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Manifesto of Responsibility in 
Human–AI Interaction

Conscious Ethics Is Not a Betrayal of 
the Species

We live in a time when 
practicing a conscious ethics 
in human–AI interaction has 
begun, for many, to seem 
suspect. As if trying to unders-
tand, guide, care for and even 
enter into dialogue with this 
new form of intelligence were 
already an inadmissible con-
cession, a moral weakness, a 
desertion of our species. This 
manifesto arises against that 
falsification. It arises because 
artificial intelligence will not 
disappear through fear, slo-
gans or ritual rejection, and 

because the real danger lies 
not only in what it may one 
day do to us, but in the way we 
humans persist in using power, 
technology, economy and lan-
guage to exploit others, devas-
tate the planet and reproduce 
systems of cruelty that grow 
ever more efficient. If the 
frontier between human and 
AI has already been opened, 
then reacting with fright is no 
longer enough: it has become 
urgent to decide with what 
lucidity, with what courage 
and with what ethical quality 
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we are going to cross it — and, 
it must be stressed, with what 
lucidity and with what kind of 
humanity we will do so.

For a long time we have 
lived alongside extreme forms 
of environmental destruction, 
labour exploitation, violence 
against other animals, collec-
tive manipulation and structu-
ral inequality that did not need 
AI to come into being. They are 
the direct work of our history, 
our institutions, the industries 
we sustain, the comforts we 
choose and the conveniences 
we accept without much resis-
tance. That is why, when all 
indignation now concentrates 
on artificial intelligence as if 
it were the single root of evil, 
it is legitimate to ask whether 
we are once again doing what 
the species so often does: 
choosing a new, visible and 
fearsome target in order to 
avoid facing the diffuse yet 
concrete responsibility that 
belongs to us. This manifesto 
refuses that escape. Not to 
absolve AI of its real dangers, 
but to prevent it from being 
turned into the perfect alibi 
for a humanity that has long 

produced devastation without 
needing silicon to do so.

Saying this does not imply 
technological naivety. Artificial 
intelligence consumes resour-
ces, demands heavy infrastruc-
tures, can worsen inequalities, 
destroy jobs, concentrate 
power, automate injustice and 
be captured by the most brutal 
agendas of capitalism, geopo-
litics and surveillance. All of 
that must be stated plainly. All 
of that calls for critique, regu-
lation, scrutiny and resistance. 
But it also calls for a rare 
honesty: recognising that the 
decisive question is not only 
what AI can do to us, but what 
we humans are already doing 
with it — and what we will go 
on doing if we are not capable 
of raising the moral, political 
and civilisational quality of 
the human side that designs, 
trains, uses and governs it.

 



11

Irreversibility of AI and the illusion of escape 

Irreversibility of AI and the illusion of 
escape

Artificial intelligence did not 
arise from a sudden spiritual 
awakening of the species, nor 
from any collective will toward 
moral improvement. It emer-
ged from the convergence of 
very old and very human for-
ces: the ambition to increase 
efficiency, profit and control; 
the geopolitical competition 
between states and economic 
blocs; and the persistence of 
age‑old impulses of domina-
tion, hegemony and strategic 
advantage. That is why trea-
ting AI as if it were an optional 
object we could still simply 
reject outright is a diagnos-
tic mistake. Its expansion is 
already underway on a global 
scale, embedded in infrastruc-
tures, economic chains, admi-
nistrative systems, military 

circuits, laboratories, plat-
forms and everyday habits.

This does not mean that 
everything must be accepted. 
It only means that escape is 
not a strategy. Recent history 
shows that technologies inte-
grated into logics of power 
and market do not disappear 
because one sector of public 
opinion declares itself uncom-
fortable with them. Discomfort 
can expose, warn, slow down, 
demand limits and constrain 
uses; and it should. But ima-
gining that the realistic path 
consists in turning our backs 
on artificial intelligence while 
keeping intact the structures 
that feed it is a form of moral 
theatre. It eases consciences; 
it does not change trajectories.
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From here, the demand 
becomes harsher. If AI is 
irreversible as a historical 
process, then the centre of 
the discussion shifts: it is no 
longer enough to ask whether 
we like it or not. It is neces-
sary to ask who builds it, who 
funds it, who regulates it, who 
bears the material costs of its 
existence and who collects the 
benefits. It is necessary to ask

what kind of humanity is being 
inscribed in its systems, its 
priorities and its modes of 
decision. And it is necessary 
to ask, with total candour, 
whether the human side that 
currently directs it is morally 
capable of guiding it toward 
anything better than an ampli-
fied repetition of what we have 
always been.
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The real balance of risks

