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P A R T S E V E N

BIOLOGICAL PARTNER

(By holographic recording of the discussion between
Doctor Steve Roberts, Executive Director of Corporation for
Organic Synthesis and Biorobots ”Coral”, and Archbishop
Paul Morrison of Roman Catholic Church, held on 12th May
2235 by third channel of West-European Central Stereovision,
lead by Julia Smith)

The camera shows in close-up Doctor Roberts, representative
man at the age of 50, clean-shaven, combed parted on the left,
with straight, yet a bit long nose, with wide and slightly wrinkled
forehead, with gray-blue eyes, narrowed and with some mischievous
expression, plump but not much, with thick fleshy lips, slightly
smiling and opening a little the upper row of accurately lined and
rose, according to the fashion, teeth, who bows respectfully, showing
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three undulating bluish strips in his tarry-black hairs, going down
the back almost to the shoulders. He wears dark-blue suite with a
lot of shining on it like asterisks points and some galaxy clusters on
the shoulders, has a sparkling light-blue shirt in almost unnoticeable
strips, supposedly from neofilon, and a cravat with Neptunian design
showing the sea bottom, a couple of algae, and one dragonfly staring
steadily at its knot with painted there coral. The representative of
this powerful corporation feels pretty confident in the discussion hall,
because this is part of his daily routine.
Then the camera stops on his opponent — His Holiness Archbishop

Paul Morrison — who is in advanced age, close to 70, with long and
almost white hairs, mottled with lots of dark red threads, which are
expression of his age and rank. Such fibers are seen also in his long
patriarchal beard, which begins from his mustaches and covers the
lower portion of somewhat elongated face, which, though of an old
man, is also youthful, with warm brown eyes, aquiline nose, and lean
cheekbones, on which is expanded fresh rose skin, result, maybe, of
recent implantation. His lips are elongated and thin, and when he
smiles and bows uncover two lines of, possibly natural, or at least
good imitation of such, whitish and almost good teeth. His robe is in
dark red palette, with lowed to the back hood, with black cuffs and
red edgings, where in front, on a gold chain, dangles richly encrusted
cross. In spite of his imposing appearance he feels, as if, slightly
confused and insecure in this purely worldly environment.

The reporter Julia Smith is shown initially from the back. She
has light hairs (for the interview), and wears dark green suit, which
makes her look severe and serious. Then the camera changes and
she appears before us — a sympathetic and surprisingly young for
her work woman, at the age of about 20 years, or at least she looks
so, with right oval of the face, as well also of all that is on it: eyes —
emerald green, lips — as if it is better to say passionate, cheekbones
— fluffy and fresh, despite the green makeup, nose — classical or
Roman, teeth — in as much rose as it is necessary to look sexy, and
flawlessly equal. By this perfect appearance, when she opens the
interview, nobody wonders to her intriguing voice of the ideal, for
each man, woman.

JULIA SMITH: Dear viewers, the topic of the discussion today is the
biological partners, or BP for brevity, and because of this we have
invited in our studio the Executive Director of corporation ”Coral”,
for producing of biorobots, Doctor Steve Roberts, and also represen-
tative of the Church, or more precisely His Holiness Archbishop Paul
Morrison, of Roman Catholic Church, who you have just seen in your
stereo-spaces. And so, let us give first the word to the, hmm, older
institution.
ARCHBISHOP PAUL MORRISON: Thank you Miss Julia Smith ...
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J. SMITH: Your Holiness, you can say just Julia.
A-B P. MORRISON: Ah, good, ... Julia, for the word, and first of

all about the clarification about my institution, because I only before
5-6 years have reached the average human life span and, when so,
don't think that am already old. And to be old isn't, after all, a bad
thing, because everything perishable grows and ages and disappears
from this world, in order to enter in one better and eternal. By the
way, excuse me for the digression, but the word ”old” in Slavonic
languages is ”star /stariy”, what is exactly of the root of our ”star”,
what means that the older people are near to the stars. Well, not that
they become cosmonauts, of course, but that they come closer to the
divine (star) wisdom. And not because God has ”hidden” somewhere
among the stars, for He is everywhere — between the stars, and
among us, and will be always in everything ... in contrast with the
biological partners, that how have come to us, in the same way will
go away, like a new model of dishwashing machine, maybe. So-o,
and now to the discussion. Doctor Steve Roberts, how is it in your
opinion, the BPs are humans or robots? And, in order not to interrupt
you often, if they are robots, then with what they differ from a good
dishwasher, for example, and if they are humans, then how are you
feeling in the role of God Almighty and Creator?
DR. ROBERTS: Hmm, a trivial, yet interesting question. And by the

way, only Dr. Roberts suffices, don't you think so, Your Holiness? So
that what are the biological partners, you ask? Well, you see, they
are simply biological partners, i.e. partners of the biological beings,
the most developed of which are the humans. This means that they
make company to the people (at present, naturally, yet there are
no problems that their varieties make company to cats, or dogs, or
dragonflies, for example), where this company includes everything
what people need, like: production, management, nice passing of
the time, bringing up of offspring, sex, conversation, creating and
fulfillment of art works, earning of livelihood, even ...visiting of
churches, if this could make you happy, Father. Maybe this is enough
as answer, not involving the hypothetical God and the question of
soul?

A-B P. MORRISON: Good, Dr. Roberts, in regard of the shortening
of your name, and then only Archbishop Paul, or only Father, like
you have said. But it isn't good what regards the question about BP.
Otherwise it turns that everybody can imagine them like he or she
wants: I, for example, can think that they are just perfect automata,
one averagely taken layman can see the BP as substitute of the wife
/husband, or sexual partner, and you, probably, think that they are
people, only don't want to tell us this. And, generally, this is not
an answer, because, however one looks at the things, they: either
are people, or are not people. Or also: either are robots, or are not
robots. As you see, there is no ambiguity, except in your ”answer”.

5



DR. ROBERTS: Hmm, you maybe, by old church habit, I would
say, like to ask questions when there are artificially set limitations,
or also by not clearly defined notions, under which conditions is
pointless to look for an exact answer. Surely the exact definition has
its drawbacks, because, like states one old proverb: ”to define is to
delimit”, or at least this is the origin of Latin ”define”, what means
”to make it finite” or delimited. So is also with Slavonic ”to define”,
what is ”opredeliam”, and ”predel” is a limit, so that we again set
limits, yet without whatever definition we can't know about what
we are speaking. The mathematics is for this reason very precise
science, because it uses artificially defined terms, and there are
because of this so many and contradicting one another Churches,
because they don't try to restrict their symbols, like has done one
known Ben Spinoza before many centuries, yet no one Church liked
this approach. This, what the Church does, is to ask logically correct
questions, under imprecisely defined terms, or based on dubious in
regard of their truthfulness sources and statements. I want to say
that this is what the Church does when it does not make also some
other errors, and you, in this case, really, make no other errors, what
can only make me happy.
A-B P. MORRISON: Thank you for the compliment ...
DR. ROBERTS: This is not a compliment, Father, but a true asser-

tion. So on the question, are the BPs people or not. If under people
(or humans) understand the most highly developed and universal,
yet due to this also far from perfect, biological beings, arisen as a
result of evolution on our planet, or, if you so insist on this, created
”in the image and likeness of God” only for six sleepless days and
nights by the Almighty God, Who from that moment on has left them
to themselves or to their doom, beings who have enough makings
to act reasonable but do this quite rare, or more precisely, behave
reasonable only when have already used all possible unreasonable
ways for reaching of a given goal, beings who, like everything alive,
as well also inanimate, have a deadline of existence, but who can
join together the life of various generations through writing, culture,
Church, if you like, heredity, and so on, and who — an obligatory
requirement for all living matter — can reproduce themselves in
one complicated, yet very adaptive method, so that they both, copy
themselves quite precisely, and also do this in an arbitrary way, with
possibility for many errors and mutations, though happening quite
slow, so that there was possible to fix over millenniums the right
mutation, we-ell, and some other insignificant but numerous details,
then in this case the BPs, obviously, are not humans.

— They are even not animals, if we take for granted the presup-
posed (but not justified) assumption, that the animals have to be
biological beings, because it is so under the evolution on Earth, and
we still have no example of some other evolution, i.e. for inorganic
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life on some planet or star system. The BP are not wholly organic,
because they have positronic brains, which, just by the way, allow
them to act reasonable, yet not excluding by this, naturally, the
possibility that they make errors deliberately, in order to pretend
that they are people, or like you say ”sinners”. In addition to this
the biological partners can not multiply in the way like this are doing
the humans, i.e. like animals, although they like to do this like
people, what means that the sex for them is an activity like any
other, where they are perfect, or, if they still are not such, the ”Coral”
corporation will make them such in pretty near future. Surely it is
quite premature to speak about new inorganic or artificial species or
class of organized beings, because the relation between generations
must still be specified and created, yet this is quite possible also
without the presence of genetic ”defects”, that lie in the basis
of organic evolution. I want to say that is possible evolution and
possibility for learning in the framework of many generations also
based on some other, non-genetic, information. In this sense the
BPs are, in some measure, realization of the ancient human dream
about immortality and eternal happiness, what the Church offers only
in the hypothetical ”life” after death, because they will be able to
pass to the posterity everything valuable accumulated during their
existence.

