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Introduction

This is not a book that seeks illustrations for a theory, but a book that subjects a theory to testing against the
world.
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Preface

This is not a book that seeks illustrations for a theory, but a book that subjects a theory to testing against the
world.

The main volume advances a judgment:
Civilization is not only a system of capabilities. It is also a system of meaning.

Whether a society can remain stable over the long term depends not only on more powerful technology, denser
institutions, or more complex organizations, but also on whether it can still generate places, pathways, roles,
participation, responsibility, and a sense of the future for enough people.

If this judgment holds, many issues previously discussed separately reconnect at a deeper level.
Why do some societies still appear efficient yet become increasingly hollow?

Why do some institutions clearly continue functioning while people have already begun to retreat from the
future?

Why, in some eras, does a contraction of vision appear before a collapse of order?

Why can some societies organize people anew without thereby advancing to a higher level of civilization?

On the surface, these questions belong separately to history, contemporary reality, technology, institutions, and
psychology.

At a deeper level, however, they all point to the same civilizational question:

How can individuals gain a place in the world, and make that place not only accessible and sustainable, but also
capable of gaining depth, becoming consolidated, and enabling participation in a larger shared process?

This is why this volume was written.

It is neither a supplementary explanation of the main book nor a compilation of materials assembled to illustrate
the theory.

Its real task is to bring the judgments in the main book into history, contemporary reality, and proposed designs,
and subject them to testing.

Such testing includes both support for the theory's explanatory power and exposure of its boundaries, blind
spots, and areas still requiring revision.

A theory's true maturity lies not in always being right, but in continually discovering through validation what it
has yet to explain adequately.

This book therefore does more than look back at why civilizations become unstable or describe why the
technological age makes people uneasy.

Its ultimate concern is something deeper:

How the old world loses people;

why people retreat from the future;

and how the new world can support them again.

To answer this question, the volume is divided into three parts.
Part I examines:

How the old world loses people.

“Losing” people does not always take the form of a sudden institutional collapse or an instantaneous rupture of
order.

More often, when an old world truly begins to fail, it does not initially appear broken on the outside.

The failure occurs at a deeper level: more and more people cease to believe that continuing to entrust themselves
to this world will still lead to a future worth investing in.



Part I therefore does not retell familiar histories of revolution, decline, extremism, and the rise and fall of
empires.

Instead, it tests several firm judgments in the main book:

Why do old structures first lose meaning?

Why can a new vision rapidly ignite people's hearts?

Why does high participation not automatically develop into a stable new structure?

Why do new structures become rigid, distorted, and hollow?

Why can a society regain strong structural meaning yet still move toward large-scale destruction because its
direction is wrong?

Part IT examines:
Why people retreat from the future.
An old civilization's destabilization does not necessarily appear immediately as ruins.

More often, it first becomes visible as a widespread yet indistinct climate of the age: vision is unclear, hope
uncertain, and the implicit link between effort and the future, once taken for granted, begins gradually to loosen.

The white-collar cliff matters not because white-collar workers are more fragile than others,

but because they reveal earlier a structural question that warrants further testing: is the old civilization's way of
supporting people, organizing them, and giving them a sense of the future through career pathways becoming
unstable in some domains?

When even one of the most trusted routes upward begins to thin, the issue is no longer merely jobs.
It is whether people are still willing to continue entrusting themselves to the future.

Part II therefore addresses more than low spirits in an emotional sense. It addresses retreat at the civilizational
level:

why people withdraw from long-term investment, from building together, from delayed returns, and ultimately
from the future itself.

Part III examines:
How the new world can support people again.

If the old civilization's way of supporting people is failing, the real issue is no longer merely how to cushion the
impact, but how to rebuild support.

A society can use patches to slow a fall, but patches alone cannot create new ground.

What is truly scarce in the future is not simply more jobs, but whether more people still have routes into that
future.

Part III therefore aims not to propose an abstract utopia, but to answer more fundamental questions:

In an age when the old occupational system no longer provides stable support, what should new structures of
support consist of?

How can they begin with discovering needs, proceed through participation, contribution, roles, and
consolidation, and once again enable a person to develop who they are through real life?

This means that civilization must now build more than stronger systems. It must build new participation
infrastructure:

not merely keeping people in use, but reconnecting them;

not merely getting tasks done, but allowing participation to leave traces;
not merely sustaining life, but making the future accessible again.

This volume does not, however, claim to have supplied all the answers.

The main book makes clear from the outset that it offers a revisable mid-level framework of civilization, not a
single institutional blueprint.



Different civilizations have different historical carriers; different societies combine pathways differently; and
different institutional environments produce different shared foundations and collaborative structures.

This is precisely why the end of this volume returns explicitly to theoretical revision and boundaries:
which judgments have received strong support from history and contemporary reality;
where explanatory gaps remain;

and why the interface between higher-level directional calibration and “people's hearts—structure—real-world
choices” must be addressed by subsequent close philosophical reading, interdisciplinary research, and systems
of real-world validation.

Ultimately, this book seeks to preserve not self-contained closure, but honesty with clearly defined boundaries:
Mid-level civilizational theory has proposed a testable explanatory framework for studying:
how the old world loses people;

why people retreat from the future;

and how the new world can rebuild support.

But to go on to ask:

after people have been supported again,

where should they be led,

and why is that direction the right one,

we must continue to open interfaces to higher levels.

This is precisely the pitfall this volume most wants to avoid:

it does not wish to become another closed book,

to rush to declare an endpoint just as explanatory power begins to take shape,

or, in an age when reality is still changing dramatically,

to lock the future in advance into any single pathway.

If the concerns of this volume had to be summed up in one sentence, then, it would be this:
this book examines not only why civilization becomes unstable,

but how people are lost by the old world,

and how they can be supported again by the new one.

How the Old World Loses People

When an old world truly begins to collapse, it often does not initially look broken on the outside.
Its institutions may remain, its authority may remain, and its order may even still function.
What changes first is often something deeper:

more and more people cease to believe that continuing to entrust themselves to this world will still lead to a
future worth investing in.

This is the issue this part addresses.

This part does not aim to turn history into a chronicle of institutional failures, power struggles, and external
conflicts.

These are certainly important, but they are not yet the deepest layer.

The deeper questions are:

why old structures first lose meaning;

why an old order first loses its future in people's hearts;

and why new visions ignite, become distorted, decay, or go off course in different historical forms.
The French Revolution, the Soviet Union, ancient Rome, and Nazi Germany



may seem far removed from one another.

Yet viewed through the question of “how people are lost by the old world,” they reveal deeper commonalities.
This is not because they belong to the same institutional type, but because they all reveal something:

a civilization's crisis often begins not as a crisis of its institutional shell, but of its capacity to support people;
not as a crisis of the form of rule, but of the sense of the future;

not with order ceasing to function, but with people beginning to withdraw their trust in the old future.

None of the cases in this part is therefore intended to prove that history can be reduced to a single story.
Quite the opposite: the aim is to let different histories speak to the same deeper issue:

When a world truly loses people,

it is often because it is increasingly unable to make them believe

that continuing to entrust themselves to it will still lead to a future worth investing in.

The Real Question Is Not Why the Old World Falls, but How the New World Can Truly Support People

At this point, the real issue this book addresses is no longer merely why civilization becomes unstable.

The historical cases discussed above suggest at least this: old forms of support may fail, new visions may
expand mobilization, and new structures may become rigid or distorted; powerful organizational structures may
also move toward large-scale destruction because their direction is wrong. These relationships cannot be
separated from the political, economic, wartime, and institutional conditions of their respective histories.

Contemporary materials suggest that changes in white-collar and cognitive jobs may reveal earlier the
restructuring of occupational support. Whether this spreads into a broader decline in the “capacity to connect
people to the future” still requires longitudinal data and comparisons across groups.

Part III further shows that the key to rebuilding civilization is not to rearrange people's places, but to enable
them to enter the future again.

The real question, therefore, has never been simply:

- Why does the old world fall?

- Why does a particular institutional system fail?

- Why does a particular technology bring disruption?

These questions are certainly important, but they are still only the first half-step.
The deeper step is this:

After old forms of support fail,

how can the new world truly support people?

“Supporting” people does not mean simply providing a minimum safety net.
Nor does it mean keeping systems running efficiently,

still less merely keeping people from falling for the time being.

It means:

- Regenerating pathways

- Regenerating roles

- Regenerating participation that can accumulate

- Regenerating contributions that can become consolidated

- Regenerating belonging

- Regenerating hope

- Regenerating a structure that makes people willing to continue committing their time to the future



This is the judgment the whole book truly seeks to defend:

From the mid-level perspective of Meaning Dynamics, an important real-world manifestation of Civilization
Leap is not simply overturning old support, but creating new support. At a higher level, it must still undergo
directional calibration toward “moving from self-interest first to self-interest with others first, making
individuals' long-term interests increasingly compatible with the value of others and shared survival,” and
enabling more people to regain a sustainable, accessible future they can shape together.

If a civilization can still do this, it is alive.

If it becomes increasingly unable to do so, then even the strongest system may be no more than an increasingly
efficient empty shell.

A civilization's true strength lies

not in how many tools it possesses,

not in how many nodes it connects,

not in how much information it processes,

but in whether it can still continually generate a structure of this kind:

one that gives individuals real support in reality,

enables them to establish a place in it,

to assume responsibility within that place,

to grow through that responsibility,

and through that growth to participate in a larger shared process.

Validation Methods and Evidence Discipline

V3.2 strictly distinguishes four different statuses of “validation,” so that historical facts, structural explanations,
theoretical mappings, and future proposals do not masquerade as one another within the same passage.

- A | Facts and the interface with established research: facts directly supported by professional historical
scholarship, statistical materials, authoritative archives, or established research.

- B | Structural explanation: social and civilizational judgments supported jointly by multiple facts, but still
subject to competing explanations.

- C | Theoretical mapping: mapping material at levels A/B onto Meaning Dynamics frameworks such as “place,
pathway, participation, support, and system—subject relations.” This is what genuinely requires testing in this
text; it is not historical fact itself.

- F | Future scenarios and institutional prototypes: the meaning economy, Dream Garden, Shared World, and
contribution records are all fallible proposals. A successful proposal can support only its corresponding local
hypothesis, not retroactively prove the entire theory. A failed proposal also requires distinguishing parameter
failure from failure of the theoretical hypothesis.

Every case must answer at least four questions. First, what can existing specialist research already explain?

Second, what additional relationship does Meaning Dynamics identify? Third, what materials and competing

explanations might overturn this mapping? Fourth, if counterevidence holds, which part of V7.2 must narrow its

claims, be revised, or be withdrawn?

History is not a storehouse of illustrations waiting to be claimed by a theory. Genuine validation allows history
to retain the right to reject this theory.

The cutoff for checking facts and evolving research in this volume is 26 August 2026. Ancient and modern
historical cases continue to rely primarily on long-term specialist historical scholarship. Rapidly changing issues
such as Al and employment give priority to updatable research from the ILO, OECD, and similar bodies.
Corporate forecasts, media headlines, and task-exposure estimates are not presented directly as job displacement
that has already occurred.



Chapter 1: How History Tests Meaning Dynamics, and What It
Cannot Prove

A theory that remains at the conceptual level has not yet truly begun to confront the world.

It may, of course, appear internally complete, rigorous in its deductions, and powerful in its language.

Yet until it enters history, reality, and the dramatic ruptures and long-term declines that have actually occurred,
it remains a judgment that might hold, rather than a framework that has withstood testing.

The main Meaning Dynamics volume deserves further development not merely because it proposes a more
moving concept of “meaning,” but because it brings the question back down to a more demanding level. What
the book genuinely examines is not an abstract substance of meaning, but how meaning becomes structure.
Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. Technological enhancement does
not automatically amount to Civilization Leap. What truly matters for future civilization is not an ever-
increasing number of entry points, but whether these can be organized into sustainable pathways and gradually
consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

If these judgments hold, they cannot hold only within the theory.

They must also be discernible in history.

Once the question is raised to the civilizational level, history ceases to be merely a storehouse of examples and
becomes the first layer of reality.

Why revolutions erupt, empires decline, institutions become rigid, societies hollow out amid strength, and
extremism moves toward large-scale destruction after reorganizing people's commitments: these are no longer
merely questions of political, institutional, or economic history. At a deeper level, they converge on the same
issue: how individuals enter reality, how pathways form, how roles gain depth, how contributions become
consolidated, how collaboration is organized, how deep places are distributed, and how the enhancement of
systems becomes decoupled from the enhancement of subjects.

In other words, this volume is not testing the vague proposition that “meaning matters.”

It tests whether several firm judgments in the main book actually stand up:

First, civilization is both a system of capabilities and a system of meaning. Capability determines what
civilization can do; meaning determines whether civilization can continue to generate subjects, places,
responsibility, and a future.

Second, technological enhancement does not automatically amount to Civilization Leap. If systems grow
stronger while people become thinner, this is merely the old structure driven to extremes, not a leap.

Third, one of modern civilization's greatest dangers is not an absence of subjects, but the increasingly efficient
production of hollow subjects.

Fourth, what truly matters for future civilization is not an increasing number of entry points, but whether they
can consolidate into pathways, roles, project-specific

trust, and effective participation.

Fifth, from Meaning Dynamics' mid-level perspective, one important manifestation of Civilization Leap is
reopening the space of future possibilities that old structures continually close off. This does not replace the
fundamental transformation at the higher level of Civilization Leap.

If these judgments are true, history must be able to answer a connected series of questions:

- Why do old structures first lose meaning, rather than merely their outer shell?

- Why can new visions rapidly ignite people's hearts?

- Why does high participation not automatically develop into a stable new structure?

- Why do new structures become rigid, distorted, and hollow?

- Why can a civilization first lose its shared future while it remains powerful?



- Why can a society regain strong structural meaning yet, because of a mistaken direction, go off course more
efficiently?
History therefore tests more than what happened to institutions. It tests a deeper, entire chain:

how the old world loses people, how a new vision enters people's hearts, how their commitments support
structures, and how those structures become unstable after losing their vision.

To keep this testing from degenerating into a collage of materials, the volume uses two levels of checks.
The first concerns the strength of structural meaning.

In other words, has a society genuinely supported people again?

Why an old order loses its capacity to support people; why new visions ignite their hearts; why high
participation need not automatically generate high-quality new structures; why new pathways become rigid,
roles become distorted, and participation becomes hollow: all fall within judgments of strength.

The second concerns the direction of structural meaning.

In other words, once a society has supported people again, where does it lead them?

Without the second check, the first becomes dangerous.

History has clearly shown that a society can regain belonging, order, participation, a sense of the future, and
intensive support without thereby moving toward a higher level of civilization. A failure of directional
calibration may instead organize all these forces into exclusion, conquest, war, and destruction.

For precisely this reason, the historical cases in this volume are not arranged arbitrarily.

The French Revolution tests why high participation did not automatically develop into a stable new structure
after old forms of support collapsed.

The Soviet Union tests why newly established structures become rigid and distorted, and lose people again.
Ancient Rome tests why growing capability, expanding scale, and the decay of a shared future can proceed
together over long periods.

Nazi Germany tests why strong structural meaning can still lead to high mobilization, high integration, and
large-scale destruction because its direction is wrong.

Together, these provide not four cases that can independently prove the theory, but four comparable types of
civilizational instability.

The value of validation, however, lies not only in supporting the theory's ability to stand.

Its deeper value lies in showing the theory where it cannot yet stand.

The main book already makes clear that it is a revisable framework, not a closed answer. Different civilizations
have different historical carriers; different societies combine pathways differently; different institutional
environments form different shared foundations and collaborative structures; and different cultures understand
roles, relationships, credibility, and the sense of being needed in different ways.

This means that this volume's task is not to “stamp its approval” on the main book, but to use history and reality
to bring out what still needs strengthening: whether the coupling between external pressures and declining
internal support is sufficiently clear; whether variables concerning communities at multiple levels are handled in
enough detail; whether the interaction between material conditions and meaning variables needs greater clarity;
and how the interface between directional calibration and mid-level theory should be situated.

The position of this chapter can be condensed into one sentence:

History is not an appendix to theory. It is the court before which theory must appear.

If Meaning Dynamics holds, it should be discernible in history;

if it remains inadequate, history will also bring those inadequacies to light.

From this starting point, the volume turns to its first case.

The first question most suited to being put to the test is:

After old forms of support collapsed, why did high participation not automatically develop into a stable new
structure?

This is precisely what the French Revolution is to answer.



Chapter 2: The French Revolution: Why High Participation Did
Not Automatically Develop into a Stable New Structure after
Old Forms of Support Collapsed

Case boundaries: The French Revolution is not explained by “meaning as a single causal factor”

Extensive specialist historical scholarship already addresses the French Revolution's fiscal crisis, taxation and
privilege, food and price pressures, crisis of political representation, Enlightenment thought, royal decisions,
revolutionary wars, and other factors. V3.2 does not compete with these explanations for the status of primary
cause. It tests only a mid-level relationship: when the old regime's legitimacy, entry points for participation, and
expectations of the future became unstable together, how did new political language expand mobilization, and
why did high mobilization still fail automatically to generate stable new structures capable of correcting errors?

The sequence “failure of old support—ignition of a new vision-release of participation-high-tension
restructuring” is therefore a level-C theoretical mapping, not the French Revolution's sole causal chain. If this
mapping adds no testable questions beyond existing political, fiscal, and institutional explanations, its claims
should be narrowed.

The main book explicitly argues that civilizational stability depends not only on the existence of pathways and
roles, but also on whether individuals can genuinely enter the real-world processes those pathways and roles
carry. In other words, a civilization must do more than give people “an opportunity to appear”; it must give them
“a possibility of truly entering.” The quality of this entry is effective participation.

If this judgment holds, the French Revolution must become this volume's first historical case not only because it
overthrew the old regime and inaugurated the age of modern politics, but also because it brought a crucial and
easily romanticized question fully onto history's stage:

after old forms of support collapsed,

why did such an enormous release of participation

not automatically develop into a stable new structure?

This puts the main book's structural judgments to the test of a large-scale historical case.

How the old world loses people; how new visions ignite their hearts; why high participation does not
automatically become high-quality reconstruction; and why visions rapidly fracture and slide into high tension:
the French Revolution displays almost this entire chain.

1. Why the Old Regime First Lost Structural Meaning

No revolution that truly changes the direction of history begins first in the public square.
The crowds, slogans, barricades, and clashes there are often only its later visible manifestations.

Earlier, change has usually already occurred deep in people's hearts: more and more people cease to believe that
the old world is still worth entrusting themselves to.

The French Revolution was no exception.

The old regime became truly endangered not when it suddenly lost all its majesty, but when it remained
formally intact yet found it increasingly difficult to continue supporting people in reality. The nobility still
existed, the Church still spoke, and the monarchy still maintained dignity and order. Yet these things became
increasingly unable to answer a deeper question:

Why should growing numbers of people continue to believe that this world will carry them into the future?

This is where the old regime began to lose structural meaning.
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To say that it first lost structural meaning is not to say that everyone was too poor to survive, or that all
institutional functions immediately ceased. The deeper issue is that the old regime became increasingly unable
to provide different groups, through its structures, with:

- Sustainable places

- A credible future

- A genuine sense of participation

- Recognized dignity

- A basic belief that the community remained worth investing in

In other words, the old regime's problem was not merely “injustice,” but its growing inability to answer why
people should remain within it and continue investing their lives in it.

For the bourgeoisie, this rupture first appeared as an increasingly acute sense of incongruity.

They possessed wealth, knowledge, commercial capabilities, and the power to organize real-world activity, yet
remained excluded from the upper positions of the old structure. They were not entirely without a place. Rather,
they found it increasingly unacceptable that such an obvious mismatch should persist between their capabilities
and their formal positions in reality. Once the old regime could no longer organize “capability—place—
recognition” into a credible structure, its legitimacy began to unravel.

For peasants, the issue was closer to life itself.

Tax burdens, land issues, remnants of old rights, and actual oppression accumulated over time, while the old
order could offer no credible vision in which “enduring this will lead to a better future.” What peasants lost,
then, was not merely patience, but basic trust that this old community remained worth investing in.

For the urban common people, the old regime's collapse was faster and more explosive.

Prices, food, disorder, privilege, and everyday injustice were not abstract issues. They translated directly into an
increasingly concrete feeling: this world is not on my side; this order has no intention of supporting me;
continued endurance will bring no tomorrow worth anticipating.

What truly collapsed first, then, was not the Bastille, but the old regime's capacity to support people.

Once a society reaches this point, revolution is often not far away. When the old order can no longer offer
people real places, the desire for change ceases to be an occasional sentiment and gradually becomes the climate
of an age.

2. How a New Vision Rapidly Ignites People's Hearts

The collapse of an old world does not automatically establish a new one.

The old regime's loss of structural meaning means only that people are increasingly unwilling to entrust their
future to it. Without a more powerful image of the future, they need not immediately turn toward reconstruction.
They may instead slide into exhaustion, indifference, cynicism, scattered anger, or even mutually destructive
disorder.

The French Revolution shook history precisely because another language rapidly gained the power to penetrate
reality.

“Liberty,” “equality,” “citizen,” “nation,” and “sovereignty” may seem overly familiar today. At the time,
however, they were more than new political terms, and certainly more than revised ideas written on paper. They
were like a door suddenly opening, allowing increasing numbers previously excluded from the old order to feel
for the first time:

the world can indeed be reorganized;
I need not remain forever within my old identity;
the future is not the inheritance of a few;

“L,” too, can count in history.
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This is where a new vision truly ignites people's hearts.

A vision becomes a force not merely because it is more correct in the abstract, but because it answers anew a
question of the greatest depth:

Do I have a place in this new world?
After the old regime fails, people do not inherently know where to go.

They may desire change, but “desiring change” is not itself direction. It means only that the old answers can no
longer be believed. What a new vision actually accomplishes is the rapid transformation of the vacuum left by
the loss of old answers into new possibilities:

- Instead of merely enduring, one can participate

- Instead of merely obeying, one can enter

- Instead of merely being assigned a place, one can become a “citizen”

- Instead of waiting for the order to determine one's fate, one can enter the reshaping of a shared destiny
This step is crucial.

Only when an age's new language moves beyond ideas and begins to make ordinary people feel “this concerns
me” does it acquire genuine mobilizing power.

For the bourgeoisie, the new vision was powerful because it made “realigning capability and position” possible
for the first time.

For peasants, its power lay in this: old relations of oppression were not the only possible form of life.

For the urban common people, its power lay in this: personal hardship ceased to be merely private misfortune
and was reconnected to a public future.

The old world's problem was that it made different groups feel excluded from the future.

The new vision was powerful precisely because it gave those groups, almost simultaneously, a shared feeling:
the future can be rewritten,

and I need not necessarily be left out.

This is why what truly ignited on the eve of the French Revolution was not merely political opinion, but a long-
suppressed sense of entry,

of having a place, and of the future.

Once the sense of the future is rekindled, hope becomes more than an emotion: it becomes a structural force
driving society as a whole forward.

3. Why High Participation Did Not Automatically Develop into a Stable New Structure

Common sense makes it easy to believe that once the old order is broken, more people participate in public
affairs, and the future is rekindled, a new and more reasonable world will naturally emerge.

Yet the French Revolution's deepest complexity lies precisely in its support for another proposition:

High participation does not automatically mean high-quality support.

The collapse of old structures does not automatically mean that new structures have matured.

This is no technical detail. It is central to why a revolution can move from hope to high tension, and from the
impulse to rebuild to violent oscillation.

After the old regime disintegrates, what is first released is a mass of previously suppressed commitments,
demands, judgments, anger, and expectations.

Society may suddenly appear exceptionally “vital”: everyone discusses public affairs, many voices emerge at
once, groups form rapidly, expression becomes intense, and participation suddenly becomes honorable and
urgent.
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But the problem is this:

released energy is not the same as an organized structure.
Participation can expand instantly; structures cannot mature instantly.
Passion can ignite rapidly; roles cannot immediately gain depth.

The old order can lose legitimacy in a very short time, but new pathways, boundaries of responsibility,
institutional rhythms, networks of trust, and shared mechanisms of support cannot stabilize equally quickly.

Genuinely high-quality participation is certainly not frequent expression alone.

The main book states this clearly: pathways address “whether an entry point exists”; effective participation
addresses “what actually happens after entry.” A civilization must do more than give people “an opportunity to
appear”; it must give them “a possibility of truly entering.”

This is where the French Revolution's problem lay.

The old regime fell quickly, the new vision ignited quickly, and participation expanded quickly. Yet new
structures capable of actually organizing these forces did not emerge nearly as fast.

An extremely dangerous situation therefore arose:

- People's hearts had been ignited

- The old order had lost legitimacy

- Participation had been released on a vast scale

- Yet the new structure of roles remained unstable

- The new system of responsibility remained immature

- The new community's boundaries were still changing dramatically

- New institutional support was still being continually rewritten

At this point, participation itself came under enormous pressure.

More and more people were entering public reality, but neither in the same way nor toward the same future.
The bourgeoisie wanted political recognition, institutional restructuring, and a renewed correspondence between
capability and position;

peasants cared more about land, taxes, and whether old oppressive relationships had genuinely been abolished;
the urban common people cared more about prices, bread, survival, fairness, and everyday order;

radical participants wanted a thorough rewriting of the old world rather than gradual repairs.

On the surface, all participated in the revolution.

At a deeper level, they were not necessarily moving toward the same new structure.

This explains why an age can possess both an exceptionally strong sense of hope and exceptional uncertainty.

Hope itself does not guarantee that structures have matured. It shows only that the old world no longer suffices
and that a new world is being urgently demanded.

4. Why Visions Rapidly Fracture

People find it easier to unite against the old regime.
The old world itself is the object of a shared hostility.

Shared hostility produces an exceptionally strong “we.” This “we” does not necessarily possess a genuinely
common future, but it is at least strongly united over “what we oppose.”

Once the old regime begins to fall, however, the question immediately changes.
People must answer more than:

- What do we not want?
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- What do we oppose?

- Why can we no longer live in the old world?

They must answer harder questions:

- What exactly do we want?

- What kind of new world do we want to organize?

- Who will undertake reconstruction?

- Who will determine priorities?

- Whose future will be realized first?

- Whose suffering will be treated as most urgent?

- Whose interpretation can represent “the revolution's true direction”?
As soon as these questions arise, unity sustained by shared hostility rapidly begins to differentiate.
Opposing an old world does not automatically mean sharing a new one.

This is precisely the most easily romanticized aspect of the French Revolution, and the one that most warrants
vigilance.

People often see the grandeur of participation, the fervor of language, and the brilliance of ideals, while
overlooking a deeper reality:

after the old order falls,
the very word “future” becomes contested.
Every group speaks of a “new world,” but the new worlds in their minds are not identical.

Precisely because the new vision is powerful enough, different groups can each interpret it as “at last, it is my
turn to have my future realized.”

Once reality demands priorities, choices, and institutionalization, these simultaneously ignited expectations
rapidly collide.

The deeper problem is that the speed of real-world fulfillment never catches up with the hopes awakened.
Once people's hearts are ignited, they demand not merely symbolic recognition but real change.
The longer people have been suppressed, moreover, the more sensitive they are to how long change takes.

When hope rises exceptionally quickly but supporting structures do not form at the same speed, the gap rapidly
becomes tension.

Hope then gradually changes shape:

- From a sense of the future into a sense of urgency

- From an impulse to rebuild into an impulse to exclude

- From a shared vision into competing demands on the future

- From believing that the new world can accommodate different people into an increasing desire to define the
true revolutionary by a single pathway

This is the fundamental reason visions fracture rapidly.
Not because the vision is false, but because it is too powerful;

precisely because it has genuinely ignited people's hearts, if it cannot support everyone it has inspired at once,
conflict becomes fiercer than under the old order.

5. How the Desire for Change Becomes High Tension and Revolutionary Instability

“The desire for change” is often spoken of too simply,

as though dissatisfaction with the old order naturally carries revolution toward renewal.
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Reality is very different.

The desire for change is not a mild condition.

It means:

- I can no longer entrust myself to the old world

- I have seen the possibility of another future

- I am no longer willing to return to the past

- I demand that the future now opened up actually enter reality

Once this point is reached, the desire for change is no longer merely an attitude. It becomes a high-pressure
inner force.

A person who is merely despairing may still remain silent;

someone whose hope has been ignited, only to find that reality persistently fails to support it, finds it difficult to
remain quiet.

This is the deepest transformation within the French Revolution:

people did not first move from stability to chaos. They first withdrew from the old world, then rapidly developed
within the new vision a powerful feeling that “the future ought already to be arriving.”

When that future fails to materialize in time, hope itself begins to change shape.
The faster hope rises and the slower real-world support develops, the more deeply tension accumulates.
The more broadly participation is released, the greater the risk of instability instead becomes.

The more genuine, powerful, and urgent hope is, the more readily it turns into mutual pressure, moral
competition, struggles over the future, and internal polarization when reality cannot support it in time.

From the perspective of Meaning Dynamics, this is essentially an imbalance between the speed of release and
the speed of support.

The old world collapsed quickly, people's hearts were ignited quickly, and participation was released quickly.
But new structures of support, comprising pathways, roles, responsibilities, institutional rhythms, and
boundaries of trust, did not develop quickly enough.

Once “release” outpaces “support,” society enters a highly dangerous in-between zone: people have been
summoned by the future, but reality is not yet ready to support those summoned.

This is why the French Revolution ultimately bequeathed more than a story of revolutionary outbreak. It
bequeathed a deeper civilizational judgment:

after the old world falls,
the greatest danger is not a lack of participation,

but participation that is too strong and support that is too weak.

Chapter Summary

What the French Revolution validates for Meaning Dynamics is, first, a key judgment in the main book:

the collapse of old structural meaning does not automatically generate new structural meaning; extensive
presence and high activity are not the same as genuine participation.

What the old regime first truly lost was not merely authority and an outer shell, but the capacity to connect
people to the future. What the new vision first truly ignited was

not merely opinion, but a sense of place, participation, and a future in which “I finally matter to history.”
The French Revolution adds something deeper still.

It shows that igniting people's hearts is much easier than providing them with stable support.
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Hope can rise rapidly and participation can be released on a vast scale. But if those inspired do not enter
pathways, roles, responsibility, and institutional support in time, high participation will not automatically

develop into high-quality new structures. It will instead rapidly turn into high tension, sharp oscillation, and
more intense mutual pressure.

The most important question the French Revolution leaves for the following discussion is therefore this:

if a civilization is genuinely to pass through the period of rupture after old support collapses, it cannot rely
solely on awakening participation. It must also answer:

How can those whose hearts have been ignited genuinely receive structural support?
Stress-Test Results for V7.2 | The French Revolution

- Supports: High participation does not automatically produce stable institutions. The quality of political
participation, responsibility, error correction, and mid-level support require separate analysis.

- Does not prove: That the revolution occurred because “structural meaning declined,” or that meaning variables
are more fundamental than finance, institutions, class, and war.

- Competing explanations: The state fiscal crisis, taxation and privilege, food crisis, representative institutions,
political thought, and war.

- Revision trigger: If the “support—participation—future” framework cannot identify observable relationships
distinct from existing explanations, its explanatory weight in this case should be reduced.
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Chapter 3: The Soviet Union: Why Meaning in New Structures
Can Become Rigid, Distorted, and Collapse Again

Case boundaries: The dissolution of the Soviet Union must retain a multicausal explanation

The Soviet Union's formation, industrialization, wartime mobilization, political coercion, economic stagnation,
nationality issues, conflicts between elites and institutions, loss of control over reform, and secession of
republics cannot all be subsumed under “loss of meaning.” V3.2 tests only whether a system once capable of
organizing roles, participation, and narratives of a shared future on a large scale encounters an additional crisis
of support when institutions become rigid, genuine participation contracts, and the credibility of the future
declines.

If the economy, state structure, nationality politics, and the reform process already suffice to explain specific
outcomes, Meaning Dynamics should not claim to have found a deeper, sole cause. It can only continue testing
whether it offers a mid-level dimension of observation that adds something.

The main book makes a crucial point very clear: civilizational stability depends not only on the existence of
pathways and roles, but still more on whether those pathways allow individuals to enter reality continuously,
develop thick roles, consolidate responsibility, and receive genuine support within a larger shared process. What
truly matters for future civilization is not an increasing number of entry points, but whether these can be
organized into sustainable pathways and gradually consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective
participation.

The Soviet Union must be this volume's second core case precisely because it puts strong pressure on an equally
important but more easily overlooked judgment:

a society may succeed through establishing new structural meaning,
yet also fail through that meaning's rigidity, distortion, and renewed loss of support.
In other words,

the French Revolution asks why high participation did not automatically develop into stable new structures after
old support collapsed;

the Soviet Union asks another question, slower-moving and more dangerous:

Why did a new system that once successfully reorganized vast numbers of people

later lose people again?

