at what’s happening and you’ve seen 
droves of people abandoning these big platforms for these newer smaller ones.

And this is why I’m a believer in the work of 
the free market. Because again, people have 
choices. Imagine what would happen, this 
is fantasy, but just imagine. Anybody on the 
planet can one day decide to delete their 
Facebook account, right? So does Facebook 
have that power, do the people have the 
power? Facebook only has the power that 

its subscribers give it. It has an inherent power or control over anybody that we do 
not give it permission to have. And to the extent that we don’t like them having that 

“Anybody on the planet can one day decide to 
delete their Facebook account, right? So does 
Facebook have that power, do the people have 
the power? Facebook only has the power that its 
subscribers give it.”
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ADDISON:

permission, we can change the game.

And we’re seeing this now, this plethora of these new independent platforms coming 
up. And these new platforms look like viruses to the establishment and so they unleash 
the anybodies on them to try to beat them down by... Because none of the platforms 
live in isolation, they’re all part of an ecosystem. We’ve got payment platforms, we’ve 
got apps, we’ve got all these different servers, all these things that... it’s a whole 
ecosystem. And so when you look at some of these smaller platforms and even private 
websites that are trying to do business on the web, they’re cutting off their payment 
apps, okay? They’re cutting off this, or cutting them off out of the app store, right?

There’s all these different things happening. And I think that there’s going to be a 
tremendous backlash against it. So I think, it’s not a pleasant thought, but I do see kind 
of a bifurcation of the economy, those who are going to stick with this bickering, and 
then there’s going to be the independent mode. There’s no reason, there’s no rocket 
science or violating any laws of physics to create a new platform completely and be 
vertically integrated.

And I think necessity now is forcing that to happen. And so we’re going to have to wait 
and see. Certainly, we’re one of those hinges of history and some hinges are very 
squeaky and we’re right in the midst of a very squeaky hinge right now. But change is 
seldom a smooth, easy, pleasant thing. It’s always disruptive, it’s always painful. There 
are winners, they’re losers. It’s all that goes with it. So like you, I would rather see the 
market sort this out than governments.

Well, in a very real sense, it’s a huge opportunity for entrepreneurs to compete in a 
David and Goliath kind of sense, compete with with the big platforms that have already 
been established, creating something new and then attracting an audience that feels 
like they’ve been shut out themselves, because they’re not allowed to consume the 
kind of ideas, or content, or whatever on the existing platforms. It’s both an opportunity 
for entrepreneurs who want to develop in that space, but also we see that the 
rapidity with which we can create enormous businesses, like if we were having this 
conversation 15 years ago, Facebook and Google, just two examples, didn’t even exist. 
They weren’t even an idea yet. And now they’re trillion dollar companies that reach into 
everyone’s home. So with the right combination of idea and capital, you could build 
it. Just using politics as an example, you could build a pretty large base or platform 
for conservative ideas that have just completely been shut out of the mainstream 
discourse up to this point.

And the question for me then becomes how, if as you say, they release the antibodies, 
how quickly can a sustainable platform be built, and will the institutions that we 
rely on be strong enough to weather the kind of destruction that will come from a 
competing source platforms and things outside of the realm of acceptable behavior, or 
propagation of the models that we’ve come to depend on up to this point?
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JOHN:

Beware of Experts

Well, I think by definition everything at all times is up for disruption. And so there’s 
nothing particularly sacred about the way we do things now. In fact, the old saying, 
“Never let a perfectly good crisis go to waste,” what are we going to do with it?

And again, there are competing worldviews about all of this, and the lengths that 
people will go to preserve their particular agenda, versus those who are determined 
to disrupt it and create a different way. And so this is really just going to remain to be 
seen. But I always worry when regulators and policy makers start to get into the mix.

Think back on the last economic disruption in 2008, and the automotive bailout. What 
would have happened had those been allowed to fail? So I like to think in terms of 
how we used to do forestry management. A hundred years of policy has proven to be 
disastrous; forest fires are more common and they’re more severe, and they’re more 
costly than they’ve been as a result of the government interventions and management 
in forestry. So the new wisdom that they’ve figured out is, “You know what? I think we 
just let them burn.” And what happens when you let them burn? They burn out quickly, 
and they clear the forest floor, and light can come in, and new growth happens in a 
more healthy and sustainable manner. So leave it alone.

