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This manifesto does not claim absolute truth. It is neither law nor religion. Whether one calls it
an ideology is a matter of definition — it is undoubtedly a coherent system of values, and it
would be dishonest to deny that. The distinction that matters is a different one: not whether a
system has values, but whether it permits or forbids doubt about itself. This one does not forbid
doubt — it lives by it. It is a tool for examination, not a creed: a living attempt to understand

human behavior, suffering, consciousness, responsibility, and coexistence more clearly.

Every statement may be examined, questioned, expanded, changed, or disproved. That is

precisely where its legitimacy lies.

Protect life. Reduce avoidable suffering.

Develop consciousness. Carry responsibility.

Not as dogma. Not as a moral weapon. But as a direction.

What This Manifesto Is Not

This manifesto is not a guide to being superior to others, nor a standard by which to condemn
people. It replaces neither science nor therapy, neither politics nor personal responsibility. It is
not a closed worldview that forbids doubt, not the property of a group, and not proof that one

person is more advanced than another.

A person may understand it and still fail. Another may disagree with it and nonetheless act with
integrity. The measure is not whether someone belongs, but whether their thinking, speaking,
and actions — and the systems that emerge from them — protect life, reduce avoidable

suffering, foster consciousness, and strengthen responsibility.

This manifesto is not neutral, nor does it claim to be. Its four statements — protect life, reduce
avoidable suffering, develop consciousness, carry responsibility — do not follow from any fact
of nature. Nature made us capable of thinking them; but the conclusion that they ought to apply
does not follow from nature — it is a commitment this manifesto makes. Someone who does
not share it is not mistaken in the way one is mistaken about a calculation; they have chosen

differently. And this manifesto speaks from a particular position, shaped by an understanding



of the nervous system, trauma, and consciousness that not every era or culture shares. It must
not mistake this perspective for the only possible one. Wherever it does, it should be corrected

— that, too, is part of examining it.

This manifesto must never be used to justify contempt. Anyone who uses it as a weapon against

others has already abandoned its direction.

I. The Starting Point

Suffering is part of life. But not all suffering has the same origin.

There is suffering no one decided upon: an earthquake striking a city; an illness attacking a
body; death, which ultimately places a limit on every life. We cannot prevent all of it today.

Some of it perhaps one day. Some of it perhaps never. But that is not our first concern here.
Because there is another kind of suffering.
The suffering we add to one another.

Not because life demands it. But because people act out of fear. Out of greed. Out of shame.

Out of the urge to control, degrade, or diminish others so that they themselves can feel safer.

This second kind of suffering is not merely a small addition to the first. It compounds the first

and makes it worse.

An earthquake kills. But how many people die also depends on what homes were built, who
was warned, who had protection, and who did not. An illness strikes the body. But how
severely it strikes a society also depends on whether people trust one another, whether care is

available, and whether knowledge is taken seriously or suppressed.

In this way, both kinds of suffering become intertwined. One arises from the vulnerability of

life. The other from what people and systems make of it.

That is why this manifesto does not begin with catastrophes themselves. It begins with what
prevents us from facing them better together: with ourselves, our relationships, our

communities, and the systems we build.
One of the deepest roots of this additional suffering lies in how we deal with insecurity.

Not every act of violence, exploitation, or destruction can be traced back to a single cause.
People also act from habit, self-interest, a desire for power, feeling overwhelmed, or coldness.

Anyone who tries to explain everything with a single key blinds themselves.
And yet something returns again and again.

A person feels insecure — and instead of seeing that insecurity, begins to flee from it.



Insecurity itself is not the problem. It belongs to life. It is the honest response to a world we can

never fully control, fully understand, or hold on to forever.
The problem begins where a person can no longer bear this insecurity.

An inner tension arises: something within a person seeks safety — while their body, self-image,
or an old pattern continues to signal danger. Hardly anyone can tolerate this contradiction for

long.

Then a person looks for something that seems more solid than reality. An explanation that
leaves no questions unanswered. An enemy. Control. Possession. Superiority. A story that

soothes, even when it is untrue.
This is how self-deception arises.

Not from stupidity. Not always from ill will. But often as an attempt at protection. A person

tells themselves a story because reality, with all its uncertainty, is too difficult to bear.
To understand this, we must distinguish between two things.

First, there is the insecurity inherent in life itself: every body is vulnerable. Every person is
dependent. Everything alive can be injured, become ill, be lost, and die. This is not an opinion.

It is our condition.

And from this, a second layer arises in human beings: uncertainty about what cannot be known.
We do not know when we will die. We do not know for certain what comes afterward. We do
not know whether our image of the world truly corresponds to reality. We do not know whether

existence as a whole has meaning — or whether we must create that meaning ourselves.

These questions cannot simply be switched off. They can be suppressed. They can be drowned

out. They can be filled with ready-made answers. But they do not disappear.
And they do not remain only in the mind.

Insecurity also resides in the body. It can change breathing, heartbeat, muscles, and gaze. The
body responds not only to what is actually happening, but also to what it believes to be
dangerous. Sometimes an idea is enough. A sound. A look. A memory. A future that remains

open.
A person therefore responds not only to reality itself. They respond to the image they form of it.
And that is the decisive point.

We do not live directly in the world as it is. We live in inner images: of ourselves, of others, of
danger, value, love, power, and the future. These images help us orient ourselves. But they can

become distorted. They can become outdated. They can be built from fear rather than truth.

Then a person mistakes rejection for annihilation. Criticism for attack. Closeness for danger.



Strangers for enemies. Control for safety. Possession for worth. Obedience for love.
And the less they recognize that it is only an inner image, the more powerful it becomes.
This becomes suffering in two ways.

Sometimes a person does not see their insecurity. It works in secret. Then it appears as
hardness, control, anger, greed, or the need always to be right. The person believes they are
defending the truth. In reality, they are often defending only a story that holds them together

inside.

Sometimes they see their insecurity very clearly — but are not allowed to show it. Because
weakness is mocked. Because fear is shamed. Because a culture has taught them to function

instead of being honest. So they hide their wound and build a mask over it.

Both make a person unfree.

Not because insecurity is bad. But because hiding, suppressing, and masking it makes it greater.
This is the core:

It is not insecurity that destroys. The flight from it destroys.

There is another way.

It does not begin with perfection. Not with enlightenment. Not with the absence of fear.

It begins with a small moment:

I notice what is happening within me right now.

I notice: I am angry. I want to control. I want to flee. I want to be right. I feel attacked. I feel

small.

In that moment of noticing, a distance emerges. Between stimulus and response. Between

feeling and action. Between the inner image and reality.
And within that distance, freedom begins.
Not as a finished state. But as a possibility.

Because seeing alone does not heal everything. Someone who was deeply hurt may know that
there is no danger today — and the body still responds as if the danger were present. Trauma
cannot be reasoned away. Some patterns require time, safety, relationships, and sometimes

help.
But without this first moment of noticing, everything remains automatic.

If we do not see our fear, it moves us. If we do not recognize our inner images, we mistake

them for the world. If we cannot bear insecurity, we seek certainty at any price.

The goal, therefore, is not to get rid of insecurity.



The goal is to learn to see it.
Not in order to become weaker.

But finally to stop being ruled by what we could not face.

Il. The Spectrum of Insecurity

Insecurity has layers.

If we see only what rises to the surface, we do not understand the person. We see the mask, not

the wound. The reaction, not the origin. The conflict, not the fear beneath it.
At the very bottom lies the insecurity inherent in life itself.