This touches the main book's central judgment concerning “civilizational hollowing out”: one of modern
civilization's greatest dangers is not an absence of subjects, but the increasingly efficient production of hollow
subjects. Systems may still run efficiently, individuals remain highly active, and connections remain
exceptionally dense. Yet deep roles diminish, thick responsibilities become thin, subject capabilities decline, and
civilization finds it increasingly difficult to generate genuine agents of action from within.

What most warrants testing in the Soviet case is not merely how it established a new order, achieved
industrialization, or organized state capability.

It is how new visions, pathways, roles, and the language of a new community once supported people lost by the
old world; and how, after this success, those pathways gradually became rigid, roles distorted, participation
hollow, and the sense of the future diminished, ultimately losing support for people's commitments,
responsibility, and hope once more.
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1. Why the Old System First Lost Structural Meaning

When an old world truly loses people,

it is often not because it has nothing left,

but because it becomes increasingly unable to explain:
Why should people continue entrusting themselves to it?

The problems of late tsarist Russia were not merely political autocracy, economic backwardness, or military
defeat.

The deeper issue was that growing numbers of people could no longer gain a sustainable sense of place through
the old system.

Peasants bore heavy burdens yet struggled to enter a modernizing order;

workers were pushed into cities and factories by industrial expansion without correspondingly gaining stable
dignity and a public place;

intellectuals and emerging political forces found it increasingly difficult to see genuine openings for reform and
participation in the old order;

the state apparatus still maintained rule, yet became increasingly unable to organize broad populations into a
future worth investing in.

In other words,

what the old system first truly lost was not merely governing capacity,

but the capacity to support people.

It became increasingly unable to answer:

- What place in this world do I belong in?

- What kind of future will my hard work lead to?

- Why should I continue entrusting my life to this community?

- Why does this community deserve my continued endurance and investment?
When an institutional system can no longer offer most people a credible future,
even if it still exists, it has already begun to fail in structural meaning.

Once this failure spreads,

the appeal of a new vision rises rapidly.

2. Why New Structural Meaning Could Be Established Rapidly

The Soviet Union matters because it did not simply “seize power amid chaos.” For a substantial period, it
genuinely reestablished new structural meaning capable of organizing large numbers of people.

Its power came not merely from revolutionary slogans,

but from rapidly answering anew many real-world questions the old system could no longer answer:
- To whom do you belong?

- Why should you continue shouldering responsibilities?

- Where does your labor lead?

- Will your sacrifice become part of a larger shared future?

- Can your existence finally be more than oppression and subordination, becoming part of history?
For the many people whom the old system had excluded, subordinated, or marginalized,

this new structural meaning first appeared in three things.

First, it provided a place anew.
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Peasants, workers, and grassroots participants ceased to be merely passive recipients of the old order's burdens
and were redefined as the constituent builders of a new society.

This was a profound rewriting of their place.
Second, it provided a pathway anew.

Revolution, construction, industrialization, collective mobilization, and national mission were more than
political mobilizing terms.

They offered a pathway through which people felt they had finally entered a larger historical process.
A person was no longer merely alive,

but participating in the building of some new world.

Third, it provided a future anew.

What the old system could not offer was more than a promise of material improvement.

It was a shared sense that “the future belongs to us.”

Once a society can offer this shared future again,

it develops exceptional organizing power.

This also explains why the Soviet Union's establishment cannot be understood solely in terms of violence and
coercion.

Coercion was, of course, enormously important.

Yet without an actual period of rebuilding new structural meaning,

it could not have organized so many people stably across so vast an area and for so long.

In other words,

the Soviet Union once successfully accomplished something the main book regards as highly important:

it enabled large numbers of individuals to enter reality again through pathways, roles, participation, and the
language of community.

Precisely for this reason,

its subsequent distortion and collapse deserve all the more careful examination.

3. How New Pathways Gradually Become Rigid through Institutionalization

After a new structure is established,

the greatest danger is not its immediate collapse,

but that, after stabilizing,

it slowly begins to lose its original capacity to let people genuinely enter the world.
This is the key to the Soviet case.

The new structure initially had power because it let people enter reality again.
Yet once it became highly institutionalized, bureaucratized, and hierarchical,
it began to face the reverse problem:

the pathways remain,

but do they still genuinely lead people toward thicker places?

Institutions are, of course, necessary.

The main book has long made clear that without institutions, many pathways and roles depend excessively on
individual enthusiasm, chance relationships, or short-term conditions. Institutions ensure that pathways are not
reserved for a fortunate few, that roles do not evaporate when individuals leave, and that contributions are not
repeatedly reset to zero.
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The main book equally emphasizes, however, that rigid institutions detach pathways, roles, and credibility from
genuine participation, turning them into empty shells. Institutions are carriers, but may also amplify hollowing
out.

What later appeared in the Soviet Union was precisely this transformation of a “carrier into an amplifier.”
Pathways originally intended to let the majority enter history increasingly became predetermined channels;

roles that could originally gain depth gradually through practice increasingly became positions conferred by
organizations;

structures that could continually generate responsibility and judgment through participation increasingly became
hierarchical transmission and administrative execution.

This does not mean everything immediately became false.

On the contrary, the danger lay precisely here:

many pathways still appeared to exist,

many roles still appeared dignified,

and much participation still appeared active.

At a deeper level, however, the sense of entry weakened and the potential for growth declined.
More and more participation ceased to generate subjects

and merely maintained the structure itself.

These are the most characteristic signs of new pathways becoming rigid:

- Pathways remain, but increasingly struggle to develop into thick roles

- Participation remains, but increasingly struggles to consolidate into genuine responsibility

- Organizations remain, but increasingly deny individuals genuine access to judgment and shaping outcomes
- A shared future is still spoken of, but increasingly seldom experienced anew in reality

At this point,

the new structure has not immediately collapsed,

but has already begun to slide from a generative structure toward a maintenance structure.

4. Why Roles, Responsibility, and Participation Degenerate into Empty Shells

The main book makes an exceptionally sharp judgment on this issue:

one of modern civilization's greatest dangers is not an absence of subjects, but the increasingly efficient
production of hollow subjects.

A hollow subject is not someone without capabilities. Rather, they can respond but struggle to judge; can act but
struggle to gain depth; can connect but struggle to consolidate; can execute but struggle to take responsibility;
can be called upon but struggle to enter civilization's deeper processes genuinely.

Looking back at the Soviet Union through this judgment makes the issue very clear.
The later Soviet Union did not “lack participation.”

Quite the opposite: it had abundant organizations, mobilization, meetings, tasks, procedures, and collective
practices.

From outside, the system might even appear more capable of action than many loosely organized societies.
The problem was that participation increasingly became:

- Assigned participation

- Required responsibility-bearing

- Execution with predetermined outcomes

- Responsibility retained after judgment had been transferred upward
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- Structures in which role titles remained but the mechanisms generating roles weakened
In other words,

participation grew,

but roles did not necessarily gain depth alongside it;

responsibility was allocated,

but subjects did not necessarily form alongside it.

This corresponds precisely to the main book's definition of civilizational hollowing out:

civilizational hollowing out does not mean society stops functioning. On the contrary, social systems may
remain highly efficient in this condition. Technological systems keep running, economic activity remains lively,
and information still flows rapidly. At the structural level, however, subject roles may gradually diminish. In
other words, the system continues operating, but the structures supporting subjects become progressively
thinner.

The Soviet Union's danger lay in its increasingly resembling this kind of structure in its later period:
system, order, role titles, and forms of participation remained,

but growing numbers of people no longer developed who they were through them.

They remained within the system,

yet increasingly seldom entered the future through it.

At this point,

a society may still appear intact on the surface,

while at a deeper level beginning to lose something crucial:

it becomes increasingly difficult for it to generate new people willing and able to shoulder responsibility.
A structure that cannot continually generate people to shoulder responsibility

will eventually discover,

at some point,

that although it still knows how to operate,

it increasingly no longer knows how to regenerate.

5. Why a Still-Powerful System First Loses Its Future in People's Hearts

This is the most cautionary aspect of the Soviet case.

It did not simply “collapse because it failed.”

Rather, after prolonged rigidity, a new structure

became increasingly unable to continue connecting people to the future,

and people began retreating before the institutions did.

A system initially becomes powerful because it makes many people believe:
- My effort has a place

- What I shoulder has value

- My participation will become consolidated

- My sacrifice will become part of a shared future

If, over time,

these things are increasingly seldom reaffirmed in reality,

the shared future begins to degenerate from “a reality lived out”

into “a narrative still being repeated.”
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This step is crucial.

A society need not lose all its slogans before losing its future.

More commonly,

the slogans remain, the institutions remain, the organizations remain,

but fewer and fewer people genuinely feel, through real life, that this future concerns them.
The shared future then degenerates from a structural force into habitual language.

Once this point is reached,

people may not rebel immediately,

but begin a deeper retreat:

- They no longer believe long-term investment is truly worthwhile

- They no longer feel sure that what they shoulder will consolidate into a future

- They no longer believe the system will continue to support them

- They no longer wish to entrust more of their lives to a shared destination that exists only in words
What truly collapses first, therefore, is not always the institutional system,

but the sense of the future.

As that sense begins to retreat,

even the strongest system gradually loses the capacity to move forward.

A system can sustain itself through inertia for a time.

But if fewer and fewer people within a civilization are willing to continue entrusting themselves to a tomorrow
that has yet to arrive,

it will eventually reveal that it can no longer renew itself.
This is also the deepest validation the Soviet Union offers this volume:
a system that remains powerful

can nevertheless first lose its future in people's hearts.

Chapter Summary

The Soviet Union validates for Meaning Dynamics, first of all, another crucial judgment:

a new system may succeed through establishing new structural meaning, yet fail when that meaning no longer
continually generates real places.

It once successfully reorganized those lost by the old world, restoring belonging, roles, a sense of mission, and a
shared future to large numbers of individuals.

This shows that civilization can indeed rise again from collapse through new structural meaning.
What the Soviet case genuinely adds, however, is the next layer of mechanism:
new structures themselves can become rigid.

Once pathways cease generating roles, responsibility ceases continually deepening subjects, and participation no
longer leads to deeper entry into reality, new structures gradually degenerate from generative structures into
maintenance structures. The system may remain powerful, institutions may still function, and people may
remain within the order, yet people's hearts begin to lose the future before the institutions do.

The most important question the Soviet Union leaves for the discussion that follows is therefore this:
a society must answer not only “how to establish new structures,”

but also “how to prevent new structures, once stable, from gradually becoming rigid and distorted, and losing
people again.”
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Stress-Test Results for V7.2 | The Soviet Union

- Supports: Formal roles and high organizational density can coexist with declining genuine participation, trust,

and expectations of the future. A system's continued operation does not mean that subjects still receive
adequate support.

- Does not prove: That a meaning crisis alone caused the Soviet Union's dissolution, or that declining
ideological commitment had a uniform direction or pace.

- Competing explanations: Economic stagnation, politics in the national republics, reform pathways, elite
conflicts, external competition, and institutional design.

- Revision trigger: If the alleged “decline of support” cannot be distinguished from these variables or
established through independent evidence, Meaning Dynamics can serve only as a descriptive supplement.
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Chapter 4: Ancient Rome: Growing Capability, Diluted
Participation, and the Decay of a Shared Future

Case boundaries: Rome's decline especially must not be reduced to a single cause

The Roman Republic, the Principate, the late empire, and the end of the Western Roman Empire span centuries.
Significant specialist research addresses military pressure, public finances, political succession, local
governance, migration and war, demographic change, disease, climate, and other explanations. Compressing so
long a period into “the decay of a shared future” would produce serious historical overinterpretation.

This chapter therefore retains only a limited test: system capabilities, territorial scale, and institutional
complexity may continue to grow for a period, while local responsibility, public participation, and mid-level
support may change in different directions. Meaning Dynamics must coexist with other explanations; it cannot
present imperial decline as historical support for its own variables.

The main book clearly states a crucial judgment that modern societies can easily misjudge:

civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. Technological enhancement does
not automatically amount to Civilization Leap. What truly matters for future civilization is not an increasing
number of entry points, but whether these can be organized into sustainable pathways and gradually consolidate
into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

If this judgment holds,

ancient Rome belongs in this volume

not merely as a representative case in the “famous history of imperial rise and fall,”

but because it fully displays a more deceptive civilizational fate:

a civilization does not always collapse when it is weakest.

While it is still expanding, functioning, and powerful,

it may first lose its shared future.

This directly touches the main book's central judgment concerning “civilizational hollowing out”:

hollowing out does not mean society stops functioning. Quite the opposite: systems may remain highly efficient,
activity frequent, and connections dense. Yet deep roles diminish, subject structures become thinner, and
civilization increasingly struggles to generate genuine bearers of responsibility widely.

What ancient Rome is to validate
is not the overly smooth conclusion that “empires ultimately decline,”
but another, more demanding judgment:

Growth in capability does not automatically mean growth in structural meaning.

1. Why Early Rome Could Develop Strong Structural Meaning

A community's long-term stability certainly depends on military power, institutions, resources, and organizing
capability.

Yet these terms alone are still insufficient to explain early Rome's strength.

What truly enables a community to keep generating people who shoulder responsibility, maintain resilience, and
connect individuals to a public destiny is certainly more than external capability.

At a deeper level, it depends on whether the community has developed sufficiently thick structural meaning.
Early Rome was powerful not merely because it could wage war, govern, build roads, and legislate.

Its deeper strength lay in once making “being Roman” more than an identity or affiliation: it was a way of
entering reality.
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A person was not merely ruled by Rome,

but connected into Rome through duties, responsibility, honor, participation, and the community's destiny.
This was an early form of “strong structural meaning.”

Structural meaning is not the sum of subjective feelings.

The main book is explicit: structural meaning is not a psychological experience, but the relationships of action
that arise after an individual enters real-world structures. Only when capability, need, and connection meet do
individuals form pathways, roles, responsibility, and collaboration, thereby gaining a place in civilization.

Looking back at early Rome through this judgment,

the crucial point is this:

“citizen” was not an empty title.

It signified a relatively thick relationship between the individual and the community.
That relationship involved more than rights;

first and foremost, it manifested as responsibility.

You did not merely live within an already completed order.

Within a community that still needed maintaining, expanding, and defending, you proved yourself and
developed who you were through what you shouldered.

In other words,

the deepest power of early Roman citizenship lay not in “I belong to Rome,”
but in:

I belong to Rome through shouldering responsibility.

This structural meaning was powerful because it directly bound the course of individual lives to the
community's destiny.

Responsibility brought people into public processes; public processes gave them places; and those places in turn
stabilized the community.

Once a civilization has such a network of roles,

it depends on more than power at the top:

it can continually generate new bearers of responsibility from within.
This was early Rome's true strength.

It lay not in whether it had more powerful machinery,

but in whether it could continually draw people into a public destiny and return that destiny to them as place and
meaning.

This is genuine structural strength, rather than strength of capability alone.

2. How Expansion Brings Both Capability Growth and the Rewriting of Support

Expansion does not immediately destroy this relationship at first.
On the contrary, at certain stages it may even amplify the community's sense of strength.

A community that continually wins, expands, and integrates resources and order naturally develops an almost
self-evident conviction:

this community does not merely exist; it is ascending.
It deserves not merely to be maintained, but to receive deeper personal investment.

In this sense, expansion is not solely a danger in its early stages.
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It may indeed deepen vision and participation, broaden the imagined community,

and make “I belong to a larger future” feel more real.

The problem comes later.

Expansion does not simply enlarge the existing community structure in one direction.

While increasing power, it quietly changes the relationships on which that community was originally founded.

The main book has already warned that thickness and diversity are not linear variables that can be accumulated
without limit. They must expand within a window that permits coordination, support, and participation;
otherwise they become tension, overload, and alienation.

Ancient Rome's expansion illustrates this.

It brings several changes at once:

First, scale increases.

The community ceases to be merely a relatively tangible reality
and increasingly resembles a much more abstract order.

People can still “belong to” the empire,

but find it increasingly difficult to feel directly through responsibility, as before, that “I am entering a shared
future.”

Second, center and periphery become restratified.
Expansion does more than bring additional places within the same civilization.
It also redefines who genuinely constitutes it and who is primarily covered, governed, or incorporated.

The previously tighter “community—participation—responsibility” loop thus becomes uneven across space and
hierarchy.

Third, forms of participation are rewritten.

The larger the empire, the more it depends on administrative specialization, delegated governance, military
professionalization, systematized taxation, standardized law, and local integration.

These certainly enhance imperial capabilities substantially,

but also mean that more people, though still living within the empire, no longer enter it through thick
participation as they did in earlier times.

A crucial change thus emerges:

a larger empire does not automatically mean deeper citizenship.

More and more people are incorporated,

yet the depth with which they genuinely enter the future through the community need not grow alongside this.

This is precisely what most deserves renewed understanding in ancient Rome today.

3. Diluted Participation: Why “a Larger Empire” Does Not Mean “Deeper Citizenship”

The main book offered modern technological society a particularly sharp warning:

system capabilities can grow rapidly without depending on simultaneous growth in subject capabilities. Large
numbers therefore remain in an intermediate condition, “neither fully excluded nor genuinely included”: they
have activities, connections, feedback, and even income, yet no real structural place.

Looking back at ancient Rome through this judgment

reveals that its later fate had already demonstrated a similar structure.
In the early community,

a citizen was not merely a number within an order,

but someone who shouldered responsibility in reality.
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Responsibility, participation, honor, and the community's future had not yet been fully separated.
After imperial expansion,

more and more people remained within the empire,

but no longer entered it in the same way.

Some entered through responsibility and decision-making;

some through obedience and taxation;

some through local governance and delegated order;

more were simply covered by imperial order, while increasingly seldom feeling that they were jointly shaping
its future.

This does not mean they had no place at all.

The deeper change was this:

they still had places,

but these places increasingly seldom led into shared processes.

This is diluted participation.

Genuinely thick participation in a society does not mean merely that “everyone is within some order.”

It means people know why they shoulder responsibilities, know how those responsibilities relate to the
community's future, can form roles through participation, and can in turn stabilize the community through those
roles.

The larger the empire, the more readily this loop is stretched, diluted, and made hierarchical.

The result is:

- Participation remains, but its character changes

- Roles remain, but their generative capacity declines

- Responsibility-bearing remains, but increasingly maintains procedures rather than developing the person
- The community remains, but is increasingly seldom genuinely lived out

This corresponds precisely to the main book's description of civilizational hollowing out:

high connectivity, low support; high activity, low consolidation; high efficiency, low resilience.

On the surface, the system grows stronger.

At depth, however, thick places become scarce, effective participation declines, contributions struggle to
consolidate, responsibility floats without anchoring, and subjects hollow out.

In other words,

the central issue in ancient Rome was not “no participation,”

but this:

participation remained,

yet increasingly degenerated from thick participation into functional participation.
As participation becomes increasingly functional,

roles degenerate from “community roles” into “system roles.”

In the short term, this change may not seem alarming,

because system roles still provide order, stability, and places.

Over time, however, it gradually weakens civilization's most important resource:
the capacity to regenerate subjects.

This is also one of the deepest structural reasons for ancient Rome's transition from prosperity to decline.
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4. How a Shared Vision Decays: From Republican Mission to Imperial Inertia

A civilization's least perceptible decay is often not sudden institutional paralysis or an abrupt loss of frontier
defenses,

but this:

a shared vision is still spoken of,

yet increasingly seldom genuinely lived.

This is what most deserves renewed understanding in ancient Rome today.

Early Rome's “republican mission” did not necessarily require highly theorized expression.

It was closer to a shared sense of direction that could be lived out:

the community deserved maintaining; responsibility was linked to honor; citizens entered the order through
shouldering responsibility; and individual destiny was bound to that of the city-state.

This shared future stabilized people's commitments not because it was described in noble terms,

but because people repeatedly felt in reality: what I shoulder relates to it; my place relates to it; my future is not
isolated.

Imperialization changes this relationship, however.
Initially the vision seems not to disappear but to become grander:

imperial glory, the continuity of order, civilizational superiority, and the unity of the world all make the
community appear more purposeful and legitimate.

The problem lies precisely in this:

as the shared vision increasingly depends on scale, order, and victory themselves,

it slowly undergoes a qualitative change.

It is no longer continually confirmed primarily through “citizens shouldering responsibility,”
but increasingly presumed valid through “the empire's existence.”

From this moment,

the shared future begins to change from “a direction people can participate in within reality” into “a narrative
institutions can repeat.”

On the surface, the vision remains;

at depth, it has already begun to decay.

Growing numbers no longer feel connected to the future through real participation,
but simply assume “the future is still there” because they see the empire still exists.
This is the true meaning of the shift from “republican mission” to “imperial inertia.”
The vision does not end immediately,

but loses its capacity to grow.

A shared vision deprived of growth

increasingly lives on inertia.

5. Why Subject Vitality Declines While the System Remains

The main book summarizes this kind of condition with exceptional precision:
civilizational hollowing out is neither total collapse nor decline in the traditional sense.

It is a highly modern civilizational condition: system efficiency, connection density, and surface activity
continually increase, while the internal structures that generate thick places, sustain deep roles, support long-
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term responsibility, organize genuine participation, and cultivate real-world bearers of responsibility are
continually weakened. The result is surface prosperity with deepening internal emptiness.

This is precisely the most cautionary aspect of late ancient Rome.

It did not first fail comprehensively at the frontiers, in taxation, or in maintaining order.
Rather, a slower, more concealed change appeared first, one harder to name at the time:

the system still existed,

and even still appeared powerful,

but subject vitality had begun to decline.

Declining subject vitality means more than “society has lost its passion.”

At a deeper level:

- Places remain, but the sense of entry declines

- Roles remain, but their generative capacity declines

- Responsibility is still allocated, but responsibilities that foster growth become scarcer

- The shared future is still narrated, but individuals increasingly seldom experience a real connection to it
This means

civilization becomes better and better at maintaining itself,

but worse and worse at growing.

It increasingly resembles an enormous shell capable of continuous operation,

yet possesses less and less power to regenerate itself from within.

Ancient Rome's danger lay precisely in its long persistence within this “surface normality.”
Many deep problems did not immediately become visible,

because institutions kept functioning, frontiers remained guarded, taxes were collected, and city life went on.
Yet this was precisely the greatest danger.

A civilization's true life is expressed not merely in whether it can still operate,

but still more in whether it can continually generate new bearers of responsibility from within.
Once this capacity declines,

even the strongest system will eventually expose its inability to repair itself.

6. How External Pressure Amplifies the Decline of Internal Support

A civilization is often not truly broken by its first encounter with external pressure.

Many powerful communities have previously undergone wars, competition, border conflicts, resource
constraints, and geopolitical upheavals without disintegrating.

The question is never merely whether external pressure has appeared.

The deeper question is:

when external pressure arrives,

does this civilization still possess the internal capacity

to transform pressure into new places, participation, responsibility, and a shared future?
If it does, pressure is a catalyst;

if it does not, pressure becomes an amplifier.

The latter is precisely what ancient Rome later faced.
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When participation has already been diluted, roles functionalized, vision reduced to inertia, and subject vitality
diminished, incoming external pressure encounters not a solid community but a civilizational core that has
gradually grown thin:

- Places remain, but lack thickness

- Roles remain, but become increasingly functional

- Vision remains, but increasingly depends on inertia

- People remain within the order, but increasingly seldom enter a shared future through it
External pressure can then no longer be transformed into new shared responsibility.

It is more readily experienced as:

- Heavier conscription and requisitioning

- Higher taxes

- Tighter controls

- More urgent measures to maintain stability

- Stronger demands for obedience

- Less room to live

- A more distant community

- A more empty future

Pressure then does not deepen civilization.

It tears open cracks already present within it.

This is also what the main book means:

efficient operation does not automatically mean deep stability;

some stability is not the opposite of instability, but merely a form of delayed destabilization.
Ancient Rome's true legacy is not that “external enemies are frightening,”

but this:

a civilization's real danger lies in its diminishing capacity to reorganize pressure into a shared future.
Once this capacity declines,

external pressure does not promote reconstruction,

but only amplifies hollowing out.

Chapter Summary

Ancient Rome validates for Meaning Dynamics a judgment in the main book that modern societies are
especially liable to misjudge:

growth in capability does not automatically mean growth in structural meaning.

A civilization may very well first lose its shared future, deep places, and capacity to regenerate subjects while its
institutions become stronger, its scale larger, its order more stable, and its operations more efficient.

The deeper mechanism added by ancient Rome is this:
expansion brings both capability growth and a rewriting of support.

A larger empire does not mean deeper citizenship; continuing participation does not mean participation remains
thick; continuing talk of a shared vision does not mean it is still being lived.

When diluted participation, functionalized roles, and a vision sustained by inertia accumulate over a long period,
civilization enters an extremely dangerous condition: the system remains, but subject vitality begins to decline.
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The most important question ancient Rome leaves for the following discussion is therefore:
Might modern technological societies also be moving toward a similar condition,

with increasingly powerful systems through which people increasingly seldom enter deep places, deep roles, and
a shared future?

Stress-Test Results for V7.2 | Ancient Rome

- Supports: Growth in capability, expansion in scale, and increasing organizational complexity do not guarantee
simultaneous deepening of participation at every level and mid-level responsibility.

- Does not prove: That Rome declined because subjects became thinner or its shared future decayed, still less
that a single Meaning Dynamics trajectory runs across centuries.

- Competing explanations: War and frontier pressure, public finances, political succession, administrative
structures, population, disease, climate, and regional differences.

- Revision trigger: If comparisons across periods cannot establish comparable definitions of the same variable,

Rome should no longer be used for quantitative validation or strong causal validation, and should be retained
only as a case that generates questions.
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Chapter 5: Nazi Germany: Why High Mobilization and High
Integration Must Not Be Mistaken for Civilizational
Advancement

Case boundaries: Nazi mobilization must not be neutralized as “strong structural meaning”

The Nazis' rise must be situated within the Great Depression, the Weimar political crisis, power bargains by
antidemocratic conservative elites, propaganda, violence, antisemitism, racism, and state coercion. The Nazis
never won a majority of votes in free nationwide elections. After 1933, so-called “integration” depended
increasingly on dictatorship, exclusion, persecution, and terror.

This chapter therefore no longer describes Nazi Germany as a neutral case of “successfully rebuilding structural
meaning.” What it actually tests is this: high mobilization, a strong sense of belonging, and high organizational
integration are not automatically equivalent to civilizational advancement. When a “community” is conditional
on depriving others of their status as subjects and their rights, it already constitutes a wrong direction and
structural violence.

The main book makes an unavoidable judgment especially clear:

from Meaning Dynamics' mid-level perspective, one important manifestation of Civilization Leap is reopening
the space of future possibilities that old structures continually close off. This does not replace the fundamental
transformation at the higher level of Civilization Leap. What truly matters for future civilization is not merely an
increasing number of entry points, but whether these can be organized into sustainable pathways and gradually
consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

If this judgment holds,

Nazi Germany must enter this volume

for far more than its familiar status as a case of “extremism leading to catastrophe.”
It forces this theory to confront a sharper and more dangerous question:

even strong structural meaning

does not automatically mean civilizational advancement.

In other words,

the French Revolution validates why high participation did not automatically develop into stable new structures
after old support collapsed,;

the Soviet Union validates why newly established structures become rigid and distorted, and lose people again;

ancient Rome validates why growing capability, expanding scale, and the decay of a shared future can proceed
together over long periods.

Nazi Germany tests another, most severe judgment:
a society that has regained strong structural meaning

may still move toward high mobilization, high integration, and large-scale destruction because its direction is
wrong.

This judgment is the real-world expression of the main book's “question of direction.”

The main book repeatedly emphasizes that the technological age's true danger is not merely increasingly
powerful systems, but a future increasingly resembling lock-in to a single pathway. As old structures loosen,
new ones may form toward higher-level collaboration and broader support for subjects, or harden toward
stronger concentration, deeper hollowing out, thicker systems, and thinner subjects. A window does not mean
opportunity arrives automatically. It is the moment when the future genuinely begins to branch.

Nazi Germany was precisely such a historical setting in which “the future genuinely began to branch.”
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1. Why the Old System First Lost Structural Meaning

A society's turn toward extremism does not always follow the loss of everything.

Often, while it still retains the state's outer shell, industrial capability, cultural order, and institutional forms,
it first loses something deeper:

people no longer believe the old world will lead them toward a future worth investing in.

This is where Weimar Germany's real problem lay.

Understanding the Weimar crisis solely as an economic problem, political fragmentation, or a problem of the
postwar order

is certainly not wrong,
but remains insufficient.

At a deeper level, growing numbers could no longer gain a stable sense of place, a credible sense of the future,
and a sustainable sense of participation through that old world.

The main book has already pointed out that what truly matters for civilization is not entry points themselves, but
whether they genuinely bring people into reality and toward thicker places.

As an order becomes increasingly unable to do this, it first fails in structural meaning.
For veterans of the First World War and people with strong nationalist sentiments,
this failure first appeared as a collapse of dignity and a sense of place.

They were not merely disappointed.

They felt increasingly keenly that they had once been placed within a grand national narrative, only to be thrown
into a reality of humiliation, defeat, and belonging nowhere.

When someone falls from “I belong to a great community” to “history has abandoned me,”
what they first lose is more than a political position:

it is their very sense of existence.

For the middle classes, small proprietors, and society's middle strata more broadly,

the problem was more like persistent destabilization.

Their deepest fear was not merely poverty,

but the loss of a reliable order to life.

Once-predictable life pathways suddenly became unreliable.

Effort, restraint, occupation, family, and accumulation, the old world's foundational vocabulary, no longer led
reliably toward the future.

As society found it increasingly difficult to make people believe that “everything I work hard to maintain will
still be supported,”

the old order slowly lost its capacity to support them in their minds.

For workers, employees, and growing numbers dependent on modern organizational structures for their
livelihoods,

the old system's problem was this:

it still required them to remain within the order,

yet increasingly seldom let them feel that they genuinely constituted it.

Labor still took place,

work continued,

but the relationship between people and community was increasingly less “I am participating in a larger future,”

and increasingly more “I am merely trying not to be eliminated by reality.”

33



For young people, this crisis was sharper still,
because they depended most on a sense of the future.
A young person need not possess everything immediately,

but must believe that a path still lies ahead, that effort can still enable personal growth, and that they are more
than a passive recipient of their age's burdens.

As a society becomes increasingly unable to offer this assurance,

what it truly loses is more than governing capacity.

It loses the next generation's underlying willingness to continue investing themselves in it.
Seen in this light,

the most important change before Nazi Germany's emergence

was not the old society suddenly collapsing into ruins,

but its increasing inability to answer several questions at depth:

- Who am I?

- To whom do I belong?

- Why should I continue shouldering responsibility?

- Where does my effort lead?

- Do I still live in a community that will carry me into the future?

When a system increasingly struggles to answer these questions,

it is more than politically dysfunctional.

Rather:

structural meaning begins to collapse.

This step is crucial.

A society can endure many real difficulties,

but struggles to endure for long the feeling that “hardship no longer leads to anything worthwhile.”

As this feeling spreads, the ground for extremist forces takes shape.

2. How New Structural Meaning Was Rapidly Rebuilt

Once an old world loses its capacity to support people,

people's hearts do not remain in a vacuum for long.

People can endure chaos briefly,

but find it difficult to endure prolonged suspension with “no place, no direction, no belonging, and no future.”
When the old system is increasingly unable to support people,

the next crucial question is never merely “will someone emerge to seize power?”

It is:

who will first find a sufficiently powerful way

to reorganize those who have lost their old future?

This is precisely where Nazi Germany was most dangerous.

It did not simply use violence suddenly to subdue an otherwise peaceful and healthy society.

On the contrary, it rapidly established new structural meaning in an age when old structures of support had
already loosened on a broad scale.

In terms of intensity, moreover, this structure was extraordinarily successful.
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It restored to large numbers of people:
- Belonging

- A place

- Direction

- A sense of being needed

- A sense of the future

- A sense of participation

- Confirmation of identity

This was not empty preaching.

In a very short time, it rebound the entire set of questions: “Who am I? To whom do I belong? Why should I go
on? What is my relationship to the future?”

First, it offered belonging anew.
Individuals ceased to be merely adrift,

and were reincorporated into nation, state, history, destiny, mission, distinctions between friend and enemy, and
collective honor.

This belonging was not gentle. It was extremely intense, sharply bounded, and explicit about friend and enemy.
Precisely for that reason, it exerted an enormous pull on people in an age of disorder.
Second, it offered a place anew.

What many people found hardest to endure in the old world was not a lack of tasks, but an increasing feeling of
being superfluous.

One of the most frightening aspects of Nazi Germany

was how quickly it reassigned places to large numbers of people:

you were no longer merely an individual abandoned in an age of disorder,
but part of the national body, a bearer of history's direction, someone needed.
Third, it offered direction anew.

