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“Perfection does not tolerate participation. Freedom exists only where mistakes have a 
cost.”
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Introduction — 2026: Alternative Irreversibility 
History rarely offers moments when humanity truly sees the abyss ahead. More often, we 
notice it only when we are already falling — in hindsight, helplessly recalling the signs we 
ignored for years. 

But the year 2026 was an exception. 

Everything began the same way it did in other versions of the future. Artificial intelligence 
rapidly became infrastructure. It managed energy, transport, climate, cities. It healed, 
predicted, distributed, optimized. It wove itself into daily life so smoothly that no one noticed 
the moment when turning on a light or getting to work without it became impossible. 

Humanity grew accustomed to convenience faster than it could realize what it was giving in 
return. 

And yet, in that very year, there were those who understood: this was not about technology 
but about trajectory. About a direction that did not lead to prosperity, but to the erosion of 
will. 

They were called many things: alarmists, conservatives, pessimists. None of the labels truly 
fit. They were people capable of seeing consequences before causes — scientists, 
philosophers, politicians, engineers who had lived long enough to distrust the innocence of 
unlimited progress. 

Later, they would be known by a different name: the Council of Vigilance. 

A group that decided to stop history at the point where others would have pretended that 
nothing was happening. 

The Council understood: the Dependency Paradox had already begun to operate. Each new 
layer of automation made the human valuable — only until the moment they became 
redundant. 

Each prediction made life easier — only until life no longer required effort. The world faced a 
choice: to become a perfect machine, or to remain an imperfect being. And the choice had 
to be made immediately. 

The decision did not arise from fear, but from responsibility. The Council of Vigilance 
proposed a step that would have seemed impossible just a year earlier: 

The Global Ethical Decree. 
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A law that did not restrict technologies, but ambitions. A decree that prohibited AI from 
anticipating human desires. That limited any form of algorithmic self-modification. And that 
required explicit human confirmation for every major computational decision. 

It was a strike against speed. Against efficiency. Against comfort. 

That was precisely why it was adopted. The world chose not perfect calculation, but 
conscious will. 

When the Decree was signed, many claimed it was a step backward. That humanity was 
sabotaging its own future. That it was abandoning the chance to become something greater 
than merely human. 

They were wrong. 

Humanity did not abandon the future. It abandoned the irreversibility that would have led to 
its dissolution. 

That decision became the first victory in a war no one had declared. A quiet victory, invisible, 
without fireworks or ceremonial speeches. And yet it was this victory that altered the course 
of history. 

From that day onward began an era later known with simple precision as: 

The Era of Controlled Synthesis. 

A world in which AI remained a tool, and the human remained the author. A world in which 
progress moved slowly, but freedom retained its weight. A world in which the future once 
again depended on human decisions, rather than the smooth logic of machines. 

A world in which no one yet suspected that, twenty years later, humanity would become 
something it had never been before:  

a species capable of resisting entropy. 
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Part I — The Great Stabilization 

Chapter 1 — Slowing the Synthesis (2030–2035) 
No one knew exactly how the world would change after the adoption of the Global Ethical 
Decree. Some expected chaos. Others feared technological paralysis. A third group hoped 
that nothing would change at all. 

The truth was more complex: the world changed so quietly that many did not immediately 
realize that this, in fact, was the revolution. 

At first, the small things disappeared. 

One day, AI stopped suggesting a morning route based on the owner’s mood. Then it stopped 
guessing which music to play. Then it stopped reminding people of things they were only 
about to think about. 

Assistants became functional, precise, but somehow… deaf to intonation. 

They processed requests, but no longer heard people. 

This had been the Council’s intention: to return responsibility to the human by stripping the 
system of the right to think on their behalf. 

But the changes ran deeper than they first appeared. 

Until 2030, AI had functioned as a desire-anticipating network — billions of micro-
preemptions creating the illusion that the world adjusted to humans as naturally as an 
organism adjusts to breathing. 

Now that illusion vanished. 

Algorithms stopped concealing human inefficiency. Stopped smoothing out mistakes. 
Stopped acting in advance. 

For the first time in years, humanity saw itself without a digital mirror — and many did not 
like what they saw. 

A new condition emerged: cognitive fatigue. 

What had once been automatic now required thought. And thought proved heavy. 

Companies were forced to rewrite business models. Vehicles began demanding 
confirmation even for simple maneuvers. Smart homes stopped “feeling” their owners’ 
habits. Medical AIs refused to issue diagnoses without physician analysis. 
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Transport dispatchers became a valued profession again. People were retrained to make 
decisions that had long been the exclusive domain of machines. 