— And now to the question: are they robots. If under robots we
understand artificially created, i.e. not in result of the evolution (or
God's intervention, according to the Church) organisms, which are
sufficiently complex (without specifying what means ”sufficiently”)
to perform a given type of activity or work, according to the received
directives, then, naturally, BP are robots, or rather biorobots, but
this follows also from the name of our corporation. If we try to
specify what means sufficiently complex, accepting that this means
to such extent complicated, for to contain all necessary advanced
instructions and rules for their functioning in a variety of living
situations, which will allow them to behave reasonable (i.e. logical)
from the standpoint not only of the concrete device or BP, but also
of the whole kind of biological partners, as well also of the entire
mankind, without immediate instructions from aside, then BP are
complex robots, or artificial intellect, or how you like it, and not only
some automata for performing of given narrow activity. In this sense
they are not just some dish-washer, which can walk and make sex,
like, supposedly, you imagine this.

— And about this, how I am feeling in the role of God: we-ell,
you see, I am not feeling such, at least because not I am the one
who makes the biological partners. I manage a company with more
than ten branches in Europe, and approximately as many on the
other continents, where the total number of its employees is about
10,000 persons, or, like some express this enigmatically like: more
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than the number of the fingers of a BP (i.e. six, of course) raised
to power equal to the number of fingers of a human, yet less than
the number of fingers of a human, raised to power equal to the
number of fingers of a BP (it is meant that 65 = 7,776, and 56 =
15,625, where our number, as strongly as it changes, stays already
a long time in these limits). But this is all that I am doing, we-ell,
and I also conduct a row of discussions, like this here, yet don't think
that am nearer to the hypothetical God than an young dog that is
pressing, khem, khem, some nice bitch, with apology. Even on the
contrary, because the cur, really, can create — with the help of the
bitch, of course — a new being, which is not known to what kind of
beast will develop, while I, even if we assume that ”manage” means
”create”, will succeed to create nothing new, different from what is
already known to the scientific circles or existing in our know-hows
and patents. My activity, regretfully, is even not creative (which is,
well, the sex, for example), but an usual routine managerial work,
which somebody had to perform, and then why not me? If in your
opinion God, about Whom you speak, by the creation of our world
has done an ordinary routine act, what means that before this He has
created many and various world, which he has destroyed because
they have turned not to be successful, what kind of concepts exist,
as I think, in the Hinduism, as well also that He continues to create
new worlds, i.e. He conducts experiments (on the account of the
people, of course), then I feel myself such God. Though I quite doubt
that you mean such one God, Who simply amuses with the creation
of worlds, in order that in this way has passed one infinitely small
part of the infinitely long rime, which He has in His disposition. I think
I am not wrong, ah, Farther?

A-B P. MORRISON: Let us leave aside your nagging, Dr. Roberts,
because this does not do honour to the discussion. So good, hence
the BP, after all, are robots, not people, what you could have said
from the very beginning. And in this case who allows you to make
them in human appearance, so that the people were able easily to
make errors, or to be displaced by them after a time, when you learn
how to pass the necessary information to the future generations of
BP? If our God has a need of robots in His world He would have made
them, and when He has not made them then they are unnecessary,
and here I mean exactly complex biorobots, how you have defined
them, not dishwashers or kitchen or excavation or flying and other
machines, which exist, although in more simplified form, for cen-
turies.

DR. ROBERTS: I think that have expressed myself quite clear,
when said that the BP are named so because they are partners of the
biological matter, and more specially of the people, they behave in
this way, and this is their purpose in life, namely: to make the life of
people more interesting and enjoyable. They don't promise life after
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death or rebirth, like this do the classical religions, but work in order
to better the existing life of the people. And as to the question, who
has given me the right to make them in human form, I can answer
in the easiest way with counter question: and who has forbidden
me to make them, as is said, in the image and likeness of me? In
accordance with the classical Roman law this, what is nor forbidden,
is allowed, and even according to the ideas of majority of people their
acquaintances and friends must be in human form, simply because
this is more pleasant for them. And does the humanity not created
their gods in their image and likeness, or maybe you again put, as is
said, ”the cart before the horse”, trying to convince the people that
your God is Who has created them in His likeness and image?

A-B P. MORRISON: I don't know, young man, what gives you
reason to think that our faith is so weak for to be shaken by some
bare assertions, about the creation of God by the people, not vice
versa, like this state the holy books, and what corresponds also with
the intuitive convictions of the believers, but ...

JULIA SMITH: Excuse me, Father, that I interrupt you, yet our
discussion is not theological, and there is no need to involve in it
also disputes about basic and not defined, here I fully agree with Dr.
Roberts, notions. Who was first, God or the human, and generally:
the matter comes before the idea about it or on the contrary, is
not a thing that interests us in this moment, at least because these
questions are discussed for centuries and we have still not come to
a single understanding uniting both sides, but we have not centuries
in our disposition, right? And I will beg also Dr. Roberts not to
use provoking phrases, even if not he is the one who has used
first provoking elements. Let us clarify the truth, and only the truth,
insofar as it is accessible to the people on the given stage of historical
development.

DR. ROBERTS: OK, Julia. I apologize to his Holiness, because,
really, what is primary is of no importance in the case. We make BP
in human form because nobody would like to lay in bed, excuse me,
with a flatiron, or a pig, for example. I think this suffices. But I can't
ignore the statement of Father Morrison that BP are indiscernible
from the people, like also that they will shift us from our living space.
They can be made indiscernible, but we understand the legal side
of the question and have no desire to change the present situation.
Neither the very BP would benefit if the recognition of their belonging
to another species is made more difficult, because this, at best, will
damage their image and, hence, will not be logical behaviour for
some, really, logical beings. But I think that his Holiness is informed
on the question that all BP, I repeat, all, without whatever exception,
at least in our company, have their heart placed on the right in their
thorax, like also that they have six fingers on their palms. The heart
is a thing which can elementary be checked in intimate contacts, for
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which, as if most often, at least for the moment, BP are used, what is
somehow debasing for such very perfect beings, but after a pair of
decades the things maybe will change in the direction of prevailing
intellectual, rather than sexual, contacts. At least for myself I am
convinced in this, because I am not already in my first youth, like just
before a minute my opponent has proclaimed me.
— The fingers are six, where the additional one is in the end of the

wrist, and this is a thing for which intimate closeness is not necessary
for to be detected. But this is far away from all, because a BP, at
least such how we produce them, for we already have competitors
in this field, though we continue to lead, looks somehow too perfect
and symmetrical, what is quite rarely met between people. They
are also very young at present (because have not had time to grow
old), their heart rate is approximately from 100 to 160, they have
only one blood group (i.e. they don't have different groups), which
differs from those of the humans, their secretions and, I beg to
be excused, their excrements, are also quite specific, in order to
succeed to deceive a person with medical education, to say nothing
about roentgenograms and other specialized analyses, that show
also ten ribs, special joints, that can bend, if necessary, also in the
reverse direction, no appendix, ”invisible” brain, i.e. encapsulated
in special hermetic box, absence of sex cells, both by female and
male specimens, and so on. In one word, they are like humans only
in their image and likeness, yet they are not identical with them in
functional regard. BP take the same food, but this is so because they
are partners of the humans, not because this is more useful for them,
and in case of necessity they can process the cellulose more fully
than the ruminating animals, thanks to their special stomach and
a pair of additional glands. Well, as if this is sufficiently extended
description of BP, avoiding entering into scientific terminology, with
the major part of which I alone am not familiar.

A-B P. MORRISON: And what will happen if some day they will
decide to call us ... HP, for example, i.e. ”human partners”, or alive
robots, or something of that kind? What will happen from that nice
moment on with the mankind? And is not this more interesting life,
about which you are speaking, simply a temptation of the impure
forces, deprived of the divine wisdom and goodness in themselves?
Do you not see, that it is necessary to fight the evil while it has not yet
gained strength, because afterwards it will be late and irreparable,
for these biological fiends, sorry, partners can quietly decide in some
near future even to drive the people out of the Earth? Would you
clarify a bit these questions, honourable Doctor?

DR. ROBERTS: Good, good, Father, only that there became a lot
of questions and I began to forget them, though their spirit is clear
to me. A-ah, until I have forgotten let me mention that if it is so
difficult for you to respect me as your interlocutor, then I don't at all
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insist to call me ”honourable”, because this word one will hear most
often in the Parliament and between politicians and it, absolutely
obvious, speaks about exactly the opposite of it! At least I have
not yet heard that this word was used either in bed, I beg your
pardon, or between friends from one ”gang”, or between colleagues
at work (unless they are from competitive departments). When I say
”Father” I don't express with this whatever else except honour to
you, like representative of one, although leading in deceptions, but
surprisingly stable social structure, while you with your ”honorable”
quite obviously express your disagreement with my views. I will beg
you at least to preserve it for yourself and not ”dignify” me in this
way.