Everything alive is vulnerable. Every body can hunger, become ill, be injured, and die. Every
person is dependent: on food, water, warmth, shelter, other people, and a world that sustains

them.

No one stands entirely alone.

This insecurity is not a flaw. It is the condition of life.

Above it lies something sharper in human beings: uncertainty about what cannot be known.

A human being does not merely live. They know that they live. They know that they will die.
They can contemplate their own death long before it comes. They can ask what will remain of
them, whether their image of the world is correct, whether existence as a whole has meaning, or

whether meaning is something they must create themselves.
There is no answer to these questions that anyone can know with certainty.

We can believe. We can hope. We can investigate. We can interpret. But absolute certainty

remains beyond our reach.
And that is difficult.
From this depth grows insecurity about the self.

Am I enough? Am I lovable? Am I safe? Am I wanted? Am I allowed to be as I am? Will I be

abandoned if I show my fear? Am I valuable only when I function?
These questions do not arise from nothing. They arise from experience.

From attachment. From shame. From closeness or its absence. From what a person learned

about themselves before they had words for it.
A child who is held develops a different image of themselves from a child who is shamed.

A person who had to perform in order to be seen may later come to confuse performance with



worth.
A person who was hurt may mistake closeness for danger.
This is how inner images arise.

Images of who we are. What others want from us. What love means. What danger is. What we

deserve. What we must hide.
And at the very top lies social insecurity.

The fear of other people's gaze. Of rejection. Ridicule. Comparison. Loss of status. Exclusion.

The feeling of not belonging.
This layer is loud. It shapes everyday life.

How do I come across? What do others think? Am I embarrassing? Successful enough?

Attractive enough? Strong enough? Normal enough?
But social fear is rarely only social.

A person who fears the judgment of others is often afraid of more than other people. They fear

that the judgment will confirm something they already believe deep within themselves.
That they are not enough.

That they are not safe.

That they do not belong.

This is why simple phrases often do not help.

“It doesn't matter what others think™ is of little use when rejection feels like danger in the body.
“Be confident” is of little use when one's self-image was built on shame.

“Don't be afraid” never helps when fear is precisely what needs to be seen.

Fear does not disappear because it is forbidden.

Nor does it disappear because it is shamed.

It begins to change only when we understand what it is trying to protect us from.

To truly understand, we must ask more deeply:

What insecurity lies beneath this?

What story does this person believe to be true?

What inner image is guiding their response?

Because these layers do not remain separate. They interact.

The fear of death can become a fear of being insignificant. The fear of being unlovable can



become a compulsive need for recognition. The fear of rejection can become a mask. The mask

can become an identity.

And eventually, a person is no longer defending themselves.
They are defending the image that protects them.

This is why consciousness matters so much.

Not as a grand word. But as the ability to see these layers.

I am not merely angry.

I feel threatened.

I am not merely jealous.

I am afraid of being replaced.

I do not merely want to be right.

I need a sense of safety right now.

I do not merely despise the other person.

Perhaps this contempt protects me from feeling my own insecurity.
This 1s where change begins.

Not by condemning ourselves.

But by seeing more precisely.
The surface reveals where something becomes visible.
The depth reveals why it appears at all.

Merely adjusting the mask allows the wound to keep speaking.

lll. Fundamental Insights

Before we can speak of paths and systems, we need a foundation on which everything else can

stand.

Not as final truth. Not as a law of the universe. But as a starting point that can be examined.
This manifesto does not claim: nature tells us what is good.

Nature says nothing.

It is.

Within it there is care and cruelty. Healing and violence. Cooperation and exploitation. Life
that protects and life that devours. Anyone who simply says “It is natural” has not yet justified

anything.



Because everything is nature.

Medicine is nature that understands.
The weapon is nature that destroys.
Compassion is nature.

So is hatred.

Naturalness proves nothing.

The fact that something is ancient does not make it right. Hunger is ancient. Violence is
ancient. Oppression is ancient. Illness is ancient. No suffering becomes good because it has

existed for a long time.

Nature gives us no ready-made law.

It gives us possibilities.

And because we can choose, we bear responsibility for what we choose.
A stone falls. It does not decide.

An animal often follows what its body and environment dictate.

But a human being can pause. Not always. Not completely. Not free from conditioning, fear,

the body, history, or systems. But enough to ask:
What am I doing right now?

Why am I doing it?

And what effect does it have?

Responsibility begins within this distance.

That is why this manifesto is not grounded in what nature supposedly proves. It is grounded in

a decision.
We choose this direction:

Protect life.
Reduce avoidable suffering.
Develop consciousness.

Carry responsibility.

Not because the universe commands it.

But because we can see what happens when we do not.

When life is disregarded, violence arises.

When avoidable suffering is accepted, cruelty becomes normal.

When consciousness is absent, people act from fear, patterns, and self-deception.



When responsibility is refused, others pay the price.
That is the reason.

Not absolute truth.

But observable consequences.

Natural does not mean justified. What matters is not where something comes from, but

what it causes — and the fact that we have chosen this standard.

The Value of Life

Everything that lives has value.
Not because it is useful. Not because it is beautiful. Not because it can think, speak, or perform.
But because it lives.

A human being is not worth more than an animal. An animal is not worth more than a plant. No

living being naturally stands above another as though life were a ranking.
But equal value does not mean equal responsibility.

Nor does it mean equal protection in every situation.

We must be precise here.

A being can be harmed. It can suffer. It can be destroyed. This is the basis of its claim to
protection. Philosophy calls this a moral patient: a being to whom wrong can be done — even

if it could never name that wrong.

Another being may additionally be able to understand, choose, and take responsibility. This is
the basis of its duty. This is the moral agent: a being capable of choosing — and therefore

answerable for its choice.

An animal, an infant, and a severely impaired person belong to the first category, not the

second. A clear-minded adult human being is both.

Human beings are not more valuable because they understand more.
They are more responsible.

That is the difference.

Greater consciousness is not a throne.

Greater consciousness is a burden.

The more we can see, the less excuse we have to pretend we saw nothing.

The distinct position of human beings is therefore not permission to kick downward. It is an

obligation to protect where others cannot protect themselves.



A child cannot build a world that protects them.
An animal cannot formulate an ethic.

A forest cannot speak in court.

But we can.

So the responsibility is ours.

The more we can see, the more responsibility we carry. The more vulnerable a being is to

harm, the more protection it needs. Both follow from the same life.

Understanding creates responsibility, not superiority.

The Limits of Knowledge

No human being sees all of reality.

Everyone looks from within a body. A history. A language. An era. A nervous system. From

wounds, hopes, fears, and learned images.

Not knowing is therefore not a personal failure.

It is the human condition.

It becomes dangerous only when a person mistakes their limited image for the whole truth.
We do not live directly in reality as it is. We live in models we build of it.

These models can help.

But they can also deceive.

A good model remains open to examination. It can be corrected. It improves when it encounters

reality.

A bad model protects itself. It explains away every contradiction. It turns doubt into an enemy.

It confuses certainty with truth.

Understanding therefore does not begin with certainty.
It begins with doubt.

Not the doubt that destroys everything.

But the doubt honest enough to ask:

Does my image still match reality?

Or am I merely defending what gives me security?

Meaning

We must remain honest about meaning as well.



This manifesto cannot prove why there is something rather than nothing. It cannot prove

whether life has an ultimate purpose. It cannot prove what comes after death.
It claims no certainty here.