In an age of disorder, even a crude, narrow, mistaken, destructive direction may be exceptionally attractive
because “at least it is clear.”

Nazi Germany offered precisely such an extremely singular, explicit direction, allowing almost no ambiguity:
the nation must revive, the order must be purified, the state must become powerful again, humiliation must be
erased, and the future must advance toward unity, strength, and expansion.

Fourth, it offered a sense of being needed anew.
This was especially important.

What many found hardest to endure was not life's difficulty, but increasingly seldom feeling that they had an
irreplaceable role in the world.

The Nazi structure restored a sense of being needed in the mode of total mobilization: the nation needs you, the
state needs you, history needs you, the future needs you.

Such words reach directly into the most vulnerable and yearning places in people's hearts.
In other words,

Nazi Germany was dangerous

not because it lacked structural meaning,

but, quite the opposite, because it established strong structural meaning with a mistaken direction.
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3. Why the Direction Was Wrong

Looking only at mid-level structures,

people can easily misjudge:

if a society regains belonging, places, participation, a sense of the future, and intensive support,
it may seem to have completed its repair.

Nazi Germany forces us, in the starkest terms, to acknowledge:

rebuilding structural meaning does not in itself automatically amount to civilizational advancement.
At most, it shows that

a society has organized people anew.

It does not necessarily show that

it has organized them in the right direction.

This is why the “question of direction” must be raised separately.

Without it,

people easily fall into a dangerous misjudgment:

that regaining order, cohesion, participation, pathways, and a sense of the future means a society has repaired
itself.

Nazi Germany indicates precisely the opposite possibility:

a society may regain these things and then go off course against civilization more efficiently.
“Direction” here is not abstract metaphysics.

It means:

where, after supporting people, does a society actually lead them?

If a community's stability

must be sustained by continually manufacturing enemies;

if a society's belonging

must be strengthened by continually denying others their standing as human beings;

if an age's future

must gain its solemn grandeur through war, conquest, and purges;

then this stability, this belonging, this future,

however powerful at the level of mid-level structures, has already departed from the direction of civilization.

The main book has argued that what truly needs avoiding is never the coexistence of multiple futures, but
permitting only one future, recognizing only one pathway as legitimate, and treating only one kind of subject as
valid. The core of Civilization Leap is not finding the sole answer, but reopening the future possibilities that old
structures continually close off.

Nazi Germany stood directly opposed to this principle.
It did not open future possibilities for more people.

It compressed the future to an extreme, leaving only one national body, one legitimate subject, one rightful
future, and one permitted way of existing.

In this sense,

the community it rebuilt was directed no longer toward shared support for life,

but toward exclusion, purification, conquest, and destruction.

However glorious its future appeared, it was already fundamentally a future opposed to civilization.

However strong its belonging, it was belonging sustained by excluding others.
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This is why

Nazi Germany cannot be reduced simply to “the evil consequences of an extremist ideology.”
It offers a harsher warning:

without the question of direction,

strong structural meaning itself can become the organizational form of catastrophe.

4. How Intensive Support Turns into High Mobilization, High Integration, and Large-Scale Destruction

Once a society reorganizes large numbers of people,
what most often receives praise next is its efficiency.

Order returns, direction becomes clear, people cease drifting, organizations become powerful, and society seems
to regain its will.

On the surface, almost all of this looks like signs of “revival.”

For precisely this reason, people often truly misjudge a society not at its most chaotic moment, but when it
appears powerful again.

What Nazi Germany forces us most severely to acknowledge is this:
intensive support does not automatically lead to high-quality civilization.

If the direction has already gone wrong, the more successful the support, the more efficient the mobilization, and
the more complete the integration, the greater the destruction will also be.

This is not rhetoric, but a historical law that must be incorporated into the theory itself.

High mobilization arose

not merely because the state issued commands,

but because many people had regained a place within mid-level structures.

When someone who “once again feels they have a place”

finds that place bound to nation, state, mission, history, future, and opposition between friend and enemy,
they cease to be merely an individual receiving mobilization

and increasingly resemble a node with a mobilizing impulse of its own.

Mobilization then depends less on external coercion

and increasingly on internalization.

High integration likewise means more than better coordination between institutions or greater administrative
reach.

Deeper integration presses different levels of life back into a single direction:

work is no longer merely work, education no longer merely education, youth no longer merely a time of growth,
culture no longer merely expression. Technology, industry, armaments, everyday discipline, and public rituals
are all reinterpreted as different links along the same pathway into the future.

Viewed at the mid-level structural scale, this integration creates an exceptionally strong sense of order.

The problem is that

if the direction is already wrong, integration no longer deepens civilization. It accelerates movement off course.
Once a mistaken direction is integrated into life,

large-scale destruction begins to become possible.

Destruction is then no longer merely an accidental consequence of losing control,

but gradually becomes the structure's internal logic:

- Violence is reinterpreted as purification
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- Exclusion is reinterpreted as the community's self-affirmation

- War is reexperienced as the fulfillment of the direction itself

- Dehumanizing others is packaged as a necessary condition for “making us truly ourselves”
In other words,

high mobilization, high integration, and large-scale destruction are not three isolated stages.
Within a structure directed wrongly, they generate one another.

This is Nazi Germany's darkest aspect, and its most theoretically significant one.

It supports the following:

structural meaning with a mistaken direction

does not become less dangerous because it can restore belonging and a sense of the future.
Quite the opposite:

the more it can reignite people's hearts,

the more likely its wrong course is to become a collective destiny.

Chapter Summary

What Nazi Germany validates for Meaning Dynamics is a hard constraint the entire theory cannot evade:
structural meaning involves not only strength, but also direction.

A society's recovery of belonging, places, participation, a sense of the future, and intensive support does not
automatically amount to civilizational repair.

If the direction is wrong, this strong structural meaning instead leads to a more efficient movement off course.
The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

strong structural meaning directed wrongly converts belonging into exclusion, mission into war, and the sense of
being needed into investment in a machinery of destruction.

In other words, the issue is not simply whether society has supported people again, but toward what future it
leads them afterward.

Once higher-level directional calibration fails, more successful support, more thorough mobilization, and
stronger integration may also make destruction more efficient.

The most important question Nazi Germany leaves for the following discussion is therefore:
any future new structure of support, new community design, or new participation network
must ask more than “how can we organize people anew?”

It must also ask “where, exactly, are we leading them?”

Stress-Test Results for V7.2 | Nazi Germany

- Supports: Organizational mobilization, belonging, and a shared direction are not inherently legitimate. High
collaboration and high participation must continue to be tested against status as subjects, rights, facts,
responsibility, and direction.

- Does not prove: That Nazi support arose from a single cause of “people losing their future.” Nor can
obedience under dictatorial mobilization be equated with free, effective participation.

- Competing explanations: Economic crisis, antidemocratic institutional weakening, bargains among
conservative elites, propaganda, violence, nationalism, antisemitism, and racial ideology.

- Revision trigger: If V7.2 cannot distinguish voluntary participation, coerced obedience, exclusionary
communities, and surface integration after rights have been stripped away, it must rewrite its participation and
collaboration variables.
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Chapter Six: Interim Conclusions: The Old World Does Not
Always Collapse When It Is Weakest; It May First Lose Its
Future in People's Hearts

By this point, Part One has passed through four historical settings that seem far removed from one another:
The French Revolution, the Soviet Union, ancient Rome, and Nazi Germany.

Viewed only on the surface, they plainly do not belong to the same institutional system, the same era, or the
same form of civilization.

One concerns the collapse of the old regime and the outbreak of revolution;

one, the establishment, ossification, and renewed collapse of a new order;

one, an empire's long expansion and decline;

and one, the extremist reorganization of modern society and its anti-civilizational deviation.
But if we return to this volume's original question—

how the old world loses its people—

these four cases begin to reveal commonalities deeper than their surface appearances.

What they jointly demonstrate is not an empty statement such as “history always repeats itself,”
but something more specific and more severe:

A civilization's real crisis

often begins not as a crisis of its institutional shell,

but as a crisis of its capacity to sustain and support people;

not first with the order ceasing to function,

but with people beginning to withdraw their trust in the old future.

This is precisely the judgment that Part One seeks to establish.

I. How the Old World First Loses Its People

The French Revolution first tells us why the old regime could collapse in meaning before anything else.
What it first truly lost was not merely authority and legitimacy,

but the ability to connect growing numbers of people to the future.

The old order still existed,

but it gave people ever less reason to believe:

Continuing to entrust oneself to this world would still lead to a tomorrow worth investing in.

The Soviet Union adds another dimension from a different direction:

An old system need not be abandoned only after it has completely lost its organizational capacity;

it may first fail in structural meaning

when it can no longer provide most people with a place, participation, and a shared future.

This shows that “how the old world loses its people” is not a problem confined to an old regime's final years,
but one that any order may face:

When a system makes it increasingly difficult for people to be sure that their existence will still find sustaining
support within it,

it has already begun to lose them.

Ancient Rome makes this point more complex.
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It shows that the old world does not always lose people only when they clearly feel that “this system no longer
works.”

A civilization may well remain powerful, expansive, and operational

while already, deep down, gradually losing its ability to bring people into a shared future.

This means

that “losing people” does not always manifest as outward defeat;

it may also take a more concealed form—

the system remains, but fewer and fewer people enter the future through it.

Nazi Germany, meanwhile, reminds us

that “losing people” does not always take the form of cooling enthusiasm, hollowness, and withdrawal.
It may also take this form:

The old system first loses its capacity to sustain and support people,

and large numbers turn to an order that is stronger, more fervent, and more capable of reorganizing their places
and their sense of a future.

In this sense,

the old world's loss of people may push society toward instability,
or toward a stronger, more dangerous new form of organization.
Thus, Part One's first general conclusion can be stated clearly:
When the old world truly loses its people,

it is often not because it first loses its shell,

but because it first loses the ability to sustain, support, and organize people, and to make them believe that the
future is still worth investing in.

I1. How a New Vision Ignites People's Hearts, Yet Does Not Automatically Grow into a
New Structure

The French Revolution supports a judgment that deserves further examination:

The disintegration of old forms of sustaining support does not automatically generate new ones.
A new vision can certainly ignite people's hearts very quickly.

It can make those who were previously excluded from the old world

feel, for the first time, that they are not merely being ruled, assigned a place, or repressed,

but may enter history, a shared public destiny, and the future.

This ignition is real,

and precisely because it is real, it is immensely powerful.

But the French Revolution also suggests:

Igniting people's hearts is far easier than providing them with stable, sustaining support.

When the old system disintegrates rapidly,

hope rises rapidly,

and participation is released rapidly,

while new pathways, roles, responsibilities, and institutional support do not develop fast enough,
high participation will not automatically grow into a high-quality new structure;

it may instead turn into high tension, sharp oscillation, and mutual pressure.

The Soviet Union adds to this in another form.
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It is not that the early Soviet Union failed to establish new structures;

on the contrary, it once successfully established new structural meaning.

The question is not whether a new structure can be built,

but whether, once built,

it will continue to generate real places,

or gradually become rigid, distorted, and hollowed out.

In other words,

the second conclusion that Part One jointly offers is not simply that “new visions will fail,”
but this:

New visions can ignite people's hearts,

and new structures can be established,

but “being ignited” does not mean “finding sustaining support,”

and “being established” does not mean “being able to continue generating real places.”
This is more exacting than the usual revolutionary narrative,

and closer to what the main book truly concerns itself with:

Not whether change has occurred,

but whether change has genuinely generated sustaining support.

I1I. Why New Structures Become Rigid, Distorted, and Once Again Lose Their People

One of Part One's most important advances

was established clearly in the chapter on the Soviet Union:

A society can fail not only because its old structures cease to work,

but also because its new structures cease to generate real places.

This is crucial.

For people often mistake “establishing a new order” for solving the problem.

But the Soviet Union tells us

that the real problem often emerges much later.

A new structure is powerful at first

because it restores people's belonging, roles, pathways, responsibilities, and shared future.
But as institutionalization, bureaucratization, and hierarchization deepen,

formerly generative pathways may turn into fixed channels;

participation that once allowed people to grow into themselves may degenerate into assigned execution;
and structures that once allowed responsibility and judgment to accumulate

may gradually retain only the function of maintaining the system itself.

This corresponds precisely to the main book's judgment about civilizational hollowing:
The system still operates efficiently,

activity remains frequent,

and connections remain dense,

yet deep roles diminish, the structures of subjecthood grow thinner, and those who shoulder responsibility
become increasingly difficult to generate.
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In other words,

the greatest danger of a new structure is not that it suddenly breaks down,
but that, while it still appears to function and may even remain powerful,

it becomes increasingly unable to bring people genuinely into the future.

Thus, although the new structure remains,

people will lose their sense of a future before the institutions do.

Thus, Part One's third conclusion can be stated clearly:

If the new world cannot continue to sustain and support people,

it too will ultimately lose its own future first,

even while it is still functioning.

IV. Why Powerful Systems Can Still Lose Their Shared Future First

Ancient Rome takes Part One into more difficult territory.

For it no longer merely supports the claims that “old structures can collapse” or “new structures can become
rigid,”

but suggests:

Growth in capability does not automatically equal growth in structural meaning.
Modern society is especially liable to misjudge this point.

For as long as a system remains powerful, efficient, and expansive,

people easily mistake “still able to function” for “still healthy.”

Ancient Rome's deepest lesson

lies precisely in what it allows us to see:

A civilization can lose its shared future first, while it is still powerful.

A larger empire does not mean deeper citizens.

The continued existence of participation does not mean that participation remains thick.
The continued repetition of a vision does not mean that the vision is still being lived.

Once expansion rewrites sustaining support, dilutes participation, reduces roles to functions, and turns vision
into inertia,

a civilization enters an extremely dangerous condition:

- The system remains strong

- The institutions remain in place

- The structure still functions

- But the capacity to regenerate subjects begins to decline
The main book calls this condition civilizational hollowing,
and ancient Rome is one of the clearest long-term historical validations of this judgment.
Thus, Part One's fourth conclusion is:

A civilization is in real danger

not only when it suddenly grows weak,

but also, potentially, when it finds it increasingly difficult

to translate its strength into a shared future.
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V. Why Strong Structural Meaning Can Still Lead to Great Destruction

If Part One stopped at the preceding three mechanisms,

the theory as a whole would remain incomplete.

For there is another, harsher and more dangerous situation:

A society regains strong structural meaning,

yet does not move toward civilizational repair.

It is here that Nazi Germany forces Part One's most unavoidable constraint into view:
Structural meaning is a question not only of strength,

but also of direction.

The importance of this chapter does not lie in telling people the commonplace truth that “extremism is
dangerous,”

but in showing them:

Belonging, place, direction, mission, a sense of being needed, and a sense of a future—things we have regarded
as necessary conditions for civilizational repair—

if directed the wrong way,
may very well become the preconditions for intense mobilization, integration, and destruction.
This means

that civilizational analysis cannot stop at asking “whether a society has once again provided people with
sustaining support.”

It must go on to ask:

After providing that support,

where, exactly, is it taking them?

Once this question is removed,

the theory becomes blind at the most crucial point.

For it will mistake “being organized again” for “regaining health,”
whereas Nazi Germany provides the starkest support for the following:
Not every society that has been organized anew

is restoring civilization.

Some societies

are restoring their capacity to deviate with greater power.

Thus, Part One's fifth conclusion is:

Any future new structure of sustaining support, new community design, or new network of participation
must ask not only “how to organize people again,”

but also “where, exactly, it is taking them.”

VI. What Part One Really Suggests Is Not Simply That the Old World Will Collapse, but
How the Old World Loses Its People

Considered together, the four cases in Part One
jointly validate not four unrelated historical stories,
but a whole interlocking set of judgments about civilization:

- Old structures can lose their meaning first, rather than merely losing their shell first
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- A new vision can rapidly ignite people's hearts, yet does not automatically generate a stable new structure

- New structures can be established, but can also become rigid, distorted, and lose their sustaining support once
again

- A civilization can lose its shared future first, while it is still powerful

- A society may even regain strong structural meaning and then, because its direction is wrong, deviate more
efficiently

This also means,

What Part One has actually accomplished

is not merely to support the claim that “the old world will fall.”
What it truly supports is:

How the old world loses its people,

and how, under different conditions, the new world also fails by failing genuinely to sustain and support them.
To move forward from here,

the question cannot remain confined to history.

For history's significance is not simply to let us look back at the past,
but to help us recognize the present sooner.

If what Part One supports is this:

A world can first lose its future in people's hearts;

then the more important question that follows is:

Is today's world

also losing its people in new ways?

And this is precisely where Part Two begins.

Chapter Summary

What Part One truly supports is not four historical stories, but an entire, continuous set of judgments about
civilization:

Old structures can lose their meaning first, rather than merely losing their shell first; new visions can rapidly
ignite people's hearts, yet do not automatically generate stable new structures; new structures can be established,
but can also become rigid, distorted, and lose their sustaining support once again; a civilization can lose its

shared future first while it is still powerful; and a society may even regain strong structural meaning and then,
because its direction is wrong, deviate more efficiently.

This means that what Part One really suggests is not simply that “the old world will collapse,”

but:

How the old world loses its people,

and how, under different conditions, the new world also fails by failing genuinely to sustain and support them.
Once this judgment holds,

history is no longer merely the past.

44



It turns back to press a question upon the present:
Are the old civilization's ways of bringing people in

also beginning to fail?

Why People Retreat from the Future

When the old world loses its people, the result need not immediately appear as ruins.

More often, it first appears as a vague, widespread climate of the times: vision is unclear, hope uncertain, and
the implicit link between effort and the future, once taken for granted, begins to loosen little by little.

The white-collar cliff matters not because white-collar workers are more vulnerable than others,

but because they bring into view at an earlier stage a structural question that deserves further examination:
whether the old civilization's way of sustaining and supporting people, organizing them, and

giving them a sense of a future through career pathways is becoming unstable in certain areas.
And when even the most trusted channel of upward mobility begins to grow thin,

the question is no longer simply about jobs,

but whether people are still willing to entrust themselves to the future.

This part addresses precisely this retreat.

Not retreat in an emotional sense,

but retreat at the level of civilization:

Why people pull back from long-term investment, from building together, from deferred rewards, and ultimately
from the future itself.

For a society's deepest instability does not always begin with resources running out;

often, it begins when people no longer feel sure that their existence still has a connection to the future.
And when this assurance begins to weaken broadly,

vision and hope cease to be soft variables,

and a shared future ceases to be merely a narrative;

together, they become real-world variables in whether civilization can continue moving forward.
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Chapter Seven: The White-Collar “Meaning Cliff”’: One of the
Structural Problems Revealed Earlier under the Impact of AGI

Limits of Real-World Evidence: Exposure, Transformation, and Unemployment Must Be Distinguished

According to the TLO's updated 2025 study of global occupational exposure, approximately one-quarter of
employment worldwide has some degree of exposure to generative Al, with clerical occupations the most
exposed. But the ILO also explicitly emphasizes that, at this stage, transformation of tasks and jobs is more
likely, and that “exposure” should not be directly equated with replacement of entire jobs. OECD research
likewise stresses differences in exposure across regions, occupations, and firms.

Accordingly, from V3.2 onward, this volume's discussion of white-collar workers advances only a structural-
risk hypothesis: when the chains of judgment, growth, roles, and participation within jobs are reorganized,
occupational identity and expectations for the future may both be affected. It no longer treats “mass white-collar
unemployment” as a uniform fact that has already occurred, nor does it substitute a single corporate executive's
prediction for labor-market evidence.

The main book has already stated an extremely important judgment very clearly:

Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. What truly matters for future
civilization is not an ever-growing number of entry points, but whether those entry points can be organized into
sustainable pathways and gradually consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.
What genuinely needs renewed discussion in the technological era is not only how systems become stronger, but
whether people can continue entering thicker places within stronger systems.

If this judgment holds,

then what first deserves recognition in the technological era

is not merely which jobs will decline,

but:

Which people first reveal that “the old civilization's way of bringing people in is failing.”
White-collar workers must serve as Part Two's first real-world point of entry,

not because they are more exceptional than others,

but because they have long represented one of modern society's most fundamental implicit promises:
As long as people enter a professional system, keep investing their efforts, and continue to grow,
they can gradually acquire a place, a role, and a future through real life.

And once this most trusted chain of sustaining support begins to loosen,

society will see clearly for the first time:

Even the old civilization's once most secure way of bringing people in can suddenly grow thin.
This is a key judgment in the main book that the white-collar cliff is intended to validate:

The question is not merely “whether people have jobs,”

but whether they can still enter thicker places through real life.

I. Why White-Collar Workers Are among the Groups That Reveal the Change Earlier

No profound civilizational change

affects everyone at the same time, at the same speed, or in the same way.

It always becomes visible among certain groups first.

White-collar workers are precisely among the first to reveal this round of change.

The reason is no mystery.
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Modern white-collar workers have long been seen as a “stable middle class” or as “modern individuals with
predictable prospects,”

not simply because their incomes are relatively high,

but more importantly because their places lie along one of modern society's most fundamental chains of
sustaining support:

Education—professional skills—organizational positions—career advancement—social identity—a long-term
future.

This chain makes “work” far more than income.

It also sustains a sense of security, identity, belonging, growth, and prospects.

Precisely for this reason,

the changes white-collar workers encounter often do not first appear as outright unemployment,
but emerge earlier as a loosening within this chain of sustaining support:

Jobs remain, but pathways begin to shorten;

tasks remain, but roles begin to thin;

organizations remain, but people increasingly fail to develop thick places through them;

participation remains, but increasingly fails to consolidate into genuine responsibility, project-specific trust, and
a future.

This is entirely consistent with the main book's warning:

Stronger system capabilities do not automatically mean stronger subject capabilities;
more pathways do not automatically mean more effective participation;

efficient functioning does not automatically mean deep stability.

In other words,

white-collar workers are among the groups that reveal the change earlier,

not because they are “more deserving of sympathy,”

but because their places lie closest to modern civilization's most fundamental implicit chain of sustaining
support.

Once this chain begins to fail,

they will be the first to experience a profound change:
I am still working,

but am I still growing into myself through my work?

This is where the white-collar cliff truly begins.

I1. What White-Collar Workers Often Lose First Is Not a Job, but a Pathway to
Becoming Themselves through Work

In ordinary understanding,

A AN1Y

it is easy to interpret the white-collar crisis directly as “layoffs,” “pay cuts,” and “fewer jobs.”
These certainly matter,

and they are often the elements easiest to measure and discuss.

But if we stop here,

we miss a deeper layer of the problem.
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For what white-collar workers actually lose first
is often not the job itself,

but the pathway through that job by which they gradually develop a role, build credibility, expand their
judgment, and enter larger shared processes.

The draft of The Meaning Economy has already made this very clear: the modern occupational system matters
not only because it provides income, but also because it performs functions of social meaning. It gives
individuals a stable income, a social identity, group belonging, and developmental goals. Precisely for this
reason, changes in occupational structures affect not only livelihood security, but also social identity and
pathways of growth.

This is also why,

in the early stages of change, many white-collar workers' strongest feeling
is not simply that “there is less money,”

but a different, harder-to-articulate sense of being hollowed out:

The structural supports that once answered “Who am I?”, “What am I doing?”, and “Where am I going?” begin
to lose their stability.

A classic line of unemployment research offers a more verifiable explanation:

In addition to income, work may provide a structure for time, shared goals, social contact, identity, and rhythms
of activity; unemployment can disrupt these latent functions simultaneously (Jahoda, 1982). This is a category
of research findings, not a claim that everyone's experience is identical.

Thus, the white-collar crisis is first a “thinning of pathways,”

rather than “the end of jobs.”

And once pathways are thinned,

roles become thinner too.

A person may still be inside the system,

yet form fewer and fewer increments of judgment, responsibility, creativity, and direction through their work.
This corresponds precisely to the stringent judgment about EP in the main book and related drafts:

What truly matters in the Al era is not preserving a formal “human in the loop,”

but preserving “effective participation in the loop”;

presence, activity, and participation in general are insufficient to represent civilization's deep foundation of
subjecthood.

What truly matters is whether individuals continue to form increments in judgment, responsibility, creativity,
collaboration, or direction.

To put it more directly,

the first question white-collar workers face

is not “whether the system calls upon me,”

but:

Through being called upon,

am I still forming a thicker self?

Once the answer becomes increasingly uncertain,

the meaning cliff has already begun.
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II1. Destabilized Roles, Fewer Pathways for Participation, and Shrinking Sources of
Meaning

This is also why
the white-collar problem cannot be described solely as an occupational problem.

The earlier draft summarized this step very clearly: three general laws can be drawn from structural changes
among white-collar workers globally—destabilized roles, fewer pathways for participation, and shrinking
sources of meaning.

First, destabilized roles.

Changes in the occupational system directly affect the individual's role structure.
A previously clear occupational identity begins to blur,

and the individual quickly loses the structural supports for “Who am I?” and “What am I doing?”
This brings not only economic pressure,

but also a psychological crisis arising from the loosening of one's social coordinates.
For when someone cannot answer “Who am 1?7,

they are not simply in a bad mood;

they have lost their bearings within society's coordinate system.

Second, fewer pathways for participation.

When existing jobs diminish or roles are dismantled,

individuals' principal pathways into social activity are weakened.

This means that connections between people and social networks begin to weaken,
participation rates decline,

social capital is lost,

and feelings of isolation intensify.

The problem is not simply that “the job is gone,”

but that “the principal channel into real life has narrowed.”

Third, shrinking sources of meaning.

If an individual has long bound meaning tightly to the occupational system,

then once occupational structures change,

occupational meaning does not merely lose one component;

rather, the individual's entire world of meaning contracts.

This is also why the white-collar cliff can be so severe:

Many white-collar workers' structures of meaning already depend heavily on the stable functioning of the
occupational system.

When career pathways are clear, sources of meaning are relatively stable;
when occupational structures change, the entire system of meaning faces pressure to adjust.
This also makes it possible to understand

why your earlier draft's description of the white-collar problem as “the dual predicament of the meaning cliff” is
S0 accurate.

It is both an employment problem and a meaning problem;
what is lost is not only an economic source of support, but also social coordinates;

it manifests not only as a risk of poverty, but also as a risk of alienation;
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the pathway to recovery cannot rely on reemployment alone, but must also include reconstructing meaning;

and its social consequences will not stop at income disparities, but will extend into political polarization and
social fragmentation.

This means

that the white-collar problem is highly representative,

not because white-collar workers suffer more,

but because they are the first to experience a change at the level of civilization:
One of modern society's most stable chains of sustaining support

is loosening from within.

IV. Why the White-Collar Crisis Rapidly Spills Over into a Problem of Social Sentiment

If the white-collar crisis remained at the level of jobs and income,

it could still be understood as a localized reorganization of the labor market.

But it rapidly intensifies social sentiment

precisely because it soon moves beyond employment

into identity, belonging, dignity, and a sense of a future.

Meaning Dynamics V7.2 and subsequent validation drafts have already pointed out

that the consequences of the white-collar cliff will not remain confined to individual psychology;
they will also manifest in a wider reconfiguration of political sentiment.

Educational attainment, occupational insecurity, damaged identity, and political mobilization may be connected
in complex ways, but their direction is not predetermined. Whether Al deployment changes the political
landscape through white-collar anxiety requires independent data, identification of mechanisms, and competing
explanations.

This step is very important.

For it means

that the white-collar crisis does not unfold quietly.

Once roles, pathways, and a sense of a future loosen simultaneously,
emotions will not remain confined to private spaces;

they will begin to seek larger explanatory frameworks, stronger targets of hostility, and clearer directional
outlets.

Thus, what initially belongs to the category of an “occupational problem”

rapidly becomes:

- Identity anxiety

- A crisis of belonging

- Hostility toward technology giants, institutional arrangements, and elite structures
- Heightened sensitivity to “who took away my future”

- Greater susceptibility to radical narratives and new forms of populism

In other words,

what most warrants vigilance about the white-collar cliff

is not merely that it harms a group of people,

but that it leads those who once believed most strongly that “the system will sustain and support me”

to become the first to stop believing in the system.
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And once a society's most stable group

begins collectively to doubt whether the future still belongs to them,
civilization enters an extremely dangerous condition.

For this indicates

that even the pathways most readily assumed to be reliable have begun to become distorted.

V. What the White-Collar Cliff Really Reveals Is That the Old Civilization's Way of
Bringing People In Is Failing

Thus, what this chapter seeks to validate

has never been merely that “white-collar workers are anxious.”

What it truly seeks to establish is the main book's deeper judgment:

Civilization's problem is not simply whether there are jobs, income, and connections,
but whether people can continue to find sustaining support in real life.

The white-collar cliff matters

not because it represents all of society,

but because it is the first to illuminate a larger fact:

The old civilization's way of bringing people in

is failing.

This old approach was once immensely powerful.

Through education, professions, organizations, employment, promotion, occupational identity, and long-term
accumulation,

it securely situated large numbers of individuals within society's coordinates.
Now,

technological enhancement, job restructuring, the front-loading of tasks, compressed roles, shortened pathways,
and declining effective participation

are making this approach less stable than it once was.

People may still be within the system,

yet increasingly fail to grow into themselves through it;

they may still be busy,

yet find it increasingly difficult to build a future through their busyness.
From this perspective,

white-collar workers do not provide the whole answer.

They are merely one of the groups that reveal the change earlier.
And once this fissure appears,

it will not remain confined to white-collar workers.

For what is really to come next

will not be a crisis of a single occupational group,

but a broader extension:

Aggregate imbalance across diverse sources of meaning.
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Chapter Summary

What the white-collar cliff validates for Meaning Dynamics is, first, a central judgment in the main book:

Technological enhancement does not automatically mean the enhancement of subjects; the continued existence
of entry points does not mean that people can still form thicker places through real life.

What white-collar workers reveal earlier is not “the immediate disappearance of jobs,”

but the shortening, thinning, and growing unreliability of the pathway through which people grow into
themselves, consolidate roles, and enter shared processes through work.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

The instability of the old civilization often appears first not in unemployment statistics, but in broken pathways
and hollowed-out roles.

Work remains, tasks remain, and organizations remain,

yet more and more people already feel in their experience:

They are still busy, but increasingly fail to grow into some thicker form of existence through that busyness.
This is precisely the real-world starting point of the “meaning cliff.”

Thus, the most important question this chapter leaves for the following discussion is:

If white-collar workers are only one of the groups that reveal the change earlier,

then how will this progression of “shorter pathways—thinner roles—a meaning cliff”

continue to spread to more groups?
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Chapter Eight: Changes in White-Collar Jobs Are More Than
an Employment Issue; They May Also Signal Instability in Old
Forms of Sustaining Support

The main book has already made this clear:

Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. Technological enhancement does
not automatically amount to Civilization Leap. If systems become stronger while people become thinner, that is
merely old structures being driven to extremes, not a leap. What truly matters for future civilization is not just an
ever-growing number of entry points, but whether those entry points can be organized into sustainable pathways
and gradually consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

If this judgment holds,

then white-collar unemployment must never be understood solely as a localized fluctuation in the structure of
employment.

What truly warrants vigilance is this:

It sends a signal to society as a whole:

The old civilization's most fundamental occupational chain of sustaining support has begun to destabilize.
In other words,

white-collar unemployment matters not because a set of jobs has disappeared,

but because the most trusted implicit route of “effort—growth—place—future”

has begun to become unreliable.

Once this route becomes distorted,

what is damaged is not merely the occupational order,

but people's fundamental psychological structure in relation to the future.

This is the question this chapter seeks to answer.

I. Why White-Collar Unemployment Cannot Be Understood Solely as an Employment
Event

In ordinary accounts,
it is easy to understand white-collar unemployment as a familiar category of social event:

Corporate layoffs, industry downturns, shrinking job opportunities, intensifying competition, and difficulty
finding another job.

All of these are real,

and they do create real-world pressures.

But stopping at this level

means viewing the truly deeper change too superficially.

For the place of white-collar workers in modern society has never been merely that of “people earning a salary.”

The related drafts of The Meaning Economy have already made this very clear: the modern occupational system
matters not only because it provides income, but also because it performs functions of meaning and structure.
For white-collar workers, an occupation means not only a source of income, but also social identity, group
belonging, personal growth, and a sense of long-term purpose. Their sources of meaning depend heavily on the
stable functioning of the occupational system.

This means that when white-collar unemployment occurs, its impact is not one-dimensional.
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What is interrupted is not merely the flow of wages;

also interrupted are:

- A previously stable order of life

- A previously predictable career pathway

- A structure of identity previously taken for granted

- A sense of one's role that previously grew continually thicker through work

- A sense of time in which “as long as I keep working hard, I will move toward the future”

This is why the impact of white-collar unemployment often goes deeper than the figures on paper.
For this group, unemployment has never meant merely “losing a job,”

but suddenly losing an entire set of structural supports for organizing life, interpreting the self, and arranging the
future.