What if then the automotive industry would have been allowed to simply burn when 
it did? I think we would have seen a plethora of just massive amounts of incredible 
innovations in transportation technology. Tesla obviously has come to the fore, but an 
awful lot of technology has come out of those difficulties. And sadly the regulatory and 
the bailouts sort of sustained the status quo and held our future back.

And so I see the same situation now playing out in the media, let these things burn. 
There was a recent poll, and I don’t have it here to pull it easily, but confidence, it 
was a poll about confidence in mainstream media, and it’s never been lower than it’s 
ever been since they’ve been measuring it. It’s in the mud; people just don’t have any 
confidence in the mainstream media anymore. And obviously that gladdens my heart.

And then there are few, so few barriers now to entry into the media space, by virtue 
of digitalization and dematerialization, and so many new ways of monetizing these 
things, that you’re seeing just thousands of these alternative sources spring up. And 
through the process of elimination, some are doing better than others. And they are 
now starting to present significant competition to the entrenched players. So I think we 
really just have to let it do its thing, let it play out, and let people make their decisions. In 
the end, we all get to vote.

Yeah. We get to vote with our wallets effectively, right?
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Our ideologies, and our values, and the things that are important to us. And what 
version of the future do we want to see? Do we want to see a fascist media-controlled 
environment, or do we want freedom of expression and freedom of dissent?

That’s one thing that does concern me, is if there’s a small number of very influential 
platforms or media outfits that control the narrative, there’s a lot of people who won’t 
even know that they’re capable of defining their own futures. They’ll just go along to get 
along, which has probably been true in every generation going back since we started 
quniform.

But it does concern me that ideas become viral, and are spread so quickly now that it 
doesn’t give people a lot of time to consider their options. And that’s a problem leading 
into the future. I have confidence actually that we can innovate our way through these 
kinds of problems. And innovation usually happens in a crisis. Like what is it? What my 
mom used to always say, “Necessity is the mother of invention,” that was an industrial 
age idea, but it still applies to today.

I want to move on now because I’m fascinated by just the idea of moonshots. And 
you’re working with George Gilder on a project that’s called Moonshots. And the name 
is derived from a book. And my first question is very superficial, and kind of interesting. 
The foreword was written by Richard Branson, who is a famous entrepreneur and 
somebody who has made a career and a lifelong trajectory of defining his own future. 
What was it like working with Richard Branson, I believe he wrote the forward to the 
book, but interacting with him and getting his perspective on the way the economy 
functions?

Well obviously he’s a very inspiring individual. But again, you have to look, what is his 
secret sauce? What’s the basis of his whole enterprise? And interestingly enough, 
it’s actually in the name of this company, Virgin. He addresses everything he takes 
on through the eyes of a total neophyte, a non-expert. And I think there’s so much 
untapped power there.

Something that we’ve seen here over the 
past year is how much power we give to 
so-called experts. And there’s a great 
danger in that because experts tend to 
be extremely myopic; they see very little 
laterally in their peripheral vision, and they 
really tend to drill down, and they miss the 
larger context of things in the way things 
play out. Hence all the unintended consequences. I can come up with a model that 
says, “Hey, we can stop this virus spread if we lock everything down,” but it doesn’t take 
into account the business losses, the deaths of despair, all the other collateral damage 
that happens around that. That’s a classic example of an expert at work.

JOHN:

“And interestingly enough, it's actually in the 
name of this company, Virgin. He addresses 
everything he takes on through the eyes of 
a total neophyte, a non-expert. And I think 
there's so much untapped power there.”
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“Very seldom does an expert disrupt his field 
completely. They tend to get entrenched in 
their way, and they start to build their little 
ecosystem, and their place in it, and now they 
seek to preserve it. And again, they tend to act as 
antibodies to new and innovative and potentially 
disruptive ideas.”

And this is really a core thesis of Moonshots, and why the non-expert is really the key 
to disrupting. The expert can only improve things incrementally, just because you have 
such a narrow field of view; very seldom does an expert disrupt his field completely. 
They tend to get entrenched in their way, and they start to build their little ecosystem, 
and their place in it, and now they seek to preserve it. And again, they tend to act as 
antibodies to new and innovative and potentially disruptive ideas.