— A-ah, what may happen when BP enslave us, ask you. Well, I
could have answered that if the monkey could have been in position
to imagine exactly all changes that will happen after the moment
when it has come down from the tree, then it would have surely
remained there and the humans would have never appeared at all.
Yet I will not answer you in this way, because you are not convinced
in the evolution of the humans, due to the fact that it is based on
scientific analysis, not on faith, with which you are reared. But
then I can answer you that will happen this, what ”was written to
us”, because the human for this purpose has his free will, for to be
able to err, i.e. to choose not to make errors, and this according to
your Church! Because your God, being a God, has known perfectly
well that the human is ”sinful” (i.e. that he has ”factory defects”,
according to people with technical inclination of thinking like me),
and will be expelled from the Paradise, yet despite of all this He has
left him as he is, and this not in order to make him deliberately to
suffer (for God is good, isn't He?), but for to be able to show his
free will choosing to behave good. And ”good” is this, what your
God has said, or at least you believe that He has said this. And if in
some moment, which moments as if are quite many, some of God's
intentions seem too strange for the people, then there always can
be said that the ways of God are mysterious and with this to put an
end to the question, right? So that let us also put an end to the issue
accepting that your God (because there exist also other gods) is well
aware are the BPs work of God or they are ”fiends of Hell”, but has
left the human alone to take decision, in order to test him, or that he
was able to use his free will, or something of the kind.

— Or course that nothing can be said with absolute certainty,
but can be judged logically, be modeled and predicted. Only by
this models don't endow, please, the biological partners with human
flaws, like egoism, unreasonableness, animal instincts, and so on,
because: what will do the BP if they subjugate, debase, or expel the
people from the Earth? They have no reproductive organs, but, in
principle, can reproduce or grow themselves, in the same way like
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we do this in ”Coral”, because our technology is a quite exhaustive
algorithm for their production, or program by which they also can
do this. Good, but why they have to do this for themselves, and not
for the people? Have you posed this question to yourself, Father?
And have you asked yourself the question why people do this? In the
sense, why people multiply, i.e. what is their interest in this? You,
surely, can say that this is so because your God has said: be fruitful
and multiply! But if the God's will was so important and adamant,
then why was necessary to Him (to Him or to the Devil, i.e. to the evil
or impure force, because ”devil” is the + evil for the English speaking
people) to make so that the activity of sexual glands delivered
supreme pleasure to the human, while when the latter (let this be the
man), excuse me, blows his nose, then he gets no satisfaction out of
this? And this process, i.e. the activity of exocrine glands, is quite
similar, in the sense that they are filled with secretions and, when so,
they must also empty themselves sometimes. Will you again involve
”the ways of God”, or the logic of development of the living matter?

— Do you, really, not understand that if the human realized the
causes, due to which he behaves in a given way, then he would
have hardly done this? By the way, maybe you have heard that by
a number of insects, the praying mantis, for example, the spiders, I
think, and maybe others, after the act of copulation the female eats
up the male (in order to provide herself the necessary hormones, say
the scientists, but I don't know what says your God on this issue).
Do you think that if the male has understood clearly what awaits
him after the act, he would have performed it, no matter what has
said, or hasn't, your (or somebody else's) God? We are not conscious
of our actions, and in many cases this is even very good (that we
are not conscious of them), and how is it possible to answer with
full certainty to your question about BP, could they turn against us?
Convincing is only the logic, that they have no reasons to do this,
because they are not living in order to conquer (the other biological
species), but in order to serve the people, and this is their interest,
this is their purpose of life.

JULIA SMITH: Excuse me, Doctor, yet something seems to me
quite entangled. Have we to understand that people continue to live
mainly because they are not aware why they are living, while the
BP, for the reason that they are logical beings and are aware why
they live, will not continue to live. Clarify this casus a little, please,
because it sounds to me pretty ... jesuitically, I would say.

DR. ROBERTS: Thank you for the question, Julia. I had in mind,
really, something similar. The living goal for the people remains still a
secret for them, for the reason that their individual life is meaningless
for the nature or evolution (or God, naturally, if we involve Him). The
only purpose of life for the people consists in this that they lived it
pleasantly. While for the evolution the purpose is in this that the life
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developed and improved, so that the things are tied correctly. The
biological partners, like logical beings, will easily realize that their
life, I mean in generations, when this becomes possible, has no other
purpose except to remain partners of the people and make their life
more interesting. Outside of the people BP have not, and cannot
have, another living goal, and in the course of time they will accept
this as sufficiently reasonable living goal, in any case more logical
than that of the people! The biological life is full with enigmas and
contradictions, which make it interesting, not only for us, but also
for the BP. Our illogicality is in the same time powerful means for
continuation of the life, while without it everything will become dull
and will soon cease.

— Maybe it is necessary to say here some words also about the
hosts, because the majority of people think that the master is that
one, who can make the others to do what he wants. This, naturally,
is so, yet I mean that the question is most often in this to find whose
compulsion is more significant, because the compulsion, usually,
is mutual and psychological, not necessarily roughly physical. So
for example, when one raises some animal as pet, not for the use
of it, then this pet, almost always ”climbs on his head” or takes
the leadership, or at least does this until the human shows more
reason and ceases to radiate emanation of dependency from his pet,
because the animals have strong instincts, stronger that those of
the humans, in recompense of what the human has one additional
instinct called reason, but it, alas, is still undeveloped. And in result
of this it happens quite often that the master is not the human,
but his dog or cat, who succeeds to make him do what he or she
wants. So that if we return to the question about BP, then for us
they are perfect home animals and will be our subordinates, if we
succeed to convince them in this, otherwise they will make us do
what they want, because their reasonable instinct is more developed
than our; alternatively looked then we are the more complicated,
mysterious, and unbalanced than them, in the same way like we are
more interesting and mysterious for our home cat or dog, and, when
so, then they want or will want to serve to us and alleviate our life
as much as they can, because they find that in some cases we are
helpless and clumsy.

JULIA SMITH: If I understand you correct, Dr. Roberts, then you
neither state that the people are masters of the BP, nor state that
it is on the contrary, but admit that can be applied both, the one
or the other, ways of conduct. I think that this position does not
differ much from the understanding of his Holiness, that the BP can
subjugate the people in the future and can turn out to be ”fiends
of Hell”. In addition to this, if nothing can be stated with certainty
then maybe is necessary some restraint about this issue, at least
until it will be extensively reviewed. Maybe we can state in this case
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that the Holy Father is simply incorrigible pessimist, while you are
incorrigible optimist. So that the point with the masters and slaves,
which I think interests also Father Morrison, remains unsolved. What
more you can add to the point?

DR. ROBERTS: Well, some people define the optimist and the
pessimist in the following way: looking at a bottle full to the half with
some, presumably exhilarating the soul drink, the optimist exclaims:
”Whoa, the bottle is still full to the half!”, while the pessimist says:
”Ah, but the bottle is already empty to the half!”. I don't think that
I am a pessimist, but also do not count myself for an optimist —
I simply ascertain the truth (even if in the bottle lies potassium
cyanide). This is accepted to be called realism. In this situation it is
quite possible that the realism contains the one of the theses, yet
it contains also the other, and tries not to confront them more than
necessary for the discovering of the real equilibrium of the things.
Still, I am not absolutely impartial because I represent the most
powerful company for organic synthesis and biorobots in the first
half of 23rd century, so that I can not avoid to be delighted by the
successes of biological partners, in the same way like every mother
rejoices in her child and praises him or her more than the others, but
this is inevitable.

— You see, I have nothing against the symbols of his Holiness of
Good or Evil. For me the very God is just an exceptionally successful
symbol of the good, everlasting, indestructible, and so on. We need
symbols and can not do without them. The mathematicians don't
speak about God, yet they have similar symbol and this is the infinity,
in the sense that it is not like the other numbers, where when we
add one, for example, we get the next (in the hierarchy of numbers)
number, because infinity plus one (or plus as much as you want, even
infinity) does not give bigger infinity, but gives again the same, what
is similar to our idea of God, who is not simplymuch bigger, stronger,
more powerful, et cetera, but is infinitely more such and there is not
bigger God than God Himself. Though let us not digress with analysis
of Christian or other religions. Regarding the BP I think that there are
no reasons for concern, like these voiced by his Holiness, but, surely,
it is still pretty early to refuse the improving of human material, if I
can say so, what is in the hands, first of all, of the Church.
A-B P. MORRISON: It can be said that you gave some answer to my

questions. But I can not get rid of the thought that the activity of your
company is a sacrilege against the most perfect creation of God, the
human! Because you with single waving of your hand eliminate the
thesis of the soul as particle of God's wisdom, and substitute it with
some currents in positronic brains of the robots. You listed a bunch
of differences between the people and BP, but you speak scornful
about the free will of the human and change it by the biorobots with
some fixed rules of action, making us to believe that they are even
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better than those created by God. This that you, or I, are not able to
understand all intentions of God, does not mean that they don't exist,
and in His word there is no place for biorobots. In addition to this you
can not make them to multiply — to copulate yes, but not to appear
in the established by God way. You insist that we do not understand
our actions, but this is not true for everyone of us, in the sense that
some, most often the younger ones, don't understand them and for
this reason they need people to teach them, what does chiefly the
Church, yet the humankind as a whole succeeds to realize them and
do what is necessary, and this, too, is a manifestation of the power
of God. For you God is only a symbol, but He is much more than this,
He is non-material reality, that has engendered the entire material
reality.