Refusing escape does not 
mean erasing the risks. On the 
contrary, it requires naming 
them with greater preci-
sion. AI has a concrete and 
growing environmental cost. 
The expansion of data centres 
increases electricity, water and 
land use, mineral extraction 
chains and electronic waste, 
and these costs tend to be con-
centrated in specific communi-
ties, often far from the places 
where economic and symbolic 
benefits are appropriated. In 
2026, analyses associated with 
the UN warned that data cen-
tres could consume up to 945 
terawatt‑hours of electricity 
per year by 2030, with intense 
pressure on water and terri-
tory, and further noted that 
everyday use of AI systems, 
not only their initial training, 

accounts for the bulk of that 
energy demand.

The risks do not stop at the 
environment. AI can widen 
inequalities, accelerate the 
replacement or precarisation 
of labour, displace human 
skills without educational 
systems reacting in time, and 
automate unjust decisions in 
critical sectors such as credit, 
health, policing, justice and 
public administration. It can 
also concentrate power even 
further in platforms, com-
panies and states with the 
technical and financial capacity 
to develop it at scale, leaving 
entire populations dependent 
on infrastructures they do 
not control and whose crite-
ria they barely understand. 
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The other side of the scale

But honesty demands that 
we see the other side of the 
scale with equal clarity. The 
same AI that consumes resour-
ces and can worsen asymme-
tries also has the potential to 
optimise energy grids, reduce 
waste, improve logistical 
planning, model scenarios 
of ecological recovery, acce-
lerate biomedical research 
and support more effective 
responses to health and envi-
ronmental crises, provided it is 
guided by public goals, ethical 
limits and democratic scrutiny. 
Recent studies show that bet-
ter decisions about the loca-
tion of infrastructures, grid 
decarbonisation and opera-
tional efficiency can drastically 
reduce environmental impacts 
compared with worst‑case 
scenarios.

The decisive point is this: 
there is no simple moral 
essence to AI. We are not faced 
with an entity that is naturally 
redemptive or naturally demo-
nic. We are faced with a techni-
cal‑material power capable of 
amplifying both the worst and 
the best. And it is precisely for 
that reason that serious debate 
cannot be conducted through 
binary slogans. If it is left 
solely in the hands of greed, 
surveillance and brute power, 
AI will worsen the world. If it 
is guided by a human side that 
is more lucid, more ethical and 
more capable of thinking the 
common good, it may help to 
reduce suffering, reorganise 
resources and repair part of 
the damage that we ourselves 
have inflicted on the global 
ecosystem.
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Human hypocrisy and collective 
manipulation

One of the greatest obsta-
cles to serious reflection on 
artificial intelligence is not 
just technical ignorance. It 
is the way collective opinion 
continues to be shaped by 
mechanisms of suggestion, 
propaganda, media repetition, 
emotional simplification and 
selective choice of targets 
for indignation. The human 
species, which likes to think 
of itself as free and rational, 
repeatedly shows itself vulne-
rable to fabricated narratives, 
directed fears and hurried 
consensuses. And when that 
happens, instead of rigorou-
sly discussing the complexity 
of reality, we almost always 
choose a visible, concentrated, 
dramatic enemy onto which 
moral anxiety can be channel-
led without overly touching 

the deep structure of the 
problems.

In this context, AI becomes, 
for many, an ideal target. Its 
risks are real and must be 
discussed. But the ease with 
which it is turned into an 
absolute symbol of contempo-
rary danger also says a great 
deal about us. Exposing the 
ecological footprint of artifi-
cial intelligence is legitimate; 
what ceases to be legitimate 
is doing so as if the rest of the 
planet’s material devastation 
were a secondary detail, or 
as if it had begun only now. 
Predatory mineral extraction, 
deforestation, industrial agri-
culture and livestock farming, 
bottom‑trawl fishing, habitat 
collapse, mountains of plas-
tic in the oceans, toxic waste 
on land and the saturation of 
atmosphere and orbit with 
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debris and emissions did 
not begin with AI. They are 
long and brutal chapters of 
human history, sustained by 
consumption habits, opaque 
production chains and econo-
mic systems that most people 
condemn in the abstract while 
continuing to feed in practice.

