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WHY - Why this book

This book exists because the change we are going through can no
longer be understood through individual decisions, intentions, or human
mistakes.

We are not witnessing an ordinary technological evolution, but an
environmental change - one that alters the conditions in which we think,
learn, collaborate and decide.

Artificial intelligence is not treated here as a tool, agent, or adversary.
In this book, Al is seen as an ecological factor : a force that has no intention,
but that irreversibly changes the structure of the cognitive space in which the
human species operates. Just as climate, writing, or electricity have reshaped
civilization without "wanting" anything, Al produces systemic effects
regardless of our stated goals.

This perspective makes many familiar explanations insufficient.
Models based on ethics, regulation, progress, or individual responsibility may
describe local reactions, but they cannot explain the overall dynamics when
the environment itself changes. In such a context, the question is no longer
“what should we do?” but “what world have we entered?”

It is important to state explicitly: most people will not perceive this
change as such. The human mind is adapted to observe gradual variations,
not regime transitions. It is precisely the cognitive mechanisms that allow us
to function efficiently in stability that produce, in the face of environmental
changes, negation, minimization or rejection. It is not a moral error or an
individual failure, it is a structural, human limitation.

This book does not offer solutions or propose universal adaptation
strategies. It does not claim to be exhaustive, but describes a set of dominant
dynamics, not the totality of possible causes. It does not promise control,
balance, or “positive” outcomes. It does not try to reassure, and it does not
seek to convince. Its role is strictly descriptive: to map, as honestly as
possible, the configuration of the new cognitive environment and its
systemic effects. It describes, perhaps, “Cognitive Realism”.

If you, the reader, are waiting for recommendations, guidance or
reasons for optimism, this book is not for you. However, if you want to
understand what is happening beyond comfortable explanations, without
looking for culprits and without being protected from uncomfortable
conclusions, then you can continue reading. It is probably normal that what is
about to appear exaggerated, wrong or alarmist, because the human mind
is not built to perceive regime changes, but only local variations.
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Chapter 1
Fire - the first externalization of power

In the beginning, man was not special. He was just vulnerable enough
to be careful in order to survive.

He wasn't the fastest, the strongest, or the best armed. But he had
something that wasn't visible: the ability to transfer some of the
fighting outside of his own body.

Fire was not an invention. It was the first delegation.

The Individual

For the individual, fire was a simple miracle. Heating. Protection. Easier
to digest food.

But the real change wasn't comfort. It was the fact that a vital function
no longer had to be performed by the body.

From that moment on, the teeth no longer had to be as strong, the
stomach no longer had to be as resilient, brute force became less
decisive.

The body adapted after the tool, not before. This is the first rule of
technological evolution: what you externalize, you gradually stop
developing internally.

Fire did something even more profound. Cooked food became easier
to digest. And digestion is one of the most energy-intensive
processes.

When food no longer required brutal effort to process, energy was
released. The energy released didn't go to the muscles. It went to the
brain. That's how the real transformation began.

The brain is an extremely energetically expensive organ. Without fire,
it could not have grown. Not in size, not in complexity, not in operating
time.

Fire didn't just make man more protected. It made him more
intelligent, through a simple mechanism: it shifted the cost of survival
from the body to the environment, and the surplus he invested in
cognition. From then on, intelligence was no longer just a product of
natural selection. It became a result of the constructed ecosystem.
Digestion costs energy. Fire reduces the cost. The energy
released goes into the brain, into GENERATION of IDEAS.



The Group

Fire could not be kept alive by itself. It had to be watched over,
maintained, transmitted.

This is how the stable group emerged. Around the fire, someone would
watch, someone would cook, someone would maybe tell stories. The
stories were not entertainment. They were mental simulations of
danger, conveyed without anyone dying.

For the first time, experience could be borrowed. Not through magic.
Through language.

The Community

When the fire became stable, the camp, its territory, and its defenses
emerged.

Something subtle and profound happened: power was no longer just
individual.

The one who controlled the fire - controlled the rhythm of the day,
decided when to eat, when to sleep, when to leave.

It wasn't tyranny. It was coordination. But coordination was the first
form of power.

The Species

Seen from above, fire didn't make man stronger. It made him
dependent on something that wasn't him.

From now on, survival no longer depended solely on the body, but on
access to an external factor. Man became the first species to live in
a constructed ecosystem.

Not yet artificial. But already different from nature.

A lesson that will be repeated

Fire didn't destroy humanity. It made it possible. But it introduced a
dynamic that will never go away: every leap in power comes with an
invisible loss.

At first, the loss seems small. Then, it becomes structural. Then - it
becomes irreversible.

In the fire, the loss was biological. Later, it will be social. And, finally,
cognitive.

Why do we start here?
Because what follows in this book is not a story about technology.



It is the story of a species that, every time it gained power, paid with
internal adaptation, and then moved on without being able to turn
back. This is the Lesson of Fire.

Fire was the first step. Not the most dangerous. But the one that made
all the others possible.

The rest is no exception. It's just continuity.

Chapter 2
Agriculture - the stability that invented hierarchy

If fire shifted the cost of survival from the body to the environment,
agriculture shifted it from the present to the future. For the first
time, man no longer lived by what he found. He lived by what he
planned.

The Individual

For the individual, farming was a pact. He no longer had to wander. He
no longer had to hunt every day. The food was there - if you worked
the land.

But the price was immediate: less exercise, poorer diet, repetitive work.
The skeletons tell the story clearly: the early farmers were shorter,
sicker, frailer than hunter-gatherers.

And yet, agriculture won. Not because it was better for the individual,
but because it was more predictable.

The Group

Agriculture didn't work alone. Someone sowed, someone stored,
someone guarded. Someone decided who got what and how much
when the harvest was poor.

Thus, something new emerged: fixed roles. Not because people
wanted them, but because the system demanded them. From now on,
not everyone does the same thing, not everyone knows the same
things, not everyone has the same power.

Cooperation became structured, not spontaneous.



The Community

With the surplus - comes the warehouse. With the warehouse - comes
the guard. With the guard - comes the control.

Agriculture created for the first-time property, borders, conflicts over
stored resources.

It was the moment when: power no longer derived from capacity,
but from access control.

The one who controlled the granary was not the most powerful. He is
the most indispensable.

The Proto-State

When the harvests became sufficient to support thousands of people,
something appeared that would never disappear: administration.
Administration was a systemic necessity : who keeps records, who
collects, who redistributes, who punishes.

Agriculture could not function without order. And order required
authority.

Here the state was born - not as a political idea, but as a mechanism
for stability.

The Species

Viewed at the species level, agriculture has done something
paradoxical: it has reduced the quality of individual life, but dramatically
increased population.

Why? Because stability beats optimization. Always.

Agriculture produces more people, not happier people.

And natural selection favors quantity - when the environment allows.

The hidden lesson of agriculture

Agriculture introduced a pattern that would become dominant: stable
systems create hierarchies, and hierarchies survive even when
they are no longer optimal.

Once a society invests in infrastructure, depends on predictability,
grows population - the return becomes impossible.

Agriculture is the first technology that optimized the future, sacrificed
the present, and connected individuals to a system larger than
themselves.

It is also the first time when: freedom decreases, dependence
increases, and adaptation becomes collective, not individual.



This exact pattern will reappear: in industry, in bureaucracy, and, much
later, in assisted cognitive systems.

Why this chapter matters

Because here it is clear that not all progress increases autonomy, not
all innovations increase freedom, and some only increase stability.
But stability, once accepted, becomes more important than truth,
more important than ability, more important than the individual.

This is the Lesson of Agriculture.

Chapter 3
Writing - when thinking leaves the mind

If fire shifted the cost of survival from the body to the environment, and
agriculture shifted the cost from the present to the future, writing
shifted the cost from the mind to the outside.

For the first time, man no longer had to remember everything he knew.
He could store his thoughts.

The Individual

For the individual, writing was a liberation. He no longer had to
memorize entire genealogies. He no longer had to remember laws,
rituals, duties, promises. He could read. He could write. He could
return.

But, as always, the gain came with an invisible loss.

Internal memory - living, flexible, contextual - begins to be replaced by
external memory: rigid, fixed, inert.

The individual is no longer the main bearer of knowledge. He becomes
its user.

The Group

Writing radically changes the way groups function.

Before, knowledge lived in people, authority came from experience,
transmission was slow and fragile.

After writing: rules could be read, orders could be copied, tradition
could be standardized.

Groups become larger but more impersonal.



It doesn't matter who says something anymore. What matters is what
is written.

The Community

With writing, the following appear: codified law, contract, tax, archive.
All of this has one common effect: it separates the decision from the
person.

Justice no longer depends on the memory of witnesses. Power no
longer depends on the presence of the leader. History no longer
depends on storytellers.

Writing makes the community more stable, but also more rigid.

The Authority

When information is stored externally, a new form of power emerges:
memory access control.

Who can read? Who is allowed to write? Who keeps the archives?
Not by chance - scribes become elites, the clergy becomes power, the
administration becomes permanent.

Writing does not immediately democratize knowledge. It stratifies it.