Thus, this chapter must first establish a judgment:

White-collar unemployment is not simply a labor-market event,
but a manifestation of structural instability.

What it reveals is not merely that a particular industry is in trouble,

but that one of the old civilization's most fundamental chains of sustaining support is beginning to lose its
stability.

I1. The Greatest Danger Is Not Unemployment Itself, but the Collapse of a “Reliable
Future”

Someone who loses a job will, of course, face practical pressures.
Income falls, the order of life is disrupted, changes of identity are difficult, and family decisions must be altered.
But if that were all, the problem would still remain at the level of “loss.”

The most dangerous aspect of white-collar unemployment is that it brings a deeper layer into view at the same
time:

It turns out that the future will not necessarily continue,
as it did in the past, to provide steady, sustaining support for people who work hard.

In analyzing the impact on white-collar workers' meaning, the draft of The Meaning Economy cited a
particularly typical piece of experiential material:

Unemployment research has long noted that, in addition to income, work may provide a structure for time,
social contact, shared goals, identity, and rhythms of activity (Jahoda, 1982). Thus, an interruption to one's
career may simultaneously affect income, the organization of time, direction of action, and social connections;
the specific extent varies with the person, institutions, and family circumstances.

In other words,

what many white-collar workers truly lose first is not their life, but the feeling of “continuing to move forward.”
The implicit promise originally embedded in the modern occupational system—

- As long as you work hard

- As long as you build things up

- As long as you continue to adapt

- As long as you grow along the established pathway
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you will become increasingly secure, increasingly thick, and increasingly well situated—
once this promise begins to become distorted,

white-collar unemployment immediately moves beyond an employment problem

and becomes a problem of the future.

This corresponds precisely to the line repeatedly stressed in Meaning Dynamics V7.2:

The problem is not the disappearance of work itself, but changes in job structures, destabilized roles, fewer
pathways for participation, and shrinking sources of meaning. When these changes occur together, white-collar
workers face not only an employment shock, but a deeper “meaning cliff.”

Thus, the most dangerous aspect of white-collar unemployment

is not merely that it deprives some people of income in the short term,

but that it leads those who once most trusted the old civilization to sustain and support them
to begin, for the first time, genuinely to doubt:

If I keep going this way,

will it still lead to a future worth investing in?

This is the collapse of a “reliable future.”

ITI. Why This Signals Instability in the Old Civilization

If white-collar unemployment were merely the misfortune of a particular occupational group,
it would of course deserve attention,

but it would not yet warrant being called “a signal of instability in the old civilization.”

It must be elevated to this level

precisely because the place where it occurs is so crucial.

White-collar workers are situated not at modern society's margins,

but in one of its most central zones of stability.

The education system, professional qualifications, organizational positions, hierarchical promotion, urban life,
social prestige, middle-class aspirations, and intergenerational expectations—these

have long supported one another, forming one of modern society's most stable implicit structures:

As long as someone keeps investing their efforts along this route,

they can not only earn a living,

but continually generate identity, relationships, dignity, responsibility, and a future through their occupation.
Thus, when this zone begins to fracture,

what it reveals is no longer merely that “white-collar workers are in trouble,”

but:

One of the old civilization's previously most stable ways of bringing people in

is beginning to fail.

Meaning Dynamics V7.2 offers an exceptionally concise formulation of this point:

White-collar workers face not simply an employment problem, but a deeper meaning cliff. When the
occupational system changes, the first developments are destabilized roles, fewer pathways for participation, and
shrinking sources of meaning. Occupational change brings not a loss at one isolated point, but a loosening of
social coordinates.

Understood in this way, white-collar unemployment reveals its true civilizational significance:

First, it shows that the old occupational system no longer sustains and supports people as stably as before.
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Second, it shows that modern society's most fundamental “pathway—role—future” chain is loosening.
Third, it shows that people no longer necessarily form thicker places through specialized and organized life.
Fourth, it shows that the enhancement of systems and the enhancement of subjects have begun to decouple
visibly.

And this is precisely one of the most dangerous signs of instability in the old civilization.

For a civilization need not fracture first in its most marginal and vulnerable places.

Often, it is precisely in the structural zone considered most secure

that the change first appears: “still functioning, but no longer genuinely sustaining and supporting people.”
Thus, this chapter must formally establish one statement:

White-collar unemployment is not itself the endpoint;

it is a signal of instability in the old civilization.

IV. Why “the System Is Still Functioning” Does Not Show That Sustaining Support Is
Still Effective

The most misleading aspect of instability in the old civilization
is that it need not be accompanied by outward collapse.

Often, the system continues operating as usual:

- Companies remain

- Platforms remain

- Projects remain

- Tasks remain

- Training remains

- Processes remain

- Performance-management systems remain

- Most people are even still going to work

On the surface,

everything seems normal.

Precisely for this reason, many people mistakenly believe:
Since the system is still there, the problem must be temporary or merely a localized fluctuation.
But the main book has repeatedly warned:

One of modern civilization's greatest dangers is not the absence of subjects, but the increasingly efficient
production of hollow subjects.

The system may still function, activity remain frequent, and connections remain dense, yet deep roles diminish,
thick responsibilities grow thin, and subject capabilities decline. This is precisely the most dangerous condition.

Reconsidering white-collar unemployment through this judgment reveals:

What truly warrants vigilance is not “the company is gone,”

but “the company remains, yet real places are generated through it less and less.”
What truly warrants vigilance is not “the tasks are gone,”

but “the tasks remain, yet people increasingly fail to grow into roles through them.”
What truly warrants vigilance is not “organizations no longer use people,”

but “organizations still use people, yet increasingly fail to let them develop judgment, responsibility, creativity,
and a sense of a shared future through being used.”
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Meaning Dynamics V7.2 has in fact already offered a particularly sharp experiential judgment about this
condition:

Many people lose not only their livelihood, but their place in society. Even if they are still formally working, the
nature of the problem differs entirely depending on “whether pathways for social participation still exist.”

This means:

The system's continued functioning

does not show that sustaining support is still effective.

On the contrary,

sometimes the greatest danger is precisely this:

The better the system becomes at functioning,

the more easily it conceals the fact that it genuinely sustains and supports people less and less.

And white-collar unemployment is one of the earliest manifestations of this fact.

V. Why White-Collar Unemployment Rapidly Heightens Broader Risks in Social
Sentiment

Once white-collar unemployment is understood as a signal of instability in the old civilization,
its consequences will not remain inside the occupational system.

They will quickly spread outward, heightening broader risks in social sentiment.

For white-collar workers are not a silent group.

They generally have more education, stronger expressive and organizational abilities, and greater familiarity
with turning personal experience into public language.

Once these people, who previously trusted the system most, become the first to stop trusting it,
society will quickly enter a state of heightened sensitivity.
Meaning Dynamics V7.2 has already offered a very sharp judgment on this:

One testable hypothesis is that occupational insecurity and damaged identity may be translated by different
political forces into competing narratives, but education, income, organizational capacity, the media
environment, and institutional trust all alter the outcomes. This volume no longer uses “inflammatory labels” or
insufficiently verified assertions such as “is reshaping global politics.”

This is crucial.

For it means that white-collar unemployment will not be merely private suffering.
Once it expands into crises of identity, belonging, and the future,

it may rapidly lead to:

- Doubt about institutional legitimacy

- Hostility toward technology companies and elite structures

- Questions about “who took away my future”

- Greater susceptibility to radical narratives and new forms of populism

- Collective unease about “whether there is still a fair future” for society as a whole
In other words,

there is another compelling reason why white-collar unemployment signals instability in the old civilization:

It is particularly liable to transform previously hidden structural fissures rapidly into visible political and social
tensions.
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This is not because white-collar workers are inherently more dangerous,

but because their place happens to allow these fissures to be seen, articulated, disseminated, and mobilized
around more quickly.

V1. What White-Collar Unemployment Really Reveals Is That “the Old Civilization's
Way of Bringing People In” Is Beginning to Fail

Thus, what this chapter truly seeks to establish is not merely that “white-collar workers are anxious.”

What it truly seeks to establish is the main book's deeper judgment:

Civilization's problem is not simply whether there are resources, connections, and jobs, but whether people can
continue to find sustaining support in real life and form thicker places through it.

White-collar unemployment deserves to be taken so seriously,
not because it represents all of society,

but because it is the first to illuminate a larger fact:

The old civilization's way of bringing people in

is failing.

This old approach was once immensely powerful.

Through education, professions, organizations, employment, promotion, occupational identity, and long-term
accumulation, it securely situated large numbers of individuals within society's coordinates.

Now, changing task structures, job restructuring, shortened pathways, compressed roles, and declining effective
participation are making this approach less stable than it once was.

People may still be within the system,

yet increasingly fail to grow into themselves through it;

they may still be busy,

yet find it increasingly difficult to build a future through their busyness.
From this perspective,

white-collar workers do not provide the whole answer.

They are merely one of the groups that reveal the change earlier.
And once this fissure appears,

it will not remain confined to white-collar workers.

For what is really to come next

will not be a crisis of a single occupational group,

but a broader extension:

Aggregate imbalance across diverse sources of meaning.

Chapter Summary

This chapter validates another, more stringent judgment in the main book:

A civilization's real danger is not simply stronger tools, but people becoming increasingly thin as systems
become stronger.

What truly warrants vigilance about white-collar unemployment is not the decline in jobs itself,

but its early revelation that the old civilization's most fundamental occupational chain of sustaining support has
begun to destabilize.
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The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:
White-collar unemployment is a civilizational signal, not simply a labor-market event.

It tells society as a whole that even the previously most trusted “effort—growth—place—future” pathway may
no longer be reliable.

And once this pathway becomes distorted,

what is damaged is not merely the occupational order,

but people's fundamental psychological structure in relation to the future.

Thus, the most important question this chapter leaves for the following discussion is:
If white-collar unemployment is no longer a localized problem,

then what truly needs to be recognized next

is no longer which category of jobs is affected first,

but whether the entire set of sources of meaning is beginning to loosen simultaneously.
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Chapter Nine: From White-Collar Workers to a Wider
Population: Is Aggregate Imbalance across Diverse Sources of
Meaning Spreading?

The main book has stated an extremely important judgment very clearly:

Civilizational stability depends not only on the total quantity of capabilities, but on how pathways, roles,
participation, and collaboration form an intermediate chain of support. What truly matters for future civilization
is not an ever-growing number of entry points, but whether those entry points can be organized into sustainable
pathways and gradually consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

If this judgment holds,

then the white-collar cliff cannot be a problem for white-collar workers alone.

Its real importance lies in this:

What it first reveals is not the localized predicament of a particular occupational group,

but a broader change—

the diverse sources of meaning previously organized together through the occupational system
are beginning to loosen simultaneously.

This is precisely the judgment from the main book that this chapter seeks to validate and advance:
Civilization's problem is not simply whether there are jobs, income, and connections,

but whether people can continue to find sustaining support in real life.

And once this capacity for “finding sustaining support” begins to decline,

the impact will no longer fall on employment alone,

but on the entire structure of meaning itself.

I. Why the White-Collar Cliff Will Not Remain Confined to White-Collar Workers

White-collar workers are among the groups that reveal the change earlier,
not because they represent all of society,
but because their places lie closest to the modern occupational system's most stable chain of sustaining support.

Education, professions, organizational positions, promotion pathways, urban life, social prestige, long-term
planning, and middle-class aspirations

have long supported one another, forming an implicit premise:

As long as people continue investing their efforts, they can obtain income, identity, relationships, rhythms of
life, and direction for the future through the occupational system.

The draft of China's Path has already clearly pointed out that the modern occupational system has remained
stable for so long precisely because it is not only an economic system, but also a system of meaning. Once the
occupational system loosens, society experiences not merely changes in unemployment rates, but a deeper
structural unease: many people lose not merely their wages, but the entire explanatory framework of “who I am
in society and why I continue to work hard.”

Precisely for this reason,
the white-collar cliff cannot remain confined to white-collar workers.
For what it actually reveals is not simply the impact on a particular category of jobs,

but the loosening of modern society's previously most fundamental overall chain of “occupation—identity—
belonging—growth—future.”
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Once this chain destabilizes,
its consequences will not be confined to professional jobs,
but will spread to wider groups:

More people will discover that the entire structure on which they previously relied to organize their lives and
interpret the future

is beginning to lose its former stability and reliability.

In other words,

the white-collar cliff deserves wider attention,

not because white-collar workers are the most exceptional,

but because they are the first to illuminate a larger fact:

The diverse sources of meaning previously organized together by the old occupational system

are beginning to loosen simultaneously.

I1. Why the Occupational System Once Sustained So Many Things at the Same Time

Only by first seeing clearly why the occupational system was so effective in the past
can we truly understand

why its loosening brings such profound chain reactions.

The draft of China's Path has already summarized this with great precision:

The modern occupational system has remained stable for so long because it provides not only income, but also
social identity, relational belonging, daily rhythms, and a direction for development. The occupational system is
both an economic system and a system of meaning.

This means that, within the structures of the old civilization,

“work” has never been an isolated function.

It has sustained at least six dimensions simultaneously:

- Income: a stable source of basic subsistence and the means to arrange one's life.

- Identity: who I am, and what category of people I belong to in society.

- Belonging: which organization, industry, group, and network of relationships I belong to.
- Growth: whether I am still building things up and becoming more capable.

- A sense of being needed: whether my labor is genuinely needed by the world.

- A sense of a future: whether today's efforts will consolidate into tomorrow's place.

In other words,

the modern occupational system has not merely allocated jobs;

for a considerable period, it has performed an entire set of functions of civilizational sustaining support.
It has situated large numbers of people within an intelligible temporal order:

Study, enter employment, gain promotion, accumulate, start a family, raise the next generation, and continue to
rise.

People have not only earned a living through this structure,
but have also understood themselves through it.

This is precisely why,

once the occupational system loosens,

society never experiences merely pressure on employment.
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The deeper issue is that
the multiple sources of meaning previously bound together by the occupational system

begin simultaneously to lose their mutual support.

ITI. What Aggregate Imbalance Really Means: Not a Single Missing Element, but a Loss
of Grounding as a Whole

The earlier draft summarized the changes affecting white-collar workers in three very important patterns:
Destabilized roles, fewer pathways for participation, and shrinking sources of meaning.

Considered together, these are no longer three parallel symptoms,

but constitute a deeper change:

Aggregate imbalance across diverse sources of meaning.

First, destabilized roles.

Changes in the occupational system first affect individuals' role structures.

A previously clear occupational identity becomes blurred,

and a person may temporarily, or even for a prolonged period, lose the structural supports for “Who am I?” and
“What am I doing?”

Once these supports loosen,

the problem is no longer simply falling income;

the person's location within society's coordinate system begins to blur.

Second, fewer pathways for participation.

As existing jobs diminish, individuals' principal pathways into social activity are weakened.
This means not only fewer job opportunities,

but also weakening connections between people and social networks,

lost social capital, and growing isolation.

The feeling of “having a place in shared reality,” previously acquired naturally through occupational structures,
begins to fade.

Third, shrinking sources of meaning.

If an individual has long concentrated meaning heavily in, and bound it to, the occupational system,
then changes in occupational structures bring a contraction in the sources of meaning themselves.

It is not as simple as losing a salary;

the pillar that previously supported “why I keep going” and “where I am headed” begins to collapse.

When the sole pillar collapses, sources of structural meaning and the subjective sense of support may contract
together; existential meaning does not thereby disappear.

Considered separately,

these three patterns are still only common consequences of occupational change;
but considered together,

they reveal a problem of an entirely different nature:

The problem is no longer “one missing element,”

but multiple, previously mutually supporting sources of meaning

beginning to decouple together.

Income can no longer reliably translate into identity;

identity can no longer reliably bring belonging;
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belonging can no longer reliably sustain growth;

growth can no longer reliably generate a sense of being needed,;

and a sense of being needed no longer automatically consolidates into a future.

At this point, what a person faces is no longer a localized difficulty,

but a loss of grounding as a whole.

This is what “aggregate imbalance” really means:

Not that all meaning has disappeared,

but that the structure whose elements could previously support and amplify one another
has begun to come apart.

IV. Why Aggregate Imbalance Is More Dangerous than Unemployment Alone

Unemployment alone is, of course, dangerous.

It brings practical pressures and short-term disorder.

But aggregate imbalance is more dangerous than unemployment alone,
because it is harder to repair at a single point.

If the problem is only unemployment,

people instinctively seek several familiar remedies:

- Reemployment

- Retraining

- Redistribution

- Renewed subsidies

- Renewed cushioning measures

These certainly matter,

and are indispensable in practice.

But if what is actually happening is aggregate imbalance,
these measures will increasingly seem insufficient.

For they can often repair only one element:

- The income problem is temporarily eased

- But roles remain unstable

- Identity remains blurred

- Belonging remains weakened

- The sense of being needed continues to decline

- The sense of a future still has not returned

This is why,

even after finding another job,

many people still feel that they have not truly recovered.
For what has been restored is only the employment relationship,
rather than the entire structure of meaning.

The volume Meaning Dynamics: Historical Validation, Case Analysis, and Real-World Applications has already
explained this layer thoroughly:

White-collar workers face not simply an “employment problem,” but a deeper “meaning cliff.”
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Employment problems concern income, jobs, and the labor market;

meaning problems concern roles, participation, belonging, and a sense of value.

What is lost in employment is an economic source of support;

what is lost in meaning is one's social coordinates.

The former manifests as poverty; the latter as alienation.

The former's path to recovery is reemployment; the latter's must be the reconstruction of meaning.

Their social consequences differ as well: the former widens income disparities, while the latter further heightens
political polarization and social fragmentation.

This demonstrates

that aggregate imbalance is dangerous

not simply because its damage is deeper,

but more importantly because its damage affects the whole.
Even after a partial recovery,

it can leave someone feeling that they have not genuinely found sustaining support.

V. From White-Collar Workers to Everyone: Why This Will Spread into a Broader
Civilizational Problem

If the white-collar cliff were merely turbulence affecting a small number of professional jobs,
its impact would certainly spread,

but it would not touch civilizational-level problems so quickly.

What truly requires it to be considered on a civilizational scale

is precisely that the mechanism it reveals is not exclusive to white-collar workers,

but is highly capable of extending further.

For white-collar workers are merely the first group to have been deeply organized through the occupational
system and the first to feel this organization beginning to loosen.

Once this loosening becomes visible,

other groups will sooner or later encounter the same structural changes in different forms:
- More career pathways will shorten

- More role structures will thin

- More people will slide from “growing into themselves through work” to “being called upon within the
system”

- More people's sources of meaning will shift from “multiple supports” to “maintenance at a single point”
- More people's sense of a future will begin to lose stable, sustaining support

At this point, the problem will no longer be the unease of a particular group,

but will expand into a broader climate of the times.

The earlier draft proposed that white-collar occupational insecurity might enter public narratives and political
mobilization. V3.2 downgrades this to a hypothesis awaiting validation: Al exposure, actual job changes,
impacts on identity and income, media narratives, organizational networks, and political behavior must be
examined separately. Possibilities must not be presented as established facts.

From this perspective,

white-collar workers are only the point of entry.
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What will continue to become visible
is a broader civilizational problem:

The old civilization's structure that once brought income, identity, belonging, growth, a sense of being needed,
and a sense of a future together

is beginning to destabilize as a whole.

And once this happens,

the question can no longer remain solely at the occupational level.
For what must next be brought into view

is a deeper layer:

When diverse sources of meaning begin to loosen simultaneously,
how will people's hearts change?

This is precisely where the next chapter must go.

Chapter Summary

This chapter validates a key judgment in the main book concerning the intermediate chain of support:

Whether a civilization is stable depends not just on a single variable, but on whether pathways, roles,
participation, responsibility, and a sense of a future can continuously form a chain of sustaining support.

The white-collar cliff matters not because it belongs to white-collar workers,

but because it first reveals that the diverse sources of meaning previously organized together by the occupational
system are beginning to loosen simultaneously.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

What modern society truly faces is not merely an employment shock, but aggregate imbalance across sources of
meaning.

Income, identity, belonging, growth, a sense of being needed, temporal order, and a sense of a future have long
supported one another through the occupational system.

Once this binding relationship begins to decouple,

the problem is no longer “one missing element,”

but becomes a loss of grounding as a whole, increasingly difficult to resolve through repair at a single point.
Thus, the most important question this chapter leaves for the following discussion is:

When aggregate imbalance begins to spread,

what is its deepest consequence for civilization?

The answer is where the next chapter begins—

people's hearts will begin to retreat from the future.
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Chapter Ten: Vision and Hope Are Not Luxuries, but Real-
World Variables

The main book has advanced a judgment that modern discussions easily underestimate, yet that is utterly
fundamental:

Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. What truly determines the
direction of the future is not merely technical parameters themselves, but how technology rewrites key variables
within structural meaning. The real dividing line in the AT era is not “whether people will be replaced,” but
“whether civilization will still generate subjects broadly.” Even if jobs, activities, and interfaces remain, this
does not automatically mean that civilization continues to produce people who genuinely shoulder
responsibility.

If this judgment holds,

then vision and hope can no longer be understood as soft decoration at the upper levels of civilization.

For when a society's most fundamental chains of sustaining support begin to fail,

the first change is often not the collapse of its shell,

but people's gradual loss of assurance that their effort, responsibility, waiting, learning, and participation can
still enter the future.

In other words, vision and hope here refer not to “feeling better,” but to whether a civilization can continue to
enable most people to entrust their time to a longer future.

This is precisely the judgment from the main book that this chapter seeks to validate and advance:
A society's deepest stability
is not merely its continued ability to function,

but whether enough people still believe that the future is worth continuing to invest in.

I. Why Vision and Hope Are Often the First Things Misjudged in a Crisis

Vision and hope are easily underestimated
because, unlike food, tax revenue, jobs, institutions, and public safety, they cannot be measured directly.

Nor, unlike mass unemployment, street clashes, or changes of regime, do they immediately create spectacular
ruptures on the surface.

Often, after a society loses vision and hope, its surface appearance can be maintained for a long time: people
still go to work, organizations still

hold meetings, institutions still operate, cities still glow, and technology still advances.

Precisely for this reason, people easily assume that, since real life has not ground to a halt, a shrinking sense of a
future is not a central problem.

But this is precisely where the real danger lies.

For civilization does not enter crisis only when order has completely collapsed.

It may first lose its deepest capacity to move forward while the surface remains normal.

And this capacity to move forward is, fundamentally, not merely physical movement or institutional continuity,

but whether people are still willing to keep entrusting their time, learning, responsibility, creativity, and trust to
a future that has not yet arrived.

Once this begins to weaken broadly, society, even if it still appears to function, has already begun to lose what
matters most at a deeper level.
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I1. Why Vision and Hope Are Real-World Variables, Not Emotional Accessories

Whether someone can continue investing themselves in life

has never depended solely on the pressures immediately before them.

The deeper question is whether they believe:

- What they endure today still leads to tomorrow

- What they invest today will still consolidate into something

- Today's learning, work, care, waiting, and building are not pure depletion

- They are not merely maintaining themselves, but moving toward a future worth reaching
This is hope's real structural meaning.

It is not simple optimism or blindly positive emotion,

but a more substantive real-world relationship: whether a connection that can be believed in still exists between
me and the future.

This connection rests not only on institutions and rules, but also on the human heart, a hub that itself carries out
value judgments and makes meaning manifest. The supplementary discussion has already made this clear: the
human heart is not a subordinate emotional layer, but a key node where meaning becomes manifest; the brain
handles “how to do it,” while the heart determines “whether it is worth doing.” Without the human heart, the
manifestation and resonance of meaning break down.

Thus, vision, too, is a real-world variable.

It is not empty sloganeering, but whether a society can still offer a shared direction

that makes enough people feel:

My life is not merely localized self-preservation;

my effort is not merely a struggle to survive the present;

the community I belong to has not abandoned a larger future;

I am not merely living inside a system; I am still living within a prospect we can reach together.
If a civilization can reliably provide this feeling, many difficulties can be endured;

for difficulties are no longer merely difficulties, but are placed along a pathway that still leads to the future.

ITI. Why the White-Collar Cliff Pushes the Question to the Level of “Vision and Hope”

White-collar unemployment is not itself the endpoint; it is a signal of instability in the old civilization.

This statement holds

not simply because white-collar workers have suffered an occupational shock,

but because they have long represented one of modern society's most fundamental implicit promises:

As long as people enter a professional system, keep investing their efforts, and continue to grow,

they can gradually obtain a place, a role, and a future through real life.

When this pathway begins to become distorted, what is damaged is not merely the occupation itself.

The deeper change is that people begin to doubt whether the “effort—growth—place—future” chain still holds.
The earlier draft of this volume summarized this change very clearly:

White-collar workers face not simply an “employment problem,” but a deeper “meaning cliff.” Occupational
change brings not only unstable income, but also destabilized roles, fewer pathways for participation, and
shrinking sources of meaning. What is damaged is not a single economic source of support, but social
coordinates themselves. The path to recovery is not merely reemployment, but must enter the reconstruction of
meaning.
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This means that the white-collar cliff pushes the question directly to the level of vision and hope.
For when people are no longer sure what everything they do will lead to,

when occupations no longer reliably generate roles,

when growth no longer reliably consolidates into a place,

and when participation no longer automatically brings a sense of being needed,

then a society's deepest risk is no longer merely a rising unemployment rate,

but that people's hearts begin to retreat from the future as a whole.

This retreat does not initially appear as a collapse proclaimed in slogans,

but as a more everyday, quieter, and more widespread contraction:

“I don't really want to think that far ahead anymore”; “Let's just get through what's in front of us first”; “Hard
work may not do any good anyway.”

On the surface, this is realism; at a deeper level, it is hope contracting.

IV. A Society's Deepest Instability Is Not the Exhaustion of Resources, but People's
Hearts Beginning to Retreat from the Future

Insufficient resources can certainly cause crises;

technological backwardness can certainly cause crises;

institutional failure can certainly cause crises.

But of all these crises, the hardest to reverse

is, in fact, that people are no longer willing to continue entrusting themselves to the future.
For civilization's deepest part has never been the things already built,

but the things not yet built that require people's continued investment to build them.
Schools exist

not merely because classrooms are needed today,

but because people believe the future still requires educating the next generation;
research is worth investing in

not merely because a project is currently available,

but because people believe the future is still worth exploring;

families continue to raise children

not merely out of instinct,

but because people believe life should still be extended;

and building for the public can continue

not because it pays for itself immediately,

but because people believe the community is still worth improving.

In other words, much of civilization is sustained precisely by “a future not yet realized, but continually believed

2»

in.
Once this belief begins to weaken broadly,

many things will continue on the surface for a while,
but will increasingly lack deep motivation.

What disappears first is not necessarily institutions,

but long-term investment;
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not necessarily order,

but patience;

not necessarily collaboration itself,

but the conviction that “this collaboration is still worthwhile.”
Thus, a society's deepest instability

often begins not with resources running out,

but with the future becoming shorter, thinner, and less trustworthy within people's hearts.

V. What Are the Deepest Consequences When Vision and Hope Contract?

The contraction of vision and hope

has consequences far deeper than making people “a little sadder.”

It rewrites the temporal structure, responsibility structure, and collaborative structure of society as a whole.
First, long-term investment declines.

When people no longer believe the future is worth continuing to invest in,

high-value activities with deferred returns—deep learning, extended research, patient cultivation, long-term
cooperation, building public trust, and intergenerational responsibility—will be harmed first.

For all require people to invest first and then wait;

and once hope retreats, waiting itself loses its justification.

Second, responsibility degenerates into short-term responsibility.

People may still continue to fulfill their duties,

but increasingly to keep things going in the present, rather than for a shared future.

Responsibility degenerates from “moving the future a little further forward” into “just keeping anything from
going wrong for now.”

Once large amounts of responsibility retain only this maintenance-oriented form,
society becomes ever better at functioning,
but ever worse at growing.

This corresponds precisely to the main book's warning about “efficient functioning while subjects grow
thinner.”

Third, people find it harder to enter deep collaboration with one another.

Genuinely deep collaboration always rests on a basic premise:

I believe that doing this with you is worth entrusting time, trust, and uncertainty to the future.
If hope contracts,

people will increasingly favor short-term cooperation, low trust, quick returns, limited responsibility, and self-
preservation first.

This directly weakens civilization's capacity for coordinated action and makes it normal for “the system to
remain, while the future is no longer imagined together.”

Finally, society becomes more prone to high tension than to high creativity.

People do not automatically become calm when hope contracts.

Often, precisely the opposite occurs.

For when people increasingly disbelieve that the future can still be created together through normal pathways,

they become more liable to turn toward anger, polarization, divisions between friend and foe, and intense
demands for “immediate realization.”
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The earlier draft of this volume proposed that white-collar anxiety might be absorbed by different political
forces and translated into a resource for mobilization. V3.2 retains only this relationship awaiting validation; it
does not assume that it necessarily heightens political polarization, nor does it regard white-collar workers as a
homogeneous group.

VI. Thus, Vision and Hope Are Not Luxuries, but Foundational Variables Necessary for
Civilization to Sustain Itself

At this point, the question can be stated very clearly:
Vision and hope are not a decorative layer that is “better to have, but possible to manage without.”

They are foundational variables in whether a society can maintain long-term investment, long-term
collaboration, long-term responsibility, and a long-term sense of a future.

A society that loses vision and hope
will not stop immediately,
and may even continue to function efficiently for a time;

but increasingly it will be left with maintenance, coordination, reactive responses, self-preservation, and short-
term strategies,

while possessing less and less long-term direction, deep sustaining support, a shared future, and the capacity for
civilizational self-renewal.

In other words,

what vision and hope truly sustain

is not merely people's psychological condition,

but civilization's temporal depth.

A society that still has hope

is willing to keep investing in what has not yet arrived,;

a society that has lost hope

will increasingly organize itself only around the immediate present.

And once a civilization increasingly functions only around the immediate present,
even if it has not yet collapsed,

it has already lost, at a deeper level, its capacity to reach a more distant future.
Thus, this chapter must formally establish one statement:

Vision and hope are not luxuries,

but real-world variables in whether civilization can continue to sustain and support people toward the future.

Chapter Summary
This chapter validates the main book's most easily underestimated, yet most crucial judgment in modern
discussions:

Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning. Whether a society can continue to
generate subjects, places, responsibilities, and a future depends on whether people still believe that the future is
worth continuing to invest in.

Vision and hope here cease to be soft emotional accessories

and become real-world variables in whether civilization can maintain long-term investment, long-term
responsibility, and long-term collaboration.
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The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

Deep instability in some societies need not first appear as exhausted resources; it may first appear as increasing
numbers of people withdrawing from long-term investment, building together, and expectations for the future.

What truly damages long-term learning, long-term research, long-term collaboration, intergenerational
responsibility, and building together all at once

is not surface difficulties themselves,

but increasing numbers of people losing their assurance that their time still has a connection to the future.
Once this happens,

society slips further from occupational problems into civilizational problems.

Thus, the most important question this chapter leaves for the following discussion is:

When people's hearts have already begun to retreat from the future,

what, exactly, can civilization rely on next

to reorganize enough people to continue entrusting themselves to a tomorrow that has not yet arrived?
This takes the question into the next chapter:

Why a shared future itself becomes a key variable.
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Chapter Eleven: Why a Shared Future May Become a Key
Variable in AGI Scenarios

Temporal clarification | This chapter does not present AGI as a current fact, nor does it presuppose that a
“shared future” is the single key variable. Current empirical material supports discussion only of task exposure,
work reorganization, and risks to subjects' places associated with generative and highly capable Al. Questions
about stronger systems and their subjecthood remain open, awaiting reproducible evidence.

In its introduction and concluding chapter, the main book has repeatedly advanced a higher-level judgment:

Civilization is not only a system of capabilities, but also a system of meaning; technological enhancement does
not automatically amount to Civilization Leap. What truly matters for future civilization is not just an ever-
growing number of entry points, but whether those entry points can be organized into sustainable pathways and
gradually consolidate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation. Furthermore, from Meaning
Dynamics' intermediate-level perspective, one important manifestation of Civilization Leap is the reopening of
future possibilities continually closed off by old structures; this does not replace Civilization Leap's more
fundamental transformation at a higher level.

If this judgment holds,

then, in AGI scenarios, the most important questions will no longer be merely:
- Can systems become stronger?

- Can models become larger?

- Can automation go deeper?

- Can organizations move faster?

Instead, they will increasingly center on a deeper civilizational variable:

Can this civilization still offer enough people

a future they can invest in together?

This is precisely the judgment from the main book that this chapter seeks to validate and advance:
A shared future is not publicity rhetoric,

but civilization's capacity to organize the future.

I. Why AGI Scenarios Bring “the Question of the Future” to the Forefront

Past technological revolutions have certainly rewritten occupations, organizations, and ways of life.

