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Prologue 

Technology no longer stands at the edge of society. It intervenes in attention, information, 
credibility, and increasingly also in decision-making. In doing so, its role changes. What once 
primarily carried things out now helps determine the conditions under which people can still see 
what is happening, what counts, and who receives authority. It has therefore long ceased to be 
only about devices, software, or efficiency. It is about the ordering of reality. 

This touches the public sphere directly. Knowledge arises less often through shared 
examination, open debate, and institutional care. Increasingly, it is formed within closed 
environments of selection, optimization, and prediction. Visibility follows from what systems 
bring forward. Credibility often already rests on technical pre-processing. What is called 
governable has usually first been translated into measurable units. As a result, the question 
itself shifts. People ask less often whether something is true, and more often whether the 
system finds it plausible. 

This has consequences for the human being. When knowledge becomes detached from 
encounter, attention, and judgment, it loses its moral ground. Information then remains, but not 
sustaining truth. Knowing becomes a technique of distance. 

From that perspective, Peter Thiel is not an eccentric outsider. He is rather a condensed 
expression of a broader movement of this age. In him, technological ambition, religious 
language, geopolitical crisis-thinking, exceptionalism, and belief in elite control converge. The 
recent Trouw article, “Tech billionaire Peter Thiel tells Rome who the Antichrist is,” shows this 
sharply. Thiel reads the Antichrist as a system that, under the guise of peace and stability, 
sacrifices freedom and democracy. At the same time, he is the founder of Palantir, a company 
that operates precisely within that sphere of prediction, surveillance, and administrative pre-
structuring. Paolo Benanti, a Franciscan moral theologian and technology ethicist, therefore 
calls this line of thought in his essay L’hérésie américaine: faut-il brûler Peter Thiel? in Le Grand 
Continent not Christianity, but heresy: a partial truth detached from the whole and elevated into 
an absolute principle. 

There, too, lies the central question of this essay. What happens when a system that deepens 
unrest, rivalry, and alienation presents itself at the same time as protection against them? What 
happens when the same infrastructure that makes people more dependent on technical 
mediation then appears as the final dam against chaos? Then the nature of power changes. 
Power no longer only directs behavior. It also orders the stage on which fear, expectation, and 
rescue are distributed. From that moment onward, critique becomes more difficult, because the 
system does not appear as an interested party, but as a necessary protector. 

Thiel is therefore relevant here, not as a psychological case or a curiosity, but as a symptom. His 
thinking shows how technology fills a moral and theological vacuum. It provides not only 
instruments, but also a story about fear, order, selection, and salvation. Precisely that story asks 
to be analyzed. 

 

  



I. When systems begin to create their own reality 

1. A crisis that reaches deeper than politics or technology 

The present disorientation is not an ordinary systemic crisis. It touches the way societies bear 
reality. Economic disruption, cultural polarization, and geopolitical uncertainty are serious, yet 
they do not fully explain why so many people feel that the foundation itself has shifted. That 
foundation lies in the way truth receives authority, how judgment takes shape, and how people 
learn to discern what is truly at stake. Once that layer becomes unstable, additional policy can 
only help within limits. 

The sustaining moral structure of living together has become less firm. Procedures remain in 
place, but their inner carrying power is weakening. The rhythm needed to distinguish urgency 
from significance is disappearing. The world accelerates, while the capacity for proportionate 
judgment grows weaker. A strange emptiness arises: more points of measurement, less 
direction; more signals, less shared interpretation. The crisis therefore lies not only in a lack of 
information, but in a lack of perception, proportion, and moral grounding. 

This becomes tangible in practice. A leader sits in a meeting with dashboards, risk models, and 
progress reports. Everything is green. At the same time, the atmosphere is fragile, trust is 
declining, and people are withdrawing from responsibility. The system mainly registers what it 
has itself been designed to register. The rest falls away. That is an impoverishment of the 
capacity to know. Good governance begins with perception. Not through dashboards alone, but 
also through relational signals, context, undertone, and embodied attention. Without that layer, 
systems continue to produce while reality has already moved elsewhere. 

This is why a merely political or technological reading falls short. The crisis is often approached 
as though better regulation, better AI, or better institutional coordination would be sufficient. 
Sometimes these things help. But as long as the underlying assumptions remain unchanged, the 
problem returns in a tidier form. There is no systemic solution for a crisis that arises from a loss 
of humanity, perception, judgment, and moral grounding. More control then easily deepens the 
hardening. More data, at most, produces a more precise image of a reality that is still not 
understood. 

Thiel stands precisely on that fault line. He responds to instability not by restoring public truth-
formation, but by further relocating judgment into technical infrastructure and exceptional 
power. That is why he is relevant. He says aloud what elsewhere happens more quietly. 
Democratic slowness is seen as a deficiency. Open debate becomes an obstacle. Moral 
ambiguity must yield to predictive sharpness. In that shift, the human being no longer appears 
as a bearer of perception, but as a source of noise. 

2. From shared reality to mediated reality 

Shared reality requires common places of testing. Journalism, science, the judiciary, education, 
and politics fulfilled that role, imperfectly but essentially. There, knowledge was slowed down, 
contested, revised, and embedded in procedures of accountability. That infrastructure is under 
pressure. The digital regime relocates knowledge production into closed chains of selection and 
optimization. Visibility follows from ranking. Attention follows from stimulation. Authority follows 
from circulation. In this way, truth loses its public grounding and appears ever more often as the 
outcome of technical ordering. 



That shift changes more than the amount of information. It changes the conditions under which 
people can still perceive together. When systems predict, filter, and personalize, each person 
receives a private access route to the world. The shared table of perception slowly disappears 
from view. A system can store correlations, recognize patterns, and model behavior. A 
community can carry meaning, distribute responsibility, and hold truth in relation. When that 
second layer falls away, a knowledge order without an inner life emerges. 

Truth also lives in the space between people. It appears in encounter, listening, and attention. 
Many contemporary systems do not take that space seriously as a source of truth, but treat it as 
an uncertain zone that can better be optimized, measured, or managed. What must remain 
humanly open is technically closed. Then nuance does not merely disappear. The very 
possibility of shared truth-formation is weakened. 

That is why it is too simple to call platforms and AI mere tools. They form environments. 
Technology works as an environmental structure that determines in advance what seems 
relevant, executable, or self-evident. That ordering power is political, even when it is not 
presented as such. Interfaces, standards, and data architectures establish which options 
become visible and which disappear. From that moment onward, the conflict itself shifts. 
People still discuss choices, while the frame within which those choices are made has already 
been technically fixed. 

A mediated reality thus emerges: smooth in appearance, efficient in feel, and impoverished at 
the same time. It offers much information, but little encounter. Much reaction, little reflection. 
Much ordering, little truth. People live increasingly in a world that has already been pre-sorted 
for them. What another person sees, reads, or fears is no longer naturally connected to what one 
sees oneself. The public sphere then crumbles without anything formally collapsing. It is 
replaced by a functional imitation. This is grave, because democracy without shared reality soon 
becomes administration. 

3. Peter Thiel as a figure of this age 

Peter Thiel embodies this age not only because he is wealthy or influential. He does so above all 
because he openly elaborates its underlying logic. In his work, competition appears not as a 
healthy ordering of difference, but as destructive rivalry that must be escaped through 
uniqueness and monopoly. In Zero to One, he defends monopoly as the domain in which lasting 
value can be retained. Companies that truly win withdraw from competition. Moreover, as he 
writes there, monopolists conceal their monopoly by framing their market narrowly or denying 
their power. That detail is telling. In this model, power prefers to present itself as innocent 
innovation. 

That economic line is not separate from his philosophical sources. Thiel turns Girard’s analysis 
of mimetic desire into a strategic doctrine. Girard shows that human beings desire through one 
another and therefore become entangled in rivalry. That diagnosis calls for insight, restraint, and 
moral awareness. Thiel reads the same material as an invitation to step outside rivalry through 
innovation, monopoly, and technological exceptional position. An analysis of human fragility 
thus becomes a program for power. The human being no longer has to understand his desire. He 
must technically outrun it. 