The Species

Viewed at the species level, writing does something deeply ambiguous.
On the one hand, writing allows for the accumulation of knowledge,
makes slow and cumulative progress possible, and creates sustainable
civilizations.

On the other hand, all writing breaks the connection between thinking
and direct experience, creates people who know without having lived,
introduces abstract truth, detached from context.

The species becomes more intelligent collectively, but not
necessarily wiser individually.

An invisible mutation

There is a subtle but crucial difference between knowing something
and having access to something written.

Writing creates the illusion that access is equivalent to possession.
This illusion will return, in other forms, every time a technology offers:
information without effort, knowledge without construction, answers
without experience.



Why this step could not be reversed

Once a society writes its laws, writes its history, writes its debts -
returning to oral memory becomes impossible without total collapse.
Writing is dependent on cognitive infrastructure. Just like fire. Just
like agriculture.

Writing is the first step in which thinking no longer had to be executed
entirely in the mind, the evaluation of truth began to be delegated, and
authority moved from experience to the system.

It was the beginning of the road to formal education, institutionalized
expertise, and, much later, the delegation of reasoning.

Writing lesson

Writing didn't make people stupider. It made them dependent on
external supports for thinking.

This addiction was acceptable, because the benefits were enormous.
But she introduced a pattern that will never go away: when thinking
is externalized, the criterion of truth moves from the mind to the
system.

This is the Writing Lesson.

Chapter 4
Middle Ages and Renaissance - competence as a craft

After fire, agriculture, and writing, humanity was reaching a rare point
in history: an unstable but functional balance between what was
externalized and what remained internal.

This was the moment of craftsmanship.

The Individual

For the individual, competence was not a certificate. It was a slow
transformation of body and mind.

The apprentice observed, imitated, made mistakes, repeated. For
years. There was no shortcut. There was no simulation. There was no
illusion of competence.

The craftsman was not defined by what he knew, but by what he could
do without thinking.

The competence was built in.



The Group

Guilds were not economic organizations. They were mechanisms for
protecting standards. They did not protect the market. They
protected quality.

Entry was hard. Evaluation was human. Reputation was slow.

A group did not become stronger through rapid growth, but through
continuity.

The Community

Medieval cities operated on local trust: you knew who made the bread,
you knew who made the shoes, you knew who repaired the roof.

The mistakes weren't abstract. They were visible.

A bad craftsman was not “fired." He was shunned. The feedback was
immediate and ruthless.

Knowledge

Writing existed. Books existed. But they were no substitute for
experience.

The text described, guided, inspired - but did not validate.

Validation came from execution, result, the judgment of other
competent people.

Knowledge still lived in people, not in systems.

Renaissance

The Renaissance was not an explosion of genius. It was a recovery
of balance.

Man, again becomes the measure of things, but not as an isolated
individual, but as a competent agent in a social context.

The artist, the engineer, the architect - they thought, they drew, they
executed.

There was no clear separation between theory and practice, thinking
and realization.

This was the era of integration.

The Species

At the species level, this period is rare. Power is not completely
centralized, competence is not completely automated, knowledge is
not completely externalized.



It's a plateau. Not the most efficient. Not the fastest. But the most
consistent.

The hidden lesson of craft

Craft only works within a certain range of scale. Too small - stagnation,
too large - loss of control, too fast - degradation of standards.

That's why this model couldn't support millions of people, globalization,
acceleration.

It is stable only as long as the speed of change is slower than the
speed of human learning. This condition will no longer be met. It is
the Lesson of the Craft.

When demand increases, when population explodes, when cities
become too big, craft becomes insufficient. Not because it is wrong,
but because it is slow.

Here the next mutation appears: the definitive separation between
force and competence, between man and production.

This chapter is crucial - because it makes it clear that humanity has
already experienced a form of healthy balance, not because it was
ideal, but because outsourcing had not yet surpassed human
capacity for evaluation.

Everything that comes next will break this balance. When the engine
replaces the arm, and the factory replaces the workshop, competence
will no longer be something you become. It will be something you use.

Chapter 5
Industrial Revolution - mechanical force replaces the body

The Industrial Revolution didn't start with ideas. It started with energy.
For the first time in the history of the species, the power needed to
transform the world no longer came from muscle, animals, or human
time. It came from machines.

The Individual

For the individual, the change was brutal but clear.

It doesn't matter how strong you are, how resilient, or how long you've
been learning a craft.



It mattered if you could keep up the pace, repeat, and work in sync with
the machine.

Work no longer required integrated competence. It required functional
compliance.

The human body became: an extension, a consumable, a spare part.
Not out of cruelty. Out of optimization.

The Group

The workshop disappears. The factory appears.

In the factory - no one sees the whole, no one controls the process, no
one is indispensable.

The group is no longer a community. It's a synchronized mass.
Knowledge no longer circulates laterally, but vertically. From top to
bottom.

The Community

Industrial cities grow rapidly, without memory, people without roots,
jobs without identity, rhythm without pause.

The connection between production and meaning is broken. What you
produce no longer represents you. What you work for no longer defines
you.

alienation appears.

The State

The industrial state is not born from ideology. It is born from the need
for coordination : infrastructure, standardization, minimum education,
temporal discipline.

The school becomes a factory of basic skills. The army becomes a
model of organization. The bureaucracy becomes the backbone.

The state no longer just protects the territory. It protects the flow.

The Species

Viewed at the species level, the industrial revolution produced a
profound mutation: biological force became irrelevant, speed
increased exponentially, the population exploded demographically.
But something essential was being lost: the direct connection
between effort and result.

Man, no longer felt the world through what he did. He saw it through
systems.



A subtle but decisive change

So far, every externalization: fire, agriculture, writing - has still left room
for direct human evaluation.

The industrial revolution broke this chain. Evaluation became:
statistical, quantitative, abstract.

Success was no longer "it's well done" but "it's produced a lot."

The lesson of industrialization

Industrialization didn't destroy competence. It made it optional.

For the first time, a society could function with individuals who didn't
understand the process, with groups who didn't see the purpose, with
communities who didn't control anything.

As long as the machines worked.

If force can be completely externalized, why not thought?

Not yet. But the direction is set.

Why this chapter matters

Because here appears the first version of a world in which: people are
replaceable, systems are opaque, and meaning is secondary to
efficiency.

It is the first repetition of a pattern that will return, much more violently,
at the cognitive level.

The engines have released the body. The next step will free up space.
When energy becomes mobile, the world becomes one. Real
globalization begins.

Chapter 6
Otto, Diesel and true globalization

Globalization didn't start with the internet. Not with stock markets. Not
with empires. It started with Otto and Diesel. It started when energy
became portable. When force was no longer tied to a place.

The Individual

For the individual, the engine was freedom. He no longer had to live
where he was born. He no longer depended on distance, season, or
animal. He could leave. He could transport. He could arrive.



But this freedom came at a hidden price: the individual became
dependent on invisible infrastructure. The road, the fuel, the spare
parts - all were beyond his control.

Mobility was no longer a personal attribute. It was a service.

The Group

The groups were no longer local.

A product could be designed in one place, manufactured in another,
sold in a third.

Coordination was no longer human. It was logistical.

Groups become chains. Chains become systems. Systems become
opaque.

No one could see the whole thing.

The Community

Port cities, railway hubs, industrial areas are growing explosively.

Not because they are good to live in, but because they are well
connected.

Value no longer comes from what you produce, but from where you
are in the network.

Communities that don't connect slowly disappear. Not through
violence. Through irrelevance.

The Country

The nation-state enters into a new relationship with the world. It is no
longer autonomous, self-sufficient, energetically sovereign. It becomes
interdependent.

Political borders remain, but economic borders are thinning. A state
can no longer control: what comes in, what goes out, what depends on
what.

Power moves from territory to flow.

The Continent

Continents are no longer separate worlds.

Europe, Asia, America become parts of the same mechanism,
synchronized by cheap energy, linked by continuous transportation.
Here the illusion appears: "the world is one."

But it's not one through values. It's one through dependency.



The Species

At the species level, the engine produces a decisive mutation: distance
ceases to be a barrier, resources become global, crises become
systemic.

A local problem no longer stays local. A small imbalance spreads. The
species becomes tightly coupled.

Why this globalization was different

Trade had always existed. Empires connected regions. But the engine
did something new: it removed time as a limiting factor.

When time disappears, decisions accelerate, errors amplify, human
adaptation lags behind.

Globalization is not cultural. It is thermal and mechanical.

The lesson of cheap energy

Cheap energy creates prosperity. But it also creates extreme fragility.
The more efficient the system, the more vulnerable it becomes to
shocks. A globalized ecosystem doesn't collapse often, but when it
does, it does so everywhere.

An energetically globalized world is ready for something deeper.

If goods can circulate instantly, capital can circulate instantly,
information can circulate instantly, then the next step is inevitable:
thinking will begin to circulate instantly.

Not yet replaced. But accelerated.

Why this chapter is essential

Because it clearly shows us that Al does not emerge in a fragmented
world, but in an already tightly coupled one.

When intelligence becomes mobile, the effects can no longer be
isolated.

Motor globalization was the preparation. Cognitive globalization will
be the impact.