But the Agricultural and Industrial Revolutions still depended heavily on training, absorbing, and embedding
large numbers of subjects within new organizations of production. In other words, although the enhancement of
systems and the enhancement of subjects were not balanced, their connection was not fundamentally severed.
The Al era may extend “one-sided enhancement of systems” to a wider scope and greater intensity: systems'
capacities for judgment, generation, scheduling, coordination, and memory rise rapidly, while large numbers of
individuals are pushed toward shallower responses, more marginal participation, more fragmented tasks, weaker
structures of responsibility, and less deep growth. Thus, the real point of conflict in technological revolution is
no longer simply “which jobs will be replaced,” but “who can still continue to grow along a pathway and enter
thicker structural meaning.”

This means

that the real danger in AGI scenarios is not merely a change in the mode of production,
but:

Systems grow increasingly strong,

while people become increasingly unsure whether they still have a connection to the future.
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If, at such a moment, a civilization still cannot answer “why people will still be needed,” “whether people's
places will continue to thicken,” and “whether the future still allows most people to enter,”

then even with stronger tools, it may merely maintain old structures more efficiently,

rather than move toward a genuine leap. The V7.2 main book has stated this in stringent terms: a genuine leap is
not greater strength alone, but greater strength without distortion. Extremely powerful capabilities, extremely
fast systems, and extremely dense connections do not automatically amount to deep stability. Stronger
technology will only amplify the old logic faster and more thoroughly.

Thus, AGI scenarios bring “the question of the future” to the forefront,
not because people suddenly become sentimental,
but because the chain of sustaining support once taken for granted by the old civilization is failing:

People no longer automatically enter thicker places through education, occupations, organizations, and
promotion.

When this chain loosens,
“the future” ceases to be an abstract backdrop

and becomes the most concrete and acute of questions.

I1. Why a Shared Future Is Not Publicity, but Civilization's Organizational Capacity

Many eras speak of “the future.”

But not every era genuinely possesses a “shared future.”

Sometimes the so-called future is merely a blueprint drawn by a few people;
sometimes it is merely a publicity slogan;

and sometimes it is merely reassurance whose fulfillment is deferred.

A genuine shared future must meet a more stringent condition:

It must not merely be described,

but be capable of reorganizing enough people into some sustainable shared process.
This is precisely why the main book gives the question of “future possibilities” such prominence.
If a civilization genuinely deserves to be defended,

it is not because it possesses the one correct answer,

but because it still allows different people, pathways, and roles gradually to enter real life, deepen their places,
and participate together in generating the future. What truly needs to be avoided has never been the coexistence
of multiple futures, but a condition in which only one future is permitted, only one pathway is deemed
legitimate, and only one kind of subject is considered effective.

Thus, the essence of a shared future is not rhetorical packaging,

but whether civilization can continue to accomplish the following:

- Enable enough people to be sure that their existence still has a place

- Enable enough people to believe that participation will still consolidate into something
- Enable enough people to believe that their time can still enter a longer future

- Make the enhancement of systems bring people back in through new forms of sustaining support, rather than
exclude them faster

In this sense,
a shared future is, in fact, a capacity to organize the future.

It determines whether a civilization can reorganize dispersed individuals, fragmented participation, and
continually compressed time
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into a shared process still worth investing in.
Without this capacity,
institutions may still function and technology may still grow stronger,

but civilization will increasingly lack the deep foundation that “most people are still willing to continue
entrusting themselves to tomorrow.”

III. Why Institutions, Technology, and Governance Gradually Lose Their Deep Support
without a Sense of a Shared Future

Whether an institution can endure,

whether a technological system can remain stable,

and whether a governance framework can continue

ultimately depend not only on whether they are efficient,

but also on whether they still allow the people living within them to feel:

I am not someone excluded from the future.

On this point, The Human Heart V1.0 offers a line of inquiry that goes deeper than the main book.

The supplementary discussion explicitly states: civilization's fundamental task is to keep the channels of
meaning open. Whether a civilization is good ultimately depends on whether it allows those who live within it to
let their authentic inner perceptions manifest smoothly in action, creation, and relationships. If an institution
leaves people's hearts generally numb, that civilization is ill; if a culture prevents people's hearts from affirming
one another, that civilization is coming apart; if an education trains only the brain without awakening the heart,
that civilization is shallow.

This means

that a shared future matters not merely because it can inspire people,

but because, without it,

institutions, technology, and governance will gradually lose their deepest support:

First, institutions will increasingly resemble external constraints rather than a shared process.

People will still obey rules,

but increasingly fail to regard them as a reality they are building together.

Institutions will continue to exist,

yet will find it increasingly difficult to cultivate a genuine sense of responsibility and willing assumption of it.

Second, technology will increasingly resemble one-sided enhancement of systems rather than the expansion of
subjects.

Tools grow ever stronger,

yet people increasingly fail to form thick roles through them.
Technology ceases to be a medium for opening the future
and becomes more like a machine for filtering the future.

The V7.2 main book has already made this clear: if the explosion of capabilities continues to serve old structures
—allowing only a few people into deep places, granting long-term recognition to only a few pathways, and
treating only explicitly visible behavior as constituting value—then stronger technology will only amplify this
old logic faster.

Third, governance will become ever better at coordination, yet ever worse at sustaining and supporting people.
On the surface, it can respond to change more promptly, precisely, and frequently,

but as long as it cannot answer “why people are still worth continuing to organize into the future,”
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it can still only maintain order,

rather than genuinely rebuild civilization.

Thus, without a sense of a shared future,

institutions, technology, and governance will not immediately collapse,
but they will gradually lose their deep support.

They will become ever better at functioning,

yet find it increasingly difficult to explain:

What, exactly, is all this for,

and who is it meant to take where?

IV. Why the Real Competition in AGI Scenarios Is Not Only Who Is Stronger, but Who
Can Still Bring People Back into the Future

If today's change were merely that “new tools have arrived,”

it would still be competition between tools.

But when change has already reached deep into jobs, pathways, roles, participation, and a sense of a future,
the nature of competition changes with it.

What will truly determine the direction from here

is not only who first possesses larger models, more computing power, and stronger automation,
but who, amid this change, can still

offer enough people a future that remains worth investing in.

In other words, deep competition in AGI scenarios will increasingly take the form of:
Competition for the authority to define the future.

Not who tells stories better,

nor who is better at inventing a vocabulary of vision,

but who can genuinely lead people to believe:

- The future has not excluded me

- My existence will still be needed

- My participation will still leave a trace

- My time can still enter some shared future

- Technological enhancement is not intended to make me lose my place faster, but to let me reenter civilization
in new ways

This is precisely why the main book gives “future possibilities” and a “revisable framework” such prominence.
This book offers not a single final blueprint,

but an intermediate-level logic:

Future civilization should not be locked into a single pathway.

The boundary truly worth upholding is that the future remain enterable, revisable, and capable of being
generated together.

Thus, genuine civilizational advantage in AGI scenarios
is not merely “being able to do more,”

but “still being able to bring more people into the future.”
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Without this,
even the strongest technology can produce only a stronger shell,

without necessarily achieving a genuine leap.

V. Why New Structures of Sustaining Support Must Ultimately Focus on “Making the
Future Enterable Again”

Once a shared future becomes a key variable,

the question can no longer remain confined to “how to soothe anxiety,” “how to cushion unemployment,” and
“how to improve adaptability.”

All these certainly matter,

but none goes deep enough.

For they address consequences,

while the deepest problem is:

The old civilization's way of bringing people in is failing,

and people's hearts are beginning to retreat from the future.

Thus, what genuinely requires answers is a more stringent set of questions:

- How to enable people to regain a place

- How to ensure, once again, that participation is no longer reset to zero

- How to enable contributions to consolidate again

- How to make belonging cease to depend solely on the old occupational system
- How to make the future believable again

- How to make vision cease to be merely a slogan and become a structure people can enter in real life
This is precisely the direction Part Three will address.

For once a shared future has become a key variable,

new structures of sustaining support are no longer merely policy options,

but become necessary conditions for civilization to continue moving forward.
What they must resolve is precisely the main book's most stringent question:

Civilization Leap ultimately depends on whether a civilization can enable more people not merely to be
incorporated into the system, but to enter thicker places.

Thus, what this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is:
A shared future becomes a key variable,

not because people need encouragement,

but because, without a shared future,

civilization will find it increasingly difficult to bring people back into real life and the future.

Chapter Summary

This chapter validates a key judgment in the main book concerning the nature of future competition:

From Meaning Dynamics' intermediate-level perspective, one important manifestation of Civilization Leap is
the reopening of future possibilities continually closed off by old structures; this does not replace Civilization
Leap's more fundamental transformation at a higher level.

In AGI scenarios, what truly determines the direction is not only who is stronger,

but who can still offer enough people a future they can invest in, enter, and generate together.
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The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:
A shared future is not publicity rhetoric, but civilization's capacity to organize the future.

As systems grow stronger, technology becomes more densely interwoven, and models become better at handling
complexity,

if a civilization still cannot answer “why people will still be needed,” “whether people's places will continue to
thicken,” and “whether the future still allows most people to enter,”

then, however strong it becomes, it can possess only a stronger shell, without necessarily achieving a genuine
leap.

Thus, the most important question this chapter leaves for the following discussion is:

If a shared future is indeed becoming a key variable,

then civilization can no longer confine itself to crisis management;

it must answer a more stringent question—

How, exactly, can new structures of sustaining support bring people back into the future?
Evidence-Based Conclusions of Part Two

What Part Two supports is a relationship that requires further examination: occupations provide not only
income, but often also sustain identity, a structure for time, social relationships, growth, and expectations for the
future. When these functions are reorganized simultaneously within the same period, individuals may
experience a structural loss of place that exceeds income loss itself.

It cannot yet demonstrate that the “meaning cliff” will necessarily spread from white-collar workers to everyone,
nor that a shared future is the single key variable in AGI scenarios. Future work must use longitudinal
employment data, studies of occupational identity, psychological and social-relationship indicators, cross-
cultural comparisons, and results from actual AI deployments to distinguish genuine structural transformations
from temporary anxiety.
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Chapter 12: Interim Conclusion: Social Destabilization May
First Appear as People Retreating from the Future

At this point, Part Two has completed a line of inquiry into reality that goes deeper than the “employment
crisis.”

It has not stopped at familiar issues such as disappearing jobs, damaged incomes, industry restructuring, or
inadequate retraining,

but has kept pressing the question deeper,

until it reaches a harder civilizational variable, one more difficult to evade:

The deepest consequence of the old civilization's destabilization

is not that it first loses its systems,

but that it first loses its future.

This is the judgment Part Two truly seeks to establish.

Beginning with the white-collar cliff,

the problem first becomes visible as shorter pathways, thinner roles, shallower participation, and a declining
ability to “become oneself through work.”

One step further, the danger of white-collar unemployment

is no longer simply that a batch of jobs has disappeared,

but that it first reveals instability in the old civilization's most central chain of support through occupations:
Even the once most trusted pathway of “effort—growth—place—future” may cease to be reliable.

Pressing deeper, the problem expands from white-collar workers to aggregate imbalance across multiple sources
of meaning:

Income, identity, belonging, growth, a sense of being needed, temporal order, and a sense of the future no longer
support one another as they once did, but begin to loosen simultaneously.

Once this point is reached,
vision and hope cease to be soft adornments in civilization's upper layers,

and become real-world variables in whether civilization can sustain long-term commitment, long-term
responsibility, and long-term collaboration.

Part Two thus ultimately brings the problem to this statement:

In AGI scenarios, a shared future shifts from a higher-level narrative to a key variable.

Once this chain is complete,

what Part Two truly indicates is no longer merely that “reality has developed many problems,”
but that:

Reality is revealing, in new ways, an entire set of judgments in the main book.

I. The Old Civilization's Destabilization Need Not First Appear as Jobs Disappearing; It
May Appear as a Change in How People Are Supported

If Part Two addressed only white-collar unemployment,

it could at most become a notebook of observations about reality.
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What truly makes its inclusion in this companion volume necessary
is not white-collar workers themselves,

but what they reveal:

The old civilization's way of supporting people

is failing.

This step is extremely important.

Once the problem is framed as a “shortage of jobs,”

people naturally understand it as a matter of localized repairs:
Retraining, reemployment, redistribution, renewed cushioning, and creating a few more new jobs.
These are, of course, important,

and indispensable in practice.

But if what is really coming loose is “the way people are supported,”
the nature of the problem is entirely different.

“The way people are supported”

is not an abstract expression.

It refers to:

How a society enables individuals, through education, occupations, organizations, collaboration, responsibility,
and long-term accumulation,

to gradually develop a place, a role, belonging, and a future.

For a long time, this was precisely how the modern occupational system securely organized large numbers of
people into society.

Work was not only a source of income,

but also a source of identity, belonging, growth, a sense of being needed, and a sense of the future.
What the white-collar cliff first reveals

is precisely that this entire set of functions is beginning to loosen together.

This shows that what the old civilization loses first

is not a particular category of occupation,

but its ability to keep connecting people to reality and the future through occupations.

Part Two's first overall judgment can therefore be stated clearly:

What the old civilization truly loses first

is not jobs,

but its way of continuing to connect people to the future.

I1. The Real Danger of Aggregate Imbalance Is Not Losing a Little More, but the Entire
Set of Supporting Relationships Beginning to Come Apart

If the old civilization merely lost some of its jobs,

it would certainly cause suffering,

but would not yet rapidly become a civilizational issue.

What truly escalates the problem is multiple sources of meaning beginning to loosen simultaneously.
Income no longer reliably generates identity;

identity no longer reliably sustains belonging;
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belonging no longer reliably supports growth;

growth no longer reliably brings a sense of being needed;

and a sense of being needed no longer automatically accumulates into a future.
This means that

the formerly mutually supporting structure of meaning

begins to come apart as a whole.

Once this separation occurs,

people no longer face an isolated absence,

but a general loss of grounding that becomes increasingly difficult to resolve through isolated repairs.
This is the real danger of “aggregate imbalance.”

It makes localized repairs cease to work,

simultaneously, for many problems that could once have been repaired locally.
Someone may find another job,

yet still not truly recover a role;

someone may temporarily stabilize their income,

yet still not return to a longer-term future;

someone may still be inside the system,

yet increasingly cease to develop themselves through it.

Thus, society's initial symptoms

may simply be widespread anxiety, fatigue, and unease;

but at a deeper level,

these already signal that a civilization is beginning to lose its supporting relationships as a whole.
Part Two's second overall judgment is therefore:

The real danger is not losing a little more,

but the formerly mutually supporting sources of meaning

beginning to come apart as a whole.

ITII. Why People's Hearts Retreat from the Future

When the old civilization's way of supporting people begins to fail,
when multiple sources of meaning begin to undergo aggregate imbalance,
society's deepest change no longer takes place in its job listings,
but in people's hearts.

This change is not always dramatic, conspicuous, or measurable.

It is often quieter,

and at first may even resemble a general realism:

- Not wanting to think too far ahead anymore

- Getting through what is immediately in front of us first

- Holding on to the present first

- Waiting a little longer to see

- Long-term commitment may not be worthwhile

- Continuing to work this hard may not help either
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On the surface, this is merely a change of attitude;

at a deeper level, it is actually people's hearts retreating from the future.

In other words,

people no longer feel certain that their time will still build into anything,

that taking responsibility is still worthwhile,

or that today's life really still leads to tomorrow.

This is precisely why Part Two must push the question to the level of “vision and hope.”
Vision and hope are not extra consolations tacked on afterward,

but real-world variables in whether civilization can sustain long-term commitment, long-term responsibility,
long-term collaboration, and building across generations.

Once this begins to weaken widely,
civilization enters an extremely dangerous condition:
It continues to function on the surface,

while deep down, fewer and fewer people are willing truly to keep entrusting themselves to a tomorrow that has
not yet arrived.

Part Two's third overall judgment can therefore be stated clearly:
A society's deepest destabilization
does not always begin with resources running out;

it may first appear as more and more people withdrawing from long-term commitment and a shared future.

IV. Why a Shared Future Changes from a “Narrative” into a “Key Variable”

Once people's hearts begin to retreat from the future,

the problem can no longer remain at the level of “how to soften the impact.”
What is really missing at this point

is no longer simply jobs, income, and localized order,

but something deeper:

A future to which people can commit together.

Precisely for this reason,

in AGI scenarios, a shared future shifts from a “higher-level narrative” to a “key variable.”
This is not because people suddenly need more encouragement,

but because without a sense of a shared future,

institutions, technology, and governance will gradually lose their deeper support.
Institutions will increasingly resemble external constraints;

technology will increasingly resemble the one-sided strengthening of systems;

governance will become increasingly adept at coordinating, yet increasingly unable to support people.
All these things may remain efficient,

yet find it increasingly difficult to explain:

What, ultimately, is all this for,

and whom is it meant to take where?

Thus, Part Two's most important point is not to support the claim that “a sense of the future matters,”
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but to indicate that:

In AGI scenarios,

a shared future is not supplementary discourse,

but one of civilization's most concrete organizational capabilities.
If a civilization can still enable enough people to feel certain that:
- They still have a place

- Their participation will still build into something lasting

- Their time can still enter a longer-term future

- Technological enhancement is not intended to exclude them more quickly,
but to enable them to reenter civilization in new ways

then it retains the ability to move forward.

If it cannot do this,

then even the strongest technology

may amount to no more than an increasingly efficient shell.

V. What Part Two Truly Indicates Is Not Just That “Reality Has Developed Problems,”
but That “the Old Civilization Has Lost Its Future”

Understood as a whole,

Part Two does not really indicate a series of practical problems, but an entire set of interlocking civilizational
judgments:

- White-collar workers matter not because they are the most exceptional, but because they first reveal the
loosening of the old civilization's chain of support

- White-collar unemployment is dangerous not because a batch of jobs has disappeared, but because it signals
the old civilization's destabilization

- This destabilization will not remain at the occupational level, because the occupational system originally
sustained multiple sources of meaning, and these sources are now beginning to come apart simultaneously

- The deepest consequence of aggregate imbalance is not the pressure of daily life itself, but people's hearts
beginning to retreat from the future

- Once people's hearts begin to retreat from the future, vision and hope cease to be luxuries and become real-
world variables in whether civilization can continue to sustain itself

- Precisely for this reason, in AGI scenarios, a shared future shifts from a higher-level narrative to a key
variable

This means that

what Part Two has really accomplished is not a “diagnosis of reality,” but:
Following the cracks in reality

to the ruptures within civilization.

In other words,

what the old civilization truly loses is not only jobs and pathways,

but its ability to keep connecting people to the future.

Once this becomes clear,

the question cannot remain at describing the crisis.

What must really be answered next
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is no longer “how to reduce the damage,”
but:

How, exactly, can new structures of support
reconnect people to the future?

This is precisely where Part Three must go.

Chapter Summary

What Part Two truly supports is not a handful of separate phenomena in reality,
but an entire sequence of judgments in the main book:

The old civilization's way of supporting people does not suddenly collapse as a whole; instability first becomes
visible along its most secure pathways;

White-collar workers matter not because they are the most exceptional, but because they first reveal the failure
of the old channel for “entering the future through an occupation”;

This failure will not remain at the occupational level, but will expand into aggregate imbalance across multiple
sources of meaning;

The deepest consequence of aggregate imbalance is not merely increasing pressure in life, but people's hearts
beginning to retreat from the future;

Precisely for this reason, in AGI scenarios, a shared future shifts from a higher-level narrative to a key variable.
This means that what Part Two truly indicates is not merely that “reality has developed many problems,”
but that:

The deepest consequence of the old civilization's destabilization

is not that it first loses its systems,

but that it first loses its future.

Moving forward from here,

the question can no longer remain at diagnosis.

Since a shared future has become a key variable,

the most crucial next question is:

How, exactly, can new structures of support

reconnect people to the future?

How the New World Can Support People Again

If the old civilization's way of supporting people is failing, the real question is no longer simply how to soften
the impact, but how to rebuild support.

A society can use patches to slow a fall, but cannot create new ground with patches alone.

What the future truly lacks is not merely more jobs, but whether more people still have channels through which
to enter the future.

This part's task is therefore not to propose an abstract blueprint, but to answer a more fundamental question:

In an era when the old occupational system no longer reliably supports people, what should new structures of
support consist of?

How can they begin with discovering needs, pass through participation, contribution, roles, and lasting
accumulation, and once again enable someone to develop themselves through real life?

This means that civilization must next build not merely stronger systems, but new infrastructure for
participation.
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Not merely keeping people in use, but connecting them again;

not merely completing tasks, but allowing participation to leave traces;
not merely maintaining life, but making the future accessible again.
This part is therefore also the easiest to misunderstand.

Some will see it as a policy blueprint;

some will see it as platform design;

some will see it as an institutional prototype.

None of these is entirely wrong,

but they do not go deep enough.

What this part really seeks to discuss is something more fundamental:
How future civilization can reestablish a structure

in which people are not merely assigned, called upon, and replaced,

but can once again develop themselves through real life.
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Chapter 13: Not Merely “Having Work,” but Once Again
Having “a Future One Can Enter”

The main book has already made one extremely crucial judgment unequivocally clear:

Future civilization needs to study a structural capability: enabling more people to enter reality without erasing
facts of contributions that actually occurred, while new collaboration remains independently assessed on the
basis of current capabilities, consent, safety, and responsibility; records do not automatically generate
credibility, eligibility, resources, or future pathways.

If this judgment holds,

then in AGI scenarios the question absolutely cannot stop at “whether there is still work.”
“Having work” itself no longer automatically means:

- Having a pathway

- Having a role

- Having a sense of being needed

- Having long-term accumulation

- Having a sense of the future

The main book has long pointed out that the formation of structural meaning requires at least three conditions:
capabilities, needs, and connections. Only when all three are present can an individual truly enter reality and
develop a role within it; if social structures cannot provide stable pathways, participation becomes brief and
fragmented, and individuals participate in many activities yet find it difficult to develop long-term roles.

This is precisely the main book's judgment that this chapter seeks to validate and advance:
What is truly scarce in the future is not merely jobs,

but channels for “entering the future.”

I. Why “Having Work” No Longer Automatically Means “Being Supported”

In the old industrial civilization and the professional civilization that followed,
work could carry so much meaning for so long

not merely because it provided income.

More importantly, it simultaneously provided many things:

- A pathway one could follow

- A role that could gradually grow thicker

- A socially recognized identity

- A tangible sense of belonging

- A rhythm of “becoming myself through reality”

- And something most important yet hardest to state directly: a sense of the future
In other words, work was once not an isolated function,

but a composite structure of support.

Its strength

lay in not merely allowing people to survive today,

but also allowing them to believe that tomorrow they could become thicker, more secure, and more firmly
placed.
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The manuscript China's Path has already pointed out that the modern occupational system remained stable for so
long precisely because it was not only an economic system but also a system of meaning; it simultaneously
provided individuals with income, identity, belonging, relationships, and temporal order.

Today, however, this automatic coupling is loosening.

Someone may very well “still have a job,”

yet develop a genuine role through that job less and less;

may very well “still be in an organization,”

yet feel less and less that they are entering a shared process;

may very well “still have an income,”

yet be increasingly unsure where today's commitment is taking them.
This shows that work remaining does not mean support remains.

The main book has repeatedly warned that stronger systems do not automatically mean stronger subjects; high
activity, high connectivity, and high efficiency do not automatically mean deep roles, strong support, and thick
places either.

From this point onward,

“having work” is no longer an adequate criterion for judging civilization's health.
What civilization must really ask is no longer:

Have people been placed in some functional position?

But:

Have people been enabled, through real life,

to enter a future that still has something to do with them?

I1. What a Person Truly Cannot Bear Is Not Hardship, but Hardship That No Longer
Leads Anywhere

Human beings do not inherently fear difficulty.

Many people can endure hard work, repetition, setbacks, and delayed rewards,
and even long periods of uncertainty.

What truly breaks people is often not suffering itself,

but this:

Suffering no longer leads to any tomorrow they can believe in.

This is why

the problems of modern society can no longer remain at the level of employment rates.
Even if a society can keep many people “having something to do,”

if those activities lead less and less to growth,

accumulate less and less into roles,

and take people less and less toward thicker places,

people will ultimately still feel:

- It is not that I am not making an effort,

but effort no longer grows into a future

- It is not that I am not working,

but work no longer connects me to a more complete self
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- It is not that I am not being used,
but being used in this way feels less and less like being genuinely needed
The manuscript The Meaning Economy has already described this experience very concretely:

The hardest thing is not a short-term loss of income, but waking up in the morning without knowing what to do
today; what truly collapses is not merely one's economic support, but one's direction of action, temporal
structure, and very sense of existence.

Once this feeling spreads,

society enters a very strange condition:

- On the surface, many people remain busy

- Deep down, however, more and more people are losing their future
This is the deepest danger.

It means that

civilization has not lost its ability to function,

but its ability to embrace life, extend life, and keep life willing to commit itself.

ITI. What Is Truly Scarce in the Future Is Not Merely Jobs, but “a Future One Can
Enter”

If people continue thinking along old lines,
they will understand the future as a longer list of jobs.

As if, provided systems are intelligent enough, the economy strong enough, and institutions adept enough at
adjustment,

the future can always allocate some new occupations and the problem will be solved.
Yet this logic is becoming increasingly inadequate.

What is scarcest in the future may not simply be employment opportunities,

but:

Whether people still have channels for “entering the future.”

“A future one can enter” is not an abstract slogan.

At minimum, it means:

- A person can see a pathway for entering it

- This pathway is not entirely ungrounded

- Their participation can leave traces

- Their efforts are not reset to zero as soon as they finish

- Their capabilities can connect with real needs

- Their growth is not merely adaptation to systems, but can accumulate into thicker roles
- Their existence is not merely called upon, but connected in

In other words,

a genuinely accessible future

must enable an individual to feel:

I am not merely living in an era when things will happen in the future;

I too can enter that future and develop a place within it.

This corresponds precisely to the main book's judgment about “future space”: the future truly worth opening is
not the freedom of abstract imagination, but a space of places within real-world structures that can be entered,
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revised, and jointly generated. What truly matters for future civilization is not an increasing number of entry
points, but whether those entry points genuinely bring people into reality and accumulate into pathways, roles,
and credibility.

If this cannot be achieved,

then even if society still appears to create many jobs,

people may increasingly cease to believe the future belongs to them.

What they see

may simply be more interfaces, more tasks, more short-term responses, and more passive adaptation,

rather than more futures they can genuinely enter.

IV. The Question, Then, Is Not Simply “Giving People Work,” but “Giving People
Pathways, Roles, Participation, and Lasting Accumulation”

What future civilization truly needs to answer

will not merely be “how to keep unemployment figures from looking too bad.”
It must answer a deeper question:

How to enable people to keep developing themselves through real life.

This means new structures of support must restore at least four things.

1. Pathways

People need to know:
What they are entering today is not a one-time use of them,

but a road that may take them toward a thicker place.

2. Roles

People must be able to gradually develop genuine responsibilities through repeated participation,

rather than remaining forever at a replaceable interface.

3. Participation

People must enter shared processes,
not merely perform tasks at individual nodes,

but be able to leave a place of their own within collaboration, judgment, responsibility, and relationships.

4. Lasting accumulation

The most crucial step.

What people have done cannot always be reset to zero.

Contributions must be able to leave traces;

roles must be able to keep growing thicker;

time must be able to become a future.

Otherwise, however hard people try, they will increasingly feel they are living on a treadmill.
The main book has already made these points very clear:

What future civilization needs to test is not simply the number of entry points, but whether pathways, roles, real-
world relationships, and collaborative networks can develop beyond those entry points. Facts of participation
can be preserved, but cannot automatically become credibility, eligibility, or future places.
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If these four things cannot be rebuilt,
then “having work” can only mean maintenance at a basic level,

and cannot truly constitute civilizational repair.

V. Why New Structures of Support Must Be Broader Than “Occupations”

Occupations were once the most powerful mechanism of support,
but future support can no longer rely on occupations as its single channel.
What truly needs to be reorganized

is no longer merely employment relationships,
but broader participation in reality:

- Learning

- Care

- Creation

- Collaboration

- Community maintenance

- Repairing relationships

- Passing on experience

- Cultural organizing

- Responding to local needs

- Intergenerational support

- Connecting resources across regions

- Various activities of genuine social value that cannot be compressed into standardized jobs
One problem of the old civilization

is that it bound too many sources of meaning excessively to the occupational system.
To truly rebuild support in the future,

we must broaden the ways of “entering reality,”

so that people enter the world not only by “being used in jobs,”

but also by “responding to real needs, developing genuine participation, and accumulating real contributions.”

A related proposal manuscript advances a judgment yet to be validated: following technological enhancement,
society must study not only production, but also how more people can enter genuine participation. Specific
forms of support may be diverse and must not be monopolized by a single platform or predetermined
infrastructure.

This is also why

what truly matters in the future is not merely work platforms,

but infrastructure for participation.

The question is not only “who has jobs,”

but:

- Which needs in the world are becoming disconnected

- Which capabilities have not been genuinely connected in

- Which people remain willing to participate but have no pathway in
- Which contributions existing institutions are overlooking

- Which roles could actually grow within wider networks
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Only when these questions are brought forward

will “the future” become accessible again.

VI. Genuine Social Repair Means Not Making People Busy Again, but Making Them
Feel Connected to the Future Again

Social governance often makes a mistaken judgment:

If enough busyness is recreated,

order has been recreated.

If people keep going to work, learning, adapting, and making an effort,
the problem has been partly solved.

But busyness itself is not the answer.

If busyness no longer leads to roles,

effort no longer leads to the future,

and participation no longer leads to lasting accumulation,

then busyness becomes only more frequent depletion.

The main book has already warned: the real danger is not a decline in activity, but activity becoming
increasingly unable to generate subjects; what truly must be preserved is not “humans still in the loop,” but
“effective participation still in the loop.”

When a society truly accomplishes repair,

a different change appears:

- People once again know what they are moving toward

- People once again feel their time is not pure depletion

- People once again feel they have a deep effect on the world

- People once again believe that continuing to learn, take responsibility, and build is worthwhile
- People once again feel:

I am not someone left outside the future

This is the sign that “a future one can enter” genuinely exists.

What future civilization must do, therefore,

is not simply bring people back from unemployment,

but bring them back from the feeling of “being left behind by the future.”
What truly determines whether a civilization can continue moving forward
is not whether it can temporarily sustain people,

but whether it can make them feel once again:

I can still enter the future,

rather than merely be selected or rejected by it.

Chapter Summary
What this chapter validates and advances is one core judgment in the main book about the conditions under
which structural meaning is generated:

What truly matters in the future is not merely whether entry points exist, but whether entry points can
accumulate into pathways, roles, project-specific trust, and a future.

“Having work” is no longer enough
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precisely because work no longer automatically means being supported,

tasks no longer automatically mean growth,

and busyness no longer automatically means entering reality.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

What a person truly cannot bear is not hardship, but hardship that no longer leads anywhere.

As long as labor, learning, collaboration, and taking responsibility can still be understood as processes leading
toward some thicker place,

difficulty remains bearable;

but once the chain of “effort—lasting accumulation—future” begins to break,
what society loses first is not activity itself,

but the sense of being able to enter the future.

The most important question this chapter leaves for what follows is therefore:
If the problem is no longer simply whether jobs exist,

but whether the future remains accessible,

then civilization must next answer:

What, exactly, are the new structures of support?
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Chapter 14: New Structures of Support: How to Reconnect
People to the Future

The main book has already made the direction very clear:

A civilization's core structures—how pathways form, how roles are allocated, how responsibility is placed, how
collaboration is organized, how technology enters everyday life, and how subjects are supported—do not
automatically reorganize when a new technology appears. Most of the time, old structures first try to absorb,
envelop, domesticate, and even distort new technology so that it continues to serve existing logics. A genuine
window for reorganization opens only when old structures' capacity to envelop it has weakened significantly and
new capabilities are too powerful to be simply absorbed. The main book therefore emphasizes that civilization
truly enters a phase in which it must reorganize only when three conditions appear together: a marked decline in
old structures' capacity to support people, sufficiently powerful new technologies, and new organizational
principles that can realistically take shape.

If this judgment holds,

then what the future truly needs to resolve is no longer merely patching up jobs,

but:

Once the old civilization's main channel for supporting people is failing,

what, exactly, will enable the new world to support them again?

This is precisely the main book's judgment that this chapter seeks to validate and advance:

Civilization Leap is not an escape from reality, but enables more people to enter reality more deeply; from this
volume's meso-level perspective, it concerns who can enter, how facts of contribution can be preserved
honestly, and how participation can be supported continuously. Whether new pathways, roles, project-specific
trust, and collaboration can form must still be tested within the boundaries of rights, authorization,
responsibility, and real-world consequences.