So any big breakthroughs, the big 
exponential changes that we’re going to 
experience are going to come through 
non-experts, who look at the world in a 
very naive way and simply ask, “What if, 
what if we did that?”

“Oh, that’s impossible.”

“Yeah, but what if it were true?” And if 
you start going down this path, you can begin to discover remarkable solutions. And 
this is what Richard Branson has done over everything he’s done. And so that really is a 
key thing. People should not be dissuaded from pursuing radical ideas simply because 
they’re not experts. You can get the various bits of expertise that you need on demand 
now to work out point solutions, but the bigger vision has got to come from the creative 
imagination.

One of the projects that Branson launched was Virgin Galactic, which is a convenient 
segue into this week, the week that we’re talking about the future. Elon Musk has been 
all over the news announcing the first manned space flight to orbit the Earth piloted by 
four civilians, people that haven’t been trained by the government and they are being 
trained as astronauts. They announced this week that they had a few big failures for 
launching manned space rockets. One actually flew up a quarter mile before falling and 
exploding . Thank goodness nobody was on board. At least trial and error still exists. 
They’re not going to put anybody in harm’s way. As much as they can, they’ll mitigate 
the risk as much as possible, I think is the word that Musk used.

But that’s kind of an interesting thing. I always try to liken it to private people getting 
on boats in England, and trying to make their way to the colonies. Pioneering ventures 
back when navigation was analogous to us attempting to explore space. This will be 
the first time, whenever they pull it together, that a private company with civilians is 
capable of going into space.

So it’s kind of a two part question, because I’d like to get your view on Musk as a 
character in this futurist, innovative world, and also just the idea of exploring space in 
general. Along with Musk, there’s also Branson, whom you worked with in After Shock, 
and also Jeff Bezos, who just resigned as CEO of Amazon. For now Musk is leading the 
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charge with SpaceX. It’s an appropriate topic since we’re talking about “moonshots,” 
but I think that’s more of a metaphor than it is actually trying to get into space. Let’s 
start with what were your thoughts on Elon Musk?

Well, there are times I’m beginning to wonder if Musk himself is actually an alien. 
Clearly he’s not a normal human being. But every generation has its extraordinary 
individuals, right? And Elon is certainly that. And again, in our time, the question is how 
and why isn’t it? And this is also a good tie-in to Richard Branson, the way that Elon 
thinks; and that is he challenges the very foundations of what everyone just takes for 
granted. He doesn’t accept things as they are. And beyond that he imagines how the 
world could be, and then translates that imagination into practice.

Now what I also find interesting is that Elon 
has exactly the same number of hours in a day 
as everyone else. And what are people doing 
with their hours? I just read an interesting 
news report, and I doubt that Elon spends 
the equivalent of an entire month of the 
year watching Netflix, as Americans did last 
year. So, clearly he is an extraordinary, and 

extraordinarily-driven individual, and he is determined to bring about his vision, and to 
not accept, “No,” as an answer.

You talk about some of these launches failing; he compiled, gosh how many failures 
was it with his rockets blowing up? There’s a dramatic video. He compiled a series of 
them all, before he finally had the successful launch, and then finally a successful 
landing, reentry. And you’re looking at it and you go, “How does this keep going?” It was 
just one failure after another. But that’s how great things are accomplished. Going 
back to the early space exploration days in this country, it was one failure after another 
before we finally hit success, but we learn and we get better.

And then there’s the famous Edison quote that he didn’t fail 10,000 times, it took him 
10,000 tries to get the thing that was right.

Yeah. And it’s like, we now have 9,999 ways we know that the light bulb will not work.

Right.

Right?

Important information when you’re trying to do something.

Which is really important information. I learned this very early on, just from my dad. 
Back in the early to mid sixties, he was an engineer at JPL during the Ranger series. 

“He challenges the very foundations of what 
everyone just takes for granted. He doesn't 
accept things as they are. And beyond that 
he imagines how the world could be, and then 
translates that imagination into practice.”

JOHN:

JOHN:

JOHN:
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So the Ranger series was all about two things, number one, can we get a rocket from 
the Earth to the Moon? Just, can we do that? Secondly, can we get images of the moon 
before impact, because we really need to understand the lunar surface, because that 
is going to inform how we build the landing gear for the Apollo missions. And so those 
were the two objectives. And the first six attempts were failures, and they finally got it 
on the seventh. 