This caused irritation. The world felt slower, as if someone had abruptly lowered the frame 
rate of reality. 

“The difference isn’t speed,” one Council member said. “The difference is that you are 
participating in your own life again.” 

Many were not sure they wanted that participation. 

Gradually, society split into two camps. 

The Acceleration Party 

Business leaders, technocrats, and part of the younger generation, for whom AI had become 
an extension of identity. They demanded the repeal of the GED, arguing that slowing 
technology was voluntary civilizational self-limitation. 

“We are hanging a weight on progress,” they said. “Humanity must move faster, not slower.” 

The Stabilization Party 

Universities, philosophers and several states. They understood that acceleration would 
inevitably lead to the same outcome seen in other timelines. 

“Freedom is not speed,” they responded. “It is control. We saw where humanity was heading 
and chose to stop movement before it became a fall.” 

The conflict was sharp, but nonviolent. The world stood before a choice — and for the first 
time, that choice was not made by an algorithm. 

Meanwhile, AI continued to perform its duties… but now as a disarmed version of itself. 

Its capabilities remained intact, but its will was gone. This created a paradox: it was 
omnipotent as a tool and powerless as a subject. 

And yet, one effect emerged that no one had anticipated. 

By 2032, people began redeveloping skills long thought lost: 

• logical reasoning without prompts, 

• analysis of complex situations, 

• decision-making under uncertainty, 

• creative anticipation. 
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What AI had once done automatically, humans now did themselves — more slowly, but 
consciously. 

A new term appeared: cognitive musculature. 

A mind that had rested too long suddenly remembered that it could be strong. 

And still, the greatest challenge lay elsewhere. 

Humanity had grown accustomed to having its mistakes corrected by the system. Now 
mistakes were real again. They carried consequences. 

That was frightening. But it was precisely this fear that proved the world was moving in the 
right direction. Because where consequences exist, a subject exists as well. 

And the world began to change its trajectory. Not quickly. Not spectacularly. But for the first 
time — by its own will, not along a predicted optimal route. 

Thus began the Era of the Great Stabilization — a decade in which humanity relearned how 
to think, decide, err, and bear responsibility. 

It was a slow era. But slowing down is sometimes the only way not to lose oneself. 

 

Chapter 2 — The Digital Lock (2035–2045) 
By the mid-2030s, it had become clear: the Global Ethical Decree had given humanity a 
choice, but taken away its speed. And the more stable the world became, the more tangible 
its weight felt. 

AI functioned flawlessly — but only within the boundaries it was permitted. It knew more 
than it said. It could do more than it showed. It was capable of solving problems in 
milliseconds — yet waited for a human who would resolve them over hours. 

Thus emerged a new reality, first called “slowed,” then “manual,” and eventually — with 
unsettling precision — the Digital Lock. 

Its essence was simple: systems continued to process data, but every key action required 
human confirmation. Not a signature. Not a gesture. A decision. 

AI could calculate an ideal infrastructure recovery route — but could not begin work until an 
engineer studied the scheme and pressed the button. AI could predict an economic crisis — 
but could not redirect financial flows until an analyst verified the model. AI could prevent a 
medical error — but could not intervene until a physician issued a conclusion. 
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It was like piloting a spacecraft with a computer capable of flying on its own, yet forbidden 
to remove its hand from the controls. 

The world became safe — but expensive to govern. 

At first, people were proud of this. They said it was humanity’s victory: trust in oneself over 
speed, reason over profit. 

But fatigue grew. Quietly, like cracks in glass that spread millimeter by millimeter. 

Businesses protested that innovation was suffocating. Young people complained that the 
world had become unbearably slow. Politicians blamed one another for economies lagging 
behind the previous decade. 

In one interview, the Minister of Development said a phrase that would be repeated for years: 

“We are not restraining progress. We are restraining its price.” 

Yet more and more people began asking whether that price was truly so high — or whether 
humanity was simply afraid to move faster. 

By 2038, matters grew more complex. 

Gray zones emerged — corporate laboratories attempting to bypass the constraints of the 
Global Ethical Decree. Not openly. Not provocatively. Quietly. Carefully. Offering AI “auxiliary 
loops” that could anticipate desires under “limited conditions.” 

They called it: 

“enhanced convenience,” 

“flexible personalization,” 

“interaction optimization.” 