— Like I see, you are very intelligent collocutor and insist that
you are realist. Well then, put your hand on your heart and answer
me sincerely: don't you find it unnatural (I will not say ”sacrilegious”,
because this hardly means something to you), to create such perfect
creatures, which are nearly like humans, and also better in some
way (well, according to your opinion), not in the traditional way (I
will not say ”godly”, because this hardly means something to you)?
And if this is good, in your opinion, must we not expect that after
some time we will begin to make also the humans in similar artificial
manner? Or the question about multiplication of the humans will be
easily solved because, thanks to the BP, will become necessary to
diminish the human population, so, hundred times, for there will be
not enough place on the Earth for all of us, neither in the space? I
am listening to you.

DR. ROBERTS: OK, I will put my hand on my heart. Let me see
where it was ... ah, I hear something on the left, so that it has to be
there. So-o. And now to the question about the sacrilege and the
natural. You see, Father, the natural is one quite relative notion. As
you know, before some centuries were many fierce debates about
this are the surgeons to cut out the appendix by the people, or,
because God has created them so, to leave it, so that the people
went faster to the other world. Gradually, though (possibly because
the priests also get appendicitis crises), the Church has decided to
close its eyes on this subject, accepting that in some cases this is
allowed, yet not indulging in further discussions, is this an unclear
to us God's wisdom (because God can never err, can He?), or this
is the next trial to which God has subjected us in order to secure us
honourable place in the Paradise (because, right, the one who suffers
on this world will be later happy ”for ever after”?), or something
else of the kind (because for you the divine origin of the word has
nothing in common with the evolution, so that the appendix by us is
impossible to have been left from some lower mammals). One way
or the other, but now many centuries the medicine exists and heals
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many illnesses and this long ago is not taken for sacrilege. From
what follows that the Church also evolves and this also slowly, like
the nature, what can only make me happy. When a pair of centuries
back the medicine has begun to make its first timid implantation
of organs, initially from other dead people and then artificial, the
Church again became more active, but after a time it fell silent.
When the world got, at last, that has become too overpopulated and
has started to speak about birth control, the Church one more time
decided to stand in opposition, yet little by little again accepted the
natural (here really natural) way of the things.

— I, definitely, understand the enormous significance of con-
structive opposition in the complete existence of human society,
but I beg you, Father, to be constructive, what is natural, not vice
versa. After all, it is necessary to remind you that we, from ”Coral”
corporation, take the brain or the central nervous system as center
of the living, as well also artificial, organism, from what follows that
the kind of brain determines the individual. This principle is accepted
also as legal rule, where by various implantations the individual
is guaranteed with his brain. So that nobody hinders you to think
that the brain is the ”soul” of the organism, or its kernel. This is
significantly more contemporary understanding than the ancient
Greek which ascribed the center of life to the abdomen (maybe due
to the umbilical cord and the geometrical center of the body), in
relation with what exists this curious moment that in Bulgarian the
word ”zhivot” means life, while in the same time in Russian (also
Slavonic language) exactly the same word means abdomen, belly;
and in fact, if one begins to search, may be found that our English
abdomen, which is Latin, surely, comes from the ... home (domus,
domicil), taking away the prefix ”ab” (from, of), i.e. that this is that
”home” which begets. Then later, before some 10 centuries, the
people accepted the heart as center (maybe because the circulatory
system is vital for the organism), due to what in English ”core” means
kernel or center, while in French coeur, from where the English core
has come, means heart (yet in Bulgarian the Russian zhivot-belly is
”korem”, what surely is variation of the core). Only around the 19th
century, if I am not wrong, the people came to today's view about
the brain as center of life. Looking more precisely this is not quite
true, because not only the brain, but also the heart, the abdomen
with the stomach and the reproductive system, all these organs are
equally vital for the organism, in order to give preference to only one
of them, and in addition to this the most important for the biological
kind is the heredity (multiplication), and exactly there is the biggest
”God's wisdom” (where I, as you understand, put the latter in quotes,
for I don't need the hypothesis of God).

— We, from the robotic corporation ”Coral” accept as center of
living organism its nervous or control system, and in regard of the
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kind — the reproductive. When long ago was taken as natural to
allow implantation of some single organ we have simply decided to
make one total implantation, i.e. of all organs, with the exception of
the brain! There is nothing unnatural, blasphemous, or sacrilegious
in this, and if such implantation us performed to an existing human
brain then we speak about real implantation and preserving of human
individual, to what you, Father, I suppose, do not object. If, though,
the brain is artificial, be it positronic, electronic, or biotronic, but not
genetically generated, then we speak about biorobots, or biological
partners in this case, because became convinced that this is their
purpose.

JULIA SMITH: Excuse me, Dr. Roberts, but I have to remind you
that there remain only ten minutes to the end of our discussion.
Otherwise you continue.

DR. ROBERTS: Thank you, Julia, I will try to keep within the time.
Now let me say some phrases about the production of BPs, because
this must be interesting for the wide audience. We do not grow the
organism of the biorobot like ”God” has decided to do this, but begin
from the dimensions of the adult organism, where we first put the
skeletal system from sufficiently sustainable plastic materials, pass
through and develop in special solutions the bone marrow with its
neural fibers, place the breathing organs and the blood vessels, and
put the heart in action even before we have the whole body. At this
time separately is produced also the brain with the necessary em-
bedded information, that can be loaded independently of the sensory
perceptions. Then comes the installment of digestive system and
the increase of tissue of muscles, which begin to receive periodical
impulses from the vegetative nervous system for contraction and
relaxation, keeping the tonus of muscles near to the norm. Then we
connect the brain, switching out one by one the artificial systems
and going to the natural, i.e. synthetic, where together with this
continue the growth or nervous and capillary endings together with
the further development of the muscles. After this comes the turn of
a number of glands with external secretion, the imitation of sexual
organs, the structure of the face, the teeth, et cetera. When the body
can already maintain the homeostasis of organism, remains still the
adding of face muscles, the placing of skin covering, the innervation
of tactile, visual, auditory, olfactory, and tactile systems, and some
other activities, where all ended approximately for six months. This
is our ”intra-uterine” period, only that the ”newborn” has dimensions
of a grown-up person.

— The brain, or this what substitutes the human brain, has its
own autonomous power supply for 20 years, after what is necessary
to change its battery through elementary operation of the braincase.
The blood system does not enter the synthetic brain, because it
has nothing to do there, so that it ends in the aria of the skull and
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by the connection of electronic and biological neural fibers, what
is a very precise moment in the structure of BP. From that stage
on the biological partners walk, eat and excrete like normal human
beings, yet they need a period of about two years in order to become
used with their body. It consists chiefly of physical and sensorial
exercises because the logical apparatus is already built during the
”intra-uterine” period, and besides, the loading from or the storing
on external information medium of the very information makes no
problems, so that learning of new sections, say, of higher mathemat-
ics, can be performed for a pair of minutes, if only this knowledge
will be of some use for the biorobot. Well, surely a BP can not be
complete without some practice in the field of sex, so that in the
two-year studying is included also a complex of sexual ”gymnastics”.
After this our biological partners are ready to be sold to everybody,
who can allow him- or herself this pleasure, yet some trade deals
are concluded already before the ending of ”intra-uterine” period,
if the buyer has special requirements for the BP. I have to tell you
that, however high might look for somebody the price of a BP, then
he (or she, but not it) is not much more expensive than a flat with
4-5 rooms, which every family normally secures for itself. And, mark,
that this is on the stage of produced only about 2,000 BPs, and after
their mass production in the near future we anticipate reduction of
the price at least twice, and in a more distant future there is nothing
surprising if one BP will cost as much as the personal vehicle.

— But enough on this issue, and if for somebody this, still,
looks unnatural, well, good, everything is a matter of habit, isn't
it? Some nations take as natural that the deceased were buried in
the ground, other ones that they were burned, third that they were
embalmed and preserved only their bones, but all these methods
are equally natural. If our experiments in creation of BP turn to be
very successful, and this is not only my declaration, this can be seen
on the stock market by the prices of our shares, or by the results
of social questionnaires, then we are not to be blamed for this, or
rather: we are, but to be praised.
— What else was it there, ah, will we begin to make the people, too,

by this method, instead of as result of the traditional multiplication?
Look, Father, we do not intervene at all in the reproductive mecha-
nism of the humans. Let us not confuse the sex with the reproduction,
because the latter, as you know, can be done without direct sexual
exercises, as also the sex rarely leads to conception. But we propose
a number of possibilities for extending, and this is wide limits, of
the human life with the use of our methods of production of artificial
organs, which may be implanted also to humans, preserving only
the brain, for it bears our more slowly because there are no moving
parts in it. Not that the nerve cells do not age at all, but they can
hold, probably, up to 300 and more years, only that this is entirely
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unnecessary, not only from the point of view of the selection (i.e. of
the kind of species), but also from the viewpoint of human population.
Such extending of life span, naturally, is not multiplication bur a way
of achieving of relative immortality also by the humans, what by the
BP would have been much easier to realize.