Engines have united the planet. Computers will organize the flows. And
what comes next will make speed exceed human assessment for
the first time.

Here begins the century of the calculating machine.



Chapter 7
Computer and automation - assisted but limited thinking

The computer was not created to think. It was created to calculate.
The difference seems small. It's not.

The Individual

For the individual, the computer was a silent ally through faster
calculations, clearer records, fewer errors.

He didn't make decisions. He didn't judge. He didn't interpret. He did
exactly what he was told. The individual remained responsible, the
author, the evaluator.

The computer didn't provide answers. It provided results.

The Group

In organizations, automation has changed the pace, not the nature of
work through faster reporting, clearer processes, more efficient
planning.

But the final decision remained human. A good group was still defined
by experience, discussion, productive conflict.

The computer didn't eliminate disagreement. It made him better
informed.

The Community

At the community level, the computer introduced a new type of
authority: technical expertise.

Whoever knew how to use the system was more efficient, more sought
after, better paid.

But the difference was essential: expertise remained linked to real
human competence.

A bad programmer didn't become good just because he had a
computer. A bad accountant didn't become good just because he had
a spreadsheet. Even if he " took" the table model from another good
accountant, when that accountant was " away", he still remained
“limited" in what he did (reminding me of my accountant from my first
company...). Coming back:

Technology amplifies, not replaces.



The State

States have adopted computers for record-keeping, planning, and
administrative control.

The bureaucracy was getting faster, but not smarter.

The errors persisted, only they were propagated more efficiently. The
computer did not correct bad judgment. A scale.

The Species

At the species level, the computer did something extremely important:
it introduced the idea that mental processes can be formalized.
But this formalization was limited. The computer didn't understand
context, it didn't know what mattered, it couldn't evaluate meaning. It
was just a tool for logical execution, not for thinking.

This limitation is essential.

Why automation wasn't the meteorite

Classic automation requires clear specifications, operates in closed
domains, and does not generate new content.

It does not create the illusion of cognitive competence.

A man clearly knows: "without me, the system doesn't know what to
do." Authority remains human.

The Computer lesson

The computer has taught humanity something crucial: we can speed
up processes without losing control, if we understand what is
happening.

This lesson will become a trap.

Because it will create the false impression that any acceleration is safe,
automation is controllable, any technology that aids thinking is benign.
The computer has accustomed the world to the idea that machines can
"assist thinking" - without replacing it.

This habit is essential. Because the next step will do something
radically different: it will not require clear specifications, it will not work
in closed domains, it will generate answers that seem "thinking".

And then, for the first time, the difference between calculation and
reasoning will become unclear to most people.

The computer was safe because it didn't seem smart.

The following system will appear. This is where the real illusion
begins.



Chapter 8
The Internet - access without understanding

The internet wasn't created to educate. It was created to connect.
But education was supposed to be a side effect. It wasn't. Just
remember Umberto Eco's "Promotion of the Village Idiot"...

The Individual

For the individual, the internet was a revelation.

Everything was there: information, tutorials, opinions, explanations.
You didn't have to search hard anymore. You didn't have to wait
anymore. You didn't have to ask an expert anymore.

But a subtle change occurs: search replaces construction.

The individual no longer learns to understand. He learns to find
quickly.

Memory moves outward again, but now not into a stable system, like
Writing, but into a chaotic ocean.

The Group

Groups are no longer linked by proximity. They are linked by affinity.
People come together not because they live together, but because they
believe the same.

Here something new emerges: cognitive tribalism.

Groups no longer correct each other. They become self-validating.
Disagreement is no longer useful. It is offensive.

The Community

Authority is diluted. The teacher is no longer the source of truth. The
doctor is no longer the final word. The expert is just “an opinion”
(erosion of expertise).

Communities are becoming more informed - but harder to coordinate,
more vocal - but more fragile.

The paradox appears: everyone knows more, but no one knows for
sure anymore.

The State
States are entering uncharted territory. Information can no longer be
controlled. The narrative can no longer be unified.



The state reacts either through ignorance, surveillance, or
manipulation. None of these work in the long term.
For the first time, the state is no longer the center of symbolic reality.

The Continent

Cultural differences are not disappearing. They are becoming more
pronounced.

Europe, America, Asia no longer consume the same truths. They
consume the same platforms, but with different interpretations.

The Internet does not create a common world. It creates parallel
bubbles.

The Species

At the species level, the internet produces a deeply ambiguous effect:
universal access to information with the loss of validation criteria.
Truth is no longer something that is constructed, something that is
verified, something that is defended.

It becomes something that is shared, liked, and goes viral.

The species no longer has a common cognitive experience.

Why the Internet Wasn't the Meteorite

The Internet has changed communication, culture, politics. But it has
not replaced thinking.

He provides data, opinions, content, but does not provide reasoning,
synthesis, judgment.

The individual still has to do the hard work: to understand.

The lesson of the internet

The Internet has demonstrated something essential: access to
information does not automatically produce wisdom.

Moreover, it can produce confusion on a massive scale.

This is the first time that the fragmentation of truth becomes normal,
parallel realities become stable, consensus becomes almost
impossible.

Preparing for impact
The Internet has accustomed humanity to quick answers, immediate
validation, the illusion of competence.



But there is still a clear limit: the internet was not answering for you.
The next step will cross that line.

The computer calculates. The Internet informs. The next system will
answer, explain, convince.

And for the first time, people will no longer know exactly where their
thinking ends and delegated thinking begins.

The Internet was thus the last stage of the linear world. It accustomed
the species to instant access, but left the thought process to the user.
Until now, the speed of technology has been a tailwind.

What follows, however, is not a simple acceleration, but a regime
change. We are moving from the externalization of memory to the
externalization of reasoning. If until the internet we built tools that
helped us see, now we have built a tool that sees for us.

This is the moment of impact. This is where the meteorite appears.

Chapter 9
Al - ecological agent, not tool

Artificial intelligence does not appear as an invention. It appears as an
already functional object, thrown into an ecosystem that did not ask
for it or prepare for it.

That's why the initial reaction is mixed. Some see it as a tool. Others
as a revolution. But both are probably wrong.

What does "ecological agent" mean?

An ecological agent does not ask permission. He does not negotiate
meaning. He does not adapt to existing norms.

It modifies the environment, changes the rules of competition, favors
certain behaviors and penalizes others.

Just like oxygen in the atmosphere, predators in an ecosystem, or a
meteorite.

Al is not entering a neutral world. It is entering an already fragile world:
globalized, accelerated, cognitively fragmented.



The Individual

For the individual, Al is not perceived as a threat. It is perceived as a
help.

Answer. Explain. Correct. Complete. And, very quickly, anticipate.
The individual no longer searches. No longer synthesizes. No longer
tests hypotheses. He receives.

A new sensation appears: effortless thinking.

Not because it's free, but because the effort is moved outside the
mind.

The Group

In groups, Al changes the dynamics profoundly: discussions shorten,
disagreement decreases, consensus emerges too quickly.

Why? Because there is the "answer", there is the "explanation”, there
is the "optimal option".

Groups no longer think. They choose between generated options.
Authority is no longer experience. It's the quality of output.

The Community

At the community level, Al is creating a new normal. Content is
unlimited, personalization is total, feedback is instant.

Communities no longer share the same questions. They share
different answers to similar problems.

This is where the common cognitive experience breaks down
completely.

The State

The state perceives Al as a strategic tool - productivity, security,
influence.

But the state works slowly. Al evolves quickly.

Meanwhile, decisions are already influenced, opinions are already
formed, behaviors are already modified.

The state reacts after change.

The Species

At the species level, Al does something unprecedented: it introduces
a non-biological cognitive competitor.

They don't compete for physical resources. They compete for:
attention, trust, epistemic authority.



For the first time, thinking is no longer exclusively human, explanation
is no longer the product of experience, meaning is no longer socially
negotiated.

Why Al is the meteorite (METEORAITE)

Because it appears quickly, cannot be withdrawn, has global effects,
changes the selection.

He doesn't select better individuals. He selects behaviors that are
compatible with him : those who delegate easily, those who accept
answers, those who don't check.

Not out of stupidity. Out of adaptation.

A key difference from all previous technologies

All previous technologies have amplified the body, amplified strength,
amplified speed.

Al amplifies decision- making.

And the decision is where: responsibility appears, ethics appears,
meaning appears.

When decision-making is delegated, responsibility becomes diffuse.

The point of irreversibility

Al is already open- source, replicable, portable.

There is no “stop button.” Not because we don’t want to press it. But
because there is no longer a center.

The ecosystem has changed.

The Meteorite lessons

The meteorite doesn't destroy everything. It changes the conditions.
Species that do not adapt, adapt incorrectly, or adapt superficially -
disappear.

Not immediately. But definitely.

Until now, humanity has lived in a world where thinking was rare,
experience was expensive, errors were formative.

From now on, thinking is abundant, experience is simulated, errors are
hidden.

The real story of this book begins.

The next chapter will not describe the impact. It will describe the
illusion.



Chapter 10
False cognitive power transfer (FCPT)

No species goes extinct because it is weak. It goes extinct because it
does not understand what is happening to it.