The Trouw article on his lectures in Rome shows that this appropriation now also extends into 
faith. There, Thiel describes the Antichrist as a system that sacrifices freedom and democracy in 
the name of peace and stability. Fear of climate, AI, and war would provide the breeding ground 



for a morally polished control system. Benanti responds by accusing him of heresy. His point is 
clear. Thiel absolutizes fragments, competition, technology, and the individual, and detaches 
them from a broader moral and relational whole. As a result, a partial truth acquires a 
totalitarian tendency. 

A bitter reversal then appears. Thiel warns against a system that draws ever more power toward 
itself in the name of security and peace. At the same time, his company builds infrastructures 
that seek to identify threats early, make behavior predictable, and pre-structure administrative 
intervention. Benanti carries that line far. In his description, Palantir becomes almost the 
summary of Thiel’s worldview: a machine that seeks to neutralize mimetic violence before it 
erupts, while at the same time claiming an almost superhuman right to oversight and prediction. 
This is not an isolated contradiction, but a fixed pattern. The source of unrest is placed outside 
one’s own system, while that same system offers itself as protection. 

There also lies the sensitive boundary of this analysis. The problem with Thiel is not only that he 
deploys religious language for worldly purposes. More serious is that he undermines the 
conditions of public truth and at the same time supplies a story of rescue for the infrastructures 
that benefit from that erosion. A closed circle arises. First, rivalry, acceleration, and uncertainty 
are intensified. Then those very phenomena are read as proof that only technological superiority 
can still bring salvation. At that moment, technology acquires an almost soteriological, 
redemptive function. It does not only order the world; it also claims that it must save it. 

There, too, lies the counter-perspective to Thiel. Not an anti-technological reflex, but the 
restoration of public truth-formation, relational attention, and humanity as a source of 
knowledge. 

This sharpens the purpose of the essay. The question is not only how a single tech company 
might be subjected to more rules, though that may be necessary. The deeper question is how a 
society can recover its reality when systems have already begun to prescribe it. Once people 
learn again to carry truth in attention, conversation, doubt, and shared experience, the 
technological rescue narrative loses part of its grip. Then its limits also become visible. A system 
can do much, sometimes astonishingly much. Yet it cannot replace a community. It cannot 
carry inner judgment. And it cannot possess the space between people, where truth sometimes 
unexpectedly lights up, without breaking it at the same time. 

That is why this question cannot be avoided. It touches the conditions under which humanity 
can remain a public force. It also touches the question of which language, which institutions, 
and which forms of governance are needed to keep that space open. Peter Thiel is not the 
conclusion of this story, but a warning. His figure shows where an age arrives when it makes 
technology the final arbiter and allows the relational foundation of truth to evaporate. Here, 
then, the counter-movement begins: with the restoration of perception, with shared reality, and 
with the awareness that knowledge must ultimately be borne by human beings, otherwise it 
loses its soul. 

 

II. The reversal: how diagnosis becomes legitimation 

4. The misuse of Girard 

Thiel does not use Girard as a limit to power, but as a justification for it. There the reversal 
begins. In Girard, mimetic desire is a human vulnerability. People desire through one another, 



become entangled in comparison and rivalry, and seek relief through exclusion or a scapegoat. 
That analysis calls for insight, restraint, and moral awareness. In Thiel, that same fragility 
becomes a strategic problem to be solved through innovation, uniqueness, and technological 
breakthrough. 

That difference seems small, but it changes the entire orientation. In Girard, rivalry is a warning. 
In Thiel, it becomes a starting point for strategy. Whoever understands that competition is 
destructive must, according to him, not learn to live with human ambiguity, but escape it by 
building a position that withdraws from competition. There lies the core of his monopoly thinking 
in Zero to One. Competition destroys value; monopoly protects it. A company must therefore 
free itself from interchangeability and occupy a domain in which it can set the terms itself. That 
may sound commercial, but beneath it lies an image of the human being. The other no longer 
appears as a co-bearer of a shared world, but as a source of rivalry that one had better stay 
ahead of. 

In this way, Girard’s diagnosis is rebuilt into system logic. The human being does not need to 
understand his imitative nature; he must technically outrun it. Technology then appears as an 
escape from rivalry, while in practice it often provides precisely the infrastructure in which 
comparison, status conflict, and acceleration are intensified. This is visible in platform markets, 
in the attention economy, and in the pursuit of uniqueness, scale, and advantage. What began 
as an analysis of human fragility ends as legitimation for a world that structurally exploits that 
fragility. Thiel reads the wound through Girard, but then builds a machine that lives from that 
wound. 

Something else shifts as well. Competition no longer appears as a social risk, but as a self-
evident law. Stillness becomes loss. Delay becomes falling behind. Hesitation is treated as 
inefficiency. Technology thus becomes a way to reduce the uncertainty of human action. Moral 
deliberation, slow judgment, and institutional detours sink into a lower register. The machine 
promises a cleaner order: less friction, less ambiguity, less dependence on fallible human 
beings. That story is attractive, especially in an exhausted age. At the same time, it impoverishes 
the image of the human being. 

Precisely for that reason, this line of reasoning gains such a hold. A society that accelerates and 
tries to understand itself through models loses the human being as a sustaining subject. 
Judgment, experience, and relational sensitivity move to the margins. Almost automatically, the 
tendency arises to answer complexity with more system, more control, and more technical pre-
structuring. This is exactly where Thiel connects. He offers no restoration of human perception, 
but a route to bypass it further. The bitter consequence is that Girard’s warning against 
escalation is turned into a culture that learns to use escalation as competitive advantage. 

For governance, too, this is far-reaching. Once mimesis is no longer read as a question of self-
knowledge, but as a problem of positioning, the nature of leadership changes. What counts less 
is who perceives reliably, and more who can act faster, identify threat earlier, and steer rivalry 
more effectively. The standard for authority shifts as well. The question of reliable perception 
recedes into the background. The system is expected to solve the ambiguity the human being 
cannot bear. This is not a small error in reasoning, but another understanding of governance and 
responsibility. 

 

 



5. The misuse of faith 

With faith, something similar happens later, perhaps even more profoundly. Thiel does not use 
the figure of the Antichrist to deepen the discernment of believers, but to compel a particular 
reading of the age. In the Trouw article, his core claim is summarized clearly. According to him, 
the Antichrist is not a person, but a system that sacrifices freedom and democracy in the name 
of peace and stability. That system would use fear of climate change, AI, and nuclear war to draw 
ever more power toward itself. The religious figure thus receives a geopolitical and technological 
charge. It becomes part of a struggle over legitimacy. 

That in itself is telling. In The Straussian Moment, Thiel had already written years earlier, through 
Schmitt, about an artificial world order that seduces people with “peace and security,” a 
technical unity in which representation takes the place of reality and planning the place of 
providence. The language of the Antichrist is therefore not incidental. It is embedded in an older 
line of thought in which security, technology, and world order merge into a single threatening 
image. The step toward his recent lectures in Rome is therefore smaller than it seems. There, he 
radicalizes something that had long been present in his thinking. 

Paolo Benanti touches the core when he calls this heresy. Not because Thiel uses religious 
language in politics, but because he detaches a fragment from truth and turns it into an absolute 
principle. Competition, technology, and the individual then no longer appear as partial aspects 
of the human condition, but as the remaining points of orientation. In that sense, Thiel repeats 
with faith the same gesture he made with Girard. First, a rich tradition is narrowed into a usable 
scheme. Then that scheme is used to clothe an already chosen direction of power in moral 
language. 