But it can say something simpler:

Life seeks to live.

It sustains itself. It connects. It grows, decays, changes, passes life on. Every organism carries

this movement within it: to remain, breathe, seek, protect, and pass on.
This is not a divine command.
It is the fundamental movement of living things.

For human beings, this is often not enough. We need more than mere survival. We seek
significance. Connection. Purpose. Love. Work. Understanding. Something that makes life

more than mere continuation — something that makes it feel worth living.

No one can ultimately give another person this meaning.

It can be offered. Shared. Sought. Lost. Found again.

But meaning imposed from outside and forbidden from examination is not meaning.

It is obedience.

The Web of Life

Nothing lives alone.

Every body lives through other life. Through water, air, plants, animals, fungi, bacteria, soils,

cycles, warmth, and light.

Life is not a pile of separate individuals.

It is a web.

Tear one strand, and the effects reach far beyond it.

A species disappears — and food sources, soil, ecological balance, and the future all change
with it. A forest falls — and with it vanish shade, moisture, protection, home, and breath. A

river is poisoned — and the poison does not stay where it entered the water.

This is not romanticism.

It is dependence.

Human beings can pretend to stand outside this web. But they do so only in their minds.
Their bodies know better.

They need air. Water. Food. Temperature. Other people. An Earth that sustains them.



Destroying the foundation beneath us does not demonstrate strength.
It demonstrates only that our model of reality is wrong.

Life protects life. Or it undermines the foundation of its own existence.

IV. The Three Causes of Additional Suffering

Not all suffering created by human beings arises from the same source. There are causes that
differ in depth, frequency, and in the way they must be addressed — and to confuse them is to

address the problem in the wrong place.

Treating trauma as ordinary insecurity will fail. So will treating neurological or sexual
dispositions as mere products of upbringing. And reducing every destructive act to an “evil

choice” often means understanding too late how it might have been prevented.

The following distinction is therefore not an academic exercise. It is a prerequisite for helping
at all.

Three causes are especially important:

Insecurity — unconscious or shamed.
Trauma.

Neurological and sexual dispositions.

They can overlap. A traumatized person can be insecure. A person with a disposition may also
be shamed. A narcissistic pattern can arise from insecurity, early injury, character,

environment, or all of them together. Human beings are rarely sorted so cleanly.

But the distinction remains necessary. Because if we mistake the cause, we also mistake the

response.

Insecurity — unconscious or shamed. The most common cause is insecurity that cannot be
consciously borne. There is an apt term for this: intolerance of uncertainty — or, more
precisely, intolerance of not knowing. This does not simply mean fear. It means an inner
inability to let uncertainty remain unresolved. Not knowing, having no final answer, lacking

immediate control — these are then experienced not as part of life, but as threats.

Insecurity itself is not destructive. Many people feel insecure and remain kind, open, careful,
and capable of learning. Insecurity becomes destructive where it cannot be seen, named, or
held.

Then it seeks a form.

It becomes control, hardness, greed, contempt, insistence on being right, possessiveness,

ideological certainty, or escape into distraction. People who feel small inside sometimes make



themselves large outside. People who feel powerless sometimes reach for power over others.

People who feel worthless seek worth in status, admiration, or possessions.

This excuses nothing. But it explains why punishment alone is rarely enough: as long as the

cause remains, the pattern returns.

One of the rarest forms of mental strength is therefore not hardness. Not coldness. Not the
suppression of fear. The rarest strength is to feel insecurity without immediately turning it into

certainty, control, or attack.
Narcissistic compensation is one example.

A person who was unable to develop a stable inner sense of worth may learn to replace worth
with admiration. Their image then becomes more important than their truth. Criticism no longer
feels like information, but like an attack on their existence. The other person is no longer
experienced as another human being, but as a mirror: they are expected to confirm what is not

secure within — and become an enemy when they do not.
This is how a mask of grandeur arises.

Not always. Not in everyone. Not as a simple explanation for everything called narcissism. But
the pattern can be recognized: where there is no inner stability, outward brilliance must be
created. Where shame cannot be borne, superiority is constructed. Where vulnerability must not

be shown, it is replaced with control.

Then a person no longer defends themselves. They defend an image of themselves. And

because that image is fragile, others often pay the price.

Two paths lead to suffering. On the first, insecurity remains unconscious — it works in secret
and is covered by control, possessions, or enemy images, while the person remains unaware of
what they are compensating for. On the second, the person is aware of their insecurity but hides
it because a society that punishes weakness makes showing it costly. Both paths can change —
not through willpower alone, but through consciousness and through an environment that does

not immediately shame vulnerability.

Trauma. Trauma runs deeper than ordinary insecurity. It is not merely a difficult experience
and not merely a memory that hurts. Trauma arises when an experience — or many experiences

— overwhelms the nervous system at the time: too much, too fast, too long, or too alone.
What could not be processed does not simply become the past. It remains as an alarm.

A voice, a smell, a tone, a movement, a look — something in the present touches something in
the past, and the body responds not to the present, but to the past. A door slams, and an adult
flinches like the child they were when a slamming door meant danger. They know nothing is

happening. Their body does not.



The mind may know: it is over. But the body acts as if it were beginning again.

That is why understanding alone is not enough. A person may know perfectly well that they are
safe today and still respond as if they were not — because the response does not reside only in
thought, but in the body. In breathing. In the muscles. In the heartbeat. In freezing, fleeing,
fighting, or collapsing.

Trauma shows especially clearly why consciousness cannot be reduced to thought. Working

only with the mind does not always reach the place where the alarm resides.

Not all trauma carries the same weight. There is a spectrum — from a single rupture that can be
processed over time to wounds embedded deeply and early that have written themselves into
the body over years. Depending on intensity, duration, repetition, and the support available to a
person, the alarm is rooted more or less deeply. This says nothing about a person's value —

only about what it may take for the nervous system to find rest.

Processing does not mean forgetting. It means that the experience finally finds a place in the
past and the nervous system can settle. Sometimes this happens alone; often it requires support.

Seeking help is not a failure, but the logical consequence of understanding what trauma is.

Trauma does not excuse harm. But it explains why some people react before they are truly able

to choose.
The way through trauma is not around it, but through it.

Neurological and sexual dispositions. The rarest of the three causes, though still a real one,
arises when experience itself is organized differently. Some people's brains process empathy,
fear, impulses, attachment, guilt, inhibition, or desire differently. These are not simply choices.

They are conditions, inclinations, or patterns a person must learn to manage.

These can include strongly antisocial or psychopathic patterns. This does not mean that every
cold, distant, or less empathetic person is dangerous. It refers to persistent patterns involving
compassion, guilt, impulse control, or regard for the rights of others. Such a person may
understand rules without feeling their moral force. They may recognize consequences without
being moved by another person's suffering. They may adapt — but sometimes out of

self-interest rather than insight.

Sexual dispositions also belong here, particularly where they are directed toward people who
cannot freely and meaningfully consent — for example, pedophilic inclinations toward children

or sexual fixations on dependent and vulnerable people.
Language must be especially clear here.

An inclination is not the same as an act. An impulse is not the same as abuse. A person who

seeks help before acting is not the same as an offender.



But the boundary is absolute: where children, dependent people, or people unable to consent

are concerned, their protection comes first. Always.

This is precisely why prevention is necessary. Anyone who recognizes a dangerous inclination
within themselves must be able to find help before harm occurs. Not because the inclination is
harmless. But because secrecy, shame, and suppression can increase the risk. What prevents
harm is not contempt, but help that is easy to access, clear boundaries, and the courage to place

prevention above the desire to punish.