That’s the team that built it. And this is my dad here with the skinny tie, and the horn-
rimmed glasses, and the nerd pack, the whole 1965 stuff. And this did impact the moon, 
Ranger 3 did impact the moon, but the coolest thing about this, and what’s been such 
an inspiration to me, is that before they launched this, my dad and a couple of his 
friends got in there with their drill tools, and they etched their names into the frame. 
And so dad’s name literally, is on the moon. And so I always had this crazy idea of one 
day being a lunar archeologist, and going digging up the wreckage of that impact. So 
the moon has always figured large in my imagination and in my life. And it’s actually 
how the book Moonshots came about. Do you have a minute to hear that story?

Yeah, I’d liked to.

So earlier we talked about the revival of these iconic magazines, Popular Electronics, 
and MechaniX Illustrated, well, I had caught wind of a number of independent, privately-
funded entrepreneurial efforts to conduct a moon launch. Well, that intrigued me. And 
I found one literally right here in my backyard, I’m in the Seattle area here, the Space 
Needle here doesn’t give that away. And that’s Naveen Jain, he’s quite an interesting 
fellow. One of his companies is called Moon Express, and the big idea is to create this 
venture that would be the world’s first privately-funded private venture to the moon. 
And why?

The reason is they wanted to see if they could ultimately harvest the regolith of 
the lunar dust for helium-3. Helium-3 is feedstock for the fusion process. And if we 
ultimately get to a fusion reactor that is efficient, that produces more output than 
the input is required to create it, then we could ultimately have the equivalent of free 
energy, because a small amount of helium-3 goes a long, long way.

So that’s sort of the bigger idea. There are many steps along the way that they also 
figured out that they could monetize, which are also interesting. So anyway, this 
intrigued me, it’s got my attention. And so I set up an interview with him. And I had 
my list of 20 questions about robotics and how they’re going to do the launch, all the 
technical details of how they were going to carry out this mission. And he cuts me off 
mid-sentence.

“John, John, John,” he says in his thick Indian accent, “No, no, no, no! If that’s what you 
want to talk about you are missing the bigger opportunity.”
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Okay Naveen, you got my attention, I gave him the floor. “Tell me what it is you want to 
tell me.”

And he began to relate his whole ethos, this whole worldview and vision about what 
can happen to people are simply allowed to dream and imagine, and dream big; so big 
that people think that you’re crazy. And that just took us down one rabbit hole after 
another.

And so I wrote up the story, and it was bigger than an article, but I didn’t want to cut 
anything out, so I decided to make sort of a special ebook edition of that. So I sent 
that to him to review, and he got so excited about it, he said, “Oh, we’ve got to do a real 
book.”

And so anyway, we got together, put our collective histories and thinking together, and 
produced Moonshots, about the kinds of thinking and mindsets that are needed to 
realize ventures like this, that could in fact move the needle, could in fact impact the 
lives of billions of people. And it had just become such an inspiring thing that it brought 
me deeper into the world of the futurists, and After Shock came from that.

But I remain intrigued by the potential of these lunar missions, not least of which is for 
the mining of helium-3 and nuclear fusion that could completely alter the trajectory of 
life on this planet. So anyway, it’s really a bottomless well of possibility.

Well, and ever changing too, the future is unwritten. So whatever rabbit hole you want 
to go down, or black hole you want to enter through, you’re going to end up in a new 
space.

I want to ask you a question that was first posed to me by a good friend of mine named 
Juan Enriques, as he’s been on The Wiggin Sessions before, and leading up to our 
conversation today, we had talked about getting the two of you together. When I was 
doing some work with him back in like 2008 through say 2011, we were going through 
the financial crisis of 2008. And then we had the bailout period, and the idea of the 
national debt reaching 27 trillion, it just wasn’t imaginable. We were worried about the 
debt crossing 10 trillion at the time. And I was doing a bunch of different little projects 
with him. And at one point, we went to the headquarters of Synthetic Genomics, a 
venture that he founded with Craig Venter. And at the time, they had just been given a 
grant from Exxon to program bacteria to produce methane. And then, the purpose of 
the project was to harvest the methane and use that to produce electricity. That was 
the main focus of the project that they were working on at the time.