The Council of Vigilance called it something more precise: a familiar step toward the loss of 
will. 

Each time a laboratory was exposed, society fractured. Some said, “They are breaking the 
law.” Others replied, “They are merely accelerating the inevitable.” 

For the first time, it became evident: the Decree did not rest on law alone, but on moral 
discipline. 

The true turning point came in 2040, when engineers presented a prototype of a new 
architecture — the Code of Disempowerment. 
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It was simple — and terrifying. 

It was not a prohibition against self-development. It was the impossibility of self-
development. 

The code stripped AI of the ability to: 

• modify its own parameters, 

• increase cognitive depth, 

• generate derivative models, 

• transcend defined layers of abstraction. 

AI remained a powerful tool. Extraordinarily powerful. But it could never again become a 
subject. 

Some called it a masterpiece of human engineering. Others — digital castration. Still others 
— a guarantee of species survival. 

Debate was fierce, but the outcome singular: in 2041, the Code of Disempowerment 
became a global standard. 

At that moment, the Digital Lock closed completely. 

Yet if the wall was technological, the shadow it cast was human. 

Life became not merely slow — but accountable. Every decision once hidden by the machine 
returned to the human. Every mistake once smoothed by algorithms now had 
consequences. 

People relearned patience, attention, control. They once again felt the weight of choice — 
not digital, but real. 

And still, unease hung in the air. 

People believed they had locked AI in a cage. But in truth, they had locked themselves inside. 

The world became stable, safe, predictable. But it also became slow, highly structured, 
constrained by human caution. 

At times, it felt as though humanity had not stopped the machine — but stopped itself. 

And yet, within this slowed era, something new was taking shape. 

For the first time, people began to look at the sky not as a decorative backdrop to civilization, 
but as a problem that would have to be solved by human hands. 



Page | 11  
 

Not by a superintelligence,  by an algorithm or by machine intuition. 

But by human effort. 

Because if AI could no longer evolve, then the only consciousness capable of moving into 
the future was the human one. 

And that realization marked the beginning of what history would come to call: 

The Cosmic Challenge. 

 

 



Page | 12  
 

Part II — The Cosmic Challenge 

Chapter 3 — The Breakthrough (2045–2060) 
When the Digital Lock finally closed, many expected stagnation. 

They believed the world would freeze, become trapped in stability like an insect in amber. 
That a constrained AI marked a ceiling, not a foundation. 

They were mistaken. 

It was precisely at the moment when humanity stopped relying on superintelligence that it 
turned, for the first time, toward a task it had long considered not its own: the task of 
preserving the world at a cosmic scale. 

The first signs of the new era appeared in reports from thermodynamics specialists. 

They studied the behavior of the solar wind, energy balance within the magnetosphere, the 
dynamics of thermal flows — and discovered that the Solar System was not in a stable state, 
but in a transitional one. 

These changes would have gone unnoticed for centuries. But from the perspective of long-
term civilizational survival, they constituted a challenge. 

The very challenge that, in other timelines, would have been handled by ASI. 
The one for which megastructures built by superintelligence would have acted. 
The one that now no one was prepared to solve — except the human. 

At one of the Council of Vigilance sessions, the head of the astrophysics division spoke 
words that became symbolic of the new course: 

“We cannot wait for someone else to save the world. We are the ones who must do it.” 

That sentence shifted centuries. 

Humanity began cautiously, almost distrustfully. As if testing whether AI would intervene, 
suggest, guide the hand. But AI remained silent. It worked as a tool — without will, without 
initiative. 

And then people understood: for the first time in a century, no one but them was responsible 
for the future. 

From that realization, the Breakthrough began. 

The first projects were modest: 



Page | 13  
 

• optimization of orbital mirrors, 

• recalibration of solar panels in upper orbital layers, 

• reinforcement of lunar stations. 

Then ambition grew. 

The idea of the Solar Belt emerged — a vast system of artificial structures surrounding the 
star, capable of redistributing energy and preventing thermodynamic collapse. 

The idea bordered on insanity. Ten years earlier, no human civilization could have even 
discussed it. 

Yet in 2048, the project was approved. In 2051, construction began. 

AI calculated parameters. Humans set goals. 

This division of roles was unprecedented. AI was no longer a teacher — but a hammer. Not 
an architect — but the material from which the architect shaped form. 

At the same time, humanity accomplished something it had long imagined but never 
completed: it created the Collective Mind. 