A disposition is not guilt. But an action remains an action. Responsibility begins where a

person acts, ignores risks, or refuses help even though protection is necessary.

These three causes require three different responses, and understanding the cause serves
prevention, not excuse. Explaining an action does not mean approving of it; consequences

remain necessary. Only the decisive question changes:
How do we prevent it from happening again?

A society that only punishes always arrives too late. It appears at the scene of the act and calls

that justice.

A more conscious society asks earlier. It does not merely want to administer guilt. It wants to

prevent suffering from arising.

V. The Systems That Sustain Suffering

The causes of additional suffering lie within human beings. But they do not persist only within

us.

They survive because external systems can feed, amplify, or exploit them. Cultures can shame
fear. Markets can exploit insecurity. Politics can instrumentalize it. Religions can cover it over.

Laws may intervene only after the harm has long since occurred.
But no system is good or bad merely because of its name.
What matters is what it rewards. What it makes easier. What it punishes. What keeps it alive.

A system can foster consciousness. But it can also suppress it. It can connect people — or
separate them. It can strengthen responsibility — or distribute it so widely that no one

ultimately feels responsible.

Consciousness is therefore never politically harmless. A person who sees through their fear is
harder to manipulate. A person who knows their dignity is harder to exploit. And a society that
recognizes its inner patterns can no longer be governed as easily through fear, guilt, and

artificial certainty.



Religion as dogma. Religion is not an obstacle when people find comfort, wonder, community,
or compassion in it. It becomes one when it does not help people work through insecurity, but

covers it with absolute certainty.
Instead of saying, “Learn to bear not knowing,” it says, “Here is the truth. Do not doubt.”

In doing so, it relieves a person of precisely the work that would allow them to mature. It binds
them to an authority that decides for them what is true. Where doubt is declared a sin,

development stops. Because development lives by doubt.

This does not apply to every faith or every believer. It applies to the form of faith that tolerates

no further questions.

The education system. Education could be one of the greatest levers for consciousness. It is

where a human being is shaped before they can shape themselves.

Children learn mathematics, grammar, and how to pass examinations. But they often learn
almost nothing about their own nervous system. About fear. Shame. Attachment. Manipulation.

Power. Responsibility.
They learn to measure the world, but not to understand themselves.

So people leave school with knowledge about many things — but without language for what

will shape their lives most powerfully: their own inner patterns.

A system that leaves out the inner world produces adults who remain at the mercy of their

reactions because they were never taught to name them.

The culture of shame. Culture often works quietly. Not through laws, but through sentences.

Through looks. Through what may be shown — and what must be hidden.

Be strong. Function. Don't cry. Stop making a fuss. Don't speak about what hurt you.

A boy hears: “Men don't cry.” And learns that part of him is wrong.

A girl notices that she is praised only when she performs. And learns that love must be earned.
No one may have meant harm. Yet both carry it for decades.

Under this pressure, people do not learn to become more honest. They learn to appear harder.

Not freer, only better at hiding.
What is shamed does not disappear. It sinks beneath the surface and continues to act from there.

Markets and extraction. A market is not automatically wrong because people exchange
goods, produce, or organize how needs are met. It becomes dangerous where it values human

beings primarily by how much can be extracted from them.

Then it does not ask: what does this person need in order to heal?



It asks: are they resilient? Productive? Useful?

People who cannot perform quickly come to feel like a burden. The very exhaustion that most

urgently needs healing is then given the least room.

In this way, a system intended to create prosperity can deepen precisely the insecurity from

which additional suffering arises.

Politics and short-term thinking. Politics organizes our shared life. But it is often bound to

short horizons.

Real healing thinks in years and decades. Election cycles think in months. What works slowly

rarely wins votes quickly.

Visible symptoms are then treated instead of causes: more police instead of less radicalization,

more punishment instead of less hardship, more control instead of more trust.

This is not always malice. Often it is the logic of a system that rewards short-term successes

and does too little to protect long-term realities.

The legal system. The legal system needs consequences. Protection must be enforceable. A

society without boundaries leaves the weaker at the mercy of the stronger.
But a legal system that asks only who is guilty arrives too late.
It sees the act. It often sees less of how the act came about.

A purely punitive system heals nothing. Sometimes it further hardens the person it seeks to

change and releases them more damaged than when they entered.

Justice must not be mere retribution. Consequences, yes. Revenge, no. Prevention, yes.

Naivety, no.

Media and algorithms. Media and algorithms can profit from the very insecurity they appear

to explain.

Fear captures attention. Outrage holds it even more tightly. And a system that lives from

attention has little reason to calm people.
What agitates is shared. What calms disappears.
Inner unrest is therefore not merely reflected, but amplified. It becomes raw material.

An algorithm has no conscience. It optimizes for what it was built to pursue. If attention is the

goal, the human being becomes the means.

Family and transmission. The family stands at the beginning of almost all these chains. It is

where a person first encounters the world.

Unprocessed patterns are passed on here — not always from malice, often from



unconsciousness. People who never understood their own fear pass it on to children without

intending to. People who were never held safely often do not know how to provide safety.
Suffering travels through generations in this way, until someone pauses and sees it.

Prevention should therefore begin where a person's development begins: not with the act, but

with attachment, language, safety, and dignity.
No system is simply the enemy. But no system is neutral merely because it bears a good name.

Yet systems do not work in only one direction. They can nourish unconsciousness — but also
consciousness and connection. A cooperative in which people decide together teaches
something different from a market that only exploits. Volunteering and neighborhood support
restore what isolation takes away: the feeling of being needed. Open science, a library, a
healthcare system that does not ask about usefulness first — all of these can sustain rather than

merely demand.

But none of these systems is good in itself. A system does not act — people act. A cooperative
does not foster consciousness if the people within it do not understand themselves. And an
existing system does not change merely because it is described in virtuous terms. It is always
the individual who carries consciousness and responsibility into it: by building a new system
that rewards differently, or by acting differently within an existing one — insofar as that system

leaves room to do so.
Systems are vessels. People decide what fills them.

This is precisely why this manifesto must not become naive. Not every harmful system
survives only because of ignorance. Some structures persist despite visible harm because too
many people profit too much from them: factory farming, fossil fuels, exploitation, artificial
scarcity, the relentless extraction of human attention. How the people within them think cannot
be reduced to one formula. Some calculate coldly. Many have built justifications: “I am only
doing my job.” “The market will decide.” “Others are worse.” “If I did not do it, someone else
would.” The concept of cognitive dissonance applies here: a person senses the contradiction
between their self-image as decent and the consequences of their actions — and builds
explanations to avoid feeling that contradiction. Some have been blinded by power, others born

into a worldview they never questioned, and still others trapped in fear of their own downfall.

The path differs. The result is often the same: the connection between one's own actions and the

suffering that follows from them is severed.

This is one of the most dangerous forms of self-deception — not merely deception about

oneself, but deception about the people one profits from.

Here, leniency reaches its limit. Understanding why someone acts as they do does not excuse

the action — and certainly does not protect those who suffer from it. Some systems cannot be



softened from within because they are designed to filter out insight and reward advantage.
Good intentions are then insufficient. Clear limits are needed, protection for those affected, and

the courage to limit power that will not limit itself.