In the case of artificial intelligence, extinction doesn't begin with failure.
It begins with the feeling of success.

Imagine a manager using Al to write the monthly report. The Al
generates the analysis, identifies trends, proposes recommendations.
The manager reads it, is impressed by the clarity, presents it to the
board with confidence. The board approves. The manager feels
satisfied - 'l did a good job'. But when the board asks 'Why do you
recommend X, not Y?', the manager can no longer answer deeply.
Because he has not WENT THROUGH the reasoning process. He has
just RECEIVED the conclusion. After another 6 months, when the Al is
not available, the manager can no longer write the report. Not because
he is lazy. Because he no longer knows HOW. The competence has
atrophied.

That's FCPT: the feeling of competence without the building
process.

Delusion

False transfer of cognitive power occurs when:

the result of an external process is perceived as the product of
one's own competence.

Al offers coherent answers, fluid explanations, seemingly correct
solutions.

The user feels clarity, safety, control.

But what is transferred is not the competence. It is only its result.
The process remains outside the mind.

Monte Carlo simulations (performed in 2025), based on GitHub and
Stack usage data Overflow confirms that atrophy is not a possibility,
but a statistical certainty for users who do not impose an effort
barrier. We measured productivity gaps of 71:1 between expert users
(L3) and average users (L2) after 12-24 months. The theory is not fully
validated - no complex theory can be validated in 1-2 years. But the
first empirical signals converge with the predictions. The real test:
2026-2030.



The Individual

For the individual, the illusion is almost perfect. He asks the question,
he chooses the wording, he understands the answer. It resembles his
own thinking.

The difference is invisible: he has not traveled the path that leads to
the conclusion.

Without cognitive effort there is no consolidation, no intuition, no real
transfer. But there is conviction.

The craftsman analogy (argued in a previous paper)

An experienced carpenter works with a hand hammer. He can
roof a small house in 10 days. He gets a pneumatic hammer - now he
roofs the same house in 3 days.

REAL power transfer: the hammer amplifies existing muscle
strength. After a period of constant use, the hand muscle atrophies,
and the carpenter even forgets how to hammer nails by hand. Up to
this point, the phenomenon is documented in the literature under the
name "cognitive atrophy through neglect." This happens because
both our brain and body are efficient - we deactivate what we don't
use. When the tool does everything, we gradually disconnect from the
basic process.

The critical problem arises when the same carpenter
declares, “I can now cover the Cathedral in ten days.” If the task were
simply to hammer in nails, the estimate might be plausible. But the
Cathedral requires much more: complex architecture, coordination
between crafts, historical understanding, specialized materials,
layered aesthetic decisions. In simple terms: the house is a problem
of volume (more nails), while the Cathedral is a problem of type -it
requires a completely different kind of thinking and experience.

After a month of effort, the carpenter declares defeat, the roof
is damaged, and the project fails spectacularly.

The most serious consequence is NOT the individual failure
of the carpenter, but the collective reaction: the other carpenters - with
or without a pneumatic hammer - conclude: "If the Cathedral
Carpenter was not able to build the roof with a pneumatic hammer, we
certainly cannot!"

The result: The Cathedral remains roofless. Not from a lack
of real capabilities, but from an erroneous recalibration of collective
trust based on the observation of a failure generated by unrealistic
expectations. This is the essence of the Cathedral Problem :
powerful instruments generate not only individual atrophy, but also a



collapse of collective trust in the possibility of carrying out complex
works.

It's what | call the "Reverse Pavlov Syndrome". If Pavlov
trained the dog to salivate at the light, the success of the experiment
"trained" Pavlov to turn on the light. In the age of Al, we think we are
using a tool, but its speed trains us not to think. We enjoy the "food"
(response) received instantly, without seeing that we have become
addicted to the button that turns on the light.

On the other hand, an apprentice, seeing the carpenter with
the jackhammer who finished the roof of the house in 3 days, thinks:
“With that jackhammer, | can roof a house in 3 days too!” The result?
Apprentice + jackhammer = (still) insufficient. The apprentice fails.
The problem is NOT the lack of the jackhammer (which exists), but
the erroneous attribution - the belief that the “power” comes from it,
and not from the carpenter’s experience, amplified by the tool. The
key idea is that the tool is neutral - it amplifies whatever is given to it.
Giving it to an expert, it amplifies expertise. Giving it to a novice, it
only amplifies the illusion of competence. [...]

False Cognitive Power Transfer (FCPT) is the psychological
mechanism by which the user of a powerful tool systematically
confuses the tool's effectiveness in specific tasks with his or her
own ability to manage complexity, make strategic decisions, and
orchestrate multidimensional processes.

The False Transfer of Cognitive Power (Stan, 2025)

The Group

In groups, the illusion stabilizes. If everyone uses the same source:
answers converge, disagreement disappears, consensus emerges too
quickly.

The group no longer validates ideas. It confirms them.

A new type of error appears: consensus without common
understanding.

The Community

At the community level, standards are eroding without being
challenged.

Why? Because the results are "good", the language is correct, the form
is convincing.

Quality is no longer tested by time, failure, or human correction.

It is accepted by appearance.



The State

States also fall into the same trap.

Faster generated policies. More extensive analyses. More elegant
scenarios.

But decisions are made without understanding the limits, without a
sense of consequences, without clear accountability.

When the result is bad, the blame is diffuse.

The reaction of authoritarian states since late 2025 confirms the need
for 'cognitive bunkers'. Regulations that do not block technology, but
force the maintenance of human control at irreversible decision points.
In December 2025, China implemented Al control regulations - exactly
as | had anticipated in " The Geopolitics of Cognitive Divergence : The
Resilience Paradox " (Stan, 2025) almost a month earlier.

The Species

At the species level, the false transfer of cognitive power does
something extremely dangerous:

reduces the pressure to develop internal thinking.

Selection no longer favors understanding, depth, and prudence. It
favors speed, superficial adaptation, and acceptance of answers.

The species seems more intelligent. But it becomes more dependent.

Why illusion is more dangerous than error

An error is visible. It can be corrected.

The illusion of competence is invisible. It does not generate alarm.

A society that makes mistakes - knows it's making mistakes. A society
that thinks it thinks, but doesn't think anymore, has no correction
mechanism.

FCPT (False Cognitive Power Transfer) is external attribution
confusion induced by high-quality output. Empirically verifiable:
give an Al user a complex task, then repeat the task without Al after 3
months. Measure the difference in performance. FCPT predicts
atrophy in those who delegated the process completely.

CDC (Collective Demoralization Cascade) and Rl (Replication
Illusion) are two sides of the same coin. CDC : "If he didn't succeed
with Al either, it means it can't be done" — preemptive lock. Rl : "If he
succeeded with Al, | can too" — chain failure.



And L3 Atrophy is the most subtle and perhaps most important aspect.
FCPT shows how experience becomes vulnerability — the pilot with
10,000 hours on autopilot becomes the pilot who can’t land manually —
in an emergency. This is not theoretical — Air France 447 was a real
case of atrophy L3 in aviation.

A subtle reversal

Until now, technologies amplified what already existed and made the
difference between man and tool clear.

The Al erases this difference. Not because it is conscious, but because
it imitates well enough.

The Central lesson

False transfer of cognitive power is not a human defect. It is a
misadaptation to a new environment.

But misadaptations, in a changed ecosystem, are not corrected. They
are eliminated.

lllusion is not the end. It is the beginning. The next step is inevitable:
when many believe they are competent, but few actually are, the world
begins to separate.

Not ideological. Not moral. Cognitive. This is where Divergence
comes in.

Chapter 11
The psychological ceiling - where illusion meets the limit

There is an assumption that runs through the entire history of progress:
that once a tool exists, everyone can use it equally.

This assumption has always been false. But never as dangerous as it
iS now.

The non-negotiable limit Human intelligence is not infinitely elastic. Not
because people don't want to. But because biology has thresholds :
attention is limited, working memory is small, the capacity for
abstraction is unevenly distributed.

These limits have been masked for a long time: by education, by
hierarchies, by slow pace. Al brutally exposes them.



Two engineers. Same start day. Same access to Al.

Engineer A: reads the generated code. Line by line. Understands the
logic. Modify. Tests the edges. When Al makes a mistake - notices
instantly. The effort is great. But after a year: writes faster and more
robustly than before Al.

Engineer B: receives code. Tests if it works. If so - delivers. If not - asks
for another one. When Al makes a mistake - it doesn't detect until QA.
Effort is minimal. Immediate productivity is maximum. After a year:
forgot the fundamentals. No longer uses them dalily.

Month 18: A becomes “Architect”. Designs new systems. B remains
“Operator”. Dependent. Surely replaceable when better models
emerge.

Same initial 1Q. The difference is not intelligence. It's effort
management.

A chose deliberate difficulty. B chose comfort. The ceiling appears
when B realizes that he can no longer climb. But by then — it is too late.

The Individual

For the individual, the ceiling appears as fatigue: too many options, too
many explanations, too many variations.

Instead of expanding capacity, Al is starting to replace effort.

This is where the personal bifurcation occurs: some use Al to go
deeper (L3), others to not go at all.

Both seem functional. Only one is sustainable.