Here he reaches a deeper boundary. Within the religious tradition, truth is not possession, not 
interpretive victory, and not system output. It is received in attention, nearness, and fidelity. The 
human being is not the owner of meaning, but its witness. Once religious language is lifted out of 
that grounding, something functional remains: symbolism without receptivity, end-time without 
conversion, faith as a means of legitimation. There lies the real impoverishment. Not in the 
disappearance of dogma, but in the disappearance of the space where truth can still appear as 
gift. 

This also shows why the issue goes beyond cultural criticism of Silicon Valley. The problem is not 
only that tech leaders borrow religious images. The problem is that they rewrite the sacred in 
terms of control. Evil then lies outside, in a threatening world order. Rescue lies close at hand, in 
sharper detection, earlier intervention, and stronger infrastructure. The scheme is simple 
enough to operate socially. Fear is ordered. Complexity is polarized. And whoever governs the 
system that claims to neutralize the threat automatically receives an elevated moral status. 
Palantir then appears not as an interested actor, but as a shield. That gives such systems a far 
deeper grip than ordinary market logic can explain. 

There is something else as well. Communities do not live by technology alone. They live by 
stories, rituals, symbols, and shared ways of understanding time. Once that narrative fabric 
weakens, space opens for surrogate stories that redistribute fear, order, and destiny. Then the 
best argument does not automatically prevail, but the story that most powerfully captures the 
experience of confusion. Thiel’s Antichrist figure functions precisely in this way. It organizes a 
diffuse experience of the age into a readable script, with an enemy, an approaching crisis, and a 
hidden elite that supposedly sees the threat earlier than the rest. This is narrative power, not 
theology in the classical sense. 



6. The decisive fallacy 

The real fallacy does not lie in one isolated contradiction. It lies in the construction itself. The 
system that deepens rivalry, uncertainty, and dependence presents itself at the same time as 
protection against their consequences. There lies the real reversal. First, a technical and cultural 
regime intensifies the conditions of mimetic escalation: comparison, status conflict, 
acceleration, and the loss of shared proportion. Then part of that same regime appears as 
savior, as necessary infrastructure of security, oversight, and prevention. The source of the 
disorientation thus remains hidden. It is camouflaged as the solution. 

This movement is recognizable more broadly. In times of uncertainty, leaders seek support in 
control, risk management, and demonstrability. That reflex strengthens precisely what it tries to 
ward off. The more control is organized, the less real insight arises. The less insight there is, the 
stronger the call for control becomes. That pattern returns in Thiel at a far higher scale. The 
control order he fears is fought with instruments that themselves deepen the logic of pre-
structuring, prediction, and exceptional power. The system therefore does not fight its opposite. 
It enlarges its own shadow. 

Benanti names this in theological language. He writes that Thiel’s image of the age is ultimately 
not Christian-eschatological, but cyclical. The collapse of an order does not open redemption 
for him, but a new round in Girardian violence. The choice is made binary, Antichrist or 
Armageddon, after which centralized, totalizing power begins to seem almost automatically 
necessary. In that reading, Palantir becomes a machine that manages the scapegoat dynamic 
on a planetary scale and grants an elite an almost divine capacity for prediction and oversight. 
That is sharp language, but the line is clear. The remedy still takes the form of the problem. 

The deeper issue is epistemological. Who may determine what counts as threat, which signals 
receive meaning, when intervention is legitimate, and which exceptions are justified? Once that 
judgment shifts from public accountability to private infrastructure, epistemology becomes a 
form of sovereignty. Technological systems embody choices about what is relevant, what is 
included, and who is heard. When judgment is fixed in parameters and moral tension is 
transformed into functional output, legitimacy shifts from accountability to functionality. Then 
the struggle is no longer only political. It concerns the design of the frame itself. 

That is why the counter-perspective remains essential. That counter-perspective is not simple 
resistance to technology. It asks for the restoration of human perception, the restoration of 
relational attention, the restoration of spaces in which interpretation, doubt, and shared 
meaning-formation remain possible. Then the ground tone also shifts. Less mastery, more 
safeguarding. Less detection, more discernment. Less rescue through infrastructure, more 
humanity learning to see what is essential. 

Perhaps this is also the sharpest formulation of the danger. Thiel turns diagnosis into 
legitimation. He reads mimesis as a reason for monopoly. He reads the end-time as a reason for 
technological sovereignty. He reads human vulnerability as an argument for an order that 
withdraws ever further from human reciprocity. Something fundamental breaks there. Once the 
human being is allowed to compensate for fragility only through systems that colonize 
perception and dependence, the possibility of another way disappears. Yet precisely there, in 
attention, encounter, and shared reality, lies the only real correction to this development. 

That, then, is the real reversal. Not only a wrong interpretation of Girard. Not only a distorted use 
of religious language. It is an entire scheme in which the wound becomes the justification for the 



instrument that deepens it. And in which society learns to believe that only more system can 
rescue it from the damage of the system. Precisely there this essay must remain sharp. For as 
long as that grip is not broken, critique and regulation remain on the outside. The source lies 
deeper. It lies in the question of who is still allowed to carry truth, and in what way. 

 

III. What is truly at stake 

7. Not only power, but the soul of knowing 

The question surrounding Thiel reaches beyond surveillance, market power, or political 
influence. These are serious phenomena, but they still lie on the outer edge of a deeper process. 
At its deepest level, the question concerns the status of truth itself. Does truth remain 
something that arises between people, in conversation, contradiction, experience, and shared 
testing? Or does it shift toward systems that select, prioritize, and predict, and thus increasingly 
help determine what is to be called relevant, urgent, or credible? 

There lies the decisive boundary. Knowledge is not a pile of data, but a practice in which human 
being and reality meet one another. As soon as that character of encounter disappears and 
knowledge is fixed in procedures, models, and technical infrastructures, its nature changes. It 
becomes operative. It begins to steer, select, and exclude. With that, authority also shifts. 

The consequences are concrete. A society can live with a great deal of technology and with 
powerful companies. It becomes far more difficult when the means by which it understands 
itself come into the hands of systems that operate outside ordinary public exchange. Then the 
ground of shared reality changes. A newspaper, a parliament, a court, or a university knows 
delay, conflict, and revision. Precisely there lies their value. A technical system seeks reduction, 
predictability, and manageability. That is its function. The problem begins when that functional 
logic gains authority over questions that once belonged to interpretation, meaning, and 
judgment. Then epistemology becomes infrastructure. And subsequently it appears as though 
that infrastructure neutrally determines what is true, while in reality it has already determined 
what counts and what falls from view. 

That is why the soul of knowing is at stake. Knowing has always had an inner dimension: 
attention, judgment, sensitivity to context, the willingness to be corrected. Knowledge loses its 
reliability as soon as that human bearer disappears from view. Whoever looks only at the 
outcome misses the quality of perception from which it arises. Knowledge then becomes 
technically useful, but morally dismantled. 

The development around Thiel makes this sharply visible. His thinking turns again and again 
around the same assumption: the world is too dangerous, too competitive, and too unstable to 
be left to slow public processes. From this follows the need for exceptional knowledge, early 
detection, and systems that see better than ordinary institutions. In that model, the human 
being moves to the edge. Judgment gives way to signaling. Conversation to classification. 
Responsibility to pre-arranged response. The attraction of this is understandable. It feels safer to 
trust a system that claims to recognize patterns than to trust human beings who must hesitate, 
weigh, and deliberate. Yet there, too, lies the impoverishment. The system delivers an outcome, 
but not truth in the full sense. Truth asks more. It asks that someone relate to it, that it can be 
shared, contradicted, and borne. 



This also places the idea of community in another light. Community is not merely a sociological 
category, but the capacity of a group to gain access to a shared reality and to act from there. A 
group may possess a great deal of information and still no longer possess a shared reality. That 
happens when voices no longer correct one another, when divergent perceptions have no place, 
and when truth is reduced to what fits within the system. What remains is cooperation, 
sometimes even efficient cooperation, but not community in an epistemic sense. Precisely 
there, the crisis of this age becomes visible. People do not only lose trust in institutions. They 
lose the experience that truth is still something that can be sought and borne together. 