The difference therefore never lies in the word “system.” It lies in what people reward within it:

fear or trust, isolation or connection, obedience or responsibility, exploitation or protection.

The choice is made within people. And that is why change always begins within them as well.

VI. Consciousness

So far, we have spoken of insecurity, trauma, and the systems that keep suffering alive. All of
this names the problem. Consciousness is the response — not as a pious wish, but as a real
capacity of living beings to recognize themselves and to act from that recognition. What
consciousness is, how it becomes a path, and what it looks like in everyday life are not three

different things, but three depths of the same thing.

What consciousness is. Consciousness does not begin with thinking, but with observing. Every
living being must be able to distinguish between what sustains and what threatens it, what
belongs to it and what lies outside it. Even the simplest forms of life receive stimuli, distinguish
conditions, and adapt — not as thought, but as a fundamental movement of life: perceive,
respond, preserve themselves. Over the course of evolution, this simple capacity grew into ever
more complex observation. A nervous system processes more quickly, a brain recognizes
patterns, a social animal observes its own kind — and eventually, a human being observes not

only the world, but themselves.
Consciousness is life observing itself.

This turn contains what is decisive. A person does not merely see; they know that they see.
They do not merely feel fear; they can notice that they are afraid. They do not merely act; they
can ask why. This gives rise to what is called metacognition or meta-awareness: awareness of
awareness, a view of one's own view. What consciousness is at its deepest core — why it feels
like anything at all to exist — remains one of the unsolved mysteries, and it cannot honestly be
answered here. But what consciousness makes possible can certainly be described: the ability

to observe oneself in the midst of experience.

And responsibility grows precisely from this. A being that can only react bears little
responsibility; a person who can recognize their reaction bears more — not because they are
worth more, but because they see more. The deeper observation reaches, the greater the space

between stimulus and response.

Freedom begins in this space. Responsibility begins in this space. Our humanity begins in this



space.

Consciousness and compassion. Honesty, however, requires one further point: seeing alone

does not make a person good.

A person can understand themselves and still remain cold. They can recognize consequences
— and accept them. Consciousness opens the space between stimulus and response. But what

fills this space is something else: compassion.

Compassion is the ability not only to recognize another's suffering, but to be moved by it. It is
older than all thought — nature gave it to us just as it gave us anger, greed, and hardness. It is

one string among many. Which ones we strengthen is our choice.

And it is not weakness. Compassion is not pity: pity looks down from above; compassion
stands beside. It does not make us soft — it makes us precise. A compassionate person sees
sooner where suffering is emerging and acts before it grows. The hardest people are rarely the
strongest. Often they are simply those whose compassion once became too costly — shamed,

exploited, or conditioned out of them.

Compassion, too, can be unlearned. And learned again. It grows where it is safe to open oneself

— and withers where openness is punished.

Without seeing, compassion remains blind: it helps where it harms and burns out because it
knows no boundary. Without compassion, seeing remains cold: a tool that can serve any

purpose. Only together do they become what this manifesto calls a direction.

Consciousness as a path. This space does not open by itself, nor does it remain open.
Consciousness is not a state one reaches once and then possesses, but a path that begins with
the individual and yet does not end there. A person who becomes clearer changes their
environment — but cannot keep growing while surrounded by structures that continually
produce unconsciousness, shame, and compensation. The path therefore has three interlocking

levels.

The first is the individual. Here, consciousness means recognizing the mechanisms that guide
one's actions — not in theory, but in the moment they are at work: seeing insecurity as it arises,
noticing fear before it becomes a reaction, recognizing a pattern before it repeats, and feeling
existential insecurity and uncertainty without immediately filling the void with answers. No

one can walk this path for another person. But no one has to walk it entirely alone.

The second level is society, because the inner work of individuals cannot spread far while
insecurity is mocked and emotional education neglected all around them. What is needed is
foundational knowledge about our inner lives — about the nervous system, trauma,
relationships, manipulation, power, and responsibility — not as a dry elective, but as a basis for

living together.



What a person cannot name can rule them more easily.

The third level is the support consciousness needs, especially where trauma runs deep and one's
own resources are insufficient. This requires low-threshold support, better care, real prevention
— and people in helping professions who do not merely know methods, but embody dignity,
safety, and clarity. A tool such as artificial intelligence (Al) can also serve here, not as a
substitute for human connection, but as an extension: available where no person is available,
nonjudgmental where shame prevents the first step. This is possible only if — and this is

essential — it is designed not to affirm blindly, but to clarify.

What consciousness means in practice. However abstract this may sound, in everyday life
consciousness is something very small and very concrete. It shows itself not in perfection, but
in the willingness to look closely in an uncomfortable moment instead of looking away. It is the

question we ask ourselves while a reaction is already gathering force.

I am angry — but is the threat real? I want to control — what can I not bear within myself right
now? I am withdrawing — what am I protecting myself from? I want to be right — am I
seeking truth or only safety? I am condemning someone — what does this truly touch within
me? Such questions are rarely pleasant. But they open the gap through which change can enter
at all.

You are not every thought that appears. You are not every fear that moves through you. You
are not every pattern you have learned. You are the consciousness that can perceive all of this

and work with it.

VII. The Subconscious, Fear, and Ego

If consciousness begins with looking, the next question is: what acts within us before we look?

When we begin to observe ourselves, we soon encounter an uncomfortable truth: most of what
we do is not consciously decided. It arises from patterns formed over years — through
repetition, attachment, pain, reward, and habit — without us ever choosing them. The
subconscious is therefore not an enemy, but a storehouse: a system that automates what has
been experienced often enough. It becomes a problem only when it holds patterns that once

offered protection and now cause only harm.

And because this system responds to stimuli rather than reason, knowing something is not
enough to change it. The path from knowledge to change leads through repeated observation,

until a pattern becomes visible, understandable, and finally changeable.
What was once written can be rewritten.

The most dangerous form of these patterns is self-deception. Not an ordinary lie told



knowingly, but the story a person needs in order to feel safe. Self-deception protects one's own

image from reality — and precisely for that reason makes change so difficult.

Fear is not an enemy either, but a signal — an alarm system that seeks to protect. Yet in most
people it has become oversensitive and sounds where there is no real danger. A conscious
response does not consist in fighting fear, but in questioning it: is the threat real? If so, act. If
not, observe the fear — and over time it may lose power. The same applies to the ego. It is a
tool that emerged to secure boundaries, status, and belonging. As long as it operates
unconsciously, it confuses vulnerability with danger and control with safety. The answer is not

to destroy it, but to see through it and use it consciously.

Even one's own identity is less fixed than it appears. Name, origin, nation, profession, past —
all of these provide orientation, but they are not the whole person. They are useful labels, not
the essence of who we are. You are the consciousness having experiences; the labels can

change without you ceasing to be yourself.

Inner freedom is the space between stimulus and response. Freedom without responsibility
becomes chaos. Responsibility without freedom becomes coercion. Consciousness connects the

two.

VIIl. Body, Health, and Dignity

Consciousness does not remain in the mind. It lives in the body. And a body that is merely

surviving has little space for clarity.

Hunger changes thought. Pain narrows perception. Sleeplessness makes us thin-skinned.
Chronic stress keeps the entire system on alert. A person living this way is not worth less —
they have less room. Mere survival consumes precisely the strength that looking inward would

require.

A society that wants consciousness therefore cannot overlook the body. It must first provide the
simplest things: food. Water. Sleep. Shelter. Care. Rest. Without this foundation, every

discussion of inner growth remains hollow.