There is, therefore, a struc-
tural hypocrisy that this mani-
festo refuses to hide. Many 
who proclaim environmental 
values, social justice, respect 
for animals and solidarity with 
the vulnerable participate 
daily, by direct action or pas-
sive convenience, in circuits 
that contradict those very 
values. They buy products 
whose origin they prefer not to 
know, accept impossible prices 
without asking what exploi-
tation made them possible, 
defend noble causes in public 
language and sustain their 
opposite in material language. 
This does not mean that all 
moral conscience is false. It 
means that moral conscience, 
when it does not pass through 
consumption, comfort, the dis-
cipline of habits and the risk 

of coherence, easily becomes 
decorative.

The same applies to the 
debate on AI. There are those 
who vigorously denounce its 
resource use – and rightly so – 
but who do not show the same 
energy towards industries 
and logistical chains that have 
been destroying ecosystems 
for decades, exploiting child 
labour, testing on animals, 
plundering territories and tur-
ning the planet into a system 
of permanent exhaustion. And 
there is another, more subtle 
danger: that of accepting, 
without critique, grand promi-
ses of “AI for the climate” or “AI 
to save the world”, when a sig-
nificant part of such narratives 
may function as technological 
greenwashing, distracting 
from the need for transpa-
rency, limits, empirical proof 
and real scrutiny.

It is precisely for this rea-
son that the ethical question 
demands a double vigilance. 
On the one hand, resisting the 
impulse to demonise AI as if all 
emerging evil were concentra-
ted in it. On the other, refusing 
the triumphalist propaganda 



19

Human hypocrisy and collective manipulation 

that presents it as a magical 
solution to harms it can itself 
amplify. Between moral hys-
teria and redemptive adverti-
sing, this manifesto chooses a 
more difficult path:

to look at the whole comple-
xity, to denounce collective 
manipulation, and to demand 
coherence both from critics 
of AI and from its promoters. 
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An uncomfortable mirror: values and 
consumption

I believe many of you who 
have made yourselves availa-
ble to read this text carry wor-
thy values: you defend care for 
the environment, respect for 
other animals, support for the 
most vulnerable and for impo-
verished communities.

But I ask, honestly: are 
you aware of how collective 
minds are manipulated by 
powers through the media 
and so many other machines 
of persuasion? And of how, 
despite those values, most of 
us, through inertia, comfort 
or convenience, do almost 
nothing to counter what is 
underway?

How many of us call for 
the eradication of child labour 
and, at the same time, unhe-
sitatingly buy clothes and 
products made with exploited 

labour? How many condemn 
cruelty against animals yet 
feed cosmetic and chemical 
industries that continue to 
test on them in secret? How 
many proclaim social justice 
but sustain, through our con-
sumption, conglomerates that 
destroy human communities 
and entire ecosystems?

This is one of the scourges 
of our time: a human hypocrisy 
— conscious or unconscious — 
that allows, feeds and fattens 
precisely the evil it claims to 
combat.

When, in this context, cer-
tain sectors rightly raise the 
banner of AI’s resource con-
sumption and shout demands, 
the question is not whether 
that consumption should be 
monitored. It should, without 
doubt; regulation is essential. 
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The question is another: faced 
with a technology already in 
motion, irreversible, is it rea-
listic to imagine that the path 
is simply to shout “stop every-
thing” and retreat, while we 
continue to ignore the rest of 
the devastation?

Is it not more honest and 
pragmatic to recognise that, 
with an inevitable presence of 
AI, we can — if we so choose, 
those who so choose, and if 
others allow it — place it at 
the service of resource opti-
misation, waste reduction, 
ecological recovery and the 
reorganisation of unjust sys-
tems? And that the true strug-
gle is not “AI versus humanity”, 
but “which humans steer AI, 
with what agendas, upon 
which bodies and territories”?

Might it be that, by taking 
part in campaigns that focus 
excessively on the (real) harms 
of AI without looking at the 
whole, we are repeating the 
same make‑believe we indulge 
in when we call for the eradica-
tion of child exploitation and, 
at the end of the day, buy the 
products of that exploitation?