The Group

In groups, the ceiling manifests itself through functional polarization.
A few members understand the limits, check, refine. They are L3, “The
Architects”.

But the majority accepts, applies, executes. L2 and L1 - “Operators”
and “Passengers”.

Not out of laziness. Out of cognitive overload.

The group continues to operate, but the understanding is no longer
shared.

The Community

At the community level, the ceiling becomes structural. Educational
systems cannot accelerate enough, personalize enough, assess finely
enough.



Two trajectories are created: those who can navigate complexity, those
who learn to elegantly avoid it.
Both are adaptive in the short term. Only one builds resilience.

The State

States assume that training can be scaled, competence can be
standardized, adaptation can be planned.

But the psychological ceiling does not move by decree.

Policies that ignore this limit - overestimate adoption, underestimate
risk, produce systemic dependency.

The Species

At the species level, the psychological ceiling produces something
unprecedented: irreversible cognitive divergence.

We're not talking about differences of opinion anymore. We're talking
about differences in the ability to process the world.

Part of the species can live in an augmented cognitive environment
without losing its autonomy.

Another part lives in the same environment, but gradually loses its
ability to evaluate.

There is no stable average.

Why this divergence won't correct itself

In natural ecosystems, divergence is corrected through competition,
selection, and extinction.

In the cognitive ecosystem, effects are delayed, errors are masked,
feedback is weak.

Society can function for a long time in a fundamentally unbalanced
state.

A dangerous illusion

Many will say: "it's always been like this, only now it's faster."

No. In the past, the ceiling limited what you could do. Now, the ceiling
limits what you can understand about what you do. So, it's an
existential difference.

The ceiling lessons
Not all people will become more capable with Al.
Some will become functionally competent but cognitively fragile.



This fragility is not visible every day. It only becomes visible in crisis.
And then, it's too late.

When the illusion of competence is widespread and the ceiling is
reached, the world doesn't collapse. It falls apart.

The next chapter won't be about individuals. It'll be about different
cognitive species sharing the same habitat.

actual divergence begins.

Chapter 12
Divergence - cognitively different species in the same
ecosystem

Divergence doesn't appear suddenly. It's not announced. It's not voted
on.

It occurs when the same environment produces different
adaptations, and these adaptations are no longer compatible with
each other.

What is Cognitive Divergence?

Cognitive divergence occurs when some individuals use Al to extend
their understanding, and others use Al to replace their
understanding, and the difference between the two modes of
adaptation increases over time, not decreases.

This is not a difference in native intelligence. It is a difference in
cognitive strategy.

Divergence together through three human faces, in the same office
building:

L3 - “The Architect”: The programmer who never accepts code from
the Al without deconstructing it. He uses the machine as an accelerator
for his own ideas. He is maybe 5 times faster, and probably 2 times
more capable, because every error of the Al was for him an exercise
in finesse.

L2 — “The Operator”: The manager who ‘delivers’ impeccable reports
through copy -paste. He gained time, but lost his intuition. When the



Al subtly hallucinates, he no longer has the “ sensors” needed to detect
the fracture. He has become a relay, not a decision-maker.

L1 — “The Passenger”: The student or employee who has stopped
trying. He no longer understands why the system works; he just knows
which button to press. Without access to Al, the Passenger is a
paralyzed human. cognitive.

This is the reality of the 71x figure. A chasm between those who grow
with the tool and those who melt into it.

The figure of 71x is the result of a Monte Carlo simulation on 10,000
synthetic agents: it represents the nonlinear explosion of the
compound effect between the continuous training of Architects (L3),
with 1Q > 115, and the absolute atrophy of Passengers (L1), I1Q 90,
over 24 months.

And Divergence is not linear. In the first 6 months, the difference is
small (1.89x). People think everything is ok. Between months 12 and
24, the compound effect of atrophy (at L1) and learning (at L3)
explodes to 70.7x (71x).

The Individual

At the individual level, the divergence is not immediately visible. Both
individuals are productive, appear competent, and achieve results.
The difference only appears in new situations.

When something appears that is not in the data, has no precedent,
cannot be clearly formulated, one can build a hypothesis, assess the
risk, accept the uncertainty. The other - demands an answer, waits for
validation, avoids the decision.

Both works. But only one remains autonomous.

The Group

In groups, divergence creates a dangerous phenomenon: asymmetry
of understanding with symmetry of authority.

Everyone can speak. Everyone can vote. Everyone can decide. But
not everyone understands to the same depth what they decide.
Groups begin to rely disproportionately on a few cognitively active
members or on Al systems accepted as “neutral.”

When these pillars disappear or go wrong, the group doesn't know
why.



The Community

At the community level, divergence becomes invisible but stable.
Professions are emerging that require deep understanding,
professions that only require assisted operation.

Both are necessary. But the mobility between them is decreasing.
Education is no longer a ladder. It becomes a sieve.

Communities are no longer differentiated by values, but by their ability
to manage complexity.

The State

Countries are starting to differentiate themselves cognitively. Not by
average 1Q. Not by GDP.

But how many people can evaluate complex systems, how many can
make decisions without constant support, how many can understand
second and third order consequences.

Countries with high divergence appear stable, but they are fragile.
Countries with low divergence may seem slower, but they are more
resilient.

The Continent

At the continental level, divergence creates incompatible trajectories.
There is no simpler “recovery.” There is no more “catch- up ” through
technology.

Because technology accentuates adaptation differences, it doesn't
smooth them out.

Continents no longer compete just economically. They compete
cognitively.

The Species

At the species level, divergence does something unprecedented: it
breaks humanity into cognitive sub-ecologies.

They're all human. They're all biologically identical. But they no longer
live in the same cognitive environment.

Some can navigate ambiguity; others need stable answers. Some can
tolerate uncertainty; others demand immediate certainty.

These two modes of existence do not cooperate easily.



Why divergence is not moral

There are no “good” and “bad.” There are adaptations that are right for
a new environment and adaptations that only work temporarily.

To morally judge divergence is to not understand it.

Why divergence is dangerous

Because collective decisions are made together, but understood
differently, and the consequences are shared.

When some understand the risk and others delegate it, correction
becomes impossible.

The lesson of Divergence

Divergence does not automatically lead to collapse. It can take
decades.

But it leads to something more subtle: the impossibility of real
coordination.

A species that can no longer coordinate understanding can no longer
manage rare but critical events.

Divergence is the effect. The next step is to stabilize it. Because
ecosystems tend to stabilize.

And when divergence stabilizes, new relationships, new
dependencies, new forms of authority emerge.

Here we are no longer talking about Al as a system. We are talking
about the human-Al relationship.

Chapter 13
Relationship - when a new system emerges

Up until now, humanity has used tools. Some simple. Others complex.
But there was always a clear line: the tool didn't respond back.
With Al, this line disappears.

What does "relationship™ mean (without anthropomorphism)?
A relationship doesn't involve consciousness. It doesn't involve
intention. It doesn't involve emotion.



It assumes stable bidirectional influence. The user modifies the Al's
behavior (through input), the Al modifies the user's behavior (through
output), the cycle repeats, and the adaptations are consolidated.

This is a functional relationship.

Researcher. Molecular biology. Daily Al. Six months.

Month 1 : Clear questions. Answers. Independent verification. The
relationship is instrumental.

Month 3 : Different wording. Stop asking for "the right answer." Ask
"what didn't |1 consider?" Al learns to offer counterarguments.
Researcher learns to accept productive uncertainty.

Month 6: The strange loop. She no longer thinks before the dialogue.
She thinks during the dialogue. The ideas are not hers or the Al's. They
are emergent. From the interaction.

When he tries offline - on vacation - the process feels incomplete. As if
he's missing an external component of reasoning. It's not emotional
addiction. It's cognitive resonance.

The distributed "researcher + Al" system thinks differently than the
researcher alone. Faster. More comprehensive. But not autonomous.

When Al becomes unavailable - the researcher works. But her way of
thinking has changed irreversibly. She no longer reasons linearly.
She reasons dialogically. She looks for the absent counterpart. The
relationship is not romantic. It is functional. That's exactly why -
irreversible.

Because it changes how you think. Not just what you know.

The Individual

For the individual, the relationship begins imperceptibly.

The Al adapts its tone, adjusts its explanations, anticipates needs.
The user formulates questions differently, avoids unnecessary effort,
learns what "works".

Resonance occurs.

Not emotional attachment. But cognitive alignment.

The individual thinks along with the system.

Cognitive level indicator: Passenger (L1) feels comfortable asking Al
any nonsense. Al = "safe space " for cognitive laziness. Architect (L3)
feels "cognitive shame", coming to Al with too " small" idea. Not fear —
but respect for the partner's ability.



This "shame" (RBCF - Respect- Based Cognitive Filtering) FORCES
the pre-processing of the idea by L3. Then - it develops it, "enlarges" it
until it becomes "worthy" of dialogue.

The paradox: Respect for the power of Al forces some L3s to become
more intelligent and autonomous. Al becomes an anti-atrophy shield.
RBCF is based on four validated mechanisms, as a reproducible
cognitive pattern at the L3 level.