Perhaps that is the sharpest formulation of what is at stake. Power can be limited. Monopolies 
can be regulated. Surveillance can be legally restricted. But when a society loses its capacity to 
bear truth relationally, the ground beneath all those corrections shifts. Laws then become 
procedural, debate performative, and counterpower reactive. The loss lies deeper. It lies in the 
erosion of a shared capacity to know. Precisely for that reason, this development calls for more 
than political resistance. It calls for the restoration of the inner space of knowing. 

8. The disappearing mystical foundation 

Here the essay touches a layer that is rarely named with care in public debate. Religious 
language does not simply disappear when churches empty or dogmas lose authority. Often, it 
returns in shifted form, detached from its original grounding. The symbols remain available, but 
their function changes. This also applies to words such as Antichrist, redemption, election, 
destiny, and sacrifice. As soon as those words no longer rest on attention, receptivity, 
uncertainty, and encounter, they lose their depth. They become instrumental. 

There lies an essential point. Truth does not fully come into being through analysis, mastery, or 
distance. It also asks for an attitude of availability. A human being must be able to receive 
something he has not made himself. Doubt belongs to this. Silence as well. And the willingness 
not to determine immediately what a situation means. As soon as that attitude disappears, what 
remains is a culture in which everything is converted into grip, interpretation, and use. 

That is why the misuse of religious language by figures such as Thiel is more serious than 
political rhetoric alone. It rewrites the relationship between human being and truth. The figure of 
the Antichrist then no longer becomes an invitation to discernment, conversion, or 
watchfulness, but an instrument for placing the age within a manageable scheme. Evil receives 
a clear form. The threat becomes nameable. Rescue is made imaginable in the direction of 
sharper infrastructure, earlier intervention, and stronger coordination. That shift does not 
destroy the religious image itself, but it does destroy its depth effect. Symbolism remains, 
sometimes even charged symbolism, but no real openness to truth. The sacred is made useful. 
With that, it ceases to be sacred. 

That loss works beyond language alone. It also affects the moral architecture of living together. 
When truth is no longer received but produced, the human being turns into a manager of 
meanings instead of a participant in a reality greater than himself. Precisely in the ordinary 
practice of listening, fidelity, and seriousness, an important correction remains present. The 
mystical foundation lives only where daily life still leaves room for attention and inner 
involvement. Remove that grounding, and religious language becomes an empty casing for 
power. 

Perhaps this also explains why today’s technological culture so easily makes use of quasi-
religious forms. It needs the vocabulary of meaning, destiny, and redemption, but it does not 



want the vulnerability that belongs to real openness. A system cannot tolerate genuine 
uncertainty. It must reduce, order, and prioritize. A mystical attitude, by contrast, tolerates 
precisely the fact that not everything can be mastered at once. There lies the conflict. As soon as 
the second disappears, the first can adorn itself with sacred language without still being limited 
by the sacred. That is dangerous. Not because religion then gains too much influence, but 
because it is rebuilt into legitimation without inner correction. 

9. Why relational truth is so threatening 

Precisely for this reason, relational truth forms a real boundary to technological totalization. 
Systems can do much. They can process data, signal anomalies, calculate correlations, and 
model future probabilities. What they cannot do, at least not in the human sense, is participate 
in the space where truth arises between people. That space is relational, vulnerable, and 
incomplete. It asks for listening, delay, and the willingness to be corrected by another. 

There the logic of totalization falters. A system wants closure. It wants to define the relevant 
variables and act on that basis. Relational truth opens. It allows something unexpected to 
appear, allows a voice once treated as noise suddenly to prove sustaining, allows a group on the 
basis of shared attention to see something no individual had formulated in advance. That may 
sound elusive, but it is concrete enough. Reliable action arises where institutions give room to 
error tolerance, reflection, and shared interpretation. These are not soft peripheral conditions. 
They form the epistemic foundation of proportionate governance. Where they are absent, 
decisions are indeed made, but they rest on a narrow basis of perception. 

A simple example makes this visible. Suppose an organization sees through dashboards that 
performance remains stable. At the same time, a small group of employees notices that trust is 
declining and that people no longer share sensitive information. In a system logic, the first 
counts most, because it has been made visible and measurable. In a relational logic, the second 
counts just as much, because the group knows that truth often first announces itself in 
undertones, restraint, and small shifts in presence. A community that can receive such signals 
sees earlier what is approaching. A system that mainly steers by formal outcomes sees it later. 
Precisely there, it becomes clear why relational truth enlarges the quality of perception. 

For technological power, this is difficult to bear. Not because systems are malicious, but 
because relational truth limits their primacy. As soon as a group learns to discern on the basis of 
shared presence and not only on the basis of system outcomes, infrastructure loses its self-
evident authority. It becomes a tool again. No more than that. There also lies its boundary. The 
greatest vulnerability of such a system lies not only in external critique, but in the possibility that 
people learn again to perceive without allowing themselves to be fully led by the order of screen, 
model, or ranking. Then the balance of power shifts. The human being once again becomes 
bearer of judgment. 

With that, relational truth also gains political significance. A public sphere can endure only when 
citizens, leaders, professionals, and communities still have access to a reality they can test 
together. Without that possibility, politics becomes administration. People may still discuss, but 
they discuss outcomes that have already been pre-formed elsewhere. The underlying space of 
meaning has then already been handed over. A society does not live by systems alone. It lives 
from what it experiences together as true, worthy of protection, and capable of being passed on. 
Where those bearers weaken, technical orderings gain ground by themselves. 



The importance of relational truth therefore lies on several levels at once. It protects the human 
being from epistemic dependence. It protects institutions from moral thinning. It protects 
communities from disintegrating into separate information spaces. And it limits the tendency of 
technical systems to impose their own logic as the measure of reality. This does not ask for a 
rejection of technology. It asks for limitation, ordering, and re-placement. Systems may support, 
but they may not replace the source of truth. As soon as that happens, the space in which 
people can still learn, speak, and correct one another disappears. Then society loses its inner 
life. 

Here lies the real purpose of this third part. The conflict is not only about power. It concerns the 
question of whether the human being remains able to bear truth in encounter, or whether he 
transfers that task to systems that can calculate, but cannot bear witness. At that point, the 
boundary must remain clear. As soon as truth is only delivered, it loses its human measure. As 
soon as it can light up again between people, another order arises. Less spectacular perhaps, 
but more durable. And above all, more reliable. 

 

IV. The temptation of the endgame 

10. Why apocalyptic language is so powerful today 

Apocalyptic language works quickly. It reduces a confused age to a few hard lines. There is 
danger. There is an enemy. There will be a moment of decision. An exhausted culture often 
needs little more to feel briefly oriented again. Precisely there lies its force. It awakens clarity at 
a moment when reality feels diffuse, slow, and contradictory. Whoever masters that language 
soon also determines the moral tempo of the debate. 

This explains much of the effect of Thiel’s recent public appearance. In the Trouw article, his line 
of thought is summarized clearly. For him, the Antichrist is not a figure, but a system: a world 
order that sacrifices freedom and democracy under the guise of peace and stability. Fear of 
climate change, artificial intelligence, and nuclear war would be used by that system to draw 
more power toward itself. In this way, he establishes a classic apocalyptic frame. The age 
becomes readable as a story of crisis. The future appears as a binary choice. And the 
intermediate space, where people can still hesitate, deliberate, and discern, becomes smaller. 

This kind of language gains ground in societies that have exhausted their ordinary instruments of 
meaning. People notice that institutions still function, but persuade less. They experience that 
language becomes smoother and emptier at the same time. Words such as security, 
sustainability, responsibility, and innovation continue to circulate, but lose their connection with 
lived experience. Then a hunger arises for a stronger story. A story that asks for less nuance and 
gives more direction. Apocalyptic language fills that gap. It supplies an enemy image, a timeline, 
and moral urgency. Often that is already enough to bind scattered fears together. 