I. Why the Future Truly Needs Not More Patches, but a New Kind of Civilizational
Infrastructure

When facing dramatic change,

many societies instinctively respond with patches.
Where there is unemployment, add training;

where there is anxiety, add counseling;

where jobs are disappearing, add short-term projects;
where groups are experiencing imbalance, add some transfer payments.
All these measures have a role, of course,

and are indispensable during a turbulent transition.
But the limitations of patches are equally clear:
Patches can slow a fall,

but cannot replace a new surface to land on.

For a civilization truly to cross a fault zone,

it cannot rely solely on countless temporary supports to keep people barely suspended at the edge of the old
world.
It must build new ground.

A IN13

That new ground will not be as simple as “new industries,” “new jobs,” or “a new directory of occupations.”
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It is more like a new kind of civilizational infrastructure:

Giving people pathways into reality again, enabling participation to build into something lasting again, making
contributions visible again, allowing roles to thicken again, freeing belonging from exclusive dependence on old
organizational titles, and allowing time once again to lead toward a future.

The manuscript China's Path has already made this step very clear:

What truly needs to be added is support through new pathways beyond support through jobs: how needs are
discovered, how capabilities are reorganized, and whether facts of participation need to be retained; subsequent
opportunities are independently assessed on the basis of current conditions. A meaning deficit is not a marginal
issue, but a real-world starting point that new structures of support must address as a priority. Changes in the
occupational system may simultaneously cause labor-market shocks and a contraction of structural support; the
two require separate validation.

New structures of support are therefore not, first and foremost, a policy package,
nor a collection of platform features.
Their deeper definition is:

An entire set of ways to reorganize “how people enter the world.”

I1. Why the Question Is Not Simply “How to Allocate Jobs,” but “How to Reorganize
Support”

The old occupational system had an implicit premise:

Most needs in the world had already been standardized, made into jobs, and organized.
In other words, needs were first defined as jobs,

and people were then assigned to match them.

Yet the future's greatest problem is precisely this:

Large numbers of real needs have not been properly seen.

They cannot always be compressed into standardized jobs,

nor reliably absorbed by old organizational structures,

yet they genuinely exist and will become increasingly important in the Al era.

This is also why future structures of support can no longer begin with “first have jobs, then match people to
them,”

but must reverse the order:
First rediscover real needs in the world,
then enable people's capabilities to reenter reality through new structures of connection.

The main book has long made clear that the formation of structural meaning requires at least the simultaneous
presence of capabilities, needs, and connections. Only when capabilities and needs genuinely connect through
some structure is an individual brought into real-world structures of sustained action and support. Social capital
answers the question “can connections be converted into resources?”, whereas structural meaning answers “do
connections bring people into real-world structures of sustained action and support?” Function is not the same as
structural meaning either; if all that remains is a system's one-sided use of an individual, without that individual
genuinely gaining a place, growth, and responsibility, this is merely function and is insufficient to constitute
structural meaning.

This means that
what truly needs to be rebuilt in the future
is not a system better at allocating tasks,

but a structure better at organizing support.
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It must answer anew:

- Which needs in the world are becoming disconnected

- Which capabilities have not been genuinely connected in

- Which people remain willing to participate but have no pathway in
- Which contributions existing institutions are overlooking

- Which roles could actually grow within wider networks

Only when these questions are brought forward

will the future become accessible again.

ITII. Why New Structures of Support Must Be Broader Than “Occupations” and Deeper
Than “Drifting”

Occupations were once the most powerful mechanism of support.

Through employment relationships, they brought together income, identity, relationships, temporal rhythms, and
developmental direction.

But future support can no longer rely on occupations as its single channel.

What truly needs to be reorganized is no longer merely employment relationships, but broader participation in
reality: learning, care, creation, collaboration, community maintenance, repairing relationships, passing on
experience, responding to local needs, connecting resources across regions, and large numbers of activities of
genuine social value that cannot be compressed into a single job.

But the opposite extreme is equally untenable:

If structures are abandoned entirely and everything reverts to “individuals drifting freely,”
people will also find it difficult to develop stable deep places.

They may be more flexible,

yet more easily left ungrounded;

perhaps freer,

yet not necessarily more able to be supported within reality.

What the future truly needs, therefore,

is neither old-style support through a single organization,

nor wholly fragmented individual drifting,

but a new intermediate structure:

One that preserves multiple pathways into reality,

while enabling entry to gradually develop into stable roles, genuine belonging, and shared processes.
This is precisely the line repeatedly emphasized in the V7.2 main book:

The carriers of future civilization will not merely involve “jobs replacing jobs,”

but may take the form of composite structures involving pathway generation, role formation, networked
collaboration, continuity of facts, and distributed intermediaries. A genuine transition does not mean the old
logic running faster, but the old logic being reorganized by new structures that carry meaning.

New structures of support must therefore possess two capabilities simultaneously:
First, broad entry points.

People can enter reality through different pathways: learning, collaboration, care, creative work, resource
sharing, organizing knowledge, local action, and responding to needs.
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Second, deep accumulation.
Different entry points do not remain fragmented forever,

but may develop, within specific relationships, into roles, contribution facts, reputational indicators,
responsibility, and possibilities for continued participation.

This is genuinely effective civilizational support.
It neither locks people into old organizations

nor abandons them to the winds of the free market.

IV. Why New Structures of Support Must Address Survival, Belonging, Meaning, and
the Future Together

Many proposals fail

not because they are entirely useless,

but because they answer a question at only one level.
They address survival,

but not belonging;

belonging,

but not meaning;

meaning,

but not the future;

the future,

but not immediate reality.

A structure that can genuinely reconnect people to the future,

however, must address four levels of questions together:

1. Survival

Can people first stabilize their basic living conditions?

Without this level, nothing else can stand.

2. Belonging

Are people still part of some community?
Not an abstract “there are people,”

but a concrete “where do I belong?”

3. Meaning

Can people feel that their existence has a real effect on reality?
Not merely being used,

but being needed at a deep level.

4. The future

Can people still believe that their time today will accumulate into part of tomorrow?

The manuscript China's Path has already pointed out, in “The Loosening of Production Society and the
Emergence of Participation Society,” that the old occupational system was effective precisely because it
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supported not only survival but also identity, relationships, rhythms, and direction; rebuilding therefore cannot
stop at allocating jobs,

but must rebuild new pathways through which people can “be needed continuously and retain a sense of
meaning in the process.” The Meaning Economy manuscript further explains that transitional structures will
ultimately still fail if they can only cushion emotions without rebuilding pathways, participation, and lasting
accumulation.

New structures of support must therefore absolutely not amount merely to “giving people something to do.”
What they must truly achieve is:

Enabling someone to move once again from survival to belonging,

from belonging to meaning,

and from meaning to the future.

Only then

will the future become accessible again,

rather than merely something to watch.

V. Why New Structures of Support Are First and Foremost a Civilizational Interface
Layer, Not an Institutional Slogan

Often, as soon as people hear “new structures,”

they immediately understand the problem in terms of institutional design, platform design, or governance
terminology.

These are necessary levels, of course,

but stopping there

will once again lose sight of the most central point:

What new structures of support truly need to resolve

is not “what institutions look like,”

but “how people reenter reality.”

On this point, the main book and the related application manuscripts are already very consistent.

The main book points out that the window truly opens not because “everyone wants reform,” but because old
structures' capacity to support people has declined markedly, new technologies are beginning to rewrite the
basic division of labor, and new organizational principles can realistically take shape. In other words, the
substance of the problem is not institutional texts, but whether civilization's interfaces are being rewritten.

The Dream Garden Development Plan offers a very concrete formulation:

As machines become increasingly adept at production, human civilization's central question will no longer be
“how to produce more,” but “how to enable more people to participate in civilization.” Dream Garden's research
value lies not in the product name, but in testing whether needs discovery and collaboration matching can
improve conditions for entry; the experiment creates neither resource rights nor public power, and does not
presuppose that it will become social infrastructure.

This chapter must therefore formally establish one statement:
New structures of support are not intended to let systems keep coordinating people,

but to enable people to reenter reality, leave traces, develop roles, and reenter the future through those roles.
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In this sense,

they are not a single institution,

not an isolated platform,

not a handful of welfare policies,

but a new civilizational interface layer.

Their specific purpose is to accomplish what the old world is losing:

Reconnect people to reality, and through reality reconnect them to the future.

Chapter Summary

This chapter validates another key judgment in the main book about the nature of Civilization Leap:

A genuine transition is not an abstract vision, nor merely institutional replacement, but a process through which
a civilization reorganizes “who is needed, who can enter, what counts as contribution, and how participation is
continuously supported.”

When the old occupational system no longer reliably supports people, improving real-world conditions of
support becomes an important question; specific structures can be diverse and may also reject this volume's
prototype.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:
Patches can slow a fall, but cannot replace a new surface to land on.
What the future truly needs is not countless temporary supports suspending people at the edge of the old world,

but an entire set of new civilizational infrastructure: giving people pathways into reality again, preventing
participation from being reset to zero, allowing contributions to accumulate, roles to thicken, and the future to
become accessible again.

The most important question this chapter leaves for what follows is therefore:
New structures of support cannot remain merely at the level of principles;
they must go on to answer:

What, exactly, is their basic form, and where should their construction begin?
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Chapter 15: From Needs Discovery to Participation in
Civilization: The Basic Form of New Structures of Support

The main book has explicitly pointed out:

Structural meaning is not the sum of subjective feelings, but sustainable connections of action formed within
pathways, roles, relationships, contributions, participation, and institutional support once individual capabilities,
real-world needs, and mechanisms of connection enter real-world interaction. Its generation requires at least
three conditions to be present together: capabilities, needs, and connections. Only when capabilities and needs
genuinely connect through some structure is an individual brought into real-world processes of sustained action
and support.

If this judgment holds,

then future structures of support can no longer begin with “first have jobs, then match people to them,”
but must reverse the order:

First rediscover real needs in the world,

then enable people's capabilities to reenter reality through new structures of connection.

This is also the main book's judgment this chapter seeks to validate and develop:

What future civilization truly needs to rebuild is not merely a directory of jobs, but the real-world interfaces
linking “capabilities—needs—connections”; not merely letting people be called upon, but enabling them,
through sustained participation, to enter the process through which civilization itself is generated.

I. Why New Structures of Support Must Begin with Needs Discovery

The old occupational system had an implicit premise:

Most needs in the world had already been standardized, made into jobs, and organized.

In other words, needs were first defined as jobs,

and people were then assigned to match them.

This approach was highly effective in the phases of industrial and professional civilization,

because much social collaboration could indeed be compressed into fixed jobs, stable hierarchies, and clearly
defined trades.

Yet the future's greatest problem is precisely this:

Large numbers of real needs have not been properly seen.

They cannot always be compressed into standardized jobs,

nor reliably absorbed by old organizational structures,

yet they genuinely exist and will become increasingly important in the Al era.

The manuscript The Meaning Economy has already made this very clear.

The first practical problem facing the platform is the difficulty of discovering needs:

Large numbers of real needs are dispersed across different regions and communities—rural schools need short-
term teachers, community centers need activity organizers, small businesses need professional skills support,
and cultural institutions need cross-cultural exchange projects. These needs lack effective channels for
aggregation and presentation.

This means that

what matters most in the future is not “whether there are more tasks,”
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but:

Whether these real needs are promptly seen, brought together, interpreted, and converted into accessible entry
points into reality.

If the needs themselves have not even been made visible,
then however much capability exists, it will remain potential,
and however much willingness exists, it cannot enter reality.
The V7.2 main book has explicitly pointed out:

Capabilities enable individuals to participate in reality; needs give capabilities direction; mechanisms of
connection determine whether capabilities and needs can be matched effectively, and whether that matching is
one-off, temporary, or sustainable.

The first step in new structures of support can therefore no longer be “finding people jobs,”
but must first be:

Making visible again the real needs in the world that have been ignored, suppressed, dispersed, or missed by old
systems.

Only then
will “the future” cease to be merely an abstract narrative

and begin to have real-world entry points.

I1. Why the Key to the Future Is Not Accumulating Tasks, but Generating Pathways

Discovering needs is only the first step.

If what follows merely divides needs into countless disconnected tasks,
which people complete in the short term, turn over rapidly, and leave as soon as they finish,
then this structure will still struggle truly to replace the old system of support.
At most it will create a “task market,”

not a “structure of support.”

This is precisely what this chapter must emphasize:

Tasks are not pathways.

Opportunities are not support.

Being called upon is not the same as being supported.

The main book has already made this relationship very clear:

After structural meaning forms, some consequences can be observed in pathways, roles, relationships,
responsibilities, contribution facts, collaborative networks, and institutional places. These are not outward scores
of life's meaning, nor are they meaning itself; pathways and roles describe only support for action within
specific realities. Even if a person has not yet entered these structures, the meaning of their existence and their
basic rights do not fall to zero.

This means that what matters most in the future is not giving people more short-term entry points,
but gradually connecting those entry points into pathways.

Without pathways,

participation becomes merely a sequence of temporary tasks;

without pathways,

effort is reset to zero again and again;
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without pathways,

people feel less and less of a future amid high-frequency busyness.
A genuinely effective new structure of support

must therefore be able to organize a person's process of entry into a chain like this:
Needs discovery

— Initial participation

- Realizing collaboration

- Contribution recording

— Capability recognition

— Thickening of roles

— Deeper responsibility and the next round of entry

Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Meaning Dynamics V7.2 has already provided this very clear structural chain:
Resource base (Shared World)

!

Capacity for action (individual)

i

Needs discovery (Dream Garden)

1

Connecting capabilities (matching)

l

Realizing cooperation (participation)

!

Meaning generation (value)

i

Contribution recording (entering the next cycle)

What matters most about this chain

is not that it lists several functional modules,

but that it reorganizes “tasks” into “pathways” for the first time.
People are no longer merely used by tasks,

but can gradually grow into a role through them.

This is where a structure of support truly begins to take shape.

ITI. Why Contributions Must No Longer Be Reset to Zero as Soon as They Are
Completed

The old occupational system was powerful

not only because it gave people jobs,

but also because it allowed commitment to accumulate into something lasting.
Imperfect though it was,

experience, track records, seniority, places, relationships, and reputation generally still formed some kind of
continuous accumulation.

This is why people were willing to commit for the long term.
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People do not fear hard work;

they fear having nothing to show for it afterward.

The most dangerous aspect of the present is precisely this:

More and more people are entering a life of “high-frequency participation—little lasting accumulation.”
They do many things,

yet genuinely leave less and less behind.

Completion of a task: reset to zero.

Connecting interfaces: reset to zero.

Brief collaboration: reset to zero.

Adaptation to a system: reset to zero.

People are called upon frequently,

yet find it increasingly difficult to leave thick traces within civilization.

This directly weakens hope.

Hope is not merely the abstraction that “the future will be better”;

it depends more concretely on:

Will what I do today

continue to count in the future?

New structures of support must therefore establish a new logic of lasting accumulation.
This is not as simple as an “evaluation system” or a “points system.”

The deeper requirements are:

- Contributions can be recorded

- Records can be interpreted

- Interpretation can only supply material for judgments about roles

- Roles, resources, and opportunities must be assessed separately

- Whether new entry points for participation emerge is still determined by independent conditions
The manuscript The Meaning Economy has already explained this very concretely:

Platforms cannot produce meaning; they can only attempt, within the boundaries of rights, authorization, and
responsibility, to improve opportunities for participation, conditions for action, and factual records. Even if all
three are present, whether individuals rebuild their ways of participating and their sense of meaning remains an
open outcome that platforms cannot guarantee.

The contribution-recording prototype matters
not merely as an incentive,

but, more importantly, to make facts of participation verifiable and explore whether rights holders can open
some resources for use under voluntary, limited, revocable conditions; ownership and specific permission to use
must remain separate.

It is not money, an overall credibility score, or proof of resource entitlements, but only “facts of contribution
within a limited context, and collaborative reference material provided to projects with the parties'
authorization.”

In other words,
future civilization must no longer allow large numbers of genuine contributions to disappear structurally.

Otherwise, people will increasingly cease to believe participation is worthwhile.
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Once participation is not worthwhile,

hope will continue to retreat.

This chapter must therefore formally establish one statement:
Genuinely valuable participation

must no longer be reset to zero as soon as it is completed.

IV. Why Genuinely Effective New Structures Do Not Merely Let People Be Called Upon,
but Enable Them, Through Sustained Participation, to Enter the Process Through Which
Civilization Itself Is Generated

There is a question here that is extremely easy to misjudge.

As soon as many people hear “broader structures of participation,”

they assume that providing enough projects, tasks, groups, and platforms
will already solve half the problem.

But this is still insufficient.

Being called upon

does not mean being supported.

The main book has already drawn a very strict distinction:

Social capital answers “can connections be converted into resources?”,

whereas structural meaning answers “do connections bring people into real-world structures of sustained action
and support?”

Function is not the same as structural meaning either;

if all that remains is a system's one-sided use of an individual, without the individual genuinely gaining a place,
growth, and responsibility,

this is merely function and is insufficient to constitute structural meaning.
This means that

genuinely effective new structures in the future

cannot merely make people easier to coordinate,

and still less merely make it easier for systems to find “available people.”
They must go further:

Enable people, through sustained participation,

to gradually enter the process through which civilization itself is generated.
The meaning of this statement is very concrete.

It means:

- Established large institutions are not the only ones that can define what is valuable
- Standardized jobs are not the only way of entering reality

- Formal employment is not the only way of being needed

- Linear promotion is not the only form of growth

- Old professional pathways are not the only possible futures

Instead, more people must be enabled, through genuine participation,

to reenter the process through which civilization itself is generated.
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In other words, a person is not an object for civilization to assign,

but must once again become someone who constitutes civilization.

The hypothetical “from making dumplings to cultural envoy” scenario in the Dream Garden Development Plan
is only a hypothetical scenario for testing this logic.

Suppose an everyday capability for which local demand is limited

enters a cross-cultural project through compliant needs verification, resource authorization, capability
connections, and voluntary participation;

subsidies, resource permissions, and factual records must still be decided separately.

What it seeks to test is whether a retired participant can develop a new temporary role in a specific, compliant
cross-cultural project.

This scenario tests whether an activity could further improve a participant's sense of place and of being needed,;
the result is not predetermined.

What this chapter truly seeks to establish, therefore, is not merely that “new platforms will be more flexible,”
but that:

The purpose of new structures of support

is not to make systems better at calling upon people,

but to enable more people to become constituents of civilization again.

V. How Needs Discovery, Connecting Capabilities, and Continuity of Contribution Facts
Together Form the Basic Logic of New Structures of Support

At this point,

the basic form of new structures of support can be clearly distilled.
The first step is needs discovery.

Real needs in the world must be made visible again.

Undiscovered needs

cannot support capabilities;

needs that have not been brought together

cannot generate pathways.

The second step is connecting capabilities.

Capabilities do not enter reality automatically.

They must encounter needs,

and must also enter interaction through some mechanism of connection.

That mechanism may be a market, organization, neighborhood, platform, social group, network, or community
arrangement.

What truly matters in the future

is not that more connections are always better,

but whether connections genuinely bring people into real-world processes.
The third step is realizing cooperation.

Once capabilities and needs meet,

they must be converted into action through genuine collaboration.
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This process is not abstract matching,

but addressing problems, maintaining relationships, taking responsibility, producing together, and creating
together in reality.

The fourth question is whether facts of participation need to remain continuous within the necessary scope.
If facts of participation lack the necessary conditions for preservation, interpretation, and review,

the cost of repeatedly providing evidence may rise; this may also be resolved through human witnesses, existing
track records, or relationships that do not require records.

Facts of participation may be made available for verification by new projects with the person's authorization;
pathways, roles, and resource permissions in the next round must still be decided separately and independently.

Continuity of facts can reduce repeated provision of evidence, but cannot generate a sense of meaning on
someone's behalf. An individual may thereby feel:

Their time has not been wasted,

but is gradually entering a longer-term future.

The basic logic of new structures of support can therefore be summarized in one very clear statement:
Needs are made visible again,

capabilities are connected again,

facts of participation are preserved within the necessary scope,

and people once again enter the future through reality.

This is this chapter's central conclusion.

Chapter Summary

What this chapter validates and advances is one of the main book's firmest judgments about structural meaning:

The formation of structural meaning requires at least the simultaneous presence of capabilities, needs, and
connections.

Only when capabilities and real needs connect through some stable structure is an individual brought into a
reality of sustained action and support; otherwise, no amount of functional use is sufficient to constitute
structural meaning.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:
Future structures of support must begin not merely with job matching, but with needs discovery.

The great problem of the past was that large numbers of real needs were overlooked by the old occupational
system, large amounts of capability lay idle, and widespread willingness to participate could find no pathway
into reality.

What matters most in the future, therefore, is not “whether there are more tasks,” but whether those tasks can
connect into pathways, those pathways can form roles, and those roles can support sustained contributions and
continued participation.

The most important question this chapter leaves for what follows is therefore:
Once the basic logic of needs, capabilities, and participation has been reestablished,
we must turn to more specific forms of support:

With the meaning economy serving only as a transitional layer, can Dream Garden, Shared World, and
contribution-recording prototypes, as three types of candidate interfaces each capable of failing independently,
actually improve conditions for participation?
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Chapter 16: The Meaning Economy: Transitional Support, Not
an Endpoint

Prototype Boundary: The Meaning Economy Does Not Turn Meaning into an Asset

V7.2 has reaffirmed this boundary: the meaning economy organizes participation, connections, resources, and
returns; it does not commodify meaning itself, turn it into an asset, or measure it on a unified scale. Any
institution that begins settling “who is more meaningful” through a single score has already crossed the theory's
boundary.

The main book has explicitly pointed out that what truly matters for future civilization is not merely whether
entry points exist, but whether those entry points can be organized into sustainable pathways and gradually
accumulate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation; it also lists “the meaning economy,
Shared World, Dream Garden, and contribution-recording prototypes” as refutable candidate entry points, rather
than necessary forms. In other words, future rebuilding cannot stop at “greater efficiency” or “producing more,”
but must turn toward “enabling more people to reenter reality and continue developing themselves within it.”

If this judgment holds,

then the “meaning economy” cannot be understood as temporary emotional consolation,
nor as some gentle, vague market for spiritual consumption.

It must answer a harder question:

When the traditional occupational system is no longer sufficient to continuously support large numbers of
people's places, belonging, and sense of value,

what in society's intermediate spaces can support those who have temporarily lost their old pathways?
This is precisely the judgment this chapter seeks to validate and advance.

The meaning economy must be proposed

not because it already constitutes an ultimate outcome,

but because during the transition in which old occupational support is failing and new structures of support have
not yet fully formed,

civilization must first answer a practical question:
People cannot be left wholly unsupported while they wait.

The meaning economy is therefore first and foremost a mechanism of transitional support. Its task is not to
replace future civilization, but to provide individuals with new entry points for participation, new sources of
value, and new ways of connecting within the fault zone.

I. Why the Meaning Economy Is Being Proposed in This Era

Every era has its own intermediate structures.
Old agrarian society had kinship, land, and local communities;
industrial society had factories, jobs, and occupational identities;

professional civilization further bound together education, skills, organizations, promotion, and middle-class
aspirations.

What these things shared was not merely their ability to allocate resources,

but, more importantly, their ability over fairly long periods to place individuals securely within an intelligible
life pathway.

Today's problem, however, is precisely that

this pathway is coming loose.
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Part Two has repeatedly indicated:

The white-collar cliff is not an isolated event;

it reveals instability in the old civilization's most central chain of occupational support.

When occupations no longer reliably generate roles, belonging, and a sense of the future,

the problem is no longer simply a shortage of jobs,

but becomes aggregate imbalance across multiple sources of meaning.

Under these circumstances, a society's most dangerous condition is not an immediate loss of control,

but large numbers of people left suspended between broken old pathways and new pathways that have yet to
form.

The meaning economy is proposed precisely in this in-between layer.

It addresses not an abstract cultural issue,

but a very concrete reality:

More and more people still have time, capabilities, things to express, and a willingness to collaborate,
yet cannot find stable structures through which these can reenter reality.

The old occupational system cannot fully support them,

while new infrastructure for participation is not yet mature.

A new form of support must therefore first emerge within society's intermediate spaces,

so that “people who have not yet entered new structures” are not left without stable structural support for a long
time.

The manuscript The Meaning Economy states this clearly: the meaning economy first provides psychological
cushioning, offering transitional sources of meaning to individuals amid changes in identity and occupational
instability; it also serves a structural transition function, reorganizing fragmented time, idle skills, and needs for
expression into social activities in which people can participate.

The meaning economy is therefore being proposed in this era

not because people have suddenly become more concerned about “spiritual fulfillment,”
but because:

The old civilization's support is no longer sufficient,

the new civilization's support has not yet fully formed,

and people cannot be left wholly unsupported during this interval.

I1. The Meaning Economy Is First and Foremost a Structure for Psychological
Cushioning

What people lose first during a structural rupture

is often not capability,

but a sense of place.

After jobs disappear, roles become thinner, and futures grow shorter,
what appears first is not a complete loss of the capacity to act,
but a deeper uncertainty:

Does anything I do today still have meaning?

What do I still count for in this world?

If I keep committing myself, will anything still grow from it?
This is also why

the meaning economy's first role
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is not to produce grand answers,

but to provide psychological cushioning.

“Cushioning” here

is not consolation,

still less anesthesia.

What truly matters about it is:

After old pathways break,

it allows individuals, through some form of participation, expression, connection, and sense of being needed,
to maintain the most basic link between themselves and reality.

The manuscript The Meaning Economy explicitly points out that the meaning economy is not “the ultimate
solution for replacing occupations,” but provides individuals with new sources of social participation and a
sense of value during dramatic changes in occupational structures, preventing them from losing all direction
during an identity transition. Its first-level function is to let individuals retain, amid structural rupture, the
feeling that “I can still do something; I still relate to certain real needs.”

Why does this level of function matter?

Because as long as someone still feels certain that:

- They can still have some effect

- They can still enter some relationship

- Their time is not merely being wasted

- They can still leave traces through participation

then they have not entirely retreated from the future.

In other words,

what the meaning economy must preserve in its initial stage
is not prosperity,

but an unbroken connection.

It must preserve this most basic continuity:

The old pathway has broken,

but I have not therefore disappeared completely from reality.
In this sense,

the meaning economy is first and foremost a buffer zone that “keeps people from falling entirely out of the
civilizational process.”

IT1. The Meaning Economy Is Also a Layer of Structural Transition

If the meaning economy stops at psychological cushioning,

it remains insufficient.

Civilization cannot merely resolve “how to keep people from collapsing for now,”
but must also go on to resolve “how people can reenter reality.”

This makes the meaning economy's second-level role crucial:

It is not only a structure for psychological cushioning,

but also a layer of structural transition.

Structural transition

means reorganizing the things scattered by the failure of old occupational support:
- Fragmented time
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- Idle capabilities

- Desires for expression and collaboration

- Small but real social needs

- Forms of participation previously unrecognized by the old occupational system

- Activities insufficient to constitute long-term jobs, yet sufficient to constitute genuine contributions
The manuscript The Meaning Economy defines this very clearly:

The essence of the meaning economy is not turning “emotional value” into a new commodity,

but taking the people, time, capabilities, and needs not fully absorbed by the old occupational system
and weaving them anew into relationships of participation.

It is both a buffer after old structures break and a bridge toward new structures of participation.

Its value lies in this:

Individuals no longer have to enter society only through standardized occupations,

but can also reenter reality through broader responses to needs, service, creative work, collaboration,
companionship, organizing, and cultural participation.

In other words,

what truly matters about the meaning economy is not the word “meaning” itself,
but the transitional function it performs structurally:

Redirecting large amounts of idle capability outside old occupational support
toward new social participation.

From this point on,

the question is no longer simply “whether people feel better,”

but whether people are regaining pathways.

The structural significance of the meaning economy is therefore:

It is not an endpoint,

but a bridge.

It is not the final new civilization,

but can serve as a practical transition from the ruptures of the old civilization toward new infrastructure for
participation.

IV. Why the Meaning Economy Must Not Be Misrepresented as a New Round of
“Meaning Commodification”

Precisely because the meaning economy serves both cushioning and transitional roles,

it is also extremely easy to misread.

The most common misreading

is to portray it as a new market opportunity:

Since many people in the future will be lonelier, more anxious, and more eager for recognition,
produce new services, content, companionship, and experiences around those feelings.

On the surface, this too seems to belong to the “meaning economy.”

But if this direction expands without limit,

it will quickly depart from the core this chapter seeks to protect.

A genuine meaning economy

cannot merely turn a “lack of meaning” into a business.
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If it stops at “creating consumption around people's inner emptiness,”
it will ultimately turn meaning into a commodity again,
rather than reconnect people to reality.

The manuscript The Meaning Economy has already explicitly warned that the meaning economy is not
inherently a cure: it can readily slide into an escalating, self-defeating competition for meaning, barriers to
participation, and new inequalities, or even quantify “meaning” itself anew as a source of anxiety. It may also
degenerate into a new platform logic: apparently encouraging participation while actually collecting attention,
emotions, and self-narratives, reducing individuals once again to units that can be traded, ranked, and set in
competition.

This means that,

if handled badly,

the meaning economy will degenerate from “transitional support” into “meaning commodification.”
The latter not only cannot repair ruptures,

but will create new ones:

- Participation is turned into performance again

- Meaning is turned into metrics again

- The sense of being needed is turned into competitive bidding again

- The sense of value is subjected to platforms again

- Anxiety is monetized again

Individuals thus appear to have entered a new ecosystem of participation,

while in fact entering only another, softer and more hidden mechanism of hollowing out.

This chapter must therefore draw a clear line:

If the meaning economy cannot bring people back to real needs, real relationships, and real contributions,
it will ultimately degenerate into renewed consumption built around inner emptiness.

Precisely for this reason,

the meaning economy cannot be portrayed as an endpoint.

If it cannot lead onward to deeper new structures of support,

it is very likely itself to become part of the old logic.

V. Why the Meaning Economy Can Only Be a Bridge and Cannot Replace Deeper New
Structures of Support

At this point,

the meaning economy's place can be defined very clearly.

It is necessary.

After old occupational support fails,

individuals cannot be left wholly unsupported.

It also has value.

It can provide psychological cushioning and structural transition,
helping individuals move from dependence on a single occupation
to broader pathways of participation.

Yet it still cannot be portrayed as an endpoint.

The reason is:

At most, it can first answer “how people can avoid falling entirely through the fault zone,’

3
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but cannot yet fully answer “how future civilization can reliably support people.’
Genuinely deeper new structures of support

must go on to do several things:

- Make needs discovery no longer scattered

- Make capability connections no longer accidental

- Prevent participation from being reset to zero as soon as it is completed

- Keep continuity of contribution facts separate from role formation; roles must still be assessed independently
- Subject roles, resource permissions, and opportunities to separate, independent review

- Give belonging and a sense of the future sustained structures again

These things already go beyond the meaning economy itself.

This is precisely why

the later chapters of Part Three continue to test Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution records as
candidate interfaces each capable of failing independently.

The meaning economy can initially support people at the rupture in old occupational support,

but cannot alone complete the entire task of “how a new civilization can support people over the long term.”

In the main book's logic, what needs protection is the conditions under which pathways, roles, and effective
participation continue to emerge; prototypes such as Dream Garden can only test needs discovery, capability
connections, and factual recording. Opportunities in the next round must be reviewed anew and cannot be
generated automatically by contribution records or a purported closed loop.

This chapter must therefore ultimately locate the meaning economy very precisely:
It is not the endpoint of future civilization,

but, after old occupational support fails,

a bridge toward a participation society.

Chapter Summary

What this chapter validates and advances is the main book's judgment that “future civilization needs to redesign
structures of participation, forms of contribution, and structures of responsibility.”

The main book has made clear that what truly matters in the future is not merely whether entry points exist, but
whether these entry points can accumulate into roles, project-specific trust, and effective participation.

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

The meaning economy's true value lies not in creating new emotional consumption, but in providing a
transitional layer of social support after old occupational support fails.

The manuscript The Meaning Economy has already made this clear: the meaning economy first serves the dual
functions of psychological cushioning and structural transition, reorganizing fragmented time, idle skills, and
needs for expression into social activities in which people can participate; at the same time, however, it faces
risks of alienation such as escalating, self-defeating competition for meaning, barriers to participation, and new
inequalities.

The most important question this chapter leaves for what follows is therefore:

Since the meaning economy cannot be portrayed as an endpoint,

the genuinely more stable destination must be:

Developing transitional support further into sustainable infrastructure for participation.