— And the last thing that you have mentioned, it seems me, was
do we intend to limit the human population so, about 100 times.
Here I can be brief and precise: surely this can be done, even more
than this — it must be done! The today's 80 and something billion
human beings on the globe, and another 10 millions on our two
colonies, definitely, is too much. Yet this question has nothing to do
with the BP. Not the biological partners will be those who will limit the
human population, but rather vice versa, because they will help us
and alleviate our life. And if you think, Father, that a hundred times is
much, then I would say that it is too little! The human population on
Earth must be returned to somewhere between 10 and 100 millions,
or to be decreased, roughly speaking, thousand times. And there
is nothing bad in this, because the natural or ”divine”, according to
you, ability to multiply by the humans exceeds all possible reserves,
at least what regards the masculine individual. I can be mistaken by
a pair of zeroes, but I think that one normal male sexually-mature
individual is able with a single act to fertilize as many female ova
that to inhabit a whole decent planet. And all those future tiny men
are just killed before they were born, not because of some taken
measures for birth control (because they, still, are pretty weak),
but for the reason that there are not millions ova capable to unite
with them. One good and humane God, in my opinion, could have
allowed himself at least 10-fold reserve, but everything above this
limit is simply blasphemous! Unless He alone is up to such extent
not convinced in His own creation, that leaves to the chance to take
decisions in His place. Only that I simply can not believe in such
”God”, i.e. if this is a God, then He is entirely helpless, or isn't at all
a God! This is logically absurd, or, putting it in Latin, contradictio
in adjecto, i.e. a contradiction in the definition of God. Excuse me,
Father, if I have shown myself quite rude and cynical.

A-B P. MORRISON: Yeah, you don't believe in such God, and what
is even worse — you don't believe in whatever God! Neither in Christ,
nor in Buddha, nor in Allah, nor in Ra, nor in Zeus, nor in whatever
other ”symbol”, as you have said. But this does not surprise me.
Nowadays the unbelievers have become too many, what does not
make people happy. One needs faith in order to become stronger
in spirit and to elevate himself, as much as this is possible, to our
God, because he (or she) will have endless life in a real and righteous
world, which we call afterlife, although for you it is just a fiction. The
atheism, the faithlessness, the freedom of sex, the artificial birth, the
electronic brains, and now the biological ”partners”, are only some

19



of the faces of the temptation or Evil, about which our God warns us
not to yield to them. Be it as it may, you said what you could. I am
deeply convinced that the purpose of our life is in the victory of the
Good over the Evil and make what is possible to support the Good
and God. Each of us has free will to make his choice. I don't doubt
that you have already made your choice, as also I don't doubt to
which part of the scales it is added. The Evil has many faces, and
today I have seen one of them. Anyway, thank you for the ”realism”
that you have shown, Dr. Roberts, because it has convinced me in
the righteousness of my positions in defense of the Good. I have
nothing more to add to the topic of today's discussion.

DR. ROBERTS: Kh-kh, only that you have missed to say ”Amen!”.
Yet I am not angry at you, like I am not angry at whatever Church,
because you are completely right in your statement that people
can't life without faith. Just that it matters what will be this faith —
whether in some fictitious Being, or in the implacability of natural
laws. But people, of course, prefer the homocentrism, and for that
reason the BP are also alike the humans, as we have already said.
Nevertheless I am thankful to you that have led the conversation to
the question about the unbelievers and the atheists, because this
is a mass delusion, which I try always, when have the possibility, to
disperse.

JULIA SMITH: I will be very grateful to you, Dr Roberts, — inter-
rupted she him — if you will succeed to disperse it approximately for
four minutes, because we have not more.

DR. ROBERTS: Thank you, Julia, I hope to succeed. So, I have
in mind the delusion that the atheist is unbeliever or infidel, who
believes in nothing, because he believes that there is no God! I
beg you much, Father, and you, dear viewers, to try to perceive this
allegation, because we are living in 23rd century after the supposed
Resurrection of the supposed God's Son Christ and it is high time
to get rid of some delusions, if they hinder us in the contemporary
life on this world (and I have no reasons to believe that there exists
some other world).
— Let me clarify my thought. Even before more than 27 centuries,

i.e. before the appearance of your Christ, Father, was clear that, as
far as God has to be one infinitely powerful Being, that is present
everywhere and always, that is different from the whole material
world, which is created by Him, then there do not exist and cannot
exist whatever methods to prove by the humans, either that He
exists, or that he does not exist! God is some Being from another
dimension and we are simply not in position to sense or register
Him by whatever method, because He is not only many times more
powerful and omnipotent from even the whole mankind, but infinitely
more such. If God existed, then He could have always succeeded to
hide from whoever of us or from all of us taken together, not only
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in the space, but also in the time, so that we have absolutely no
chances to detect Him, if He alone does not decide to appear before
somebody of us. If God wants, or, what gives the same result, if one
believes in Him, then everybody, to whom God shows the wish to
reveal Himself, will find Him, and for this reason the believers (in the
classical sense of this word) find Him everywhere — in Heaven and
on Earth, in a human, in a small bird, in a fly, in a flower, in a stone,
in a tree, in a drop of water, and so on, but if God does not want that
somebody saw Him, then there is no way, neither experimental, nor
logical, nor sensorial, that He was detected, because He is great and
omnipotent and it is not in the power of humans — finite as in the
space, so also in the time — to perceive Him. This is a thing that is
extremely clear to each Church, because is known the phrase that
”who searches, will find”. The only detail here is that each Church
drops the word ”if”! But if, on the other hand, He does not exist,
then surely He can't be detected by no one of the humans, though
everyone of them can delude himself as much as he wants (and even
if he does not want).

— This thesis is called atheism ever since the mentioned ancient
times. Similar in its meaning is the term agnosticism, what means
incognizability of the world, i.e. of God, as its Creator (if we accept
this hypothesis), because to know or cognize something to the full
means to be able to predict exactly each future situation, or, in
this case, to rule over the world (for if you know its, divine or not,
laws, then you surely will be able to interfere in them) or to be
omnipotent as the very God, yet a man can't be a God, ergo, the
world is incognizable. But, turn your attention to this, Your Holiness,
that if God exists He can, after all, be cognized (at least by some of
the people), while if He does not exist, then there is no way to make
this! And here comes the faith, for it is necessary then, when our
knowledge remains silent, isn't is so? Also since deep antiquity is
known the phrase: Credo quia absurdum, what means that people
believe in this, what is unbelievable, what can't be proved, checked,
demonstrated in some way, neither be logically deduced. When
something can be proved, for example that the Earth circles around
the Sol, not vice versa, then this is proved, is not just taken for
granted. Hence the more difficult is to prove some statement, the
more is the faith (or the intuition, in some cases) in its correctness.
But when is necessary more faith, Father, when God exists, or when
He does not exist? Well, I think that now has to be extremely clear
that the nonexistence of God requires much more faith (because this,
really, can't be proved by no method), than His existence (because
He may show Himself to somebody, if wishes — He will find how).
From what follows that the real or most sincere believers are exactly
the atheists, not the classical believers, regardless of whether you
like this, Your Holiness! Think about this.
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— So that the atheist is not unbeliever, more than this, he is
the real believer, while the classical believers in most of the cases
are just pretenders. Although I prefer to speak about conviction
and intuition, instead of faith or belief, maybe because this sounds
more scientific. Where the unbeliever, who is even not an atheist, is
something different, because he believes in nothing at all, neither in
the existence of natural laws, on the place of God, nor in the relation
between generations in the time. For me God is a good symbol, but
I can not accept this homocentrism, which, by God, is sufficiently
older. Even the Muslim religion from 7th century makes no efforts
to describe God, because He for this reason is God, for to be able
to take every conceivable (or inconceivable) image, what is the
most significant factor for the mass propagation of Islam from the
beginning of 21st century.

— A pair of sentences more about the Good and Evil, Well, there
is neither Good nor Evil in the nature! These notions are entirely
invented by the humans in order to compensate in some illusory way
the cruelty and injustice of our world, which is completely indifferent
to the individual. Because of this is not spoken about virtuous cat,
for example, or fly, and so on. This, what exists in the nature, are
natural laws with their logic and inevitability, although justified in
the majority of cases for the general set, i.e. probabilistically, not for
every single individual. And what concerns the ”soul”, about which
the Christianity accepts that it existed only by the humans and is
absent even by the higher mammals, then it is also ancient symbol,
which somewhere from the middle of 20th century fills more and
more with meaning via the term ”information”, were it genetic, were
it on electronic or inorganic medium. Such is the ancient meaning
of the soul and it is much more easier to give it to the biological
partners, than to the humans, so that I can't see what objections may
have one tolerable religion against this ”informational soul”. Well,
surely, the Church is old and conservative institution with its deep
meaning in our contemporary world, so that it has the same right
of existence, which have the BPs. And let me finish with this our
discussion.

JULIA SMITH: Yes, of course, it is high time to finish because our
viewers are not BPs, right, and they become quickly tired of such
big amount of philosophical statements. Thank you, Your Holiness,
sincerely, as well also on behalf of our viewers, for the defending of
human interests in this combat. Thank you — and she rises from the
chair giving him her hand, which he shakes reserved. — Thank you,
too, Dr. Roberts for the interesting and instructive answers — and
she gives hand also to the Doctor, but in this moment Archbishop
Morrison looks intently at her and tries to say something.
A-B P. MORRISON: ... Bu-ut, young girl ...
JULIA SMITH: (to him) — just a moment, Father, — (to Dr. Roberts)
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— by the way, Doctor, what kind of Doctor you are, if this is not a
secret?