Something else lies beneath this. An endgame story also gives people a role. Not everyone still 
has to judge carefully for themselves. The story has already made the main division: who 
belongs and who does not, what counts as rescue and what counts as betrayal, which doubt is 
permitted and which is not. That brings calm. Perhaps a false calm, but calm nonetheless. It 
asks less of the inner life than an open reality, in which not everything can immediately be 
placed and in which moral discernment takes time. Apocalyptic language therefore offers not 



only a frame of thought. It relieves. And precisely for that reason, it works so well in 
environments where people are tired of complexity. 

Paolo Benanti carries that line further. In his reading of Thiel, the image of time is ultimately not 
Christian-eschatological, but cyclical. The collapse of an order does not open redemption, but a 
new round of violence, scapegoating, and temporary stabilization. This also changes the 
function of crisis. It then does not ask for conversion or reorientation, but becomes fuel for 
reordering. That makes end-time language politically useful. A society that believes it must 
choose between collapse and total control will accept control more quickly. 

11. From shared history to the image of the enemy 

A society can endure a great deal as long as it still experiences itself as a shared story. There are 
conflicts, clashing interests, and unequal relations. That belongs to it. The decisive question is 
whether people still see one another as participants in the same world. As soon as that 
experience weakens, the tone of public life changes. Reality is then read as a battlefield. No 
longer as a history that must be borne together, but as a field in which parties block, deceive, or 
threaten one another. There the image of the enemy begins to do its work. 

The image of the enemy simplifies time in a harsh way. The other is no longer someone with 
another experience, position, or consideration. He becomes an obstacle. Sometimes even a 
bearer of disorientation. That is precisely the turn that apocalyptic language accelerates. 
Instead of plurality, suspicion arises. Instead of shared seeking, mobilization takes shape. The 
public conversation then changes in nature. People may still speak, but mainly to confirm 
positions and mark loyalty. Whoever adds nuance slows things down. And whoever slows things 
down appears not to understand the seriousness of the situation. In this way, a society slowly 
closes itself off from its own mechanisms of correction. 

Thiel plays a strange but consistent role in this. Benanti does not call him an ordinary 
entrepreneur, but a political theologian of Silicon Valley. That is sharply put, but not exaggerated. 
His public posture binds technology, security thinking, geopolitics, and religious language into a 
single line of thought. Within it, the liberal order appears not as an imperfect arrangement that 
needs adjustment, but as an exhausted framework that can no longer handle the real dangers of 
this age. Whoever reasons in this way begins to look differently at fellow citizens, institutions, 
and international cooperation. Difference quickly becomes suspect. Restraint seems weakness. 
Openness looks like naivety. 

On paper, this may seem tough or sober. In practice, it narrows reality. A simple example makes 
this clear. In a form of governance that still remembers shared history, tension receives space. 
People know that they continue to need one another, even amid fundamental disagreement. In a 
form of governance that learns to think in terms of enemy and blockade, that space quickly 
disappears. What counts most is who holds control, who sets the frame, who claims the 
moment of decision. The public good shifts almost unnoticed toward mastery of the arena. This 
process does not occur only in states or geopolitics. It is also present in organizations, media, 
and even churches. 

Something of historical humility disappears as well. A shared history usually makes people more 
careful. It reminds them that societies have always been polyphonic, that order is never pure, 
and that the other never fully disappears into a category. The image of the enemy wipes away 
that memory. It flattens time. What remains is a scheme of threat and response. That scheme is 
efficient. Administratively, it can at times work seductively well. But it damages precisely the 



layer in which societies learn to endure, correct, and restore. And without that layer, every 
conflict quickly becomes existential. 

12. The sacralization of control 

Here the subject shifts from language to power. Control has long since ceased to be sold merely 
as a practical emergency measure. Increasingly, it appears as a moral obligation. As protection. 
Sometimes almost as a form of care. That is an important step. As long as control is still 
presented as a temporary aid, discussion about limits remains possible. As soon as it is 
connected with security, rescue, and historical necessity, its status changes. Then it becomes 
harder to criticize. Whoever doubts the instrument then appears to doubt protection itself. 

This mechanism runs deep in today’s technological culture. The system promises overview 
where people are uncertain. It promises early signaling where institutions act too late. It 
promises consistency where political processes remain slow and conflictual. Technology thus 
gains an almost elevated position. Not as a means under human responsibility, but as bearer of 
a higher reliability. In that atmosphere, control receives a quasi-religious charge. It purifies, 
orders, warns, and prevents. And it does so with the authority of calculation. The old language of 
redemption returns in a technical register. Not grace, but optimization. Not conversion, but 
compliance. 

The bitter irony is that this sacralization of control often goes together with language about 
freedom. This also happens with Thiel. He warns against a control system that sacrifices 
freedom in the name of peace, while his own infrastructure revolves around prediction, profiling, 
and early intervention. That does not sit well together, but it is understandable. Control is 
accepted as soon as it is presented as protection against a greater threat. People then accept 
means they would distrust in calmer times. Thus the norm shifts almost unnoticed. Exceptional 
power becomes administration. Administration becomes routine. Routine eventually gains 
moral standing. 

Here the story reaches a boundary. A technology that presents itself as rescue ultimately asks 
not only for use, but for loyalty. It does not merely want to be deployed, but to be trusted even 
before its outcomes have been understood. Precisely there, a society must recover its measure. 
Otherwise it begins to believe that a system can redeem it from the human condition itself: from 
uncertainty, conflict, slowness, and fallibility. That belief cannot hold. It does, however, leave a 
trail of dependence behind. 

 

V. Another ground tone of truth 

13. Truth does not begin in mastery 

Truth cannot be forced. An outcome can. A calculation can. A model can produce a probability, 
a dashboard a pattern, an algorithm a recommendation. Truth asks something else. Attention. 
Receptivity. The willingness to acknowledge that reality does not fully coincide with what has 
been made measurable in advance. To some, this may sound old-fashioned, but it touches a 
simple fact. People usually do not recognize truth at the moment when they experience 
maximum control, but at the moment when they face something that breaks through their own 
scheme. 



Reliable knowledge therefore begins in an attitude, and only then in a method. Whoever 
approaches reality only in order to make it useful receives useful data in return. Nothing more. 
Whoever is willing to be corrected often sees later, but sees better. In many organizations, that 
difference is tangible. The meeting in which everyone already knows what the outcome must be 
runs smoothly. The meeting in which someone brings in an uncomfortable observation slows 
down. Yet precisely there, more truth sometimes arises. Not because doubt is exalted, but 
because correction becomes possible only when the conversation has not already been fully 
closed down. 

Today’s technological culture stands in tension with that attitude. It rewards speed, 
predictability, and scale. In themselves, these are legitimate aims. The problem begins where 
they take the place of listening, perception, and judgment. Then the source of reliability shifts. 
What counts is no longer the quality of the relationship to reality, but the consistency of the 
system. That is a loss. A system can be highly consistent internally and still remain blind to what 
appears outside its parameters. Truth therefore does not ask for a weaker form of knowledge, 
but for a broader one. A form that leaves room for the unexpected, for contradiction, for that 
slow moment in which someone realizes that the situation is different from what had been 
thought. 

14. The human scale as an epistemic precondition 

Knowledge remains human, or it loses its direction. That sounds almost too simple, but the 
consequences are far-reaching. Without nearness, responsibility, and shared experience, 
knowledge becomes detached from its bearers. Information remains, sometimes a great deal of 
information, but not wisdom. Wisdom asks that someone not only knows something, but also 
understands what should be done with that knowledge, for whom, under which circumstances, 
and with what risk. That discernment does not arise in abstraction. It grows in relationships, in 
work, in shared experience, and in the discipline of listening to what is not immediately 
measurable. 