110



Chapter 17: Dream Garden, Shared World, and Contribution
Records: Participation-Infrastructure Prototypes That Must Be
Allowed to Fail

Prototype Boundaries: Dream Garden, Shared World, and Contribution Records Must All Be Allowed to Fail

Permission boundaries: visibility of resource facts # data access # matching # ownership # rights of use or
disposal # requisition # execution. Contribution records may preserve only bounded facts; they do not generate
basic rights, political status, eligibility for public services, resource rights, governance rights, or cross-domain
social credit. Every current permission must be revalidated, separately authorized, time-limited, and open to
appeal and withdrawal.

The three types of proposal in this chapter are only engineering hypotheses about “how needs are discovered,
how action obtains resources, and how contributions are taken up.” They possess no sovereignty over facts, nor
are they indispensable product forms through which Civilization Leap must pass. Platforms must be replaceable,
data portable, authorization revocable, and users free to leave. The withdrawal of any single platform must not
cause basic social relationships and public services to collapse.

Contributions may record real-world effects within a bounded scope; they cannot settle the value of an entire
life. Contributions cannot be bought with money and cannot automatically become basic rights, political power,
or an overall social-credit score. Records must follow multiple tracks, involve limited binding, and be open to
appeal, correction, and migration.

The main book has made one crucial structural judgment unmistakably clear:

Structural meaning emerges when capability, need, and connection are brought together in reality. Only when
capability and need are genuinely connected through some structure is an individual drawn into an ongoing real-
world process of action and being supported. What a future civilization truly needs is not only more powerful
Al but stronger “structures for connecting to the world.” The significance of the Dream Garden, Shared World,
and contribution-record prototypes lies precisely in their attempt to give this structure concrete form: making
needs visible, giving action a foundation, allowing contributions to accumulate, and enabling individuals to be
supported anew by reality rather than merely called upon.

If this judgment holds,

then, at this point in Part III, the discussion can no longer remain at the level of principles and transitional
mechanisms.

It must go on to answer:
What forms of infrastructure
will these new structures of support actually take?

This is also why this volume studies Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution records alongside one
another without assuming that they must be bundled together.

They are not three isolated modules,
but expressions, at different levels, of the same new logic of support:
The Dream Garden prototype tests need discovery and collaboration matching;

the Shared World prototype tests whether voluntary authorization to use resources can improve some conditions
for action;

contribution records are responsible only for preserving facts from bounded contexts. Subsequent pathways,
project-specific trust judgments, and resource permissions must each be reviewed and authorized anew by the
competent parties.
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Even if all three pass bounded trials separately, this supports only their respective local hypotheses. Whether
they can be combined into an embryonic structure with net benefits still requires separate testing.

1. Why a Vision of Participation Needs Testable Real-World Interfaces

Any new social form
will struggle to endure
if it remains only an appeal to values.

People may certainly agree that “the future should involve more participation, more collaboration, and more
creation,”

but as long as there are no corresponding real-world pathways of entry,

that agreement will soon dwindle into a statement that is correct yet has nowhere to take root.
This is precisely why

a “participatory society” cannot be understood merely as an ideal of civilization.

It needs concrete institutions, relationships, and practical conditions; their specific forms remain open.
Infrastructure

does not mean technological systems alone.

Its deeper meaning is this:

does a society have stable structures

that bring dispersed people, capabilities, needs, and time

back into shared processes that can be repeated, built upon, and sustained?

The infrastructure of industrial society consists of factories, railways, ports, schools, enterprises, and
occupational systems;

and if a participatory society is to become viable,
it too must have infrastructure of its own:
not simply infrastructure that lets resources circulate,

but infrastructure that maintains reviewable interfaces between capabilities, needs, action, and factual records.
Whether someone participates again depends on new facts, consent, capability, safety, and responsibility
conditions; no automatic closed loop is formed.

The related proposal draft presents this step as a conditional hypothesis:

If automation continues to expand, society may need to study the conditions of production, distribution, and
participation together. In this volume, Dream Garden is only a platform hypothesis that may fail: it can test need
discovery and collaboration matching, but must not establish cross-domain credibility evaluations. It does not
own global resources, promise opportunities for learning, living, working, or participating, or assume that it will
become infrastructure.

This means

that, if a “participatory society” is to become viable,

it must first answer a very practical question:

how can people genuinely enter it?

Changing attitudes alone, or relying on enthusiasm alone, is not enough to change reality.

The conditions for entry must also be improved gradually through multiple comparable approaches.
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2. Why Dream Garden, Shared World, and Contribution Records Need to Be Tested Separately Before
Their Combination Is Discussed

Many proposals fail along the way,

not because they have no value at all,

but because they address only one part of the process.

If they address needs but not the foundations for action,

people can see opportunities but cannot reach them;

if they address resources but not needs,

resources may sit there in abundance without automatically producing participation;
if they address participation but not continuity in the facts of contribution,

people may do a great deal, yet still return to zero as soon as the work is finished.

Therefore, Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution records can be tested separately. Limited
combinations should be discussed only when their respective net effects are established and the boundaries of
rights are clear.

For what they answer are three levels of the same question.
The Dream Garden prototype tests:
how genuine needs can be discovered, organized, published, and matched with capabilities.

This hypothesis can begin with settings in which needs are dispersed: rural schools, community centers, small
businesses, or cultural institutions, for example, publishing bounded tasks. Whether a need is genuine, who is
responsible, whether payment is provided, and how to withdraw must each be verified. Dream Garden's design
hypothesis is to form a network of needs; whether it outperforms existing channels still requires comparison.

The Shared World prototype tests:

even when capability and need meet, action still requires accommodation, transport, workspace, tools and
equipment, and local support.

In other words, the biggest problem between needs and capabilities is not always “a mismatch”;
often it is “the excessive cost of taking action.”
Through short-term accommodation, transport, workspaces, community access, and tool sharing,

Shared World attempts to lower some of the high barriers to cross-regional participation that would otherwise
block it,

provided that rights holders authorize each item individually, responsibility is clear, and authorization is
revocable. The platform provides information and matching only; it acquires no authority to allocate resources.

It tests the conditions under which “I am willing to go” can become “I really can go.”

The contribution-record prototype tests:

participation must no longer return to zero as soon as it is finished.

If participation is merely a one-off activity,

people will not truly develop a pathway;

if the facts of contribution lack the necessary conditions for preservation, interpretation, and review,

new collaborations may repeatedly incur the cost of proving the same facts. But records still cannot generate a
pathway or a place.

The contribution-record prototype preserves only verifiable facts within bounded contexts; it does not turn
participation into a unified credibility structure.
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It allows “what I have done” to exist beyond memory alone,

and, if authorized by the parties concerned, to provide factual material for the next round of collaboration.
Participation, resource permissions, and roles are still decided independently.

Thus this volume presents the three kinds of problem alongside one another to examine whether they are related,
rather than portraying the three prototypes as an indivisible, necessary combination.

Any combination must still demonstrate its net benefits, rights boundaries, chain of responsibility, and exit
conditions separately, and be compared with simpler alternatives. A platform cannot guarantee that an individual
will “develop a future.”

They can be condensed into the following chain:
Dream Garden: making genuine needs visible
Shared World: providing conditions for action

Factual records: maintaining continuity in participation facts to the extent necessary, without automatically
generating consequences

Only if bounded trials show that these interfaces produce net benefits
can a “participatory society” move beyond a declaration of values

and potentially acquire an embryonic infrastructure that must be tested in reality.

3. Why the Question They Answer Together Is Not “How to Increase Efficiency,” but “How to Enable
More People to Reenter Civilization”
On the surface,

the Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution-record prototypes also appear capable of increasing
efficiency.

Needs are discovered faster,

resources are used more efficiently,

friction in capability matching is reduced,

and the costs of cross-regional collaboration fall.

All of this is certainly true.

But understanding them merely as “efficiency tools”
would completely underestimate their real significance.
For the question they answer together

is not really “how to do existing things more efficiently,”
but:

how to enable people who previously could not get in

to reenter civilization.

This step is crucial.

The old occupational system is increasingly inadequate

precisely because it finds it increasingly difficult to connect people without stable jobs, access to major
platforms' resources, or a single occupational identity

to real-world processes on an ongoing basis.

The significance of the Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution-record prototypes
lies in their attempt to test a broader way of entering:

- Jobs are not the only gateways

- Employment is not the only form of participation
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- Resource use must rest on ownership, contracts, public-law authorization, or another lawful source of rights;
platform matching creates no rights

- Subsequent opportunities do not depend solely on a conventional résumé, but still require publicly stated
conditions and review of current capability, safety, consent, and responsibility

- Titles in established organizations are not the sole determinant of whether a person is needed
Both The Meaning Economy and The Dream Garden Platform Development Proposal repeatedly emphasize:

In this hypothetical setting, capabilities need not take effect only through jobs; resources are no longer merely
possessions; and meaning is no longer attached solely to a local occupational system. A retired worker, through
making dumplings and paper-cut art, may go from “retired worker” to “cultural ambassador” in a community
abroad. An internet operations worker laid off in a corporate “optimization” may become the digitalization
adviser a guesthouse needs elsewhere. What truly happens here is not simply that “value is rediscovered,” but
that people reenter a larger network of civilizational collaboration.

In other words,

the question they answer together is:

how can more people move beyond living at the margins of the system
and reenter the process through which the world is generated?

This already goes beyond a question of efficiency.

It begins to touch on a question of civilization.

4. Why These Structures May Instead Flatten Diversity Again Without Restrained, Distributed, and
Correctable Governance

Yet this is also where

risks emerge.

For once any infrastructure begins to work,

it may in turn become a new centralizing force.

If Dream Garden is mishandled,

it will slide from a “need-discovery network” into a “need-screening system”;

if Shared World is mishandled,

it will slide from a “network providing foundations for action” into a “resource-control system”;

if contribution records are mishandled,

they will slide from a “participation-recording mechanism” into a “points-based system of domination.”
An earlier draft of the main book and related materials have already issued a very clear warning about this:

If their governance is mishandled, the Shared World, Dream Garden, and contribution-record prototypes may
degenerate into resource-control systems, pathway-screening systems, and points-based control systems. Once
contribution records become excessively centralized, interpretive authority becomes excessively concentrated,
and evaluation mechanisms become opaque, networked participation may even slide back toward a new form of
centralized domination, ultimately flattening diversity, narrowing the space of the future, and turning “broader
participation” into “more concealed” control.

This means

that, if these infrastructures are genuinely to serve the goal of “enabling more people to reenter civilization,”
they must meet several non-negotiable conditions:

First, restraint.

They must know what they are doing and what they are not doing.
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They must not, merely because they hold needs, resources, and contribution records,
expand into an all-encompassing machine of interpretive authority.

Second, distributed organization.

Needs should not be published only by a single center,

nor should value be certified only by a single center.

Different communities, subdomains, and collaborative networks must retain some room for interpretation.
Only then will diverse pathways avoid being flattened in advance.

Third, correctability.

Any evaluation, matching, or accumulation may go wrong.

Without mechanisms for appeal, correction, review, rollback, and substitution,
even the most beautiful new structure

will soon become a new rigid shell.

Fourth, not engulfing people.

Their goal is not to turn everyone into a computable node on a platform,

but to enable people to reenter reality through the platform.

If, instead, all meaning is required to be defined through the platform,

this is no longer the rebuilding of support;

it is the creation of a new single pathway.

Thus this chapter must formally establish another judgment:

a participatory society needs infrastructure,

but that infrastructure must always remain subordinate to a higher goal:
keeping the future accessible, revisable, and open to joint generation.
Otherwise, in the name of “letting more people in,”

it will once again compress the future into another single pathway.

5. Why the Dream Garden, Shared World, and Contribution-Record Prototypes Are First of All
“Embryonic Forms,” Not a Complete End State

At this point,

their place must also be defined with great precision.

They are important

because they break “need discovery—conditions for action—factual records” into candidate structures that can
be piloted, compared, revised, and exited separately. Whether they can work together remains an open question.

But they are still only embryonic forms,

not a complete end state.

There are several reasons

for calling them embryonic forms.

First, they address the foundational question of “how to enable more people to reenter civilization,”

but cannot on their own answer all higher-level questions of civilizational governance, directional calibration, or
coordination among multilayered communities.

They build the layers of entry and support,

not the entire structure of civilization.
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Second, they exist in a transitional age.
The old occupational system has not fully withdrawn,
and the new structures of participation have not fully matured.

Thus, for a considerable transitional period, they are likely to coexist, clash, and overlap with existing markets,
institutions, platforms, and organizations.

This coexistence itself shows
that they are not yet an end state.
Third, they still require continual correction through real-world pilots.

How needs are organized; how applicable conditions for resources are specified under rights holders'
authorization; how contributions are interpreted; how subdomains recognize one another; how coordination
works across regions:

none of these things becomes valid automatically simply because it has been written down.
They must be continually revised in reality.

Yet precisely because they are only embryonic forms,

they are all the more important.

For the rebuilding of civilization never leaps out of nowhere into an end state;

it always begins with embryonic forms.

Industrial civilization did not begin with a complete industrial system,

followed by factories, schools, and railways;

it began with an initial set of workable embryonic forms,

from which an entire infrastructure gradually grew.

In this sense,

the significance of the Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution-record prototypes
lies precisely in their being, not an “ultimate solution,”

but:

the places where a participatory society begins to take real-world form.

They make it possible for the proposition repeatedly advanced earlier in Part I1I

to enter bounded pilot trials:

the key to rebuilding civilization

is not to rearrange people,

but to let people enter the future again.

Chapter Summary
This chapter validates and develops the main book's judgment that “structural meaning emerges when
capability, need, and connection are brought together in reality.”

The main book has already made clear that only when capability and need are genuinely connected through
some structure is an individual drawn into an ongoing real-world process of action and being supported. What a
future civilization truly needs is not only more powerful Al, but stronger “structures for connecting to the
world.”

The deeper mechanism this chapter adds is:

Broader genuine participation will not arrive automatically; it needs infrastructure.
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The Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution-record prototypes respectively test need discovery,
voluntary authorization to use resources, and factual recording. Whether they can improve conditions for action
and participation has not yet been validated. Without restrained, distributed, and correctable governance, these
structures may flatten diversity and turn broader participation into new structures of control.

The most important question this chapter therefore leaves for the discussion ahead is:
after some participation interfaces have completed bounded trials,

Part IIT must return to a higher-level judgment:

the key to rebuilding civilization:

why is it not to rearrange people,

but to let people enter the future again?
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Chapter 18: Interim Conclusion: Rebuilding Civilization
Cannot Merely Rearrange People; It Must Rebuild an
Accessible Future

At this point, Part III has completed a very clear and increasingly unavoidable line of development.

It has not stopped at transitional questions such as “how to cushion the impact,” “how to reduce
unemployment,” or “how to provide more short-term opportunities.”

Instead, it has kept pressing deeper,

until reaching a firmer judgment at the level of civilization:

the key to rebuilding civilization

is not to rearrange people,

but to let people enter the future again.

This is the conclusion that Part III truly seeks to establish.

Beginning with “not merely having work, but regaining an accessible future,”

the question was first drawn out of the old occupational logic:

work no longer automatically means a pathway, a role, a sense of being needed, or a sense of having a future.
One step further,

“new structures of support” were introduced as a core concept,

and the question ceased to be how to repair the old system;

it became how to rebuild a new interface layer of civilization,

allowing people to reenter reality and form places, relationships, responsibilities, and futures within it.
Pressing deeper,

the basic logic of “from need discovery to civilizational participation” was established:

the formation of structural meaning requires, at minimum, the simultaneous presence of capability, need, and
connection;

if genuine needs are not brought to light, capabilities cannot enter reality;
if participation cannot accumulate into roles and pathways, structures cannot continue to support people.

As Part ITI moved into more concrete forms such as “the meaning economy” and “the Dream Garden, Shared
World, and contribution-record prototypes,”

the question was pushed decisively to another level:
If a future civilization is to keep moving forward,

it needs to try to improve support through multiple institutions and relationships, leaving their specific
combination open,

so that people are not merely used,
but supported anew by reality,
and through reality can reenter the future.

This is the point at which Part III completes its argument.
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1. What Part III Truly Advances Is Not a Set of Proposals, but a New Judgment About Civilization

Viewed only on the surface,

Part III seems to propose a great many things:

- An accessible future

- New structures of support

- Need discovery

- Connecting capabilities

- Continuity in contribution facts

- The meaning economy

- Dream Garden

- Shared World

- The contribution-record prototype

These appear to be a collection of proposals, prototypes, and institutional components.
But to understand them only in this way

would be to read Part III superficially.

For what Part III truly advances

is not a set of parallel proposals,

but a new judgment about civilization:

what a future civilization truly needs to address

is not only “how to keep operating,”

but “how to keep supporting people.”

This judgment matters

precisely because Part II has already provided substantial support for it:
the deepest destabilization of the old civilization

is not fluctuation in jobs, incomes, and organizations themselves,
but a decline in the capacity to “keep connecting people to the future.”
Once this point is established,

Part IIT must answer a corresponding question:

If we are to rebuild,

what exactly are we rebuilding?

The answer is not simply the number of jobs,

nor an abstract institutional vision,

but:

rebuilding support.

Support needs to be identified in its own right

precisely because it was not originally designed in its own right.
In the old civilization,

occupation, organization, identity, belonging, income, and the ordering of time were bundled together for so
long

that “supporting people” often seemed to happen automatically.
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But once these bonds begin to loosen,

civilization must, for the first time, consciously confront this:
a society that wishes to keep moving forward

must also actively design how it supports people.

This is the genuinely new judgment put forward in Part III.

2. Why an “Accessible Future” Is Part III's True Starting Point

Part III begins with an “accessible future,”

rather than moving straight into a discussion of platforms, institutions, and infrastructure,
for a simple reason:

unless the nature of the “future” is clarified first,

every subsequent design will slide back into the old logic.

For one of the easiest things for the old logic to do

is compress the future once again into job lists, division-of-labor charts, training schedules, and matching
systems.

Yet Part III has already stated clearly:

what is truly scarce in the future is not only jobs,

but channels for entering that future.

Why is this statement so crucial?

Because it attempts to turn the “future” from an abstract narrative

into structural accessibility.

In other words,

whether a future is viable

no longer depends on who paints the most moving picture of it,

but on:

- Whether a person can see a pathway into it

- Whether their participation will leave a trace

- Whether their capabilities can connect with genuine needs

- Whether their growth can accumulate into a role

- Whether their time will continue to count

If these things are absent,

even the most powerful system will merely turn the “future” into someone else's space,
rather than a space that most people can enter together.

The main book's final chapter has already stated this very clearly:

a genuine Civilization Leap does not mean finding the one and only future,
but making the future accessible, revisable, and open to joint generation again.
The real competition among future civilizations is not merely technological competition,

but a contest over who can keep supporting more people and enable more people to occupy thicker places within
more powerful systems.

Thus Part III's true starting point is not “how to arrange things,”
but “how to reopen the conditions for entering the future.”

Only when the future becomes accessible again
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do structures of support have a reason to exist.
Otherwise, any structure is merely screening more efficiently,

rather than supporting more broadly.

3. Why New Structures of Support Are an Interface Layer of Civilization, Not a Patch

Moving on from the “accessible future,”

Part III's most important step

is to introduce “new structures of support.”

The value of this step

is that it moves the question from crisis management to the rebuilding of civilizational interfaces.
An “interface”

means that a civilization does not endure through ideas alone;

it must also possess some real-world structure

through which individuals can engage with needs, relationships, collaboration, responsibility, and the future.
The old occupational system fulfilled this role for a long time,

but it is no longer sufficient.

If a civilization still wishes to take in lives, extend lives, and organize lives,

it must now construct a new interface layer.

Part III therefore emphasizes that “new structures of support are not an optional extra”
precisely because this is no longer a question of improvement,

but a question of survival.

A patch can slow a fall,

but cannot create a new landing surface;

short-term training, projects, and assistance are all necessary,

but cannot replace long-term support.

The main book has already provided very clear intermediate-level language for this:
only when capability, need, and connection form sustained interactions in reality,

and gradually accumulate into pathways, roles, relationships, contributions, participation, and institutional
support,

will structural meaning genuinely emerge.
In other words, what truly needs rebuilding is not merely the gateway,

but how action after entry forms a place within current relationships, capabilities, consent, and responsibility.
Records cannot automatically generate a place.

This is why

Part III does not reduce “structures of support” to an abstract slogan.

They can be studied as a dimension of real-world interfaces:

by asking about the task that old structures find increasingly difficult to perform:
connecting people to reality again,

and, through reality, connecting them back to the future.
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4. Can “Need Discovery—Connecting Capabilities—Factual Continuity” Form a Testable Relationship?

If an “accessible future” provides the direction,

and “new structures of support” give the problem its form,

then the chapter “From Need Discovery to Civilizational Participation”

truly supplies Part III's structural logic.

This logic matters

because it shifts the question from “how people are arranged”

to “how people enter reality.”

The main book's chapter on the mechanism generating structural meaning has already explained this fully:
capability is the possibility of entering reality;

need is the direction that draws possibility toward reality;

and connection is the mechanism through which capability and need can meet, collaborate, recur, and gradually
accumulate into pathways and roles.

Without capability, individuals cannot act upon reality;

without need, capability lacks a real-world direction;

without connection, capability and need can exist alongside one another but cannot generate structural meaning.
This leads Part III to propose a judgment requiring further testing:
the starting point for future structures of support

can no longer be job matching alone;

it must be need discovery.

For if genuine needs are not brought to light,

even abundant capabilities will remain idle;

if capabilities and needs cannot be connected reliably,

even extensive participation will remain fragmented;

if participation facts are never preserved to the extent necessary,

some traces of action may be repeatedly lost. This does not mean that existential meaning or basic rights are
reduced to zero.

Part I1I therefore proposes a refutable chain of relationships:

Needs are brought to light anew

- Capabilities are connected anew

- Participation facts are preserved to the extent necessary

— People reenter the future through reality

This chain matters

because it no longer treats people as positions passively awaiting allocation,
but places them back within the process through which reality is generated.
If real-world evidence shows that this relationship produces net benefits,

a “participatory society” will cease to be merely a slogan

and begin to acquire a structural foundation.
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5. Why the Meaning Economy Can Only Be a Bridge, Not an Endpoint

Part III next discusses the meaning economy

not because it is the new civilization itself,

but, on the contrary,

precisely because it is not yet that civilization.

Its importance lies in this:

after the failure of old occupational support,

individuals must not be left wholly suspended.

During the transition, when old pathways have broken and new ones have not fully formed,

a layer of support must first emerge in society's middle ground,

allowing individuals, through participation, expression, collaboration, and a sense of being needed,
to maintain their most basic connection with reality.

This is the value of the meaning economy:

it is a psychological buffer layer

and a structural transition layer.

It prevents people's inner lives from falling altogether out of the civilizational process after old pathways break,
while helping fragmented time, idle capabilities, and dispersed needs

gradually become new participatory relationships.

The draft of The Meaning Economy has already stated clearly

that the meaning economy does not directly provide “meaning”;

it provides three conditions needed for meaning to emerge: opportunities to participate, conditions for action,
and recognition of value.

It is a bridge, not an end state.

For this very reason,

Part III must also draw clear boundaries:

if the meaning economy cannot lead onward to deeper new structures of support,

it can easily slide toward the “commodification of meaning,”

ultimately turning a sense of inner emptiness into yet another consumer market.

It is therefore necessary,

but must not be mistakenly presented as an endpoint.

This further demonstrates

that rebuilding civilization cannot be accomplished by proclaiming a new set of values;

it must be constructed gradually through transition layers, support layers, and infrastructure layers.

6. How to Move from an Appeal to Values to Testable Real-World Interfaces

If the preceding steps remained at the level of logic and transitional structures,

the introduction of the Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution-record prototypes
means that Part III truly begins to reach the ground.

Their significance lies not in a few names,

but in their attempt to give “how to enable more people to reenter reality”

embryonic real-world forms that can be imagined, built, piloted, and corrected.
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The Dream Garden prototype tests whether dispersed needs can be discovered and verified under conditions of
clear responsibility.

The Shared World prototype tests whether individual, limited, and revocable authorization by rights holders for
accommodation, transport, space, or tools

can lower some barriers to cross-regional action. The platform acquires no authority to allocate them.
The contribution-record prototype preserves only necessary facts;

the individual concerned can authorize a new project to view them. Pathways, roles, and resource permissions
must still be decided independently.

What they jointly illustrate is not an already established efficiency network,

but three kinds of separately testable question: visibility of needs, conditions for action, and factual continuity.
Of course, Part III has also given a very clear warning:

without restrained, distributed, and correctable governance,

these structures may likewise flatten diversity again,

turning broader participation into another single pathway.

Yet precisely because these risks exist,

the underlying questions cannot be avoided, although any specific prototype may be falsified, replaced, or
exited.

Rebuilding civilization never waits until everything is perfect before beginning;

it begins with embryonic forms and grows through correction.

In this sense,

broader genuine participation will not arrive automatically.

It requires concrete institutions, relationships, and practical conditions; no single platform is a necessary answer.
And once this step begins to happen,

the judgment advanced throughout the earlier sections of Part III

can acquire a bounded, testable real-world form:

the key to rebuilding civilization

is not to rearrange people,

but to let people enter the future again.

7. What Part III Actually Brings to Completion

Taken as a whole,

what Part IIT actually completes is not a system of proposals,

but a logical chain moving from “crisis diagnosis” to “rebuilding civilization”:
- What is truly scarce in the future is not only jobs, but an accessible future

- When the old occupational system no longer reliably supports people, improving real-world conditions of
support becomes an important issue. The specific structures may be diverse and may also reject this volume's
prototypes

- New structures of support can begin with questions such as need discovery, connecting capabilities, and
factual continuity; the specific combination remains open

- The meaning economy may provide transitional support; whether more concrete real-world interfaces produce
net benefits still requires separate testing

- The research value of Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution records does not lie in platform names.
They are only candidate answers concerning need discovery, conditions for action, and factual continuity
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This means

that what Part III actually accomplishes

is not the introduction of a few new terms,

but the advancement of the question from “crisis management” to “rebuilding civilizational interfaces”:
if a future civilization is to keep moving forward,

it needs to try to improve support through multiple institutions and relationships, leaving their specific
combination open,

so that people are not merely used,
but supported anew by reality,

and their participation facts can be preserved to the extent necessary without automatically generating future
opportunities.

For this very reason,

what Part IIT ultimately establishes

is not “a particular platform proposal,”
but a higher-level judgment:

the key to rebuilding civilization

is not to rearrange people,

but to let people enter the future again.
From here onward,

the book as a whole cannot remain solely at the level of historical validation, bringing present-day reality to
light, and application prototypes.

It must proceed to the final two steps:
- What, exactly, has already supported this theory?
- Where does its explanatory power remain insufficient?

- How should higher-level directional calibration, the human heart, and the interface with cosmology be
situated?

This is precisely the work that the volume's final two chapters must continue to carry out.

Chapter Summary

What Part III truly develops and grounds is an entire sequence of judgments from the main book:

What truly matters for the future is not merely whether gateways exist, but whether gateways can accumulate
into pathways, roles, and futures;

“having work” no longer automatically means “being supported”;

new structures of support can begin with questions such as need discovery, connecting capabilities, and factual
continuity, while their specific combination remains open;

the meaning economy may provide transitional support, but whether more concrete real-world interfaces
produce net benefits still requires separate testing;

the research value of Dream Garden, Shared World, and contribution records does not lie in platform names.
They are only candidate answers concerning

need discovery, conditions for action, and factual continuity.
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This means that what Part I1I truly accomplishes is not merely the introduction of a few new concepts,
but the advancement of the question from “crisis management” to “rebuilding civilizational interfaces”:
if a future civilization is to keep moving forward,

it needs to try to improve support through multiple institutions and relationships, leaving their specific
combination open,

so that people are not merely used,
but supported anew by reality,

and their participation facts can be preserved to the extent necessary without automatically generating future
opportunities.

Theoretical Revision and Further Development.
Part I1I: Evidential Conclusion

Part III has not “validated” the inevitable effectiveness of any future institutional system. It has only turned
V7.2's intermediate-level relationships into hypotheses that can be designed and can fail: if civilization wishes to
keep generating real places after the centrality of occupations weakens, it needs new mechanisms for need
discovery, participation, resource support, the uptake of contributions, and exit.

Whenever a prototype manifests as a new form of rule by scoring, the commodification of relationships,
platform lock-in, data abuse, or the binding of basic rights, it should trigger rollback, replacement, or even
withdrawal, rather than being advanced further on the grounds that “the theory's goals are correct.”
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Chapter 19: Version Relationship with the Main Theory, V7.2

This volume no longer tests every original formulation in earlier drafts; it takes V7.2 as its sole theoretical
baseline. V7.2 has already incorporated several revisions forced by the validation work: prioritizing existing
language; withdrawing the civilization-wide total-score relational expression and retaining only a
nonquantitative relational framework in which dimensions cannot offset one another; historical cases cannot
serve as proof of the theory; Al is first and foremost an extension of human capability subject to authorization;
survival and the three goals are distinguished by level; contributions can record only bounded effects and cannot
settle the value of an entire life; and the fundamental transformation of Civilization Leap is not defined by
Meaning Dynamics alone.

Accordingly, the task of Chapter 19 has also changed: it is not to announce that the theory has been “validated,”
but to register which relationships receive support, which remain merely correlations, which cases force the
theory to narrow its explanatory authority, and how the next round of research can genuinely change V7.2.

What Validation Supports, and What the Theory Still Lacks

The main book makes clear from the outset that this is not a closed set of answers, but a revisable framework. It
addresses not the ontology of meaning, but the intermediate-level civilizational question of “how meaning
exists, moves, becomes unbalanced, and reorganizes as a real-world structure.” It seeks to explain how
individuals enter reality, how pathways form, how roles thicken, how contributions accumulate, how
collaboration is organized, how system enhancement becomes decoupled from subject enhancement, and how
the future can rebuild the foundations for participation.

If this position holds,

the task of validation can never be merely to “support the claim that the main book is right.”
Its deeper task is:

to let the theory know how far its explanations already reach,

and where they do not yet reach.

This is precisely why this chapter exists.

At this point, the historical cases, real-world materials, and application prototypes are sufficient to move the
theory as a whole into a more rigorous next round of testing;

but a theory truly matures
not when it has no boundaries,

but when it begins to understand clearly where its boundaries lie.

1. A First Judgment Supported by Multiple Kinds of Material but Still Requiring Further Validation:
“Civilization Is Not Only a Capability System, but Also a Meaning System”

At this point in the companion volume,

the first core judgment to have received repeated support

is the first judgment in the main book's introduction:

civilization is not only a capability system, but also a meaning system.

If a civilization is analyzed only in terms of capability,

many crucial facts become inexplicable:

why some social systems remain efficient while people become increasingly hollow;

why some structures continue to operate stably yet find it increasingly difficult to nurture people who take
responsibility;

why technological enhancement does not automatically amount to Civilization Leap;
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why, although all are “organizing people anew,” some move toward rebuilding while others veer off course.

The main book brings these questions together at the level of “structural meaning.” This volume's historical and
real-world validation repeatedly indicates that, unless the generation of “places, pathways, roles, responsibilities,
participation, and a sense of the future” is treated as a civilizational variable, many of the most crucial changes
will be misdiagnosed as purely economic, institutional, or emotional problems.

Part I matters
because it supports this:

how the old world loses people cannot be explained solely by resource exhaustion or the collapse of its outer
shell;

“the capacity to connect people to the future” may be one intermediate-level variable that requires independent
testing.

Part II matters
because it suggests:

the real-world restructuring of white-collar jobs, aggregate imbalance across sources of meaning, the contraction
of hope, and problems of a shared future

can be compared within a single framework,

but whether they arise from the same mechanism still requires independent evidence and the testing of
competing explanations.

Part III takes a further step,

moving the question to the level of application:

if the deepest source of civilizational destabilization is the failure of “ways of supporting people,”
then the key to rebuilding civilization is no longer to keep reinforcing the old logic,

but to rebuild support.

Thus this volume provides multiple kinds of supporting material for this overarching judgment in the main
book, but not enough to establish it as an exclusive explanation:

whether a civilization remains healthy
cannot be judged only by what it can do;

one must also ask whether it can keep generating subjects, places, responsibilities, and futures.

2. A Second Judgment with Substantial Support but Still Requiring Further Validation: “Technological
Enhancement Does Not Automatically Amount to Civilization Leap”

The second judgment in the main book's introduction has likewise received substantial support:

technological enhancement does not automatically amount to Civilization Leap.

If systems become more powerful while people become thinner, this is only the old structure being driven to
extremes, not a leap.

This judgment matters

because it directly breaks with an extremely common and extremely dangerous image of linear progress:
as though more powerful technology, faster systems, larger models, and denser organization

would naturally make civilization better.