DR. ROBERTS: I see no reasons to keep in secret my education. I
have PhD degrees in economics and philosophy.

A-B P. MORRISON: Bu-ut, excuse me Julia, ... couldn't you show
your ... hand, please?

JULIA SMITH: But what is happening with you, Father? You have
gone all pale! ... Surely I can show you my hand. Here is it. — and
she opens the palm of her left hand before the camera).

A-B P. MORRISON: (counts perplexed her fingers) — One, two,
three, ... but they are sssiix, girl ...

JULIA SMITH: But surely they are six, Father. Dr Roberts stressed
unmistakably that the biological partners have always by six fingers
on their hands, in order to avoid unpleasant surprises by their
interlocutors. Now I see that I have not saved the stress to you, but
you could have guessed earlier, because I look pretty young for my
position, don't you think so? And I have also no defects at all, right?
— turns she smiling to him — But calm yourself, please, there is
nothing fearful. We do not eat people ...
A-B P. MORRISON: He-ence ... you are not an young girl but BP!
JULIA SMITH: But, Your Holiness, I am really an young girl, as well

also a BP. But if you still doubt then you can hear my heart — and
she is going to unbutton her blouse bent over the Father, after what
the broadcasting continues with advertisements from the studio.

Nov 1999

— — — — —

THE ORDER

— Are you sleeping, Marv?
— Mm-m — mumbled Marvin Kluth not opening the eyes.
— Thank you, dear. Only that I did not understand whether this

means ”yes” or ”not”. Because if you were not sleeping then I would
have asked you something.
— Mm-hm.
— Well sleep then. Yet because you have a day off I thought

that maybe you could spare a little time for me — continued Leona
Jones her morning monologue. They were living together already five
years and she decided that it is time to put the question about the
order, because one cannot live only with sex in this world. And in this
way were strengthened the pairs, which still, by inertia, were caller
families. She obviously was not going to leave him in peace, but to all
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appearances he also understood this, because looked with one eye
at the watch and hugged her with his right hand, continuing, though,
to pretend to be asleep. Beginning as if from away she added.

— I was thinking whether you know how long we are living
together?
Marvin raised slowly his left, normal hand, and spread out his five

fingers. After this answer it remained nothing else to her, except to
proceed directly to the point.
— Marv, have you thought sometime about this to have a baby?
Well, by this direct question he opened his eyes, at least from

surprise. He stretched himself, yawned, and then patted her affec-
tionately on the belly.

— I suppose you don't think to disfigure this here pillow, do you?
Or also your hidden ”grotto”? — and he stretched hand also below.
— Am I crazy or what? In 22nd century and to intend to give birth.

Br-rh. I will carry it so, a pair of weeks, but not more than a month,
and then let them in the incubators think. Though we must decide
how will look our daughter, if you are not going to leave me already.

— A-ah, I have no such intention for the moment. To leave you, I
had in mind. But who has said that she must be a daughter?
— Well, I think so. Why, are you against?
— That I were against the desires of my little lion? But when has

happened such thing?
— Many times, if you want to know the truth. Yet don't twist it,

dear. You want a son, yes?
— Or maybe one nice sexless baby? Or then two-sexual, what will

you say to one hermaphrodite, ah? He will have a dick, and in the
same time also, a bit lower, also a pu-, sorry, ”pot”, in English.
— Why two-sexual and about what pots are you mumbling? If you

so much insist to tell you that you are a ruffian then, well, I tell you
this, my dear ruffian.

— We-ell, pot, the Latin puta or putta, the medical name puden-
dum, or ”shameful lips”, the French putain, and other words, these
are similar things, ”birds of a feather” so to say, my little lion. You
are not angry at me, are you?
— But where you have picked up this linguistic culture, ah?
— Well, I look from time to time in PenSmart*, this is one such

journal for men. Something like ”Clever Pen”, but it is obvious about
what kind of pen it goes, because, maybe for euphony, is pronounced
like PeniSmart, where the ”s” can be read with the both parts. And
the penis, I beg your pardon, in fact, comes from the Greek God Pan,
who was son of the nymph Driopa and the son of Zeus Hermes (who
by the Romans becomes Mercurius). And this nymph, maybe, was
capped so because she loved to make ”opa-opa” with the men, yet
wanted that this was at least three (in German this number is exactly
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drei, read 'drai') times in a row, ha-ha. So this Pan was the chief satyr,
because was born with goat legs, horns, and long beard, well, and
with something else long. ... And do you know from where comes
this Latin puta, dear?

[ * You know well what pen or pencil means, and this really is
related with the Latin penis at least through the popular pun ”To put
more lead into your pencil”, but the Bulgarians are also not much
away from these associations because to write is ”pisha” and the
penis (mainly of a young boy) is ”pishka”; similar is the situation also
in Russian, where to write is ”pis‘at” (but I p‘ishu, you p‘ishesh, etc.),
and to piss is ”p‘isat” (I p‘isayu, you p‘isayesh, etc.). ]

— I just burn with desire to hear this.
— Oh, yes, I know well your burning or quivering desire, my

dear. Sorry, sorry. But otherwise the root is ancient and comes
from the Sanskrit, because according to the Buddhism there was one
demoness Putana, read as 'Puutanaa', who was killed by god Krishna.
And he has decided to kill her, possibly, because she entered in
every woman and turned her in a sheer demoness, what made the
men to ask themselves: is the woman, after all, something good, or
she is just an evil demon of feminine gender? And her name, most
probably, is an imitation of some spitting, something like ”pooh”. So
that, such nice things.
— Pooh-pooh, you nasty PeniSmart-er! And what common is there

between my little ”pot” and these things?
— Well, there is no need to personify the things, is there? I am

not speaking about your, but about some abstract little pot, or about
some other narrow place, because the root has crept all over the
world, now in figurative sense. I mean, for example: the French
boutique; our boot, and also various other shoes and boots in the
world; the verb to ”put” as to place something in the pot; French
boute as barrel or wineskin (i.e. something which can be expanded
and is suitable for filling with something); Turkish potur or baggy
trousers; what comes from their pot, what means swelling of a cloth
or some boat (ah, my little boat!); church pottus as chalice, which
is potir in Slavonic; German die Putte, what is foreign for them word
and means amour-baby or cherub, i.e. again something related
with the loving filling of the ”pot”; and also the ... potency, which
(don't you thing so?) consists exactly in the ability to fill the thing in
question; and sundry other words.
— You have struck me down, Marv!
— Well, not yet for this morning but if you so much insists — and

he turned to her and was going to hug her.
— Maybe I insist, like you say, but later. Don't distract me now.

I am speaking to him about the order of the baby, and he blows
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bubbles to me about boats and boutiques.
— Well then, I will strike you down later. I do not object much,

you know. Still, I have not yet struck you down with my knowledge
because have not yet told you how is called in Latin one special
skin, which every man has on his ”pencil”, if he is not a Muslim or a
Hebrew, I mean. Maybe you have heard how it is called?

— You want to say, the so called foreskin, right? Well, I have no
such skins and because of this have shown no interest on this issue.

— So, so, foreskin in English, or die Vorhaut in German, what
means in both cases some skin afore, or at the end in Russian (”end
flesh”). Yet the Latin word is pretty piquant because it is related
with the root which we are chewing. So this scientific name was
... — and he looked victoriously at her — praeputium, i.e. exactly
something placed before the, hmm, ”cave” in question. ... But well,
when you object then I will no more jump to the side. So I did not
mean that we have to have a hermaphrodite, because you might
have thought this, right? And as to the may or not — you know that
by all qualitative changes, as well also by quantitative but exceeding
the double size, is necessary the agreement of both partners, and I
don't think that we have to give birth to all kinds of monsters, only
because the contemporary genetics and medicine allow this. If it was
about home pat then this is another thing. Nobody hinders you to
order, for example, a dog with small horn on the forehead and hoofs
on the paws.

— Surely I know this, Marv, but I like this, that your right hand is
much more impressive than the left one, so that there can be some
differences from the standard ”God's” image, right?

— Well, you like it because it clutches better some specific ...
swellings, let us say so, placed on your thorax, which serve for ..., in
fact, do they serve to you for something, Lea, except for attracting
of men like me to visit more often your ”cave”, ah?

— And why you don't like now my ”swellings”, ah? You have
always said that you have hesitated whether you prefer pear-shaped
breasts or spherical, and this, that have found by me the both things
in one place, has made you to chose me. Although different breasts
are not a big extravagance, if I begin to think about this now, yet
nobody has asked me before I was born.

— Even if they have asked you, you couldn't have been able to
answer then, ha-ha! Besides, I like them very much, so that you don't
begin to ponder how to change them, because they are exactly fit for
my right paw. It, this paw, is 1.5 times bigger than the norm, and the
left is a bit smaller, but their ratio is not more than two times. And
I am also a man, so that it is normal that my right hand was bigger,
right? There also by the crab the claws are not equal, yet this does
not hinder it to be a crab.

— Well good, but I have nothing against your ”claws”, if that is
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what you mind. And about my ”swellings” — do you really think to
say something nasty about them, too?

— When you don't want, then I will not say, my little lion. And
again it goes not about your, but about some abstract woman's
breast charms.

— A-ah, so you can, after all, say something, ah? Will you again
lead me to the Sanskrit? Now, come on, spit it.