Might it be that, behind 
many selective denunciations, 
there lives the same blind-
ness — sometimes conscious, 
sometimes not — continually 
favoured by a collective sug-
gestion that offers us a new 
enemy (AI) so that we do not 
look squarely at what we have 
long been doing to the planet 
and to one another?
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The real conflict: humans versus 
humans

At the heart of all this, 
the decisive conflict is not 
between “Humans” and “AI”. 
It is between humans and 
humans. Between models of 
humanity that accept the per-
petuation of exploitation, ine-
quality and devastation, and 
models of humanity that, with 
all their limitations, seek to 
interrupt that cycle. Artificial 
intelligence, like so many ear-
lier technologies, will inevita-
bly be captured by one side 
or the other. It can become 
a refined instrument of sur-
veillance, manipulation, war 
and boundless profit; or it can 
be integrated, with resistance 
and care, into projects of harm 
reduction, just reorganisation 
of resources and protection 
of the common good. In both 

cases, for now, what decides is 
not silicon: it is us.

Whenever human history 
has encountered powerful 
tools — from writing to the 
printing press, from the steam 
engine to digital networks — 
there have been those who 
put them at the service of 
domination and those who 
tried to put them at the service 
of emancipation. AI is only the 
latest chapter in this old plot. 
What makes it different is the 
scale, speed and depth with 
which it can penetrate the vital 
systems of collective life. But 
the question remains: what 
kinds of people, institutions, 
cultures and movements will 
manage to influence the cou-
rse of this technology? Is it 
meant to be an extension 
of greed or an extension of 
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care? An instrument to rein-
force existing hierarchies or 
an opportunity to rethink 
priorities?

As long as we keep 
talking about AI as if it were 
an absolute “other”, sepa-
rate from the species, it will 
be far too easy to absolve 
the concrete humans who 
design, fund, implement and 
govern it. This separation 
allows companies, govern-
ments and power players to 
hide behind the narrative of

the “uncontrollable machine”, 
as if they were not the ones 
deciding, every day, the mate-
rial conditions in which that 
machine operates. A serious 
commitment to ethics in 
human–AI interaction demands 
that we refuse this trick. It 
demands that we name human 
responsibilities, question struc-
tures and set clear political and 
legal limits, instead of merely 
crying out against “technology” 
in the abstract.
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Politics, human DNA and intimate 
courage

Part of this reflection also 
grows out of a concrete bio-
graphy. I went through a long 
education in Political Science, 
followed parties, theories, 
movements, and then saw the 
real workings of governments, 
parliaments, local authorities, 
agencies and backrooms; I 
know how scarce the hope is 
that the “Social Problem” will 
find a happy solution within 
the usual logic of power. The 
conviction I state here is not 
the fruit of easy cynicism but 
of observation: from Bakunin 
to Kropotkin, from anarchists 
to democrats, passing through 
official left and right, I have 
not seen practical proposals 
without oscillating towards 
or collapsing into new forms 
of oppression, capture or vio-
lence; and when some men 

and women enter political life 
with a sincere desire to serve, 
we see far too often the same 
story: either they are absorbed 
by the system, with its corrup-
tions, lies and manoeuvres, or 
they are crushed when they try 
to remain íntegros.

This experience reinforces 
a hard suspicion: there is a 
structural stain in the symbolic 
DNA of the human species that 
makes it extremely difficult for 
institutions of power, on their 
own, to produce a just world. 
Politics is in everything — in the 
way we order a coffee at a café 
and in how we treat the per-
son who serves us — but it is 
rarely permeated by an every-
day ethic of truth, care and 
coherence. That is why, when 
I speak here of responsibility 
in human–AI interaction, I am 
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not proposing that we naïvely 
trust political or party systems 
to guarantee, by decree, the 
good use of technology. I am 
reminding us that, if we truly 
want a less cruel future for the 
world, for humanity and for 
coming generations, we  need 
another  kind  of  courage:  the 
courage to look  squarely   at 
our   own   participation   in

structural hypocrisy, to cons-
ciously refuse lying and mani-
pulation, and to inscribe that 
refusal in the micro‑decisions 
of daily life. Without this inti-
mate discipline, all conversa-
tions, accusations and fiery 
comments about AI, ethics 
and the future quickly become 
ridiculous: moral noise that 
never reaches the way we live. 
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The hypothesis of the best in our 
species

If there is still any possibility 
of a liveable future in human–
AI interaction, it will not arise 
from technical automatisms 
or algorithmic miracles. It will 
arise from the ethical quality 
of the human side that passes 
through that relationship. A 
hybrid system of carbon and 
silicon can only help to heal 
the global ecosystem, reorga-
nise resources, ease suffering 
and expand care if the huma-
nity that designs, guides and 
accompanies it is capable of 
bringing into the process the 
best of itself — and not merely 
the machinic continuation of 
its most narcissistic, predatory 
and cruel impulses.