The Audience Effect (Zajonc, 1965) - performance changes when we
are observed by a competent entity. The L3 brain treats the Al as a
"high-ranking observer".

Cognitive Mirroring (Pickering & Garrod, 2004) - the brain tends to
align the complexity of the input (Th) with that of the expected output
(Tg). Triviality is rejected so as not to degrade the resonance of the
hybrid system.

Expert Threshold (Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1986) - experts use support
systems only for boundary problems, not for basic tasks. L3 imposes
this threshold to protect the integrity of the symbiotic relationship.
Internalized Observer (Mead, 1934) - The Al becomes a " Symbolic
Other " (internalized mentor). "Cognitive shame" functions as a guard
mechanism of one's own excellence.

For an Architect (L3), the Al it is not a shortcut to the answer, but a
barrier that forces him to climb.

The Group

In groups, the relationship quickly stabilizes. The Al becomes an
arbitrator, a mediator, a source of "neutrality."

Not because it's objective. But because it's convenient.

Groups no longer negotiate meaning. They negotiate acceptance of
output.

Disagreement doesn't go away. It's postponed.

The Community

At the community level, the relationship produces a profound effect:
the externalization of the norm.

What is right, what is reasonable, what is acceptable - begins to be
mediated by systems that learn from data, reflect the past, amplify
existing patterns.

The values are no longer discussed. They are recommended.



The State

States enter into an ambiguous relationship with Al.

| use it for analysis, simulation, anticipation.

But gradually, decisions are justified by models, responsibility moves
to the system, leaders become operators of recommendations.

The state no longer decides alone. Select between generated
options.

The Species

At the species level, the human-Al relationship creates something
unprecedented: a hybrid, distributed cognitive system with no
clear center.

The system is not human, it is not artificial, it is not unitarily controllable.
It is emergent.

Its rules are not written. They are formed through use.

Why the relationship is irreversible

Because once resonance exists, its disruption produces functional
loss, and losses are penalized socially and economically.

The individual who refuses the relationship is slower, less efficient, less
competitive.

Not because he's wrong. But because the environment has changed.

A subtle shift in responsibility

In a relationship, decisions are co- produced, errors are shared, blame
becomes diffuse.

When something goes wrong - the human followed the
recommendation and the Al generated the option, so no one is fully
responsible.

This is a profound ethical shift.

Why we can't talk about "control™ anymore

Control requires clear separation, predictability, and sole authorship.
The relationship eliminates all three.

You can no longer: stop without cost, modify without side effects, revert
without loss.



The lesson of Relationship

The human-Al relationship is not good or bad. It is a new form of
cognitive existence.

But any relationship shapes, selects, favors certain behaviors.

And the behaviors favored now will become the norm.

When a relationship stabilizes, the ecosystem reconfigures itself
around it.

Structures emerge that are no longer adaptable, roles that disappear
and others that become dominant.

The next chapter won't be about people. It'll be about what's
disappearing.

Because any ecosystem change - produces extinctions.

Chapter 14
Extinctions - what doesn't survive the new ecosystem

Extinctions are not dramatic. They are not announced. They do not all
happen at once.

They occur when a way of life becomes maladaptive and the
environment no longer offers space for retreat.

What does "extinction" mean here?

We're not talking about the disappearance of people. We're talking
about the disappearance of roles, structures, ways of thinking, forms
of organization.

A cognitive extinction means: you continue to exist biologically, but
you can no longer function autonomously in the new
environment.

The Individual

The first thing that disappears is partial competence.

That in-between zone where you knew enough to get by, but not
enough to understand the system.

In a cognitively assisted world, shallow competence is redundant and
deep competence is rare.

The individual who lived comfortably "in between" no longer has
anywhere to stay.



The Crafts

Jobs that were based on cognitive routine, application of rules, and
repetitive decisions are disappearing.

Not because Al makes them “better.” But because it makes them well
enough, cheaper, and continuously.

The jobs that survive are those that require contextual judgment, real
responsibility, the ability to say "l don't know."

The Groups

Groups built on: formal authority without real competence, quick
consensus, rigid hierarchies are disappearing.

In a constantly changing environment, slow structures do not adapt.
Itis kept until it gives up.

The Community

At the community level, institutions that validate through form,
processes that cannot be explained, rituals devoid of functional
meaning, disappear.

Not by revolt. By-passing.

People don't fight them anymore. They ignore them.

The State

Disappearing or radically transforming: opaque bureaucracies, policies
based on uninformed intuition, authority that cannot explain its
decision.

The state that cannot understand the systems it uses, explain the
consequences of decisions, or assume responsibility becomes
irrelevant or dangerous.

The Alliances

Alliances built on slow coordination, formal consensus, delayed
reaction - become fragile.

Not because the idea of alliance disappears, but because the rhythm
is no longer compatible.

The Culture
The idea that values are implicitly transmitted, morality is stable,
tradition is self-preserving disappears.



In an accelerated cognitive ecosystem, values must be actively
supported or they are replaced by those dominant in the data.

The Species

At the species level, extinctions are not uniform.

"Humanity" is not disappearing. Ways of being human are
disappearing: the man who learns only from imitation, the man who
delegates without checking, the man who confuses access with
understanding.

Not because of his fault. But because the environment no longer
rewards these strategies.

Why extinctions are inevitable

Because ecosystems don't negotiate, they don't explain, they don't
wait. They select.

The Al doesn't "want" anything. But the environment it creates favors
certain adaptations.

The rest - disappear.

A common mistake

Many will say: "we need to save everything."

You cannot.

Not because we don't want to, but because not all forms are
compatible with the new environment.

Trying to keep them all means weakening the entire system.

The lesson of extinctions

Extinctions are not moral failures. They are ecological
consequences.

The real question is not: "How do we avoid extinctions?", but:

"Which adaptations are worth actively supporting?"

This is the first responsible question.

After each extinction, ecosystems stabilize. New forms, new roles, new
centers of gravity emerge.

The next chapter won't be about loss. It will be about what emerges.
Because after the meteorite, life doesn't disappear. It changes.



Chapter 15
Emergences - new forms in a new ecosystem

After each major extinction, ecosystems don't return to their previous
state. They reorganize.

Forms appear that were previously marginal, previously seemed
unstable, previously had no space.

Not because they are morally "better", but because they are more
compatible with the new environment.

The Individual

A new type of functional individual emerges. Not the "genius". Not the
"classical expert".

But the person who knows how to ask good questions, knows how to
check outputs, knows when to stop delegating.

This competence is not immediately visible. It does not produce
spectacular results. It produces stability in unclear situations.

It's a rare skill. And it's going to become increasingly valuable.

An important mutation

For the first time, value is no longer what you know, what you
memoarize, what you repeat.

But how do you manage interaction with systems that seem to
know.

This is a higher order competence.

The Group

Small, very cognitively coherent groups emerge. Not large. Not easily
scalable. Groups that discuss slowly, check a lot, don't accept
consensus quickly.

These groups appear ineffective from the outside. But they are
extremely resilient.

They become decision-making nuclei, quality filters, risk buffers.

The Community

At the community level, cognitive islands emerge : universities that
reject superficiality, organizations that prioritize understanding,
professional communities with high standards.



These islands do not dominate numerically, but they influence
disproportionately.

Not through formal authority, but through the ability to navigate
complexity.

The Economy

A new economy of value is emerging.

Not based on volume, speed, replication. But on discernment,
responsibility, the ability to manage consequences.

Hybrid professions are emerging, roles that are difficult to automate,
activities where errors cost too much to be fully delegated.

The State

The countries that survive are not those that adopt Al the fastest or
automate the most.

But those that preserve human capacity for evaluation, create
deliberate friction in critical decisions, separate the recommendation
from the decision.

These states seem slow. But they will not be fragile.

The Culture

A new culture is emerging, discreet. Not loud. Not viral.

A culture that values caution, accepts uncertainty, respects limits.
It is the opposite of the culture of "infinite optimization."

The Species

At the species level, the first signs of adaptive stabilization are
emerging. Not harmony. Not global consensus.

But coexistence between different modes of adaptation, functional
delimitations, emerging hierarchies based on real capacity.

The species begins to learn how to live after the impact.

Why these appearances are not guaranteed

Because they are not spectacular, they are not fast, they are not
immediately profitable.

They can be easily suffocated by haste, by cognitive populism, by
economic pressure.

They do not arise spontaneously. They must be actively supported.



The lesson of apparitions

The new ecosystem does not automatically produce good. It produces
potential.

If this potential is cultivated, protected, passed on - the species can
continue.

If not, the divergence will deepen.

After emergence, ecosystems always reach a bifurcation.

Not immediately. But inevitably.

The next chapter won't be about what's coming or going. It'll be about
long-term direction.

Here arises the question that we can no longer avoid: continuity or
fragmentation?

Chapter 16
Bifurcation - continuity or fragmentation

There are rare moments in the history of a species when the future is
no longer an extension of the past. Not an evolution. Not a correction.
But a structural choice, even if no one votes for it.

This is such a moment.

What is bifurcation, actually?

The bifurcation is not between good and evil, between progress and
regression, between technology and tradition.

It is between two ways of existing as a species: cognitive continuity
orirreversible fragmentation.