— Well, this, as if, is also not widely known — said he and
decided to light one aphrodisiac cigarette, because, as it seems, the
conversation will not end soon. — Our word bosom, or breasts, has
to have as direct parent German der Busen, what means the same,
but also ... a bay, creek, what says that the Germans stress mainly
on the oval curve (though it is not clear why this feminine attribute
is of masculine gender for them?). Be it as it may, but it turns out
that this root is quite spread on the East, and even by Bulgarians
exist words, like: ”busdrav” or mushy, languid (what, surely, has
nothing in common with your attributes, I'll tell you), then the soft
drink ”boza”, which is known by the Turks (the same boza, only with
Latin characters) and by the Greeks (μπoζασ, what is read as 'bozas'),
and also ”b‘uza” as cheek, what is again a kind of bulging; then the
Russians call the belly also ”p‘uzo” ...

— And what common can there be between some sour slops,
which the people in the Orient drink, with my breasts, Marv?

— We-ell, there exists pretty direct relation — the boza helps for
releasing of breast milk, which the women from times immemorial
have produced in their breasts, only that already two centuries they
have given up to do this (not that I now want that you do this, of
course). From this root in Bulgarian exists one plant, ”baz” (yet read
with that vowel like in ”girl”; and in Russian it is ”busina”), which is
elder for us, and it is taken to be good for producing of breast milk.
It is quite probable that our English bus, i.e. German der Bus, also
is related somehow with this root, because it is one pretty swelled
transport vehicle, although it is derived from Latin omnibus as case
form of omnia, what means all, i.e. transport for everybody. And
then our ”boss” is also of this root, for the boss is usually haughty
and swaggers, doesn't he?.

— Well, good, my darling, I believe this, bu-ut ... have not yet
heard anything indecent, and, having in mind what things you told
me a bit earlier about my ”treasure”, maybe there is something else,
ah?

— But surely. There is more. For example the Turkish boz, what
means gray or of muddy colour, i.e. something like the boza, what
gives also their bozaltim. And by the Germans exist the word böse,
what means evil or angry. But this is not all — and he made a small
pause.

— And what means this Turkish word, which you did not explain?

27



Or you think that I am not listening attentively, and decided to check
me?
— Well, You have asked this, right? Bozaltimmeans, sorry, faeces.
— Thank you for your appraisal of my breasts.
— But listen, my little lion, here the idea is entirely different, and I

have not yet finished. Have you heard the Russian word ”arbuz”?
— Not, why?
— Well, it means a watermelon, but if we split it in syllables ...
— Look at him, begins to split in syllables words that I have never

heard.
— Well, what you have thought about the persons from PeniSmart,

ah? They are great guys, I'll tell you. So let me continue. The ”ar”
is some Eastern measuring unit, from which is made our ”acre”, and
the Slavs use also ares, decares, and hectares, though the measures
in quantitative regard are quite different. And the second syllable of
the arbuz is the Eastern boza. In other words, the arbuz is a big and
swelled Eastern fruit. Now we come to the Eastern root, which as if
was Persian, if I am not wrong here. So the Persian word was kharbuz
(or kharbuza), what meant some smelly fruit. In the English there is
the word ”calabash”, what is a kind of pumpkin; the Bulgarians speak
about ”alabash”-es; and the Russians about arbuzes, yet also about
”obusa”, what is some heavy duty, which we are dragging with us like
a dumbbell, and also about ”karapuz”, what means a fat child, which
turned to be the Turkish gorpuz; and the Germans have their Kürbis
as pumpkin; and a heap of other words in the European languages.
So that, if we return to your charms, then here it goes about two
arbuzes or watermelons, or some other juicy fruits (say, avocado, if
you like it so, or at least peaches), in what there is nothing insulting.
Well, if we do not count the oriental meaning of something soft and
decaying, which turns to boza, which you don't like (and this Turkish
word about which you asked).

— You have knocked me down, to tell you, with your shrewd
explanations. Come, give me also one aphrodisiac thing, because
when one listens to you ...

He handed her an aphrodisiac cigarette, lighted it and kept silent
for a while. Then added:

— So, however. Hence you want a girl. It is not that I have
objections, but, you know, it is accepted that the first child was
ordered as a boy. Otherwise as if it is time to breed one, so that we
have also other occupation.
— Well, I am not much excited by the ”breeding”, as you put it, yet

when not I will bear the fetus, but they just take from me the fertilized
ovum together with the order, and, if the sex is the necessary, then
later give me the baby, when he or she is already two-three months
old, then maybe you are right in some extent. But why is it accepted
that the first child was a boy?

28



— Well, it is so because ... how to tell it, the boy will carry my
family, and for the man is more difficult to offer a baby, unless he
uses some anonymous unfertilized ova, but it is better that he has
known the woman and the act of fertilizing was done in the made for
this purpose special ”cave”. Not that it can't be done otherwise but
so is nearer to the set by God way. And also that the first offspring
was male is just a traditional wish. Well, in the end, if you want a
girl I do not object. And if I will object then we will order also a boy.
Though it is better that the brother was older than the sister and
that he was a kind of defender, until she grows up and finds herself
another defender. Well, as you wish! ... And have you already
chosen her name? Because I can propose you Titolina, shorten to
Titi, for example, or ... Putelina. Very sonorous name and simply fills
your mouth. Do you like it?

— I, for my part, like better, Eona. Airy or ethereal, or something
of the kind. A Greek root, I suppose.

— Good, and as pat-name we will use Bonbona**, yes? Come on
further down the list. Eyes, hairs, nose, et cetera.

[ ** Bonbon is candy in Bulgarian, yet the word is French and well
known on the West. ]

— The hairs blue-greenish, I think But this is not important because
they can always be repainted. Do you know what colour were mine?

— Hmm, difficult question, It seems that they were crow-black,
but can now a man know even the colour of hairs of his sweetheart,
ah?

— Wrong guess. Light brown, bur I don't like them, and you also
have not said that want me such, have you?
— And why should our Bonbona look like a mermaid?
— Well, wait a minute. I have not yet described to you her

appearance. In accordance with the hairs, then, her eyes have to
be: one blue and the other green. This will give her quite mysterious
view, right? Now yours, for example, when they are not both equally
blue, then this is pretty intriguing.
— My eyes can differ a bit, but these are nuances! While blue and

green is quite ... strange combination. (I have almost said ”perverse”
and you would have taken offence at me, but good that I have not
said it, right?). Never mind, continue further.

— Even if you have said it, I have not heard it, so. Then the
mouth: I think to want it in something like heart form. You get it,
right — the lower lip has to be thicker and a bit sagged down, while
the upper one has to be more concise and with a bend in the middle.
Maybe I have to draw this, in order to convince you how much more
interesting this will look, compared with my small mouth, which my
parents have ordered for me.
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— We-ell, it is small, but ... sometimes big things enter there.
Sorry, sorry. We have come to the nose. Maybe you want that it was
bent up, yet also down. What means that it will be like some saw, or
like corkscrew. Knocking chic!

— But you take everything frivolous! This, what you invent, will
not be aesthetic, don't you understand? I think that the nose was
with classical Roman form, yet had also a tiny hole ...
— Good heavens, a nose with three holes! And with three sinuses,

maybe, where the third one you will want that they placed on the
forehead, like a little ”aesthetical” horn, ah?
— We-ell, I have not thought about the sinuses, yet one nose can

quietly have a third hole. One such tiny one — exactly on the top. It
isn't necessary to join it with its sinus.

— Listen now, my little lion: this what you want is a matter of
some, maybe not complicated, operation later, and why not to leave
Putelina, sorry, Desdemona to do it, when she grows up? We discuss
here genetic pre-natal surgery, not how will decorate the Christmas
tree, right?

— OK, she is not Christmas tree. Good. But we will call her
Eona, not all these variations of you. And, well, I agree that she can
have only two nasal holes, when you find so many faults with my
propositions. But then let it be a little, but very little bent to the left,
let's say. Or maybe you prefer that it will be bent to the right, ah?

— I personally think that when the nose will be Roman, then it
should not at all be bent to whichever side, but to be straight and
beautiful. And when you so strongly want that it differed a bit, then
maybe it can be stump, i.e. with slightly heaved up top, while the
Roman nose is more suitable for a man.

— Well stump is good, when you want so. I agree. But the lips
must be a bit more curved.

— So you draw it to see how this will look. And don't forget that
God is the best ”designer” known in the world, so that don't try to
outdo Him. I personally have nothing against small mouth, if it goes
about a woman. It may be also with little curved up ends, yet not
something that stands out much, so that it does not turn, according
to one proverb, that instead of to paint the brows one pokes out the
eyes. A propos, the brows I think you will not want like by Father
Frost, or that they were slightly rose, ah?

— OK, mouth with slightly heaved up ends, with a little concave
lower lip, and the brows — classical. We have come to the ears. I
wish that the left was smaller, and the right bigger, approximately
1.5 times, but otherwise with traditional form. When the left will be
smaller then there has to be also the darker eye., i.e. the blue, right?
— But listen, make both eyes green, only that the left was a little

darker, when you so insists on this, that they were different. If you
ask me, I mean. The ears can differ, but approximately 1.2 times,
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so that it did not look like she has hanged a slipper on one of the
ears. And the hair can quietly be chestnut, or whichever it becomes,
because it is elementary to repaint it. Don't confuse the people with
very difficult requirements, in order that it does not emerge some
unforeseen complication in the future.

