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‘Do not search for the truth. It is not missing; it stands at the very centre, like the elephant in the room.
When it is unseen, the problemis not its distance, but the veil placed between truth and recognition - or
the refusal to see. Look at a crying child. If race, language, creed, gender, or geopalitical affiliation
reaches your judgement before the suffering in those eyes, your perception has been occupied by the
structures that confine human beings within imposed categories.’

- HAKKI TAN
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Abstract

This manifesto argues that truth is not created by power and that what has occurred
exists independently of power’s acts of naming. Power’s decisive operation is not
necessarily to destroy truth, but to capture the syntax of judgement that governs the
passage from occurrence to evidential access, from evidence to verification, from
verification to normative recognition, and from recognition to binding reality. Here,
syntax does not refer to the grammatical arrangement of words. It denotes the
institutional grammar that determines the name under which an event may circulate,
which records count as evidence, whose suffering acquires normative gravity, and which
decisions may follow from an acknowledged harm.

Once the syntax of judgement has been captured, language does not fall silent. It
continues to speak, classify, explain, condemn, and mourn, yet may lose the capacity to
carry what has occurred into common judgement and binding consequence. This
functional exhaustion of language weakens philosophy’s capacity to draw publicly
consequential distinctions and, in turn, dissolves the capacity of subjects and societies to
direct their means of defence towards the source of imposition. The vote, the lawsuit,
protest, organisation, testimony, and the concept may all remain materially available
whilst their capacity to reach and alter the architecture of decision evaporates.

The child is neither the subject matter of this manifesto nor its object of explanation. The
child is the constitutive limit-scene in which the separation between the adult world’s
sovereign capacity to decide and the imposed consequences of those decisions becomes
most exposed. The human zero point is not an absence of identity, but a normative
beginning at which identity has no authority to determine basic moral standing.
Categories may explain the causes of suffering and locate responsibility; they may not
determine the value of the person who suffers. The equal basic moral standing of children
does not entail the equal responsibility of warring parties.

Keywords: truth, reality, syntax of judgement, exhaustion of language, philosophy, conceptual
disarmament, human zero point, child, identity, geopolitical binding force
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I. TRUTH IS CENTRAL

1. The Subject of This Manifesto Is Truth

This manifesto is not a programme for child protection, social assistance, medical
intervention, or legal remedy. It does not approach the child as a social category to be
explained, a population to be administered, or the object of a regime of protection. The
subject of this manifesto is truth.

The child is the constitutive limit-scene at which truth remains irreducible after every
ideological and geopolitical explanation has been supplied. A child’s suffering does not
disclose the complete truth of a war. It does not, by itself, establish who attacked first, who
issued an order, whether a target was military, what intention governed an act, whether
force was proportionate, or where legal responsibility lies. It does, however, show that the
costs of a war constructed by the adult world have been inscribed upon the body of a
human being who did not author its sovereign decisions.

To place the child at the centre is not to make the child the subject of the text. The child is
not the object awaiting explanation, but the encounter at which the order of explanation is
itself put under judgement. What is at issue is not the emotional force of tears. It is whether
evident and verified suffering is accorded the same human weight when the identity of the
person who suffers changes.

The manifesto makes three categorical refusals:
1 The full truth of a war cannot be derived from the image of a single child.
2 The equal basic moral standing of children does not render warring parties equivalent.

3  Equal basic moral standing does not require the same political decision in every
circumstance.

Its central claim is this:

Truth exists prior to power’s act of naming, yet its passage into common
judgement and binding reality may be brought under power’s control.
Once the syntax of judgement is captured, identity ceases to function
only as a category that explains suffering and acquires geopolitical
authority over the basic moral standing of the person who suffers.
Language continues to speak, but loses its capacity to carry truth into
decision. Philosophy’s power of distinction and the subject’s means of
defence then begin to dissolve.

2. Truth Is the Elephant in the Room

Truth is not created by power. Truth is the existence of what has occurred, independently of
whether power recognises it, names it, or permits it to become binding.

An event that has occurred and a verified proposition about that event are not identical. The
former has taken place ontologically; the latter is an epistemic claim that has crossed a
sufficient threshold of evidence. Verification does not create truth. It establishes warranted
knowledge of truth.
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Truth is like the elephant in the room. The presence of the elephant is not the same as
everyone seeing it, naming it accurately, or allowing its presence to alter what they do. A
screen may be placed before it. It may be given another name. Speech about it may be
prohibited. Everyone may behave as if it were absent so that the arrangement of the room
can remain undisturbed. The elephant may even be acknowledged and still excluded from
the decision.

Five distinct levels must therefore be kept apart:
1 Ontological occurrence: suffering and harm have occurred.

2  Epistemic visibility and access: traces and records of the harm have become available
for examination.

3  Factual verification: the evidence has crossed a sufficient threshold and warranted
knowledge of the harm has been established.