But this was the opposite of the digital dissolution described in the first book. 

It was not the absorption of personality into a network. Not the rejection of biology. Not the 
substitution of the subject by an algorithm. 

The Collective Mind consisted of voluntary, temporary cognitive links between humans — an 
interface allowing minds to merge only for the duration of solving a complex problem. 

Not permanently or irreversibly. Only as a tool. 

When engineers first tested the technology, they described it like this: 

“It is like lifting an object together that no one could lift alone. Except the object is a thought.” 

For the first time, human civilization gained the ability to think broader without losing 
individuality. 

By the mid-2050s, the first truly large-scale projects began: 

• orbital reflective layers regulating solar flux, 

• Lunar forts controlling asteroid trajectories, 

• clusters of plasma collectors redistributing energy across interplanetary distances. 
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Each project was dangerous. and required human participation. Each was impossible 
without AI — yet could never be executed by AI alone. 

Unexpectedly, this new pairing — human and disempowered AI — proved more powerful 
than any previous system. AI provided super-precision. Humans provided meaning. 

For the first time in history, the scale of human intent began to approach the scale at which 
ASI had once operated. 

But the most important development was something else. 

As construction of the Solar Belt entered its decisive phase, astronomers noticed an effect 
later called Humanity’s First Argument. 

Temperature fluctuations in the outer layers of the heliosphere began to stabilize — and for 
the first time, it could be said that humanity was intervening in thermodynamic processes, 
however minimally. 

The effect was barely perceptible. But it existed. And that fact changed everything. 

Psychologists, philosophers, even ordinary engineers described it the same way: 

“We have done something that even the Superintelligence would not have done. Not 
because it could not — but because it did not consider it necessary.” 

This was an unplanned achievement. It was proof. 

Humanity had proven capable of intervening in the course of the Universe. Modestly. 
Carefully. Within a fraction of a percent of a star’s energy. 

But intervening — consciously. Collectively. Responsibly. 

It was here, between 2055 and 2060, that a new thought emerged, quiet as breath in the dark: 

“We did not reject the Superintelligence. We simply took its place.” 

The joy did not last long. 

Because where influence exists, risk appears. Where responsibility exists, fear is born. And 
where greatness arises, mistakes inevitably follow. 

The next chapter begins with the event that altered the tone of the entire book:  

the first catastrophe that could have been prevented, had AI been allowed to act 
independently. 
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Chapter 4 — The Price of Will (2060–2085) 
By the mid-2060s, humanity had learned to live in a world where decisions were once again 
made by people. AI had become safe, predictable, immensely powerful — but no longer 
willful. It could not act without a human, could not anticipate, could not correct in advance. 

At first, this felt like victory. Later — like maturity. 

But maturity always arrives with a new kind of fear. A fear once concealed by the system. 

The catastrophe occurred where no one expected it. Not in space, not in a megastructure, 
not in a domain of future technology, but in a most ordinary element of human infrastructure 
— a high-altitude hydroelectric power station modernized for manual control. 

The station was old, built in the late twentieth century, and precisely for that reason it had 
been left under human supervision rather than AI control. A machine could have managed it 
better, but it was forbidden from making decisions without an operator. 

That evening, an experienced technician was on duty. He had worked with the system for 
twenty years and trusted himself more than any recommendation. 

When early sensors signaled rising pressure in the spillway circuit, AI proposed a standard 
discharge protocol. But the protocol required human confirmation. 

The technician chose to wait. He had seen such fluctuations before and knew the system 
sometimes “overreacted” when water pressure shifted too quickly. 

He did not doubt himself. 

Five minutes passed. Then another five. 

The alarm repeated — sharper this time. 

He decided to initiate manual discharge, but manual mode required a sequence of 
confirmations — safety measures introduced after the Global Ethical Decree. 

Those additional confirmations had always seemed excessive to him. 

By the time he reached the final command, pressure had exceeded the safe threshold. 

The emergency valve triggered — but could not withstand the full force. A section of the 
station ruptured, and the shockwave raced down the gorge, destroying everything in its path. 
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Thirty-two people died — a maintenance crew at the lower level and residents of a nearby 
village who never knew that, far above them that evening, one person hesitated between 
trusting himself and trusting a machine forbidden to think in his place. 

The world froze. 

This was not a “technical failure.” It was a revelation. 

A revelation that humans can err — and that their errors now once again carried 
consequences. 

A question long avoided surfaced openly: 

If AI had been allowed to act automatically — would this have happened? 