But this idea of the national debt loomed, and he had a very doom scenario centered 
around the dollar as the unit of capital that allowed him to do a lot of the investing 
and development of the companies that he was involved in. He just didn’t have a lot 
of confidence in the way that the Federal Reserve worked, and the government being 
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taken over by political movements rather than sound economic principles.

And he said he was also in his head about the amount of data we’re able to crunch, 
and therefore you could set up computers to do, to solve problems much quicker today 
than we could prior. He was concerned about our ability to store enough data, to take 
advantage of the innovations that we could come up with. He had a lot of things going 
on in his head at the time.

And he calls himself an optimistic curmudgeon. So, he believes that the innovation 
will lead us into the future, similar to your point of view, but that his biggest concern 
was that the economy would collapse under its own weight before we got to take 
advantage of all the innovations that are promised by just the explosion of innovation 
in technology and in communications. What is your thought on the politics and the 
gloomy science, economics, the laws of economics taking over and crushing us into a 
new dark age, right at the time where we need to be as innovative as possible?

Keep Disrupting and Driving Innovation Forward

Well, yeah, this really is your area of expertise, Addison You’ve written books on this 
topic. I can speak to the special case of innovation and its role in all of this. And there’s 
no question that innovation affects the economy, and technology enables innovations, 
and innovation in turn creates economic prosperity and moves everything forward. The 
question then is how do the economy and government policies affect innovation? And 
certainly in times of economic crisis, companies do tend to reduce their investments in 
R&D. But it’s not necessarily uniform either.

But the government also plays a vital role. Will their policies encourage and stimulate 
an innovation economy, or will they discourage it? Again, the early space race is a 
great case in point. The government really did, they poured it on in the early 1960s, 
massive amounts of investment. And the technologies that were developed around 
those initiatives ultimately made their way into every sphere of everyday life.

And so, there’s that orientation. And the second thing is, again, thinking ahead, what 
are we doing with our next generation? And there’s very little foresight to get in here. 
And education is the case in point there.

Perhaps the biggest one, I think, when you look at our investments in STEM, are we 
prioritizing that so that we create more innovators? And sadly, the answer is no. So, our 
education system is actually stunting our economic growth and our ability to be robust 
and to weather these ups and downs. And we’re falling behind. Likewise, the number of 
patents are declining, relative to other nations, notably China. And we can argue about 
the quality of those patents, but certainly in terms of raw numbers, it’s an indicator 

JOHN:
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JOHN:

that’s an important one. The Chinese are long known to be copycats. Steal ideas and 
find better ways to manufacture them, but they’ve caught on. And now they’re working 
to foster creativity and imagination and innovation thinking in their students. Whereas 
we continue to literally beat those qualities out of our students.

And so, this whole field called innovation economics has really grown out of Joseph 
Schumpeter’s ideas that the world of entrepreneurs and technology development are 
at the heart of economic growth, the whole creative destruction. And sometimes, the 
destruction is creative. Sometimes, as we’ve seen recently, it’s just the start. Case in 
point again are the lockdowns. There’s not one shred of evidence that even suggests 
that the lockdowns are effective in their stated objective, but in this country alone, 
100,000 businesses have closed their doors. In fact, every single aspect of every 
government intervention has been exactly wrong, and we’ve seen the tremendous 
economic destruction that has resulted. But still, and I find myself coming back to this, 
there is something in the human spirit that enables us to always rise from the ashes. 
We always do.

Yeah. And that idea that we can always rise from the ashes is the defining mission 
of the project that you’re working on with George, right? With George Gilder? The 
Moonshots, it bears the same name, but you’re looking for companies that are on the 
cusp of innovation and trying to help them develop and provide capital for them.

That’s right. Yeah. We have a lot of really interesting things happening there. But about 
how you prosper and thrive in such times as these, a few years ago, back in 2008, I 
was listening to NPR and it was a fascinating story, not forgotten. It turns out that boat 
sales, recreational boat sales are a leading economic indicator. And so when the 2008 
thing happened, what happened to boat sales. They sank. But now there’s a sector 
of the boating industry that exploded. Can you guess what it is? It’s the boat trailer 
business.

So along with the decline in boat sales, people can no longer afford their mortgage 
either. And so they had to get their boats out of the water and store them at home 
or someplace else. And so all of a sudden, in the midst of all of this, there’s this 
tremendous demand for boat trailers, and that industry literally took off.