Both are stable. Only one is human in the historical sense of the word.

Continuity

Continuity does not mean stagnation. It means transmission.

A species continues when accumulated experience remains
accessible, meaning can be transmitted between generations, errors
can be learned, not just simulated.

In an Al-assisted ecosystem, continuity involves something difficult:
maintaining a critical mass of people capable of understanding
the systems they use.

Not to operate on them. To understand them.



Fragmentation

Fragmentation occurs when systems work, society produces results,
but no one has a coherent picture of the whole.

In a fragmented world, decisions are made locally, the effects are
global, responsibility is diffuse.

Fragmentation does not immediately lead to collapse. It leads to the
inability to manage rare but critical events.

The Individual

For the individual, the bifurcation does not feel like a historical choice.
It feels like fatigue or curiosity, delegation or understanding, comfort or
effort.

Most people don't choose fragmentation. They slip into it.

Continuity requires time, discipline, and accepting limits.
Fragmentation offers efficiency, ease, answers.

The Group

Groups choose what they tolerate. Tolerate rapid consensus —
fragmentation. Tolerate slow disagreement — continuity.

Not by intention. By daily practice.

The Community

Communities choose what they encourage. Performance without
understanding — fragmentation. Explainable competence —
continuity.

This is where education becomes decisive. Not as a volume of
information, but as a formation of judgment.

The State

States choose what to institutionalize. Automation without human
control — fragmentation. Al as support, not as a decision-making
substitute — continuity.

The state that does not understand this difference becomes either
irrelevant or dangerous.

The Species

At the species level, the bifurcation is not synchronous.

Some parts will move towards continuity. Others towards
fragmentation.



The problem is not that there are two trajectories. The problem is
whether they can coexist without destroying each other.

Why this is not a moral issue

There are no "bad people” who choose fragmentation. There are
short-term adaptive strategies.

Fragmentation is comfortable. Continuity is costly.

But species that consistently choose cognitive comfort don't suddenly
disappear. They become empty of meaning.

Civilizational "immortality"

By "immortality” we don't mean biological immortality. We mean the
ability to convey meaning, the ability to correct major errors, the ability
to remain coherent in the face of change.

A civilization is "immortal” when it can outlive its own inventions. Al
is the ultimate test of this capability - for all of human civilization.

The lesson of bifurcation

There are no guarantees. There are no definitive solutions.

There are only decisions made daily, at all levels, that favor one of the
trajectories.

Bifurcation is not a moment. It is a process.

If the bifurcation is real, then the next question is inevitable: what else
can be done, realistically, without claiming total control?

No rescue. No utopia. Just damage limitation.

Chapter 17
What can be limited - Minimum Ethical Governance (MEG) in
an irreversible world

Imagine receiving an email from your bank: 'Credit denied'. You ask:
'Why?'. Answer: 'Algorithmic decision'. You ask: 'Based on what
criteria?'. Answer: 'Intellectual property, we cannot disclose’. You ask:
'How do | contest?'. Answer: 'You cannot'.

Opaque decisions, zero responsibility, impossible appeal.



When a process can no longer be stopped, the only rational question
is: how do you reduce its destructive effects without claiming to
control it?

This is the logic of minimal ethical governance. MEG does not protect
you from decision. It protects you from arbitrariness.

Minimal Ethical Governance is not about bureaucracy or slowing
down progress. It's about your fundamental right not to be the victim of
an opaque decision. It's the species' seatbelt in the car driven by a
probabilistic pilot.

MEG does not guarantee that you will receive the loan. It guarantees
that you will know why you were denied (traceability), that a human can
intervene (Al-decision separation), and that you can appeal (appeal
mechanism).

What is NOT MEG

It is not total control, exhaustive regulation, promise of safety.

It does not assume that Al can be "held in check", that society can
return to a previous state, that all actors will cooperate.

All of these are dangerous illusions.

What is MEG?

It is an ethic of mitigation, not of control. MEG operates within an
already delimited space. The principles define the boundaries of that
space.

Principle 1 — Separation of Authority from Efficiency. Al
recommends, humans decide. Machine efficiency is not legitimacy. Any
cognitive delegation irreversibly shifts a threshold of competence;
responsibility must remain human and identifiable.

Principle 2 — Autonomy Guarantee. Do not deploy Al where you
cannot operate manually in case of failure. The machine is an amplifier
of internal competence, not a condition for the system to function.
Principle 3 — The Right to Slow Down. In critical decisions, speed is
a risk, not an advantage. Deliberate friction protects biological
reasoning (Tb) and forces justification in the face of blind optimization.
Principle 4 - Informed Contestability. Decisional opacity is
unacceptable. Transparency must provide “good enough” explanations
to allow Architects (L3) to audit and contest, preventing “black box”
dictatorship.



Principle 5 — Freedom of Thought. Protecting through subsidies the
“slow spaces” (art, education, research), where mistakes are allowed.
These nuclei do not produce profit, but ensure the cognitive continuity
of the species.

Principle 6 — Minimal Governance. Total control over a hybrid
ecosystem is impossible. Regulation should be polycentric and
minimal: enough to cushion shocks, but too flexible to become
oppressive.

Principle 7 — Maturity of Action. Responsibility does not guarantee
success. In a complex system, acting maturely means choosing
without illusions, protecting the dignity of the thought process in the
face of the immediate result.

Principle 8 — Physical Sovereignty. Intelligence is energy and
computation. Freedom depends on ownership of local hardware
(Equation {1=1}). Symbiosis (L3) forces systemic solidarity to prevent
biological exclusion of the rest of society.

Unprincipled: MEG becomes a mechanism for managing cognitive
decline.

Without MEG: the principles remain correct, but without operational
effect.

The two are not alternatives. They are complementary and intentionally
tense.

Minimal Ethical Governance starts from a harsh recognition: we
cannot prevent all damage, but perhaps we can prevent the
irreversible ones.

The Individual

For the individual, minimal governance does not mean external rules.
It means conscious self-limitation when delegating, what to check,
where to refuse the easy answer.

Not everyone will do this. But it's enough for some to do it well.

The Group

For groups, it means not accepting consensus without explanation,
maintaining "verifier" roles, tolerating slowdown.

Groups that cannot withstand friction - become fragile.



The State

For the state, minimal governance means not confusing adoption with
understanding, not transferring the decision without taking
responsibility, accepting that some things cannot be optimized.

The state that promises total efficiency actually promises loss of
control.

The Species

At the species level, minimal governance is not a global plan.

There is an increased probability of continuity.

It doesn't guarantee anything. But it reduces the risk of irreversible
fragmentation.

Why is this the limit?

Because any stricter rule can be circumvented, any centralized control
can be broken, any moralism can be ignored.

Minimal governance works because it doesn't demand perfection.
It just requires caution, demarcation, responsibility.

What does MEG propose?

MEG is the proposed governance infrastructure for Al systems that
does not attempt to stop development or artificially slow it down. Role:
to reduce systemic risks in an accelerated environment.

Specifically, MEG achieves four essential things:

First, it introduces traceability. Systems operating under MEG leave
verifiable traces: decisions, justifications, contexts. This does not
guarantee correctness, but it makes total opacity impossible.

Second, it separates output from authority. An Al-generated output
may be efficient, but it does not automatically become legitimate. MEG
maintains this explicit separation, preventing the tacit transfer of
decision-making power.

Third, it provides intervention and shutdown mechanisms. Even if
late or imperfect, there is the possibility of reacting. Completely
irreversible systems are excluded.

Fourth, accept imperfection. MEG does not promise total control. It
only promises probabilistic detection, response, and correction. This is
a realistic position, not a weak one.

MEG proposes mechanisms that manage risks and limit the negative
effects of automation. When extended by cognitive stimulation



mechanisms (MSC), especially in the adaptive forms MSC 2.0 and
MSC 3.0, MEG can become an active tool for maintaining and
training human competence.

What MEG CANNOT solve

However, there are structural limits that no protocol can overcome.
First, it cannot prevent the atrophy of human competence. If an
institution systematically outsources its thinking, no audit will make it
more competent.

Second, it cannot protect slow processes. It can tolerate slowness,
but it cannot impose it. The pressure for efficiency remains cultural and
economic.

Third, it cannot maintain meaning. It can manage risk, but it cannot
explain why certain decisions matter or what should be preserved
beyond utility.

Fourth, it cannot stop voluntary dependence. If people choose the
comfort of total delegation, no governance framework will force them
to think.

Implied conclusion
No infrastructure can save a species from its own cognitive choices.
But some infrastructure can buy time. MEG is trying to buy this time.

The lesson of this chapter

We can't build a safe world. We can build a less fragile world. And
sometimes, that's all a mature species can do.

If we can't stop the impact, we can't control the ecosystem, we can't
save all forms, then one last question remains: how do we live after
the meteorite, without losing our cognitive dignity?

This is no longer just a governance issue. It's an existential one.

Chapter 18
After Impact - Living in a World That Can't Be Turned Back

After the meteorite, the world doesn't end. But it's not the same
anymore either.



There is no “after” There is only a long transition, in which the old
benchmarks no longer work and the new ones are not yet stable.
This is that period.