4  Normative recognition: the verified harm and the basic moral standing of the person
who bears it have been taken seriously.

5 Operational binding force: recognition has produced consequences in decision, law,
resources, policy, or practice.

To say that ‘truth is in plain sight’ is not to claim that every detail of every event is known to
everyone. An event may have occurred without yet being known. A record may exist without
being accessible. An image may circulate whilst its location, date, or causal context remains
unverified. Harm may be verified yet normatively discounted. Suffering may be recognised
yet produce no material consequence.

The claim made here is not an accusation against ordinary ignorance. It concerns the
distance that may be produced between sufficiently established truth and common
judgement by means of identity, alliance, security, cost, or strategic necessity.

Truth is not missing. What has been lost is its route to the centre of
decision.

3. The Human Zero Point

The human zero point is not identitylessness. It is the normative beginning at which identity
has not yet acquired authority over a person’s basic moral standing.

At this threshold, the human being is not first constituted as the representative of a nation,
an extension of a state, a security category, a target, or a cost. The human being comes
first. Identity, history, and politics return afterwards - not to establish the value of the
person, but to explain the causes of suffering, the structure of violence, and the location of
responsibility.

The zero point consists of three movements:
1 Identity’s authority over basic standing is suspended.
2 Occupation, aggression, siege, asymmetries of power, law, and causation are reintroduced.

3 The explanatory function of a category is separated from its purported authority to reduce
human worth.
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This is not blindness to identity. It does not erase history, conceal asymmetries of power, or
equalise responsibility. It refuses only the authority of history and identity to constitute or
diminish the basic value of the human being.

The zero point has an internal justification. Responsibility can attach only through conduct,
authority, or causal contribution; attributed membership alone establishes none of these. If
basic standing can be granted and withdrawn by institutional recognition, it is not basic
standing but a conditional privilege. If equivalent harm is discounted when identity alone is
reversed, the discount cannot arise from the harm itself; it reveals an arbitrary rule of
judgement. The zero point therefore does not posit an identity-free human essence. It
prohibits the substitution of category for individual responsibility and refuses to make
institutional recognition the author of humanity.

Equality at the zero point does not follow from an empirical claim that human beings are
identical. It is the normative default because no morally relevant difference capable of
reducing basic standing has yet been established. The burden of justification therefore falls
upon whoever seeks to lower that standing; it cannot be reversed so that the person must
prove membership of the human community.

Power may first produce the categories of threat, enemy, risk, burden, or cost, and then
present the intervention enabled by those categories as the natural consequence of what
the person is. The human being becomes both the material of the experiment and the agent
held responsible for its outcome. A text is first inscribed upon the person; that text is then
read as if it were the person’s essence. The zero point interrupts this circular judgement.

The human being is not an empty surface upon which power may write.
Society is not power’s laboratory.

4. The Child as a Constitutive Limit-Scene

The child does not appear here as a romanticised emblem of innocence. The criterion is not
innocence, but the separation between sovereign decision-making capacity and imposed
consequence.

The child is not evidence for the theory; rather, the theory submits the order of explanation
to judgement before the child. The child’s concrete existence cannot be absorbed into the
concept or owned by the argument that invokes it.

The child did not choose the war. The child did not draw the border, construct the alliance,
finance the movement of weapons, or write the military doctrine. Yet the adult world
inscribes all these decisions upon the child’s identity. The child is thereby made a party to a
choice never made, a target of a strategy never designed, and the bearer of an ideology
never produced.

A child may hold political views, be incorporated into propaganda, or be used by an armed
organisation. The existence of a direct and imminent threat may alter the form of
intervention and its legal assessment. It does not diminish the child’s basic moral standing
or make the child the author of the sovereign architecture of war.

To preserve basic standing is not to prohibit every intervention. Imminence, necessity, and
proportionality may alter what action is justified. The justification must arise from the
concrete situation, not from the person’s identity. Once a threat has ended, identity cannot
continue to authorise unrestricted harm.
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Tears are not evidence of agency or causation. The place, date, source, and context of an
image must be verified. Real suffering may be attached to a false causal narrative, a
demand for revenge, or a new programme of violence. Fidelity to truth therefore requires
more than the capacity to see the child of the ‘other’ side. It also requires a refusal to turn
the suffering of ‘our’ child into an unlimited warrant for the suffering of other children.

Nor is the child truth’s only bearer. The adult civilian, prisoner, suspect, combatant,
migrant, or person cast as an ‘imperfect victim’ may be subjected to the same order of
judgement. The child is the limit-scene. Failure before the child collapses a claim to
universality; success before the child does not prove justice towards everyone.

5. The Authority of the Category

A category may explain the causes of suffering; it may not determine the
value of suffering.

It is not irrelevant whether a child is Palestinian, Israeli, Ukrainian, Russian, Yemeni,
Sudanese, or assigned some other identity. Identity may explain why the child was targeted,
which order of power rendered the child vulnerable, whether violence was systematic, what
legal status applies, how historical position matters, and where responsibility lies. No
serious history, politics, or account of responsibility can proceed without categories.