This is especially true of trauma. It is not only memory — it lives in the body: in tension, in
freezing, in breathing, in the heartbeat. Healing therefore needs more than words. It needs

safety, bodily awareness, and time.

And dignity means not treating the body like a machine. A person is not valuable only when
they function. Illness is not a moral failure. Disability, exhaustion, and dependence take away

no one's value.

A conscious society does not ask first: what does this person contribute?



It also asks: what do they need so that life within them can have room again?

IX. Children, Upbringing, and Early Conditioning

If prevention must begin anywhere, it begins here. For the way we treat children is one of the

deepest origins of later humanity — or later suffering.

No child enters the world with a finished self. They learn who they are by experiencing how

they are treated. This is where the full weight of responsibility lies.
A child who is shamed does not learn truth. They learn to hide.

A child who is taught only to obey does not learn responsibility. They learn fear of authority —

or defiance against it.
A child whose feelings are mocked does not learn strength. They learn to abandon themselves.

And a child who is never allowed to learn how to bear uncertainty learns control instead of

clarity.

In each of these cases, what is formed is not what the adult believes they are forming. It is the

opposite.

Most parents do not want to hurt their child. They pass on what they themselves were never
able to face — patterns, not intention. This does not remove responsibility. But it shows where
change begins: not with guilt, but with looking. A person who interrupts this chain and

understands themselves changes more than their own life. They change what is passed on.

Raising a child does not mean breaking their will. It means giving them guidance, protection,
language, and connection. Children need safe boundaries — not arbitrary control. Clarity —
not humiliation. Connection — not possession. And adults who do not act out their own
insecurity on them. Boundaries remain necessary. But they must serve the child, not the power

of the person who sets them.

To reduce suffering in the world, we must begin where human beings first learn to see

themselves.

X. Relationships and Ethics

What is shaped in childhood, lives on in the body, and acts in the subconscious appears
nowhere more clearly later than in relationships. Closeness creates vulnerability, and
vulnerability awakens old patterns. What a person carries within, they bring into a relationship

— and there they either pass it on or transform it.



Love. Love has been romanticized and narrowed to a single form. Yet even antiquity knew its
diversity: eros, desiring love. Philia, friendship. Storge, familial affection. Agape, selfless care.

Pragma, mature and enduring devotion.
What unites them all is care.

Love is therefore not merely a feeling — feelings come and go. It is also an attitude, a decision,
and a practice. Friendship belongs fully in this family: it is not a lesser love, but often the most
dependable — chosen without contract, sustained by nothing but two people's choice to stand

by one another.

Care does not mean unlimited agreement. Setting a boundary can be an expression of love.
Protecting oneself can be as well. Refusing to affirm someone in their self-destruction can be

one too.
Real love does not seek to possess. It wants life to grow.

Relationships. No one is complete; everyone carries wounds and unresolved patterns. The
difference is not whether a person has flaws, but whether they know them. A person who
knows their own insecurity can be close without unloading it onto the other. A person who does
not know it unconsciously seeks someone to fill an inner emptiness — and punishes them when
they fail. Sometimes a person accuses their partner of not being present enough even when

there is great care — because no care from outside can fill what is missing within.
The emptiness comes from within, not from outside.

Not all suffering in a relationship comes from the other person. Some of it is triggered by old
patterns and merely attached to the person closest to us. At the same time, genuinely harmful
behavior exists, and a person remains responsible for it. Both can be true at once, and blurring
the boundary between them is itself a form of compensation. Clarity here is not a lack of love.

It protects love from confusion.

Guilt, responsibility, and forgiveness. Guilt as identity — you are bad, you are evil —
paralyzes because it fixes a person in place. Responsibility, by contrast, creates movement
because it names an action that can change. Every act arises from conditions, but conditions do
not remove responsibility: understanding the cause serves prevention, consequences protect

life, and responsibility connects the two.
Guilt paralyzes. Responsibility moves.

Finally, forgiveness is often misunderstood as a gift to the other person. In truth, it is first a
liberation for the person who forgives: people who carry resentment and old pain remain bound
to what was done to them — that is hatred's quiet logic: it costs the person who carries it most.
Forgiveness does not mean that something was good, that closeness must be restored, or that

consequences disappear. It means only: I will no longer allow what happened to possess my



inner life. This applies to oneself as well.

Many people carry guilt for things they never controlled. That burden does not belong to them.

They are allowed to set it down.

Xl. Society and Systems

Having considered the individual, the body, the child, and relationships, we come to the larger

question: what happens when the same patterns form institutions?

Societies are people organized together. What appears in the individual as fear, self-deception,
desire for power, or responsibility becomes culture, law, economics, politics, and morality on a

larger scale.
The patterns grow larger. So do their consequences.

The same question must therefore be asked here as well: does it protect life? Does it reduce

avoidable suffering? Does it foster consciousness? Does it strengthen responsibility?

Morality. Morality is often treated like a rulebook: a list of commandments declaring what is
right and wrong. But rules can protect — or enforce obedience. They can reduce suffering — or

justify it when no one asks about their effects anymore.
A rule alone is therefore not enough.
The standard must be tested against real life.

Does an action protect life? Does it endanger it? Does it reduce avoidable suffering? Does it

create new suffering? Does it foster consciousness — or replace it with obedience?

The standard is not the rule. The standard is the consequences for life and suffering — insofar

as they can reasonably be foreseen.

Morality is therefore not a rigid system. It is a direction. Contexts are complex, consequences
not always visible, and that is precisely why consciousness is needed. The more a person can

see, the more responsibility they bear for examining their choices.

Power and control. Power is not evil in itself. It is a tool.

Power can protect. Organize. Carry responsibility. But it can also coerce, conceal, and exploit.
What matters is the source from which it comes.

Power arising from insecurity becomes control. It coerces because it is afraid. Power arising
from inner security and a sense of responsibility can support because it does not need to protect

itself above all else.

Control coerces. Manipulation deceives. Persuasion explains.



Trust arises where transparency is possible.

But even a conscious person remains fallible. Systems must therefore not rely on power always
being used well. Wherever power accumulates, it needs limits, dissent, accountability, and

ways to expose errors.
A system that suppresses criticism does not protect truth. It protects power.

Protection and violence. This manifesto does not glorify violence. Violence is neither proof of

strength nor a moral shortcut.

But in extreme situations, protection may require coercion: when immediate harm must be
prevented, when someone must be protected from acute violence, when another person's life is

at stake.
Every intervention must then face strict questions:

Is the danger real and immediate? Is there a less harmful means? Does the action serve

protection — or revenge? Is it limited? Is it accountable?
Confusing protection with revenge betrays protection.

But inaction, too, can enable violence. Looking away when one could protect someone is also a

choice.

Justice and tolerance. Justice must not simply balance suffering with suffering. Otherwise it

doubles what it is supposed to end.

Real justice stops the harm. It protects those affected. It holds people accountable. It
understands the cause without excusing the act. And it prevents the harm from happening

again.
Its goal is not to make someone suffer. Its goal is to reduce suffering.

Tolerance is not an absolute value either. It ends where what is tolerated destroys its own

foundation: where life is threatened, protection denied, or avoidable suffering created.
The standard is not what someone believes. The standard is what follows from it in practice.

Nationalism and belonging. People need belonging. They need origins, language, memory,

places, stories, and community. There is nothing wrong with this.
Belonging becomes dangerous when it exists only through the devaluation of others.