This point is often underestimated because modern knowledge likes to present itself as 
detached. As though reliability begins where the human being disappears from view. That is only 
partly true. Distance helps against arbitrariness. It does not help against alienation. As soon as 
the one who decides is no longer touched by the consequences of what he knows, the nature of 
that knowing also changes. It becomes functional, but hollowed out. In care, in education, in 
governance, and in the judiciary, this is felt every day. Professionals do not lose their craft all at 
once. They first lose time, nearness, and room for judgment. After that, the practice of 
knowledge impoverishes by itself. 

The human scale is therefore not a moral decoration added afterward. It is a condition for 
reliable knowledge. A system that has no place for feedback from experience, for local 
perception, or for the story of the person who must bear the outcome will eventually produce 
false certainties. This happens quietly. The figures continue to look convincing. Meanwhile, 
reality withdraws from the image. Precisely there, administrative alienation begins. People feel 
that something is not right, but no longer find language to give that weight. Then the dashboard 
prevails over experience. And once that becomes normal, the capacity to discern wears down 
further. 

 

 



15. The return of encounter 

Encounter sounds soft to some ears. As though it were a kindly counter-gesture to a hard 
technological culture. That is a misunderstanding. Encounter is an epistemic practice. Where 
people truly meet one another, in attention, responsibility, and open conversation, another 
quality of perception arises. More is heard. Correction comes sooner. People see earlier where 
language has become empty or where a system has begun to believe its own assumptions. 
Encounter therefore does not move reality to the edge of knowledge, but returns it to its source. 

This applies on the small scale and on the large scale. In a team meeting where people still dare 
to contradict one another without losing the relationship, the chance is greater that an error will 
surface in time. In a society where citizens, leaders, and institutions still have places of shared 
perception, it remains harder for technical systems to impose their outcomes as final truth. 
Encounter limits totalization. It reminds us that reality contains more voices than the model 
could process. This is not romanticism. It is a sober precondition for a healthy public sphere. 

Only there does technology regain its proper place. Not above the human being, not in place of 
judgment, and not as a moral compass. It can support, remember, signal, and connect. It can 
even help reveal patterns that would otherwise remain hidden. But its role remains derivative. It 
serves a human process that is carried elsewhere: in conversation, in responsibility, in shared 
experience. As soon as that order is reversed, technology loses its boundary. As soon as that 
order is restored, it becomes useful again. Less exalted, but more reliable. 

Here also lies a more sober and healthier answer to the temptation of the endgame. Not a grand 
counter-story that once again feeds on crisis. Rather, a return to the conditions under which 
truth remains inhabitable. People who learn to listen before they calculate. Institutions that 
preserve room for correction. Technology designed from dignity and care, not from the dream of 
total mastery. That is less spectacular than apocalyptic language. It endures better. 

 

VI. Governance after the enchantment of the system 

16. Why leaders today need inner ground 

Whoever governs solely from systems sooner or later loses the ability to see what does not yet fit 
into indicators. That loss begins small. A leader trusts reports, risk models, and progress 
measurements because they offer support. Gradually, judgment shifts as well. What does not 
appear in the system receives less weight. Relational signals, undertone, avoidance, tension in a 
team, the sudden silence around a sensitive issue, all of it slips from view. Governance then 
loses its subtlety. Precisely there, administrative impoverishment begins. Good governance 
does not ask for an additional instrument, but for a human being capable of receiving what the 
system does not register. 

That inner space is not a luxury today. It is a public necessity. Leaders work in an environment 
that is accelerated, technically mediated, and morally unstable. In such an environment, the 
temptation is strong to transfer uncertainty to procedures or models that suggest certainty. 
There lies the error in thought. Moral crises are not solved by systems, precisely because 
systems hide much of what is decisive from view: the inner life of the leader, the quality of 
perception, sensitivity to proportion, the willingness to carry responsibility oneself. Once that 
layer falls away, organizations continue to function, but their direction becomes fragile. 



Inner ground in this context is not psychological comfort. It concerns measure. It concerns the 
question whether someone can still discern in a complex situation what truly carries weight and 
what merely appears urgent. That distinction does not arise from technical objectivity alone. It 
asks for integrity, situatedness, and moral sensitivity. Facts rarely speak by themselves. Data 
receives meaning only within a context in which someone sees what is at stake, who is 
vulnerable, which intervention is proportionate, and where the boundary of mastery lies. It 
follows that inner measure also has an epistemic function. It is not an addition afterward, but a 
condition for reliable judgment. 

This often becomes clearest in ordinary governance situations. An executive board receives 
signals that the organization is performing steadily. The figures are in order. At the same time, 
someone at the table senses that something is chafing. People speak more formally, risks are 
reported late, language becomes smoother. In a systems world, that second layer receives little 
status. No problem has yet been demonstrated. Yet every experienced leader knows that 
precisely there the work begins. Whoever has no inner ground at that moment turns toward false 
certainty. Whoever does have that ground can bear the lack of clarity longer and investigate what 
does not yet have a name. That difference is decisive for governance. 

17. From control to responsibility 

The central question for governance therefore shifts. It is not how systems can foresee 
everything, but how human beings can carry responsibility under circumstances that cannot be 
fully foreseen. That is a more difficult question. Control promises calm. Responsibility asks that 
someone remain standing when the outcome is not yet fixed. Uncertainty belongs to this. Risk 
as well. Yet precisely there governance begins. Not where all variables have been mastered, but 
where someone does not hide behind those variables. 

The logic of control works differently. It translates uncertainty into manageable categories and 
turns complex situations into an engineering problem. Once that happens, the place of 
responsibility also shifts. What was previously bound to human judgment and presence is 
entrusted to systems that appear faster, more consistent, and more precise. The price of this is 
high. Wisdom makes way for efficiency, measure for scale, humanity for optimization. 
Governance then seems to become more rational, but loses its sustaining core. Someone must 
still judge whether the outcome does justice to reality. That work never disappears. At most, it is 
denied. 

Responsibility therefore asks for another relationship to uncertainty. Not panic, not absolutism, 
and not noncommittal reflection either. Rather, fidelity. By this I do not mean loyalty to persons 
or rules, but the capacity to hold direction where procedures reach their limit. Fidelity appears in 
anchoring within shared values, in attention to the relational position of an institution, and in the 
willingness to give moral account when formal guidelines offer no final answer. It makes 
possible action that cannot be fully specified in advance and yet does not become arbitrary. 

This point is important because control and responsibility are often confused. Control tries to 
reduce the need for personal bearing. Responsibility does the opposite. It accepts that no 
protocol can contain the whole situation and that governance therefore always contains an 
element of embodied discernment. Precisely in an age in which technological systems claim 
more and more autonomy, reciprocity becomes visible again as the basis of human community. 
Whoever forgets this soon governs over people instead of with them. Order remains. Community 
does not. 



18. Governance as presence 

Good governance begins before the decision. It begins in the way someone receives a situation. 
In attention, in sensitivity to context, in relational openness, in the capacity to remain present 
without immediately fleeing into instrumental answers. That sounds simple. In practice, it is 
demanding. Presence asks for emotional clarity, bodily calm, moral discipline, and a certain 
detachment. Someone must be able to act without defensiveness, without overconfidence, and 
without the urge to bend reality immediately to his own hand. 

Presence is not a character trait either. It is a practice. Leaders become reliable bearers of 
decision-making when they are reliable bearers of perception. From this follows a shift at the 
heart of governance: away from neutrality as mask and distance as norm, toward integrity, 
relational attention, and nearness to reality. The leader is then not the one who manages the 
system perfectly, but the one who can continue to see what is true under pressure. That is a 
heavier task. Also a more human one. 