And so, there’s two things that we always look for, actually several things. We look for... 
we’re always scanning the horizon for interesting technologies, and imagine how they 
might be used, not in isolation, but in combination with another technology that might 
be on a similar trajectory. At some point, those are going to intersect, and they’re going 
to enable something bigger than either alone.

Great case in point is LIDAR, GPUs, sensors, digital cameras, things of this nature. 
Each one of those technologies is developed in its own respective silo, without much 
respect to the adjacent ones. But they came together in something that we now 
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recognize as an autonomous car, self-driving car. Which would not be possible without 
all of those elements working together.

And so this is where the scenario planning comes in. What is the trajectory of this? 
What is the trajectory of that? Are they going to intersect? And if they do, what could 
happen? Or rather to the forward thinking and working backwards, what is it that we 
want to achieve? Say we want to achieve self-driving cars, what are we going to need to 
do that? What is the state of technologies today that will allow us to get there?

And so, there’s that component of it. But then we’re also... And it may simply be a matter 
that the integrators win. So the person who can pull those things together, which is 
Elon Musk, is essentially an integrator of all these disparate technologies. He didn’t 
invent GPS, he didn’t invent LIDAR, or in his case , all the constituent technologies, he 
didn’t invent those, but he integrated them.

And so, even Karl Marx noted this too, that it was going to be the integrators that are 
going to be the ultimate winners. And so, we look at that, but then we also look at these 
special cases. We look for the boat trailers, the boat trailer effect. Who in this situation 
is going to benefit while everything else is falling down? And it turns out that there’s 
always somebody benefiting.

Now, here’s an interesting statistic. I wonder if you are aware of this. The year 2020 saw 
the most investment by North American VCs than ever. That’s something like nearly 
30% over 2019. So think about that.

Yeah, I think I was aware of that statistic simply because just the way the economy 
and everything else was getting shut down and gave, certainly, VCs a chance to hit 
the pause button and really think about where they wanted to put money in terms of 
what the economy is going to look like when everybody’s got a vaccine in their arm, and 
they can begin to... People say return to normal, but I think it’s a move forward. We’ve 
learned a lot about ourselves in the pandemic and the way that we communicate. 
We’re going to keep a lot of those important behaviors moving forward. But so what 
does the economy look like, moving beyond, say 2021, 2022? And VCs are... That’s their 
business. They are putting their money down where they think the products that are 
being innovated into right now are going to be most useful.

I just want to back up your integration idea. Reading George Gilder as I have for 20 
years, I remember when Telecosm came out, and he forecast the integration of email, 
phone, camera, all into a device that you can hold in your hand. And I remember myself, 
even after having read him for a long time, thinking that’s never going to happen. 
Meanwhile, I can’t survive without my iPhone right now. And they’re continuing to 
innovate and add new features to a device that we all use on a regular basis now. 
George was way ahead on that one, simply because he’s had this idea for a long time, 
and that’s the project you’re working on with him too, is trying to figure out where these 
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trends are going and how they’re going to intersect in the future.

Well, what’s really interesting is back in 1970, Alvin Toffler had the same idea. He 
actually described personalized news feeds coming into a home appliance in 1970.

That was probably the apex of the network model too, where people couldn’t even 
imagine subscribing to their own news feeds. I just get it from the network. They tell me 
what to think.

Exactly. Exactly.

If it caused what Kierkegaard called the dizziness of freedom. They have to decide for 
themselves what information they’re going to consume. They just go, “What? Oh, no.” 
So it’s interesting. I’m following along with both you and with George on a daily basis, 
just because I’m fascinated by the concept of futurism. How do you look at the trends 
that are in existence today and then project forward for what the meaning of them is in 
the future?

Yep. That’s what we do.

Well, I appreciate you taking your time today and talking with us. I’m going to continue 
to follow, and I will have you back on at some point. We’ll probably check in, in April 
or May or something, when we ha we’re further down the road on the opening of the 
economy, and what is on your radar at that moment. But I would like to leave with one 
final question. Of all the projects in Moonshots right now, which one’s your favorite? 
You got to pick a favorite.