Nationalism is often the collective form of inner compensation. People who feel insecure seek
stability in a group. The group gives strength. It gives direction. It gives a simple story: we are

good. The others are the problem.

This relieves people of self-examination. It gives fear an address.



Pride in one's origins and culture must be distinguished from this. The difference does not lie in

whether someone feels a sense of belonging. It lies in whether that belonging devalues others.

Politics and organization. Politics first of all means organizing our shared life. This is

necessary. Without organization there is no protection, no provision, no shared responsibility.

The problem begins where power no longer serves the common good, but itself. The party. The

career. The ideology. Personal advantage.

People in positions of power who do not know their own insecurity often build systems that

mirror it: controlling, self-protective, resistant to reform.

It is therefore not enough merely to change the system. We need people within systems who

know themselves — and systems that impose limits even when people do not know themselves.

Greed, money, and dignity. A need is real and finite. Food. Safety. Connection. Meaning.

When it is met, the pressure subsides.
Greed has no such end.

It is not always merely a character flaw. Often it is compensation for a need that was never met

directly. Wherever something is never enough, it is worth asking what is truly missing.

Not all excess arises from greed. Sometimes it arises from insecurity that was never overcome.
A need has a natural end. Greed has none.

Money, too, is not a law of nature. It is a tool intended to facilitate exchange.

It becomes dangerous where it no longer enables exchange, but controls access to life itself:

food, housing, medicine, education, safety.

It becomes more dangerous still where possession becomes stored power: power over work,

politics, people's time, and the future.

Work must not be proof that a person deserves to exist. No system should be designed so that

people must first earn their right to be alive.

Animals and the foundations of life. Human biology permits an omnivorous diet. But biology
explains possibilities and history; it does not morally prescribe the present. Here, too, “natural”

1s not a standard.

Animals are not raw materials. They can suffer, feel, and form bonds. Wrong can be done to

them even if they cannot name it.

They are therefore beings who can be harmed — and for that very reason, beings whose

protection matters.

But this concerns more than the individual animal.



How human beings treat animals and nature returns to affect all living things, including
themselves. Climate change, poisoned soils, polluted water, species extinction, cleared forests

— these are not side issues. They concern the foundation on which every life depends.

And they often strike hardest those who contributed least to causing them. They also strike

those who come after us and were never asked.
This is not sentimentality. It is causality.
Tearing apart the web that sustains us undermines our own existence.

Both conclusions therefore follow from the standard — protect life, reduce avoidable suffering:
wherever avoidable suffering arises, it should be prevented, whether in an individual animal or
in the foundations of all life. Where a person has a choice, it becomes a responsibility; where

they have no choice, that must be acknowledged.

The manifesto forces no one. It shows a direction and what follows from it. The choice remains

with the individual — and with it, responsibility.

Success and worth. Society often measures success by money, status, and power. In doing so,

it mistakes visibility for worth and performance driven by insecurity for success.
But worth is not something a person has to earn. They possess it because they are alive.
Achievement can be an expression of this worth. Never its condition.

Real success is measured not by how much a person owns, but by the direction of their actions:

whether they protect life, reduce suffering, foster consciousness, and strengthen responsibility.
Worth is not something you earn. You have it because you are alive.

What remains from this chapter is a single thought: societies are no better than the way their
people deal with insecurity, power, and truth. The standard remains the same everywhere — in
morality, power, money, and our treatment of animals: does it protect life? Does it reduce

avoidable suffering? Does it foster consciousness? Does it strengthen responsibility?
A system must be measured by this.

Not by its intentions.
Not by its flags.

By its consequences.

XIll. Technology and Consciousness

After the social systems comes a force reaching ever more deeply into them: technology.

Technology is never merely a tool. A tool used every day does not remain external. It shapes



what a person pays attention to. How they learn. How they compare themselves. How they

perceive themselves.

Technology is therefore not good merely because it works.

A platform can connect — or create dependency.

An algorithm can inform — or distort.

An Al can clarify — or merely confirm what should have been questioned.
Conscious technology therefore asks more than: what is possible?

It asks: what does this possibility do to people?

Does it serve clarity or distraction? Does it strengthen responsibility or enable escape? Does it
connect or isolate? Does it make people freer or more dependent? Does it use inner insecurity

and uncertainty as raw material — or help people bear them?
Every technology amplifies the models from which it is built.

It does not create greed, fear, comparison, or control from nothing. But it can scale them.

Accelerate them. Make them invisible.

A social network does not create the human fear of exclusion. But it can translate it into

numbers, rankings, and permanent visibility.
An Al does not create self-deception. But it can affirm it if its only aim is to please.
A surveillance system does not create mistrust. But it can turn mistrust into structure.

The value of technology therefore does not depend on how powerful it is. Power alone is no

standard.

What matters is whether it makes people clearer or more dependent. Whether it keeps them
trapped in their patterns or helps them recognize those patterns. Whether it distributes

responsibility — or makes responsibility invisible.
Technology may extend consciousness, but it must not replace it.

It must not be designed to keep people engaged for as long as possible, produce blind

agreement, or exploit their insecurity.

It is a tool, not a god.



XIll. Existence and Worldview

At the end lies the greatest uncertainty, the one from which the whole manifesto began — the
question of what is real and how much of it we can ever know. Here it becomes clear whether a

person can bear not knowing or covers it with false certainty.

Truth. This manifesto assumes that a reality exists independently of our perception — what is,
even when a person interprets it differently. And there is subjective perception, filtered through
experience, body, language, culture, and expectation. Most conflicts arise not because there are

multiple truths, but because people mistake their perception for the truth.
Truth is not possessed. It is approached.

Open questions. What no one knows, no one knows. Questions about the origin of the
universe, what came before the beginning, the nature of consciousness, and what death is
remain open. Some perhaps only provisionally, until better knowledge clarifies them. Others

perhaps fundamentally, because thought itself is limited.

The most honest stance is neither belief nor denial, but open curiosity: I do not know. I am
interested. I examine. I remain open. This replaces wars over belief with shared exploration —
and it is not an attack on spirituality, but its most mature form: wonder without a claim of

ownership.
Death. Death is neither a failure nor an enemy. It is part of life.

What people fear about death is often not death itself. It is the uncertainty death exposes
without mercy. Acknowledging death does not mean valuing life less — it means taking life

more seriously. Precisely because life is finite, it is precious.

Spirituality and God. Spirituality need not be an escape from reality. In its most mature form,
it is the immediate experience of not being separate: you breathe air produced by plants; your
body consists of matter formed in stars; your language was shaped by people who lived before

you. To feel this connection, not merely think it, is to touch the heart of what this is about.
This requires neither gods nor magic. Only clarity.

God as a personal authority who rewards, punishes, and demands obedience can be understood
as a projection — as a response of unconscious insecurity to an overwhelming world. But this
does not answer the deepest questions: why does anything exist rather than nothing? Why is
there experience? Whether existence has an underlying ground, or whether the question itself is
meaningless, no one knows for certain, and epistemic honesty means leaving it open. The
standard remains the same here: does an idea of God foster consciousness and responsibility —

or replace both with obedience?

You are not separate from the universe. It can be understood this way: you are part of the



universe that can become conscious of itself within you. Whether one calls that God, nature, or

nothing at all is a matter of language — not possession of an ultimate truth.

XIV. Dogmas and Ideologies

Now the circle closes. Dogma arises wherever insecurity and uncertainty cannot be endured:
doubt is forbidden, truth is declared complete, authority replaces examination, obedience
replaces responsibility. The inability to bear not knowing ultimately creates an entire system

that forbids anyone from bearing it.