Here governance touches an older form of seriousness. There are moments when a decision is 
not yet substantively ripe, but the urge to act is already strong. A merger that appears logical and 
yet damages something. A reorganization that is procedurally correct and relationally 
destructive. A technological system that increases efficiency and at the same time harms the 
learning capacity of the organization. In such moments, presence is not a soft virtue. It prevents 
speed from masquerading as clarity. Sometimes the most important gesture in governance is 
then not to act, but to slow down until reality can speak back. 

 

VII. What restoration asks of us 

19. Critique alone is not enough 

Unmasking is necessary. Without sharp analysis, the grip of systems often remains invisible. Yet 
critique by itself is not enough. It can show where distortion lies, how public sources of truth are 
hollowed out, how private infrastructures draw meaning toward themselves, and how 
governance narrows into control. After that dissection, a more difficult work begins. Which 
forms of living together, thinking, and governing make another order possible? Whoever does not 
seek an answer to that leaves a vacuum after critique. And vacuums are usually filled again by 
the strongest systems. 

Restoration therefore asks for a step beyond analysis. Institutional restoration is not a technical 
repair and not merely organizational redesign. It is a process of moral regeneration. That may 
sound heavy, but it is concrete. People and institutions must learn again to see what is essential, 
to act proportionately, and to form meaning together. For this, practices are needed that embed 
tolerance for error, reflection, and shared interpretation. Without such practices, organizations 
continue to change, but they do not truly learn. 

A simple example makes this visible. An organization can introduce a new governance code, 
formulate an ethical framework, and build in additional controls. That can be useful. But when 
the culture offers no room to test assumptions, to discuss errors without defensiveness, and to 
recalibrate meaning together, little changes. The code then remains intention, while practice 
moves in another direction. Restoration begins where structure and practice align again. Where 
values are not only formulated, but practiced under pressure. 



20. Limits to technological power 

Another order also asks for limitation. Systems must be embedded again within human, 
political, and moral boundaries. Not because technology should be regarded with suspicion, but 
because without public anchors it almost automatically strengthens a technocratic logic in 
which meaning is reduced to optimization and efficiency. Once that happens, power shifts from 
institutions with public legitimacy to infrastructures that regulate information flows, interfaces, 
and access without comparable accountability. That reordering often unfolds quietly. Precisely 
for that reason, it must be consciously corrected. 

Limitation here does not mean that all technological systems must be pushed back. It concerns 
re-placement. Systems may support. They may make patterns visible, help remember, and 
signal risks. What they may not take over is the source of legitimacy. The decision as to what 
counts as threat, which uncertainty is acceptable, which error is proportionate, and which 
intervention remains justified is a political and moral question. Once such questions are 
presented as technical outcomes, order arises without community. Then living together 
becomes coordination and citizens become users. 

From this follows an institutional task. Public knowledge infrastructures are needed that actively 
carry plurality, contradiction, and shared correction. Intermediate layers, therefore. Not 
additional layers of control, but structures of meaning in which values become concrete, 
interests are weighed, and knowledge receives legitimacy. Without such intermediate layers, 
societies become dependent on closed ecosystems that help shape the form of public 
conversation. Limiting technological power is therefore not hostility toward innovation, but a 
condition for democratic continuity. 

21. New forms of public truth-formation 

Restoration ultimately asks for spaces in which perception, doubt, interpretation, and 
responsibility are again borne together. There lies the core. Truth does not arise in isolation. It 
appears in communities of testing, in dialogue, in conflict that does not immediately turn into 
enmity, in presence before a reality that no single individual fully owns. When these spaces 
weaken, truth quickly becomes a product. When they are strengthened, a society can learn to 
think again without falling apart into fragments. 

New public truth-formation therefore asks for more than better fact-checks or additional 
regulation. Places of practice are needed. Journalistic forms in which investigation and shared 
meaning-formation do not exclude one another. Governance spaces in which analysis, 
observation, and responsiveness are connected. Organizations that experiment with 
cooperative structures, sociocratic decision-making, or other forms in which readers, citizens, 
professionals, or employees once again become co-bearers of the process. Such forms 
sometimes appear vulnerable. They are. Precisely there, legitimacy can grow again, because 
people do not only receive outcomes, but participate in the search. 

Doubt plays an indispensable role here. Not the doubt that relativizes everything, but the kind 
that prevents systems from mistaking their own assumptions for reality. A culture that can bear 
doubt keeps room for reinterpretation. For the voice that does not yet hold a majority position. 
For the experience that does not immediately fit into indicators. That space is precious. Without 
it, truth shrinks into formal correctness. With it, public judgment remains alive. 

 



22. The building of another culture 

Ultimately, much depends on culture. Not in the loose sense of atmosphere, but as a lived order 
in which people experience what counts, what deserves protection, and how to deal with 
difference. A code expresses intention. Culture shows what is truly borne. In periods of 
transition, that difference becomes sharp. Organizations and societies may find the right words 
and still continue to act from old reflexes. It follows that restoration asks for discipline. Repeated 
practice. Attention that holds when pressure increases. 

Another culture therefore does not grow from fear and prediction, but from fidelity, attention, 
reciprocity, and limitation. Fidelity holds direction where control falls short. Attention deepens 
perception. Reciprocity prevents order from being detached from relationship. Limitation 
reminds us that no system may take the place of community. These are not soft ideals. They 
form the conditions under which truth, responsibility, and institutional reliability can coincide 
again. 

Perhaps such a culture begins smaller than one thinks. In the way a leader listens before 
deciding. In an editorial team that does not only inform its readers, but also involves them in the 
process of interpretation. In an organization that does not immediately sanction errors, but first 
investigates what they reveal about the system itself. In a community that does not use its 
stories, symbols, and rituals to simplify reality, but to bear it together. There another order arises. 
Not as a blueprint, rather as a practice. 

Here also lies the sober answer to the enchantment of the system. No grand reckoning with 
technology. No longing for a vanished world. Rather, a shift in the center of gravity: from 
instrument to human being, from prediction to perception, from mastery to responsibility, from 
code to culture. This does not make the age simpler. It does make the way of living together more 
reliable. 

 

VIII. Another story for this age 

23. Why stories are decisive 

No system lives by technology alone. It also lives by the words with which it explains itself, by the 
images it evokes, and by the promises through which it justifies its place in the world. This is true 
of states, of markets, of religious movements, and certainly of technological systems. Whoever 
thinks that power lies mainly in infrastructure sees only half. The other half lies in the story that 
makes that infrastructure credible. Precisely for that reason, the battlefield of this age is not only 
technical or institutional, but also narrative. Whoever masters the language of crisis, order, and 
rescue often determines, even before debate begins, which direction appears reasonable, 
necessary, or inevitable. 

This is also what becomes so visible in the entire question surrounding Thiel. His influence rests 
not only on capital, networks, or technology. It also rests on his ability to encode an experience 
of the age. He does not speak only about companies, markets, or state power, but in images of 
crisis, downfall, hidden threat, chosen clarity, and necessary protection. In the Trouw article, 
this becomes sharply visible. The Antichrist appears there as a system, as a well-oiled order of 
control that sacrifices freedom and democracy in the name of peace and stability, and that 
gathers ever more power through fear of climate, AI, and war. In this way, a diffuse age is made 
immediately readable within one moral script. 



Stories do something here that analyses alone cannot do. They connect scattered experiences 
into a pattern. They give emotional direction to facts. They determine who appears as threat, 
who as rescuer, and where time seems to be heading. This does not make stories superficial, 
but structural. A society always also lives from its narrative ordering. What a community 
experiences as danger, what it sees as protection, and what it recognizes as a dignified life are 
never established by procedures alone. They are carried by stories, rituals, symbols, and 
recurring fields of language. Without such grounding, institutions remain empty or vulnerable. 
They may still function, but they no longer inspire, protect, or correct from within. 