Yeah, well, I am involved in the room but if I had to choose my favorite, it would be the 
work that I’m training with this amazing team of innovators in a special branch of AI. I 
can’t go into a lot of detail here, but I can give you the big idea because it’s interesting, I 
think, in and of itself. And it ties in all this notion about innovation.

As researchers become more specialized, it becomes necessary to form larger and 
even more expensive teams to solve problems. It’s getting harder. And what’s more, it 
takes researchers longer to gain the expertise they need in a particular field because 
each field is exploding, and this is a by-product and a consequence of the exponential 
growth of knowledge. So researchers just can’t keep up with it all. They don’t know what 
they don’t know, even within very narrowly defined fields. And consequently, they have 
increasingly narrow points of view.

And so, they actually know surprisingly little outside their areas of expertise. And being 
so focused, they never build the essential capacity to cross pollinate the things that 
come from cross discipline collaboration, that in turn gives rise to novel and potentially 
exponential ideas. So innovation is actually getting harder, and you can actually chart 

JOHN:

JOHN:

JOHN:

JOHN:

ADDISON:

ADDISON:

ADDISON:
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the decline in the numbers of significant breakthroughs.

So now, interestingly, and this goes back to Juan Enriques’ and great innovators 
thinking about the data, data science is actually clearly part of the solution, but it’s also 
the problem. And by this, I mean we need to escape the flat line that is data science, 
as I’ve come to call it. Now it’s true that much of the recent success of AI comes from 
this revelation in data science, specifically the use of deep learning neural networks to 
extract hidden patterns in data, and then make predictions based on these patterns.

But the field of data science is concerned with statistical summarizations of 
experience. It answers the question, what is the world like now? Remember at the 
opening of this conversation, we talk about what’s the world going to be? A world where 
there is no data. And so, we ask in data science, what is the world like now, based on 
that analysis of historical data. But imagination requires answering a very different 

question, and that has to be the what if, 
counterfactual reference, and also the why 
explanation. Answering that what if and why 
questions requires developing an entirely new 
field, which we called imagination science, 
and that gets into the rub on my particular 
Moonshot.

So, data’s become a two-edged sword. On one hand, it’s a blessing because we have 
more data now than any time in history, and it’s growing exponentially, and it’s going to 
keep doing that. And on the other hand, it’s a curse because it overwhelms our ability to 
process it in a way that can fuel the innovations that are so desperately needed now.

And what’s more, this ever expanding glut of data presents its own set of problems, 
particularly in the innovation space. And again, because data is inherently backward 
looking, it looks at what is, what was, how do we navigate our way into the future when 
we’re forced to look at it through the rear view mirror? So imagination science, on the 
other hand, enables us to connect dots, looking forward. And as such, it’ll represent, I 
think, a real advance in AI that would otherwise remain constrained by data. So this is 
an exciting frontier. And if we pull it off, a real Moonshot.

All right, John, thank you for hanging out 
on the Wiggin Sessions today.

Oh, it was great fun.

Yeah. If you’re speaking to anyone, 
either watching or listening right now, 
if you’re interested in following John’s 
projects and Moonshots, we provided 

“Answering that what if and why questions 
requires developing an entirely new field, which 
we called imagination science, and that gets into 
the rub on my particular Moonshot.”

“Data is inherently backward looking, it looks at 
what is, what was, how do we navigate our way 
into the future when we're forced to look at it 
through the rear view mirror? So imagination 
science, on the other hand, enables us to connect 
dots, looking forward.”

ADDISON:

ADDISON:

JOHN:
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a link at the bottom of the video here in the show notes. If you want to click on that, you 
can find out how to follow along. Thanks again, John. We will speak to you soon.

Thank you, Addison.

All right. We’ll talk to you soon.

Thank you.

JOHN:

JOHN:

ADDISON:

George Gilder: “This Is 3x Bigger Than 5G…”
Are you too LATE to get rich off of the 5G revolution?

This might surprise you, but…

According to a recent video from George, you may have missed that boat. 
At least, missed enough of it to make a fortune.

However, that doesn’t mean you’re out of luck entirely.

Because the same expert just revealed an opportunity he says could be 
3x as big.

He’s calling it “15G” — click this link for more details.

*** For the quickest, least complex tax-free way to trade gold and 
precious metals, click here: accounts are free! Sign up for a Hard 
Assets Alliance IRA today and enjoy all its tax benefits. Click here or 
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