The main book has already explicitly criticized this idea:

a window is not change itself, but the threshold moment when “the old structure can no longer avoid
reorganization.” The danger of a window lies in the very same point: when old structures loosen, new ones may
form toward higher-level collaboration and broader support for subjects, or they may solidify toward stronger
concentration, deeper hollowing-out, thicker systems, and thinner subjects.
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This volume's historical and real-world materials bring precisely this issue into sharper focus.

Ancient Rome shows us that growing capabilities, expanding scale, and the decay of a shared future can coexist
for a long time.

The white-collar cliff shows us that the continued existence of tasks, activities, and interfaces does not mean that
people are still forming thicker places through reality.

The meaning economy and participatory-society prototypes further show that the real question is not merely
whether more tools exist, but whether those tools lead people toward thicker participation or shallower
deployment.

In this sense, this volume has supported the main book's second firm judgment through multiple kinds of
material:

there is no automatic alignment between system enhancement and subject enhancement.
Precisely for this reason,

this central warning of the theory as a whole is worth retaining and testing further:

a civilization can certainly become more and more powerful technologically,

while becoming thinner and thinner in structural meaning.

Once this development goes unseen,

beneath the appearance of “greater efficiency,”

civilization will slide into a state increasingly adept at operating yet increasingly incapable of growing.

3. Another Judgment Supported by Multiple Kinds of Material: “What Truly Matters for Future
Civilization Is Whether Pathways, Roles, and Effective Participation Can Accumulate”

The fourth judgment in the main book's introduction has also received sustained support throughout this
companion volume:

what truly matters for future civilization

is not an ever-growing number of gateways,

but whether more gateways can be organized into sustainable pathways

and gradually accumulate into roles, credibility, and EP.

This judgment runs through almost the entire book.

The French Revolution suggests that high participation does not automatically mean high-quality new structures.

The Soviet Union suggests that new structures can be established, yet lose people again once pathways become
rigid and roles become hollow.

Ancient Rome suggests that the continued existence of participation does not mean participation remains thick.

The white-collar cliff suggests that the continued existence of work does not mean that a pathway for “growing
into oneself through work” still exists.

Part IIT develops this further at the level of institutional prototypes: genuinely effective new structures of support
must enable needs to be discovered, capabilities to be connected, participation to accumulate, contributions to be
recorded, and roles to thicken.

Particularly important,
the main book's tightening of EP also receives substantial support in this volume.

Version 1.3 already stated clearly that civilization's long-term stability depends not on “people still being
inside,” but on enough people continuing to develop capacities for judgment, responsibility, collaboration,
pathway accumulation, and generating direction. Without EP, the more powerful the system, the more
dangerous it becomes. The minimum criterion for EP is not formal participation, but whether it produces real
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judgment, continuity of responsibility, increments that can accumulate, and higher-level revision of direction or
structure.

This means

that this volume effectively turns a latent concept in the main book

into a firm judgment that history and present-day reality can jointly support:
a civilization cannot merely have people “present”;

it must also let them “genuinely enter.”

The criterion for “genuinely entering”

is precisely whether pathways, roles, responsibilities, contributions, and effective participation can continue to
accumulate.

If this cannot be achieved,

even abundant gateways will merely reorganize people into more frequent but shallower activities.

4. Another Judgment Supported by Multiple Kinds of Material: “The Future Is Not a Single Answer, but
a Space That Must Be Reopened”
The fifth judgment in the main book's introduction has likewise been given firmer grounding in this volume:

from Meaning Dynamics' intermediate-level perspective, an important real-world manifestation of Civilization
Leap

is not finding the one and only future,

but reopening the spaces of the future that old structures keep closing.

Why does this judgment matter?

Because it directly determines the theory's entire sense of direction.

If the future is understood as a single answer,

rebuilding civilization can easily slide toward closure:

allowing only one pathway, one kind of subject, one form of participation, and one authority to interpret value.
Yet the historical part of this volume has already clearly indicated:

the question of direction cannot be avoided.

Nazi Germany must be included in this volume

precisely because it demonstrates in the starkest terms that regaining strong structural meaning does not
automatically mean civilizational ascent. Without addressing direction, strong structures themselves may
degenerate into an efficient course gone wrong.

For this very reason,

when designing new structures of support, Part I1I

repeatedly emphasizes:

what the future truly needs is not only stronger organizational capability,

but to let more people reenter civilization without compressing the future into another single pathway.

This is also why Meaning Dynamics: Historical Validation, Case Analysis, and Real-World Applications singles
out principles such as “multitrack records, distributed interpretation, appeal and correction mechanisms, limited
binding and informational self-determination, and not engulfing people.” These are not merely details of
technological governance; they defend the higher principle that “the space of the future must not be locked shut
again.”
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Thus this volume has supported the following judgment quite clearly:
if a future civilization is to be genuinely stable,

it must both rebuild support

and avoid turning support itself into a new closure.

This is also one of the book's most important boundaries for preserving openness.

5. Yet the Work Has Also Exposed Several Gaps the Theory Must Acknowledge

If this chapter ended here,

it would still be incomplete.

For the value of validation lies not only in seeing where the theory holds up,
but, more importantly, in letting the theory know where it cannot yet hold up.

The main book has itself made clear that it offers not a single institutional blueprint, but an intermediate-level
framework better suited to analyzing civilization in the technological age. Different civilizations have different
historical carriers; different societies combine pathways differently; different institutional environments produce
different shared foundations and collaborative structures; and different cultures understand roles, relationships,
credibility, and the sense of being needed in different ways.

Following this self-limitation further,

this volume has exposed at least several areas that still need strengthening.

First, the coupling mechanism between external pressure and the decline of internal support still needs finer
specification

Part I has already addressed how external pressure magnifies internal fractures.

But in terms of theoretical rigor,

the coupling mechanism linking “external pressure—declining internal support—stage-specific destabilization”
could still be expressed through variables more systematically.

The V7.2 main book defines structural tension as a “persistently asymmetric distribution across key dimensions
such as pathways, roles, resources, responsibilities, risks, and opportunities for support,” and notes that tension
compresses the thickness of meaning, narrows diversity, reduces effective participation, and weakens
collaborative efficiency.

This already lays a foundation for further specification in variables,

but a truly more rigorous account of “how external pressure becomes an amplifier of internal implosion” in
history

still requires more mediating variables and analysis of timescales.

Second, the interplay between material constraints, fiscal constraints, and meaning variables could be clearer
This volume has repeatedly emphasized that the issue is not purely economic.

But stopping there

can easily invite the mistaken reading that “material conditions do not matter.”

In reality, material conditions, fiscal structures, resource distribution, and meaning structures are not opposites.
What truly needs developing is this:

under what conditions does material pressure manifest primarily as a crisis of survival?

Under what conditions does it also evolve into destabilized roles, broken pathways, and a collapse in the sense
of the future?

In other words,

the chain linking “material conditions—structure—meaning” can be made firmer still.
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Third, multilayered communities and cross-civilizational adaptation require further development
The main book and appendix have already explicitly acknowledged:
variables may be shared, but their carriers need not be the same.

“Pathways, roles, credibility, collaboration, and the sense of being needed” are not necessarily carried in the
same ways across civilizations.

The documents have already made preliminary observations about differences in how they are carried in East
Asian, Western, Islamic, Indian, and African contexts.

But this volume's main text still proceeds at a fairly high level of abstraction,

and, to become more persuasive to external readers in the future,

it still needs finer-grained comparative research across civilizations to test

which elements are general intermediate-level logics

and which are merely local expressions of particular civilizational structures.

Fourth, key historical groups and mechanisms of transition between stages could be specified more precisely
The current historical chapters have already established a very solid overall chain,

but further scholarly development

could also address:

which groups first lose their places within old structures;

which groups first benefit as new structures form;

which groups first lose their sense of the future during the stage of rigidity;

and how power shifts among these groups.

This would take the judgment concerning “how the old world loses people”

one step further, from an overall historical narrative to “analysis of structural stratification.”
These gaps do not weaken the theory as a whole.

On the contrary, they show precisely this:

the theory is no longer merely an intuitive judgment,

but is beginning to enter a stage of asking “where it can be made firmer still.”

6. The Most Important Issue, and the One Least Amenable to Full Resolution Within This Velume, Is
Directional Calibration

Yet one gap is more crucial than all those above:

directional calibration.

Part I has already forced this issue into view through Nazi Germany:

structural meaning involves not only strength, but direction.

A society's renewed belonging, places, participation, sense of the future, and intensive support do not
automatically amount to civilizational repair;

if the direction is wrong, this strong structural meaning will instead lead to a more efficient course gone wrong.
This means that, although intermediate-level civilizational theory is already sufficient to explain:

- How the old world loses people

- How new visions ignite people's hearts

- How new structures grow rigid, become distorted, and lose people again

- Why systems can become more powerful while subjects become thinner

- Why new structures of support must be rebuilt
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it still cannot fully answer within this volume:

after supporting people anew,

where, exactly, are they to be led?

This is not because the volume has done too little,

but because the question itself approaches the boundary of its theory.

At the outset, the main book made a very important methodological distinction:

this book does not directly address the ontology of meaning; it addresses structural meaning.

In other words, it deliberately chooses the intermediate level rather than the level of ultimate ontology.
This choice gives the book substantial explanatory power,

but also brings an inherent boundary:

it can explain “how structures emerge, destabilize, and are rebuilt,”

but cannot by itself provide the final argument for “why this direction is the higher direction.”
The Human Heart V1.0 supplies the most important line of deeper inquiry precisely at this gap.

Its supplementary discussion states clearly that the human heart is the nexus through which meaning manifests,
the “center of genuine perception and value judgment.” Civilization's fundamental task is to keep the channels
of meaning open. The ultimate test of an institution is whether it lets those who live within it readily manifest
their genuine inner perceptions as action, creation, and relationships. If an institution leaves human hearts
generally numb, that civilization is ill.

In other words,

the question of directional calibration can no longer be avoided
because history and reality have forced it into view;

yet it cannot be fully developed in this volume

because fully developing the higher-level issues of “primordial meaning—the human heart—the manifestation
chain—sovereignty of judgment”

would take this volume from intermediate-level civilizational theory into a complete cosmology.
This step must be honestly acknowledged.

Thus the chapter's most important judgment about boundaries can be stated as follows:
intermediate-level civilizational theory has proposed a testable explanatory framework for studying
how the old world loses people,

why people retreat from the future,

and how a new world rebuilds support.

But to go on to answer:

after supporting people anew,

where, exactly, should they be led,

and why is this the right direction,

higher-level interfaces must continue to be opened.

Chapter Summary

What this chapter truly accomplishes is not merely a “review of achievements,”
but the establishment, for the entire book, of an honesty grounded in clearly understood boundaries.
Judgments supported by multiple kinds of material include:

- Civilization is not only a capability system, but also a meaning system;
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- Technological enhancement does not automatically amount to Civilization Leap;

- What truly matters for future civilization is whether pathways, roles, and effective participation can
accumulate;

- From Meaning Dynamics' intermediate-level perspective, one important manifestation of Civilization Leap is
reopening spaces of the future that old structures keep closing. This does not replace Civilization Leap's
higher-level fundamental transformation.

At the same time, the gaps that have been exposed but still require strengthening are also very clear:
- The coupling mechanism between external pressure and declining internal support;
- The mechanism linking material constraints with meaning variables;

- Multilayered communities and cross-civilizational adaptation;

- Key historical groups and mechanisms of transition between stages;

- Above all, directional calibration and higher-level interfaces.

Thus the sentence this chapter truly seeks to establish is:

the value of validation

lies not only in seeing where the theory holds up,

but, more importantly, in letting the theory know where it cannot yet hold up.

From here,

the book reaches its final boundary before entering the final chapter:

directional calibration, the human heart, and subsequent deeper philosophical reading, interdisciplinary research,
and real-world validation.
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Chapter 20: Directional Calibration, the Human Heart, and
Higher-Level Theoretical Boundaries

The Human-Heart Interface: An Important Window of Observation, Not Civilization's Final Court of Appeal

The Human Heart V1.0 has narrowed this interface again: feelings are genuine signals, but the genuineness of
feelings and the correctness of explanations about the external world are not the same thing. Institutions and
civilizations must hear people's fear, trust, sense of being needed, relational experience, and expectations of the
future, but must not turn these feelings directly into facts, legal conclusions, or public power.

This allows this volume to retain the real-world question of “why people retreat from the future,” while
withdrawing the strong assertion that “the human heart naturally possesses sovereign authority to determine
direction.” Directional judgments should be formed jointly through feedback from the human heart, factual
evidence, rights boundaries, long-term consequences, cross-cultural comparison, and specialist research.

The main book makes a very important methodological choice from the outset:
this book begins not with the ontology of meaning, but with structural meaning.
It seeks to address not “what ultimate meaning is,”

but how meaning becomes structure in reality, how it becomes unbalanced, fractures, grows rigid, and is
reorganized.

Precisely for this reason, the main book can bring the question back to a firmer intermediate level:

how individuals enter reality, how pathways form, how roles thicken, how contributions accumulate, how
collaboration is organized, and how technological enhancement becomes decoupled from subject enhancement.

If this methodological choice holds,

then, at this point,

the book as a whole must honestly confront an equally important fact:
intermediate-level civilizational theory is sufficient to explain many of the most crucial questions,
but cannot, on its own,

provide the final argument for “why the direction is right.”

This is precisely why

Chapter 20 must be placed at the end of the volume,

rather than earlier.

For by this point, the book provides sufficient support for the following:
intermediate-level structural analysis is genuinely necessary;

but if it is truly to complete its argument,

it must acknowledge that another question will return sooner or later:
after supporting people anew,

where, exactly, are they to be led?

This is precisely the task of this chapter.

1. Why the Question of Direction Can No Longer Be Avoided at the End of the Volume

If the book stopped after Parts I, 11, and III,
it would already be sufficient to explain:

- How the old world loses people

- Why people retreat from the future

- How a new world rebuilds support
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This is already a fairly complete chain of civilizational analysis.

Moreover, from the perspective of intermediate-level theory, it is not empty abstraction.
It can already explain many of the most important changes in reality:

why old structures lose meaning first, rather than simply losing their outer shells first;
why high participation does not automatically generate high-quality new structures;
why systems can become more powerful while subjects become thinner;

why a shared future becomes a crucial variable in AGI scenarios;

why future civilization must rebuild new structures of support.

Yet the difficulty is precisely this:

all of this still leaves a final, unavoidable question:

Does organizing people anew

amount to repairing civilization?

Part I has already answered this question in the starkest terms through Nazi Germany:
no.

For even if a society regains belonging, places, participation, a sense of the future, and intensive support,
it may still move toward intense mobilization, integration, and destruction because its direction is wrong.
This shows that structural meaning involves not only strength,

but direction.

In other words,

intermediate-level theory is already sufficient to tell us:

- Whether people have been supported anew

- Whether the structures supporting them are growing rigid

- Whether people have reentered reality

- Whether participation can accumulate

- Whether pathways are becoming thicker

But it still cannot answer on its own:

- Why this direction is higher than another

- Why some futures should be opened and others rejected

- Why “letting more people enter the future” itself still requires higher-level calibration

»

- Why strong structural meaning cannot establish its own legitimacy solely through “stability,
“degree of integration”

efficiency,” or

This is why the question of direction can no longer be avoided at the end of the volume.
If the book does not acknowledge this step,

it will leave a fatal gap:

it will know how to rebuild support,

but not what that support should ultimately serve.

2. Why Intermediate-Level Structural Analysis Alone Is Insufficient to Complete the Argument About
Direction

The strength of intermediate-level theory
lies precisely in not becoming directly entangled in ontological disputes,
but in grasping the intermediate layer with the greatest explanatory power in civilizational reality.
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It can address:

- Pathways

- Roles

- Collaboration

- Responsibility

- Contribution

- Institutional support

- Effective participation

- Structural tension

- Civilizational hollowing-out

- Rebuilding support

This gives it substantial power to explain reality.

But its boundaries arise from the same source.

Once the question advances to “where, exactly, should people be led,”
purely intermediate-level structural description begins to fall short.

For example,

intermediate-level theory can judge:

whether a structure continues to generate places, pathways, and effective participation;
whether an institution enables more people to reenter reality;

whether a support network reduces hollowing-out and increases the generation of subjects.
All of this is crucial.

Yet even so, it may still encounter a higher-level question:

if a structure is strong at the intermediate level,

yet leads people toward exclusion, conquest, purification, and destruction,
on what grounds do we say it is wrong?

This question of “on what grounds™

is no longer merely an intermediate-level question.

For intermediate-level theory can tell us, at most:

- It is strong

- It is adept at organizing

- It is adept at generating belonging

- It is adept at generating a sense of the future

- It is adept at sustaining stable support

But it cannot rely on these variables alone

to provide the final argument for “why it is illegitimate.”

This step touches on higher-level questions of value direction and the judgment of meaning.
Thus this chapter must honestly draw a line:

intermediate-level theory can explain “how structures emerge and become destabilized,”
but to explain “which direction truly deserves to be established,”

it must draw on higher-level interfaces.

This is not a failure of the theory,

but precisely a sign of its maturity.
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For a mature theory

does not pretend it can answer everything;

it knows where it should stop

and entrusts questions that genuinely exceed its boundaries to the next level.

3. Why the Human Heart Is an Unavoidable Nexus Between Structural Meaning and Real-World Choices

Once the question reaches a higher level,

the book already has a very important line of deeper inquiry to connect with:
The Human Heart V1.0.

The supplementary discussion matters

not because it supplies a literary interlude,

but because it directly clarifies a question that has remained only intermittently visible throughout the preceding
text:

the human heart is not a subsidiary emotional layer,

but the nexus through which meaning manifests.

The supplementary discussion states clearly:

the human heart is the “center of genuine perception and value judgment”;
the brain is responsible for “how to do it,”

while the human heart judges “whether it is worth doing”;

civilization needs to attend to whether meaning generation and real-world support remain open, but this is not its
only task and cannot replace survival, rights, institutions, or responsibility for facts;

institutional consequences must be tested simultaneously against facts, rights, procedures, responsibility, and
feedback from real lives. The human heart is an important window of observation within this process, not its
sole judge.

If an institution leaves human hearts generally numb, that civilization is ill.

Why is this line of inquiry so crucial?

Because it brings the “question of direction” back from abstract normative disputes to observable real-world
relationships.

It no longer asks only:

- Which direction is greater

- Which direction is nobler

- Which direction is more advanced

It asks a more fundamental question:

Does this structure

allow the human heart to continue genuinely perceiving, judging, corroborating, choosing, and generating
relationships?

In this sense,

the human heart is not the opposite of intermediate-level theory,
but its higher anchor.

For if structural meaning is to avoid going off course,

it ultimately cannot be justified solely by the system itself,

nor solely by efficiency, stability, and order.
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It must face a deeper test:

- Does it make people more numb or more genuine?

- Does it make relationships more closed or more open to corroboration?

- Does it make participation more hollow or more capable of generating responsibility?
- Does it make the future narrower or more accessible to joint entry?

- Does it increasingly outsource people's genuine authority of judgment, or does that authority remain within the
human heart?

This is why

the human heart reappears at the end of the volume.

It is not to rewrite the entire book abruptly as a text in the philosophy of the heart-mind,
but because:

if the question of direction is to be addressed,

it cannot bypass the human heart.

4. Why “Directional Calibration” Must Exist but Cannot Be Fully Developed in This Volume

At this point,

we can see the volume's boundaries more clearly.

Why must directional calibration exist?

Because without it,

Part I's validation concerning Nazi Germany cannot be fully absorbed,;

and Part III's discussion of new structures of support, a participatory society, and embryonic infrastructure
will forever lack its final constraint.

Without directional calibration,

people can easily mistake “being better at supporting people” for “being closer to civilizational ascent.”
Yet history has told us very clearly

that things are by no means so simple.

But why can this volume not also complete this step?

Because once it is fully developed,

the question quickly moves beyond intermediate-level analysis

into another set of higher-level theoretical tasks:

- How primordial meaning is to be understood

- How structural meaning relates to primordial meaning

- Why the human heart can provide directional signals, and why it cannot possess final authority on its own
- How the manifestation chain operates

- Why certain directions come closer to keeping the channels of meaning open

- Why certain directions constitute higher-level closure, distortion, or rupture

These questions exceed what a volume of “historical validation, case analysis, and real-world applications” can
bear on its own.

For once they are fully developed,

this volume will no longer be a validation volume for an intermediate-level theory of civilization;
it will move directly toward a complete cosmology.

The main book deliberately refrained from beginning with the ontology of meaning

precisely to prevent this step from engulfing intermediate-level analysis too early.
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Thus this chapter must make an extremely important arrangement here:
the question of direction has been forced into view by history and reality
and can no longer be treated as though it does not exist;

but it must also be directed into research on the human heart, deeper philosophical reading, normative theory,
and specialist empirical research,

rather than engulfing this volume's main line of argument.
This is the real work of defining boundaries at the end of the volume.

5. Why “Higher-Level Philosophical and Directional Research” Must Follow

If this volume answers:

- How the old world loses people

- Why people retreat from the future

- How a new world rebuilds support

then subsequent deeper philosophical reading, interdisciplinary research, and real-world validation
must answer:

- Why “letting more people enter the future” itself still requires higher-level calibration

- Why some spaces of the future deserve to be opened while others should be rejected

- Why the human heart's genuine perceptions and channels of meaning constitute higher-level grounds for
direction

- Why intermediate-level civilizational theory must acknowledge higher-level interfaces

- And how, exactly, an arguable relationship can be established between structural meaning and primordial
meaning

In other words,

higher-level philosophical and directional research is not an optional supplementary volume,
but the next baton that this volume,

having clarified its boundaries,

naturally needs to pass on.

It is called a “validation volume”

precisely because it, too, should not be written as a purely speculative text.

It must likewise test

how higher-level directional judgments gain support from history, reality, experience of the human heart, and
civilizational evolution.

But what it addresses

is no longer primarily intermediate-level issues such as pathways, roles, collaboration, and support,
but higher-level questions of direction, origins, and the manifestation of meaning.

In this sense,

the relationship between this volume and subsequent deeper philosophical reading, interdisciplinary research,
and real-world validation is not a rupture,

but an extremely clear division of work:
- This volume explains how civilization loses people, loses the future, and rebuilds support

- Subsequent deeper philosophical reading, interdisciplinary research, and real-world validation explain why
this direction is the higher direction, and how deeper grounds can be provided for “how the future should be
opened”
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Precisely because of this division of work,
this volume can retain its explanatory power
rather than being engulfed prematurely by higher-level questions.

6. What This Chapter Actually Accomplishes Is to Define the Book's Boundaries, Not Leave a Blank

Many books end with “questions for further discussion,”

leaving a sense of incompleteness.

But this chapter should not have that effect.

For what it truly seeks to do

is not leave a blank,

but define boundaries.

By this point,

the book has in fact formed a complete argument with clear boundaries:

- Part I explains how the old world loses people

- Part IT explains why people retreat from the future

- Part III explains how a new world rebuilds support

- Chapter 19 explains what has supported the theory and what it still lacks

- Chapter 20 explains:

the question of direction has been forced into view,

but must be entrusted to different subsequent research tracks for full development.
This is not postponing the question,

but returning it to the level where it truly belongs.

Without this sense of boundaries,

the book would either remain at the intermediate level and leave a blind spot,
or rush to expand into an all-purpose system that tries to answer everything.
Both outcomes would weaken it.

Thus what this chapter truly accomplishes is:

keeping this volume open-ended

without losing focus.

It acknowledges its boundaries

and thereby preserves its sharpness.

Chapter Summary

What this chapter seeks to situate is not a supplementary topic,

but the final unavoidable boundary of the book as a whole.

History and reality have repeatedly forced one fact into view:

structural meaning involves not only strength, but direction;

organizing people anew does not automatically amount to repairing civilization.
Without directional calibration,

intermediate-level civilizational theory would be blind at the most crucial point.
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At the same time,
The Human Heart V1.0 has already supplied the most important line of deeper inquiry for this question:

The human heart is not another name for a passing emotion, but the real-world site where feelings, value
judgments, relational experience, interests, fears, expectations, and responsibilities meet;

civilization needs to attend to whether meaning generation and real-world support remain open, but this is not its
only task and cannot replace survival, rights, institutions, or responsibility for facts;

institutional consequences must be tested simultaneously against facts, rights, procedures, responsibility, and
feedback from real lives. The human heart is an important window of observation within this process, not its
sole judge.

This means that the question of direction, if genuinely addressed, cannot bypass the human heart.

If all the historical analysis, real-world analysis, and proposal-based reasoning in this volume are condensed one
step further inward, they ultimately point to the same foundation: for Civilization Leap truly to occur, it must not
merely rearrange support or rebuild pathways, roles, and participation. More fundamentally, it must bring about
a successful transformation from an underlying self-interest-first logic to a logic of self-interest with others first.
Otherwise, new support will slide back into competition, screening, replacement, and engulfment, turning
structures originally intended to support people once again into structures that exhaust people, thin them, and
lose them.

A Safeguard Against Moralizing | “Self-interest with others first” is primarily a direction for institutions and
incentives, not a demand that ordinary people sacrifice themselves first. It seeks to change why harming others
is often the easier route to profit, making the creation of value for others more compatible with one's own long-
term interests. It does not demand that people continue giving unconditionally within unfair structures.

Yet precisely for this reason,
this step cannot be fully developed within this volume.

Once the higher-level questions of “the foundations of meaning—the human heart—value judgment—real-
world consequences” are fully developed,

this volume will move from intermediate-level civilizational theory toward a complete cosmology.
Thus the sentence this chapter ultimately seeks to establish is:

intermediate-level civilizational theory has proposed a testable explanatory framework for studying
how the old world loses people,

why people retreat from the future,

and how a new world rebuilds support.

But to go on to answer:

after supporting people anew,

where, exactly, should they be led,

and why is this the right direction,

higher-level interfaces must continue to be opened.
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Chapter 21: Further Reading and Branching Pathways

At this point, what the validation volume has truly accomplished is not “adding material to support the theory,”
but returning the questions to different readers and professions. The next step is not to endorse a particular
system, but to keep asking which facts, counterexamples, institutions, and practices could change V7.2.

Upward: To return to the theoretical framework, proceed to Meaning Dynamics V7.2. The focus is not to
memorize the variables again, but to examine whether the historical and real-world pressures in this volume
have already forced the main theory to change.

Downward: To enter institutions, engineering, and real-world validation, continue studying the meaning
economy, participation infrastructure, contribution records, AGI-COS, Human-COS, and complete national-
scale societal validation. Every prototype must distinguish theoretical judgments, institutional hypotheses,
engineering implementation, and actual results, and must allow failure, rollback, and exit.

Leftward: To study people's real-world judgments and relational feedback, proceed to The Human Heart V1.0
and research in psychology, sociology, education, labor, and organizations. The human heart is not this volume's
ultimate explanation, but a window onto reality that must be cross-checked against observable behavior,
relationships, and consequences.

Rightward: If you disagree with this volume, you can enter directly through competing explanations such as the
fiscal state, institutionalism, class and political economy, nationalism, organizational theory, social capital,
labor-process theory, critiques of technological determinism, and complex systems. The most valuable work is
not to show that this volume gets some detail wrong, but to identify a Meaning Dynamics relationship that is
fundamentally redundant, better explained by existing theory, or in conflict with the facts.

Deeper: If you continue to ask about the foundations of meaning, finitude, subjects, and higher direction, you
can enter deeper philosophical reading tracks such as Emergent Meaning Cosmology: A Leap in Thought V8.0.
No metaphysical explanation may be fed back into this volume as a prerequisite axiom establishing its historical
facts or institutional proposals.

Forward: Turn research into work capable of changing theory and reality: add data, rework cases, offer
counterexamples, compare institutions, run prototypes, and report failures. The most valuable participation is
not agreement, but professional work sufficient to change the theory.

Further reading ends not with the next manuscript, but with a movement from seeing problems to independent
judgment, from independent judgment to joint research, communication, advancement, and practice, ultimately
joining the real process of humanity's Civilization Leap.

The aim is not for more people to finish reading about Civilization Leap, but for more people to accomplish
Civilization Leap together.

Appendix | Foundations for Fact-Checking and Specialist Reference (Nonexhaustive)

The following literature and institutional materials establish minimum factual and debate boundaries for V3.2.
They are not an “authoritative endorsement of Meaning Dynamics,” but a safeguard against this volume
overstepping existing specialist research to impose a single conclusion on history. For formal submission or
external circulation, the relevant specialist fields should continue to expand the references and check their
editions.

The French Revolution
- William Doyle, The Oxford History of the French Revolution, 3rd ed., Oxford University Press, 2018.
- Timothy Tackett, The Coming of the Terror in the French Revolution, Harvard University Press, 2015.

- Florin Aftalion, The French Revolution: An Economic Interpretation, Cambridge University Press, 1990
(chapters on the fiscal crisis).
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The Soviet Union

- Stephen Kotkin, Armageddon Averted: The Soviet Collapse, 1970-2000, Oxford University Press.
- Serhii Plokhy, The Last Empire: The Final Days of the Soviet Union, Basic Books, 2014.

- Alexei Yurchak, Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More, Princeton University Press, 2005.
Rome

- Peter Heather, The Fall of the Roman Empire, Oxford University Press, 2005.

- Chris Wickham, The Inheritance of Rome, Penguin, 2009.

- Kyle Harper, The Fate of Rome: Climate, Disease, and the End of an Empire, Princeton University Press,
2017.

Nazi Germany
- Richard J. Evans, The Coming of the Third Reich, Penguin, 2003.
- Ian Kershaw, Hitler, 1889-1936: Hubris, W. W. Norton, 1998.

- United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Holocaust Encyclopedia: The Nazi Rise to Power;
Volksgemeinschaft; Nazi Propaganda (continuously updated materials).

Al, Employment, and White-Collar Structures

- International Labour Organization (ILO), Generative Al and Jobs: A Refined Global Index of Occupational
Exposure, Working Paper 140, 20 May 2025. DOI: 10.54394/HETP0387;
https://www.ilo.org/publications/generative-ai-and-jobs-refined-global-index-occupational-exposure

- OECD, Attificial Intelligence and the Changing Demand for Skills in the Labour Market, 2024. DOI:
10.1787/88684e36-en; https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/artificial-intelligence-and-the-changing-demand-
for-skills-in-the-labour-market_88684e36-en.html

- Marie Jahoda, Employment and Unemployment: A Social-Psychological Analysis, Cambridge University
Press, 1982 (the research tradition on the latent social functions of employment and the experience of
unemployment).

Dynamic Evidence Calibration: The core conclusion of ILO 2025 is that “occupational exposure is widespread,
but transformation is more likely than whole-job replacement.” This volume's analysis of white-collar risks must
therefore not conflate task exposure, job transformation, and large-scale unemployment that has already
occurred.

V3.2 B01-B45 Joint Final-Review Note

V3.2 does not change V3.1's three-part structure or density of cases. It primarily resolves substantive
outstanding issues confirmed in the joint final review: restricting “loss of meaning” to a contraction of structural
support; removing anonymous quotations and insufficiently verified political assertions; reframing AGI as a
future scenario; severing the automatic chain from contribution records to credibility, resources, eligibility,
public services, and governance consequences; and aligning with V7.2's withdrawal of a civilization-wide total
score, stratification of resource permissions, and boundary between continuity and emergence of meaning.

V3.2 continues to affirm the reverse constraint that the Nazi case places on the main theory: intense
mobilization, organizational integration, and internal collaboration do not automatically possess civilizational
legitimacy. V7.2 further identifies standing as a subject, basic rights, facts, authorization/exit, responsibility, and
real-world consequences as independent checks on direction, and prohibits any civilization-wide total score
from offsetting these boundaries.
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Personalized Further-Reading Guide

P08-MD-002 | Meaning Dynamics: Historical Validation, Case Analysis, and Real-World Applications | V3.2
This page is a supplementary library-navigation page. It does not alter the frozen body of the validation volume.
Upstream | Meaning Dynamics

Why read: Return to the V7.2 main theoretical volume to establish precisely which propositions the cases are
testing, rather than letting the cases replace the theory in reverse.

https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p08-md-001/
Toward Competing Explanations | Emergent Meaning Cosmology: Academic Edition

Why read: Maintain boundaries between levels while entering deeper theory: deeper ontological exploration
cannot replace competing explanations in history and the social sciences.

https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p08-cosmo-002/
Toward Public Understanding | A Leap in Thought

Why read: Test whether these historical and real-world judgments can return to people's genuine experience,
choices, and meaning, rather than leaving only the language of models.

https://www.civitas.top/en/documents/p08-thought-001/
Continue Exploring | Complete Public Library

Public Reading Gateway
https://www.civitas.top/en/library/
https://www.civitas.top/en/audiences/public/

Counterexamples, failed tests, new evidence, and competing explanations should return to the corresponding
theory/validation track and trigger reexamination, rather than being obscured by further-reading pathways.

Civilization Leap | https://www.civitas.top/en/
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