That is why it is too simple to reduce the technological question to regulation alone. Rules are 
needed. But rules do not endure for long without a deeper story about why boundaries carry 
weight, what makes truth worthy of protection, and why human dignity must take precedence 
over efficiency. When that story is absent, the strongest alternative usually prevails. In our age, 
that is often the story of crisis and rescue: the world is derailing, institutions are too slow, the 
threats are too great, so exceptional means are justified. That story is attractive because it gives 
urgency, offers direction, and reduces the burden of ambiguity. It asks for little inner work. 
Mostly consent. 

Precisely for that reason, stories are decisive. Not because they replace truth, but because they 
often form the ground in which truth can still be recognized, or can disappear. A good story 
clarifies reality without closing it down. A bad story does the opposite. It makes the world 
immediately readable, but only by simplifying it. The struggle of this age is therefore not only 
about facts, systems, and power. It is also about which story is allowed to order human 
experience. Are people formed by a script of permanent crisis, enmity, and technological 
salvation? Or by a story in which truth, community, and responsibility become sustaining again? 

24. Over against the story of crisis and rescue 

The answer to technological sacralization therefore cannot consist of a counter-theology of the 
same kind. Not another endgame, not a mirror-image apocalypse, not a counter-movement that 
itself feeds on enmity, purity, or historical necessity. As soon as that happens, one remains 
trapped in the same grammar. Only the symbols shift, not the structure. The system of crisis and 
rescue remains intact. There is merely another rescuer, another enemy, another final chord. 
Precisely that must be broken. 

What is needed is another story. Less heroic. Less apocalyptic. Less possessed by total clarity. A 
story that does not immediately reduce reality to a battlefield, but makes it inhabitable again. 
That asks for another tone. Not the tone of the chosen minority that finally understands, but of 
people learning again to look, listen, and discern. Not the tone of the final struggle, but of a more 
attentive beginning. Such a story does not deny the seriousness of this age. It trivializes nothing. 
It only refuses to give crisis the highest interpretive authority. 

There lies the decisive difference. The crisis story makes fear the organizing principle. It seeks 
mobilization. It seeks obedience to urgency. The other story begins elsewhere. With the question 
of how truth can be borne again without becoming possession. With the question of how people 
can continue to see one another as co-bearers of a world, even under pressure. With the 
question of how technology can keep its place without swallowing the human scale. That story 
may be less spectacular, but it is more truthful. It lives not from excitement, but from 
recognition. Not from escalation, but from deepening. 



A more human story is also more demanding. It cannot be built on the reassurance that 
everything can be reduced to one enemy, one mechanism, or one technological solution. It can 
bear plurality. It leaves room for tragedy. It knows that not everything can be solved, and that 
precisely for that reason care, fidelity, and limitation are so important. In that sense, it is also 
more truthful. Not because it speaks of higher ideals, but because it lies less about the human 
condition. It promises no escape from uncertainty. It offers a way to live with it without 
hardening. 

This also shows why the present technological worldview so easily draws religious language 
toward itself. It does not only want to be useful, but to appear meaningful. It does not only want 
to function, but also to give direction. It wants to fill the emptiness that arises when 
communities lose their own narrative and moral continuity. Cynicism does not help against this 
tendency. What helps is a richer story. A story in which human dignity does not depend on 
performance, in which truth is not identical with output, in which limits are not experienced as 
loss but as protection of what is essential. Only then does technological sacralization lose its 
aura. Not because it is loudly opposed, but because it loses its self-evidence. 

25. From knowing to fidelity 

Perhaps this age can ultimately be understood best as a transition from knowing to fidelity. Not 
because knowing has become unimportant, but because knowing alone no longer carries. There 
is information in abundance. There are analyses, models, predictions, and warnings in 
abundance. What becomes scarce is the human quality that can live with that knowing without 
collapsing under it. There fidelity comes into view. Fidelity is not an anti-intellectual attitude. It is 
the form in which truth remains inhabitable when control falls short. It holds fast to what is 
essential precisely where the outcome is not yet fixed. 

Fidelity has several meanings at once in this context. It means fidelity to reality, the willingness 
not to flee into schemes that distort it. It means fidelity to the other, the refusal to reduce 
another human being to a means, obstacle, or data point. And it means fidelity to the fragile 
human capacity to receive truth in encounter, attention, and responsibility, instead of merely 
producing it. In that sense, fidelity is not sentiment, but discipline. It protects against the 
temptation to subject everything uncertain immediately to mastery. 

That is a radical thought in an age that almost instinctively reaches for more power as soon as it 
becomes unsettled. The usual response to instability is expansion of grip: more data, more 
visibility, more prediction, more capacity for intervention. As though the world becomes 
inhabitable only when it becomes maximally governable. But that is not so. Not everything needs 
to be mastered in order to be inhabitable. On the contrary. Much of what makes a world human 
cannot bear total mastery. Not friendship. Not conscience. Not trust. Not community. Where 
these are nevertheless fully fixed, the very qualities one claims to protect disappear. 

The future therefore does not ask first of all for more power, but for a deeper form of fidelity to 
what remains human. That sounds modest, but it is demanding. It asks that people slow down 
where systems accelerate. That they take responsibility where procedures seek abstraction. 
That they remain near where culture tends toward distance. And that they learn to see that truth 
does not show itself only in grand declarations, but also in small, faithful acts through which a 
world remains inhabitable. A conversation without hardening. A decision in which proportion is 
preserved. An institution that sets limits to what is technically possible because it knows what is 
morally desirable. 



Here the meaning of the future also changes. The future is no longer the stage on which the 
strongest systems fulfill their destiny. It becomes again the space in which people practice truth, 
care, and reciprocity. Not everything has to be grand in order to give direction. Some of the most 
important shifts begin small: in language, in attention, in the way a community refuses to hand 
over its own reality. Perhaps this is also the most sober form of hope. Not a grand expectation 
that everything will turn out well, but the perseverance not to surrender the human to the logic of 
total mastery. 

  



Epilogue - The real threat 

The greatest threat to the system is ultimately not the enemy it points to. Not the outside world 
against which it defends itself. Not the crises with which it underwrites its own necessity. The 
greatest threat is that people learn again to live from attention, shared reality, and reciprocal 
presence. For where that happens, the system loses its deepest privilege: the monopoly on 
interpretation. Then it becomes clear that not every uncertainty asks for predictive 
infrastructure, not every tension for more control, and not every crisis for the centralization of 
power. 

A society that practices attention again becomes harder to manipulate. Not because it rejects all 
technology, but because it recovers the distinction between tool and destiny. A community that 
takes shared reality seriously does not allow its perception to be fully colonized by interfaces, 
rankings, and regimes of optimization. People who practice reciprocal presence will be less 
quick to believe that the other is primarily a threat, or that rescue can come only from ever-
expanding system power. Here the ground tone of the age shifts. Fear does not immediately lose 
its force, but it does lose its exclusive right to meaning. 

This also changes the place of technology. It does not need to be destroyed or condemned as 
heresy. That would be another form of possession. What is needed is something simpler and 
more difficult at the same time: to return technology to its own measure. Not as bearer of 
salvation, not as final arbiter of what is true, good, or necessary. But as a tool, embedded in 
human, moral, and political frameworks. Only then does it become truly serviceable. Only then 
can it contribute without drawing the source of meaning toward itself. 

Perhaps that is the most essential reversal of all. Not the movement in which a system presents 
itself as savior from the crisis it helps produce, but the counter-movement in which people 
recover their own capacity to bear truth. Where they learn again to listen, look, speak, and set 
limits. Where community is not sentiment, but a form of shared reality. Where fidelity becomes 
more important than mastery. In such places, often small and unobtrusive, another order is 
already beginning. Not loudly. Not triumphantly. But truly. 

And precisely there, technology loses its appearance of destiny. Then it becomes again what it 
should have remained: a means in the service of humanity, not an altar before which that 
humanity is sacrificed. 
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