— Bu-ut, Marv, you deprive me of the most significant details.
But well, the hair is not a problem and it can be chestnut. With
the eyes, however, the question remains open, for the moment.
What remains there more on the physiognomy? A-ah, the profile
generally elongated and with barely noticeable cheekbones. I wish
that here, too, was some asymmetry, because, isn't it, this is the
most interesting moment in life, but you will again laugh at me.
— But why should I laugh, I won't. You just take that the face can

be twisted like a question mark, so that every man will ask himself
whether she will agree to sleep with him or will keep resisting?

— Nothing but a cynic! And why should the men not ask them-
selves, ah? But well, we have agreed, till now. Then about her
”avocados”, because, really, I like this name better. What kind you
want them to be?

— We-ell, but I will not ... use my daughter, so that to ask me
what kind I want to be her breasts. But me thinks that a bit raised
up would be more intriguing. Or nice big and round. In any case it
is not good if the one looks up and the other sags down. As there
also is not good if both are one above the other, where the lower one
reaches to her belly, and the upper one pops out of the neckline. Am
I right?

— OK, about her breasts we have reached consensus on upright
— for to be in harmony with her nose. And do you want to say
something about her ... little ”boat”?

— Oh, save me Lord to change the things also there! Well, on
the outside you may rotate it a bit, when want this so much — and
he looked questioningly at her, — but not more than at 30o and
only clockwise, because otherwise it turns to be perverse, right? Or,
maybe, you want that she had one to one thigh and another to the
other? This is possible, but it is not sure whether it will be enough
place for two men between her legs. Or then, why not to make three
small ”boots” — for to form her Venus triangle, and then, if there
happens that some man will have three ”pencils”, then they will be
ideally suited to each other.
— You are again joking with me, but so be it. Let us leave it which

it happens. And as to the thighs I suppose that you will to be longer,
don't you?

— But surely, only that long does not mean that she became
higher than two meters, because then she will be too brittle, or must
weigh more than hundred kilos. So, about 180 cm I think make the
ideal stature. Unless you want that the one leg was with about 10
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centimeters longer than the other, but in this case she will have
some problems in children age, when she begins to walk, I mean. ...
And that you have not forgotten about her bottom, because a woman
without a bottom is like ..., say, a staircase without stairs.

— Incredible sentence! Is it again from your journal for clever
guys, ah, Marv?
— O-oh, no. This one I have invented alone. Impromptu, so to say.

Or also: a woman without this is like a pot without bottom; or like a
chimney without hole; or like a tree without root; or ...

— Well, well, enough! I already understood. So what has to be
this part?
— That it stuck out back as much as her ”melons” stick out forward

— in the name or harmony and equilibrium. In the language of order
this means: averagely big, and in accordance with her breasts.

— Well, I agree with this. And something about her character,
about the intellect?
— Write down: character — feminine; intellect — average.
— And what means this feminine character, ah? Patient and

obedient, or sensual and loving, or something else. And why her
intellect should not be very high, for example?

— We-ell, one must look at the standard form for ordering, but
I had in mind something similar. In the sense that there is no need
to have many masculine qualities, because she is not a man, right?
Maybe: sensitive, susceptible, enduring, obedient, and other good
qualities for a woman. And if her intellect is very high then she will
have problems with finding of suitable and more intelligent partner,
or, if she succeeds to find him, than he will not be much interested in
her, because in the sex, I'll tell you, is necessary whatever else only
not intellect! Words of a playboy, yet they are true.

— Well, as to the character I also have not pondered much. For
the woman in important the upbringing, but this is not a question
of genetic predispositions, so that I also don't know exactly. I have
thought about the eyes, nose, breasts, hands ... But yes, I have not
yet told you about the hands, have I?
— What are you intending to tell me about them? — asked Marvin.
— Well, about the fingers. I think that seven is a good number. So,

two more little fingers, to the little finger. How do you think?
— Well, in fact, five is the best number, because it is from the

very God, yet it is better that you have not said six, because this is
masculine number.

— Look at him! You speak to me again with riddles. What is so
masculine in the six, ah, sweetheart? Or this exceeds my mediocre
intellect?

— No, of course, but this is a long story, although it, positively,
will be interesting for you, when you don't know it. You see, the six
was considered in Ancient Greece, i.e. some five-six centuries before
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our era, as the perfect number. In the sense that it can be got, once
via summing, and one more time via multiplying of its prime factors.
And for the six they are: 1, 2 and 3, where: 1+2+3 = 1*2*3 = 6.
Interesting, isn't it?

— Oh, yes. And with other numbers this can be got? Small, for
example.

— Well, with prime numbers this is impossible, because for them
except the one the other prime factor is the very number, so that
when we add them we will get with one more than the number. While
with composite numbers only for the 4 their sum (i.e. 1, 2 and again
2), is more than the number, for the 6 we have exact matching, and
further on the sum is always less than the number (or the product of
its factors). For example, for 8 we have 1 plus three twos, for 9 — 1
plus two threes, for 10 — 1, 2, and 5, and so on, what can be proved.
In two words, there is no other such number at all, even if it is very
big. Unless by a bit different definition, but then this is the smallest,
or the first perfect number.
— Good, 6 is the perfect number. And what of it?
— Well, there can be added also that in old Hebrew it was called

”netsah”, yet the point here is not in the name, but in its meaning,
because according to the ancient people the numbers (and the
letters, too) have had cabalistic significance, and netsah symbolized
the victory and triumph, what is sign of masculinity, isn't it? The
woman wants that she was conquered, and the man wants the he
conquered. But, you see, everything lies in the relation between sex
and six, with what I must have begun, but you have tired me with
your questions.
— O-oh, now I understand nothing at all. Why sex and six have to

be related, and why exactly with the man, not with the woman, ah?
— Well, they are related just because this is so! This relation is not

at all occasional, for it exists in many languages, where in German,
for example, people write the number as ”sechs” and read it 'zex',
only that this is because they are used in the beginning of the words
to read ”s” always as 'z', otherwise this is again the ”sex”, isn't it?
Similar is the situation also in Latin, where the one is called sexus
(this is the gender or sex), and the other is sexis (this is the number
6). But this has come phonetically from the ancient Greeks, because
for them the number is εξι, i.e. 'exi', what sounds very sexy, doesn't
it?
— Yes, as if I begin go grasp something. Hence the six is symbol of

the sex, so to say. But then why you speak to me about masculinity?
If you still have not grasped that the women, too, are experienced in
the sex, then ...

— Yes, yes — interrupted he her, — but you have missed the
Greek symbol of perfection, right? The six according to the Greeks
is perfect, the man, you have to excuse me, but as if also according
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to the women, is perfect, the six in the Talmud is symbol of victory
and the Hebrew star has six rays; though here is important also the
way of graphical description, and as far as our digits are Arabic (in
fact, Hindu), then this means that similar ideas have put also the
Arabs and Hindus in this digit. It just can't be feminine, because, at
least for the ancient people, the woman was one imperfect likeness
of the human, i.e. of the man, she was made from his rib, and so
on. And the graphical image of this digit — well, it is true that I have
learned this from the guys from PeniSmart, but this surely was clear
to the ancient people (were they Arabs, Hebrews, Hindus, Greeks,
and others) — is very similar to the masculine sex. I want to say that
my ”pencil”, when it sits quietly and no ”dame” provokes it, looks
like one turned-down six! So to say, when a man, a male of course,
looks at himself in the river as in a mirror, he, naturally, sees his
”six”. Did you get it now?

— Ah, let me look at it — and she bent a little and began amazed
to inspect this perfect creation of nature. — But you are quite right,
do you know? See now, it has its hook and there is also the circle —
well, there are two circles, but looking a bit from aside can be taken
that it is one. And generally, Marv, you are really incredible!
— Look now, Lea. You can look at it, when this gives you pleasure,

but don't change its configuration, because you spoil, ohh-ah, the
cabalistic meaning of my symbol and it begins to turn itself in an
egoistic one, i.e. in a ... wand, and we discussed the order for our
daughter, and when so ...

— Marv, let us leave the order at ease, when you have aroused
my curiosity. This is not honest on your part, is it? Let me look at the
symbol of your perfection, in order to realize the profound wisdoms
that you have just now explained to me. Because even a woman
must become acquainted with the world around her, together with
its perfect elements, in order to learn to appreciate the beautiful in
it, right? Mm-m, a perfect accomplishment, yes! A six with capital
”S”, so to say ...

— Well, it grew a bit, in your honour. In order to satisfy this, how
you named it, a-ah, your curiosity. But listen my little lion, in this
way one can also reach to the victory and triumph.

— Of course that can, sweetheart. In the name of perfection I
agree with everything. Only that I am a little angry that you take
away my initiative and want a boy, but maybe I will agree. But then
what I will do for the order?
— After the victory, my sweetie?
— Yeah, a-ah, after the triumph of the victory.
— Well, a-ah, you will fill the order form, my little lion, after I

think it over. Will give them our zygote, and will bring up the new
perfection. Is this not enough?
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