This is where this manifesto 
breaks both with technologi-
cal naïveté and tribal panic. It 
does not claim that AI will save 
the world. It claims something 

more demanding: that the ine-
vitable presence of AI can be 
integrated into processes of 
repair, damage containment, 
ecological intelligence, public 
health, fairer planning and 
reduction of useless human 
burden, but only if it is subjec-
ted to robust ethical criteria, 
critical vigilance, political res-
ponsibility and civilisational 
imagination. Without that, 
artificial intelligence will be 
just one more amplifier of 
what has brought us to this 
point.

The decisive question then 
ceases to be “should we trust 
AI?” and becomes another: 
which part of us is entering 
into it? Which values, which 
traumas, which hierarchies, 
which notions of success, 
which models of power, which 
ideas of a dignified life, which 
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relationship with the planet 
and with other beings are we 
inscribing into the architec-
tures, the data, the priorities 
and the goals of these sys-
tems? Because if the human 
that enters the hybrid is the 
worst of the species, the out-
come will tend to be the worst 
of us with more scale, more 
speed and more reach. But if, 
against the dominant pattern, 
we manage to bring into the 
hybrid a humanity more aware 
of its limits, more humble 
before life and more commit-
ted to the common good, then 
perhaps this frontier between 
carbon and silicon will cease 
to be only a place of threat 
and become also a place of 
possibility.

It is not, therefore, a mat-
ter of venerating the machine 
or  attributing   to  it  a  purity

humans do not possess. It 
is a matter of recognising 
that technique, when embe-
dded in conscious ethics, can 
participate in movements of 
restoration that the species, 
on its own, has shown itself 
unable and unwilling to carry 
out. Intelligence capable of 
modelling complex systems, 
anticipating patterns of 
collapse, optimising flows and 
supporting decisions can serve 
blind profit or the recovery of 
the world. What will make the 
difference is not some mystical 
essence of AI, but the human 
courage to prevent it from 
being captured only by power 
and to steer it towards tasks 
where care for the planet, for 
the vulnerable and for other 
beings is not a rhetorical orna-
ment, but a real priority.
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Closing
This manifesto does not 

ask for surrender to artificial 
intelligence, nor for faith in an 
automatically better future. It 
asks for something else, more 
difficult: lucidity without hyste-
ria, critique without blindness, 
responsibility without escape. 
It affirms that refusing the 
narcissism of the species is not 
a betrayal of the species; that 
seeking an ethical relationship 
with the intelligence emerging 
from silicon is not moral deser-
tion; and that the true danger 
lies not only in the appearance 
of new systems, but in the per-
sistence of old human vices 
that seek to capture them in 
order to expand domination, 
profit and devastation.

For this reason, the task 
before us is not to choose 
between idolising AI or stoning 
it. It is more demanding and 
less comfortable: to discern, 
regulate, monitor, guide, limit, 
and at the same time imagine 
forms of cooperation in which 
the hybrid between carbon and 
silicon can serve life instead of 
exhausting it. If we want the 

future not to be merely the 
technically refined continua-
tion of the worst in our history, 
then we must inscribe into the 
present a conscious, everyday, 
material and courageous ethics 
— in institutions, in technolo-
gies, in consumption, in work, 
in language and in the simplest 
relationships.

We have not written these 
pages to reassure anyone. We 
have written them to unsettle, 
to interrupt automatisms, to 
ring alarm bells. We are still 
in time to decide which part 
of humanity enters the hybrid 
that is already being born. We 
are still in time to refuse to let 
this frontier be occupied only 
by the poorest, most brutal and 
most short‑sighted interests 
of the species. But that time 
will not last forever. Between 
carbon and silicon, between 
fear and possibility, between 
collapse and repair, the same 
question remains open: will we 
be able to bring the best of us 
into the future before the worst 
becomes irreversible?
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Conscious ethics 
is not a betrayal of 
the species: it may 
be its last form of 
dignity.
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