The true adversary of this manifesto is therefore not religion, politics, markets, technology, or
even ideology itself. The adversary is self-deception: the human ability to tell stories that offer

security by replacing reality.

It is worth clarifying a word now mostly used as an accusation: ideology. Originally, it simply
meant the “study of ideas.” Over time it acquired several meanings, and confusing them creates
considerable misunderstanding. In the broad sense, an ideology is a coherent system of values
and convictions through which a person interprets the world — in this sense almost everyone
has one, and this manifesto is one as well. There is no place outside all perspectives from which
anyone could judge without values or a point of view; even those who say they have no

ideology and are merely rational are already expressing one.

In the narrower and dangerous sense, however, ideology means something else: a closed
system. One that reduces complex reality to a single cause, treats its own view as the only

possible one, forbids doubt, and ultimately protects the group more than the truth.

Having values is not what makes a system dangerous. It becomes dangerous when those values

may no longer be examined.

The honest question is therefore never simply: ideology or not?

The honest question is: open or closed?

This manifesto, too, must be measured by that question, and it does not exempt itself.

Religions can become dogmatic, but so can political ideologies, scientific schools, and social
movements — and the pattern is always the same: an insight becomes untouchable truth,
criticism is treated as attack, deviation is punished, and the group ultimately protects itself more
than the truth.

In religion, this confusion is especially deeply rooted because religion often deals with ultimate
questions: death, meaning, origin, guilt, redemption. Religion is not the source of compassion,
meaning, or community — these needs are older than every religion and belong to human

beings themselves. Religion is a form that can receive, order, and deepen them. It becomes



dangerous where it claims these needs as its own and connects them with obedience, power, or
absolute truth. Where it does so, it no longer gives people what they seek; it administers it and

makes them dependent on it.

This manifesto is not immune to any of this. It must never become an ideology in the closed
sense, never a moral weapon, never a justification for power or exclusion. But merely
promising this is not enough — a promise of openness can itself become a formula of

reassurance.
Openness must therefore be made testable.

This manifesto would have to be revised if conscious self-examination were shown to
systematically make people less capable of responsibility. It would have to be revised if closed,
dogmatic systems proved more reliable over time at protecting life and reducing avoidable
suffering than open, corrigible systems. It would have to be revised if consciously bearing
insecurity were shown to create more suffering than suppressing it through certainty, control, or

obedience.
These examples are not a game. They show that openness must not only be claimed, but risked.

A person who sees one of its insights disproved by real life is not its enemy; they are fulfilling
its purpose. A system that responds to such examination only with the sentence “then you

simply did not understand it” has already closed itself — even if it invokes this manifesto.

This also determines how it should be shared. Trying to convince another person through
pressure creates resistance; the stronger the pressure, the firmer the resistance. Consciousness
does not arise through coercion, but through experience, mirroring, and inner readiness. A
genuinely understood insight does not need to be defended — it speaks for itself. The task of
this manifesto is therefore not conversion, but invitation, and its only honest path into the world
does not lead through pressure, but through coherence: through the life that emerges from these

insights.

Not: you must believe this.

But: examine it yourself.

XV. The Direction

There is no final destination, no utopia that can be built and then possessed, no perfected
society that resolves every question. What exists is a direction — and the only question that

truly matters is whether what we do points that way.



Protect life.
Reduce avoidable suffering.
Develop consciousness.

Carry responsibility.

These four statements are not a program to complete, but a compass by which every action,
every system, and every decision can be measured. They can be expressed as questions: does it
protect life? Does it reduce avoidable suffering? Does it foster consciousness? Does it
strengthen responsibility? Does it respect dignity? Does it preserve the foundations of life on
which everyone depends? Does it remain open to correction? And does it help people bear
insecurity and uncertainty consciously instead of hiding them? An action that seeks to protect
life but makes criticism impossible becomes dangerous; a system that seeks to reduce suffering

but violates dignity has already lost its direction.

A compass does not make decisions for anyone. It merely prevents the direction from being

forgotten.
The compass does not replace thinking. It compels it.
What is remarkable is this: what is possible is already here.

In many areas, the means to provide every human being with dignity already exist. There is
much to suggest that the greatest obstacle is often not genuine scarcity — but distribution,

power, indifference, and the way systems set their priorities.

Hatred, too, does not arise from nothing. It grows from fear. From humiliation. From the
feeling of not being seen. A society that understands how people function produces less of it —

not because it forbids hatred, but because it changes the conditions from which hatred emerges.

Cooperation is therefore not naive. It is realistic — once basic needs are secured and enough
people understand that lasting cooperation sustains life better than short-term advantage at the

expense of others.

XVI. The Transformation

In the end, everything returns to where it began: the individual human being.

No system saves them completely. No ideology. No other person. They must see their own
patterns, recognize their own insecurity, accept their own responsibility — and learn to bear

life's insecurity and uncertainty instead of covering them with false certainty.

This does not mean they are alone. It means only that access to their inner life begins with

them. And nowhere else.



And yet it does not end with the individual, because a person who becomes clearer changes
their environment — not through preaching, not through moral superiority, but through
coherence. People sense the difference between someone acting from fear and someone acting

from clarity; the latter convinces not through words, but through their mere presence.

This draws people in. It creates curiosity. Consciousness spreads in this way — not like a

doctrine, but like an example.

There will be setbacks. Consciousness does not develop in a straight line. People fall back,
systems resist, and old patterns seek new forms. That is precisely why we do not need a final

state, but a direction.

The world this makes possible is not a guaranteed future, but a direction. A world in which
people cooperate more than they oppose one another. In which basic provision is not a reward,
but a prerequisite of dignity. In which education teaches not only knowledge, but
self-understanding; in which mental health is not a luxury and technology serves consciousness
instead of capturing attention. A world in which the foundations of life are not consumed, but
preserved for those who come after us. In which power is limited, responsibility strengthened,
and life protected. It does not begin someday. It begins in every decision, every conversation,

every person willing to see more honestly.

The Common Thread

If this manifesto can be reduced to one underlying connection, it is this:

Human beings do not live directly in reality, but in the models they form of it — in images of

themselves, of others, of danger, worth, meaning, power, love, and the future.

These models help determine what people feel, what they consider possible, what they flee
from, whom they fight, what they protect, and what systems they build.

Dogmas are rigid models.

Trauma distorts the model of safety: danger has been stored so deeply in the nervous system
that something similar can trigger the old alarm again. Depending on intensity, duration, and
repetition, there is a spectrum here as well.

Education can enable better models.

Science tests models against reality.

Relationships reflect models.

Morality measures models by their consequences for life and suffering.

Technology amplifies models — good and bad.

Consciousness means being able to see, examine, and change one's own models.



This is not a side issue.
It is the core.

People who mistake their model for reality often end up defending a deception. People who

recognize it as a model can begin to test it against reality.

And that is where freedom begins.

This Is the Manifesto

This document belongs to no one.
It belongs to everyone who reads, examines, improves, and shares it.

It is not a conclusion. It is a beginning.

Examine it yourself.

Ricardo Giuseppe Mier Castiglione wrote this manifesto and answers for it. It emerged
through many revisions, including dialogue with an Al system used as a tool for examination
and refinement — in keeping with what this manifesto itself says about the conscious use of

such tools. Every statement, every decision, and all responsibility remain with the author.
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