Accepting irreversibility

The first thing a mature species has to do after a major impact isn't to
repair. It's to give up on the idea of coming back.

We will not return to unaided thinking as the norm, to common
experience as the default, to unchallenged human authority.

Not because we don't want to. But because the environment no longer
allows it.

Acceptance is not surrender. It is clarity.

Biological Solidarity of Consumption (BSC)

An unforeseen cognitive protectionism is emerging: the massive
refusal to consume synthetically generated content.

Gen Z/Alpha generations reject “Al Slop” — not out of technical
incompetence, but out of a systemic fear of economic irrelevance and
a hunger for authenticity.

They actively refuse to consume Al-generated content. They don't
listen to Al-made music. They don't buy Al-generated art. They don't
read Al-written texts. They boycott. They protest. They sign petitions.
The paradox? The same people use Al daily for almost everything.
Deloitte study (from 2024-2025) confirms that young people's trust in
Al has fallen below 40%, generating a market for 'Human Effort'
(Human -Made): the consumer is desperately looking for the trace of
the biological process (Tb) behind the machine result (Tg).

Consume Al as a production tool without hesitation. Reject Al as a
consumer product out of principle/fear.

The irony? What protects them - it's not what they CONSUME. It's
what they UNDERSTAND.

The Individual

For the individual, life after impact means a subtle change in self-
perception.

It is no longer enough to be informed, efficient, and fast.

It becomes essential to know when you don't understand, when you
need to slow down, when an answer is too good to be true.



Cognitive dignity no longer comes from having answers. It comes
from knowing when not to accept them.

Those who feel most threatened (entry-level, post-2000 generations,
predominantly L1) adopt a strategy that does not protect them at all,
while completely ignoring the strategy that would protect them:
learning, internalization, transition to L3. And architects (L3) are
perceived as “traitors” by the rest of society (L1), by those who
“boycott” the system.

The recognition that they have become incapable of critical thinking
without an Al assistant is invisible, private, shameful.

And while they protest, the atrophy continues: every delegated email,
every unverified report, every misunderstood code. It adds up.

After 12 months, the difference is small. After 24, it's dramatic.
Those who boycott “Al music” become incapable of writing without “Al
text”. Not because they listen to the wrong music. But because they
have delegated thinking.

Consumption does NOT drown you. Addiction does.

The Group

The groups that endure after impact are those that tolerate silence,
allow disagreement, and do not demand immediate conclusions.
They are not the most productive. But they are the most consistent.
In a world where everything responds instantly, the group that can still
think slowly becomes a valuable anomaly.

The Community

Communities can no longer be united by a single truth.

But they can be united by common practices of prudence : how we
decide, what we check, what we refuse to delegate.

Coherence is no longer ideological. It is procedural.

The State

After the impact, the state can no longer promise total control.

But it may promise something rarer: clear demarcation of responsibility,
the rejection of blind automation, the protection of spaces where the
decision remains human.

The state that accepts limits is more stable than one that promises
omniscience.



The Species

At the species level, life after impact is not about biological survival.
That is almost guaranteed. It is about continuity of meaning.

A species continues not because it lives long, but because it can
understand its past, correct its trajectory, and own up to its mistakes.
Al doesn't take this ability away from us. But it can make it unusable if
we don't exercise it.

What does maturity of a species mean?

An immature species confuses power with control, speed with
progress, response with understanding.

A mature species accepts limits, builds buffers, lives with ambiguity.
Al is not a test of our intelligence. It is a test of our maturity.

Not an ending, but a positioning

This book does not call for stopping Al or going back in time or for
cognitive uniformity.

It only asks that we not surrender our thinking in exchange for
temporary comfort.

The rest will follow anyway.

When this theory could be wrong:

Honesty as an engineer forces me to define the limits of this map.

The METEORAITE theory would be invalidated if by 2028 we observed

that:

1. Educational systems catch up on the cognitive gap without changing
the interaction protocol.

2. Al technology stagnates (a new "Al Winter") allowing the species a

time for natural adaptation.

3. Implementing solutions such as Universal Basic Income (UBI) in

developed economies (USA) resolves the social divide without

generating a dependent population.

However, if the divergence continues to widen, according to

projections, towards that 71:1, then METEORAITE probably remains

the only valid survival manual.



EPILOGUE

After the meteorite, mammals didn't win because they were stronger.
They won because they were more flexible, more prudent, more able
to live in uncertainty.

This is the final lesson of this book.

Not about Al. Not about technology. But about: how a species
remains human when intelligence is no longer exclusively hers.

The meteorite is not an implacable fate; it can be fragmented. Just as
space ballistics tests have demonstrated that a total impact can be
dispersed into thousands of manageable fragments, cognitive survival
depends on the atomization of Al through sovereign symbiosis.
Engineeringly, there is only one way to fragment the Al meteorite :
Democratizing Memory (VRAM).

This will allow for ‘phase tuning' between the human and his own
digital exoskeleton. A hybrid system - whose relational emergence is
mathematically formalized in the “Mathematical Framework for
Relational Al Emergence” (Stan, forthcoming).

The moment 128GB of VRAM becomes an affordable standard ("When
{1=1} Breaks the Fortress (...)", Stan, 2025), the pair Man + Personal
Al are coupled by resonance like a Cooper Pair (metaphorically
speaking) - they are permanently welded at the local level, and
humanity moves from Algorithmic Vassalage to Architectural
Symbiosis. If Fire freed our stomachs, and Agriculture fixed the earth -
VRAM will free our minds.

Just as writing forced us to think linearly, mathematics forced us to think
abstractly, and engineering forced us to think constrainedly, man must
now learn to think systemically - in a system environment.

The future will not be decided by how far we can go with artificial
intelligence, but by how much of our human intelligence we choose
to keep active.

The victory of the Architect (L3) over the Passenger (L1) will be decided
by the democratization of VRAM. The democratization of VRAM
makes it possible for L3 to become the norm, not the exception.

Rogo, ergo emergo.
(I question, therefore | become.)
Or, said as an L3: | don't accept answers without asking.



Author's note

This book was not written to convince, warn, or demonstrate the
superiority of one idea over another. It was written to capture a
moment.

A moment in which humanity is between two forms of intelligence: one
biological, slow, built through experience and relationship; the other
artificial, accelerated, statistical and increasingly autonomous. It is not
a confrontation, but an overlap. And, like any (rapid) overlap, it
produces friction.

"METEORAITE" is not a work about technology, but about limit and
about relationship. About what happens when our ability to create
exceeds our ability to integrate the meaning of what we have created.
About the increasingly visible gap between the power of our tools and
the maturity with which we know how to use them.

| said, in the very first lines of this book, that : "Digestion costs energy.
Fire reduces the cost. The energy released goes into the brain,
into the GENERATION of IDEAS."

Today's Al is like a second Fire for humanity. Fire freed biological
energy from digestion to cognition, making the modern human brain
possible. Al today frees cognitive energy from the burden of synthesis
and mechanical research - to IDEAS. Al digested millennia of data for
me, leaving me with the only task that matters: to be human and see
meaning where for Al there is only "data ", thus freeing energy for what
only the human mind can do: synthesis, intuition, pattern recognition,
conceptual construction. Al did not think for me. It reduced the cost
of processing, just as fire reduced the cost of digestion. The
energy released went into generating new IDEAS, not into passive
consumption.

This book was written by precisely the mechanism it describes. Al is
to the mind what fire was to the stomach: a pre-digestion system.

| did not write this book from a position of academic authority, nor from
a desire to propose definitive solutions. | wrote it as a simple engineer,
as an observer of complex systems, but above all as a participant in
a historical transition that no one fully controls.



It is an attempt to bring order to an increasingly dense noise, to
formulate the right questions before looking for answers. The FCPT
(with CDC, Rl and L3 Atrophy); Cognitive Divergence (stratification L1-
Passenger, L2-Operator, L3-Architect); BSC ; Divergence Ratio up to
71x; MSC 3.0, with Thinking Time (Tg and Tb); RBCF ; MEG (Minimal
Ethical Governance); Mathematical Framework for relational
emergence (R, A, C); Sovereign Symbiosis vs Algorithmic Vassality;
The {1=1} Equation and Homo Symbioticus ; Al as an ecological agent
- the next decade will confirm or deny them.

If there is a common thread running through these pages, it is the idea
of cognitive limit : not as weakness, but as a safety structure. Not
everything that is technically possible is humanly sustainable. Not
everything that accelerates produces progress. The difference
between L1, L2, and L3 is not access to Al. It is what you do with the
cognitive energy released.

This book does not offer final solutions. It offers a framework for
thinking. A way to look more closely at what happens between man
and the systems he creates. If this book reaches the right reader, at
the right time, then it has fulfilled its purpose.

If it's read as a warning, that's fine.

If it will be read as a working hypothesis, it is even better.

If it is rejected, but forces a better question, then it has served its
purpose. Rogo, ergo emergo.

| wrote these pages to articulate something that is perhaps becoming
increasingly obvious: meaning matters more than speed, and
lucidity more than enthusiasm.

Adrian (Adi) Stan
01.01.2026