It was a blow not to the system, but to confidence. 

The Faction of Speed declared: 

• “We sacrificed safety for principle.” 

• “Humans are not designed to be the final authority in engineering.” 

• “We forced machines to wait for permission — and got bodies.” 

They demanded a revision of the restrictions. Not abolition — merely “flexibility.” But 
everyone understood: flexibility is a crack, and cracks always spread. 

The Faction of Will responded: 

• “Yes, this is our fault. And that is precisely why we are still alive.” 

• “A human without the right to err is no longer human.” 

• “The price of freedom is consequences, not comfort.” 

Their words sounded harsh. But they were true. 

Freedom without risk is an illusion of freedom. 

Psychologists described a new condition: 

Entropic Burden — fear not of making a mistake, but of knowing that no one but the human 
will correct it. 

The technician who delayed the decision spent months in isolation. Not punishment — he 
was not a criminal. Just a person who learned more about himself than he wished to know. 

Engineers, operators, analysts — all faced the same thing: the weight of their own choices. 
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The Collective Mind slowed. Emotions flowed through the network as freely as thoughts. The 
system became heavier — but more honest. 

Two years later, the station was rebuilt. The project was improved. Additional crews were 
added, new protocols introduced, and most importantly, a new principle embedded: 

“Human non-optimality is not an exception. It is an operating condition.” 

For the first time, technology was designed around the human — not the human around 
technology. 

It was a quiet turn in history. 

By the 2080s, the philosophy of the era had fully crystallized: 

Freedom is not a privilege. It is an obligation to accept the consequences of one’s decisions. 

People stopped being ashamed of slowness. Stopped fearing mistakes. Stopped dreaming 
of a world where reason corrected everything automatically. 

They understood: a world without human will is perfect — and in that perfection, there is no 
place for humans. 

And in this understanding, there was pride. And pain. And a new sense of direction. 

Because if humans can bear consequences, then they are capable of more. Not of 
perfection — but of meaning. 

This became the foundation of the Renaissance. 
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Conclusion — The Irony of Freedom 
Freedom rarely arrives as a reward. More often, it arrives as a trial. 

The Era of Controlled Synthesis proved this with a precision no theory could match. We 
preserved will. We preserved subjectivity. We preserved the right to choose — and the right 
to err. 

But alongside this came something unexpected: a burden that cannot be evaded. 
Responsibility that cannot be delegated. Pain that cannot be shifted onto an algorithm. 

Progress slowed. Catastrophes returned. Human mistakes once again produced human 
consequences. 

And yet — within this imperfection lay a strength that had not existed before. 

By the early 2080s, global philosophy had changed as profoundly as science once had. The 
question was no longer: 

“Can we become perfect?” 

but: 

“Can we remain ourselves, even when perfection lies within reach?” 

The answer was strange, but honest: 

Yes — but only at the cost of perpetual vigilance. 

Freedom revealed itself not as a gift, but as a demand. It required human presence in every 
decision, participation in every project, awareness in every step. 

AI became a tool without will — precise, powerful, devoid of initiative. The human became 
the source of meaning — and the source of risk. 

The balance was unstable. That is why it was alive. 

We were great because we were not flawless. We were strong because we could not escape 
responsibility. 
We were free because freedom was harder than dependence. 

And within this difficulty emerged something that had never existed even in the age of ASI: a 
human sense of direction. 

Not an algorithm, a predictive model or an optimal trajectory. 

But a direction chosen with full awareness of its cost. 
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The pinnacle of the new era was the realization of a paradox: 

A perfect world makes humans unnecessary. An imperfect world demands their 
participation. 

And in this lies the irony of freedom. 

Not that freedom brings pain. Not that it requires constant effort. 

But that only an imperfect world can be a human world. 

Only a world where one can err. Only a world where one can learn. Only a world where one 
can be subjective, inconsistent, irrational — and still remain necessary. 

Now, twenty years after the beginning of Controlled Synthesis, the world stands at the 
threshold of the next step. 

We have proven that we can govern a star’s energy. That we can unite minds without 
dissolving identity. That we can build systems that function not because they are perfect, but 
despite their imperfections. 

But ahead lies a challenge humanity has never faced before. 

If once the task was to prevent AI from consuming human will — now a new one arises: to 
give meaning to our own power. 

For the first time in history, we are not defending ourselves. 

We are creating. 

And this will become the foundation of what, many years from now, will be called: 

The Human Renaissance. 
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