Yet a category may perform two different functions:
1 Explanatory function: it makes visible the causes, structure, and authorship of suffering.

2 Invalidating function: it diminishes the credibility, moral weight, and decision-making
force of suffering.

Explanation and judgement are not the same. When a category reduces the credibility or
basic moral standing of the person who suffers, it exceeds its explanatory function and
assumes geopolitical authority over judgement. Identity may affect jurisdiction, special
obligations, or causal responsibility. It may not decide how much a human being matters.

In the opening aphorism, to see identity ‘before suffering’ does not refer to the millisecond
order of perception. It refers to the order of judgement. Identity may be seen, but it cannot
reach judgement before the person’s standing. The category may travel as far as
responsibility; it must stop at the threshold of human worth.

6. Equal Standing, Unequal Responsibility

Every human being possesses the same basic moral standing, which cannot be diminished
by an attributed identity or by the geopolitical relationship between the judging institution
and the party with which that person is associated.

This norm is not an empirical finding. It is the normative axiom openly assumed by the
manifesto. ‘The child is suffering’ is a factual proposition. ‘“The child’s identity cannot
diminish that child’s basic moral standing’ is a normative judgement. The latter is not
logically derived from the former; the manifesto declares and defends it.

Basic standing does not entail an identity of emotions, obligations, or political outcomes. It
means that no person may be presumed guilty because of collective belonging; that a claim
of harm must be examined with the same evidential seriousness; and that the claim not to
be harmed cannot be invalidated in advance.
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Collective affiliation cannot transfer the responsibility of a state, army, or organisation to a
child. Responsibility arising from the conduct of one party cannot be imposed upon the
injured person merely because that person has been assigned the same identity.

To recognise the equal basic standing of a Palestinian child and an Israeli child does not
erase occupation, siege, asymmetries of power, or legal responsibility. To recognise the
equal basic standing of a Ukrainian child and a Russian child does not abolish differences in
aggression and causation.

The equal basic moral standing of children is not the equal responsibility
of warring parties.

Equal standing does not require an identical political decision. Institutional responses may
properly differ where evidence, causation, law, jurisdiction, capacity, urgency, or feasibility
differs. A state’s special positive obligation towards its own citizens cannot place another
person outside the moral community or extinguish the obligation not to harm that person.

This manifesto does not demand identical action. It rejects identity-based moral discounting
and requires differences of decision to rest upon reasons that are explicit, relevant,
supported by evidence, and defensible when identities are reversed.

7. The Adult World’s Capacity for Truth

This manifesto does not put the child, tears, or truth on trial. It judges the adult world that
constructs, finances, names, legitimises, and administers war and its consequences.

‘The adult world’ does not mean that every adult bears equal guilt. An ordinary witness
does not bear the same responsibility as the person who orders an attack, supplies
weapons, provides diplomatic protection, selects which images will be seen, or obstructs
legal consequence. The term names the connected yet unequally responsible functions of a
political civilisation that produces the reality of war.

Power and the adult world are not synonymous. Power names the relational capacity to
govern the transitions through which occurrence becomes evidence, recognition, and
binding consequence. The adult world names the historically organised field of actors,
institutions, languages, and infrastructures through which that capacity is exercised,
distributed, contested, and reproduced. It is neither a single collective agent nor external to
power; it is power’s differentiated social carrier.

This world does not consist only of heads of state and military command. States that supply
arms and intelligence, economic arrangements that finance war, alliances that offer
diplomatic protection, media organisations that select which deaths become visible, expert
languages that translate violence into necessity, institutions that open or close the route to
legal consequence, and technical infrastructures that process suffering as data, cost, and
justification all enter the same field of decision in different ways.

A civilisation’s capacity for truth is not measured by the quantity of data it possesses. It is
measured by whether it can carry a truth that it claims to know and recognise into decision
with the same seriousness when identity and geopolitical position change. If knowledge
increases whilst binding force continues to be distributed by alliance, the problem is not
ignorance. It is the selective construction of reality.
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The child is not being tested. What is being tested is the adult world’s
capacity for truth.

Il. THE CAPTURE OF THE SYNTAX OF
JUDGEMENT

1. Power Need Not Silence Language

Power need not create structure; capturing its syntax is enough. From
that moment, the agent recedes and imposition appears as structure.

Power’s decisive operation cannot be reduced to the words it prohibits. A prior question
must be asked: who controls the connective rules that determine what an event may
become, what counts as sufficient evidence, whose suffering acquires normative gravity,
and which decisions may follow from recognised harm?

Syntax here is not the arrangement of words in a sentence. The syntax of judgement is
the grammar of transition that governs the name under which an event circulates through
institutions, the forms of knowledge that count as evidence, the categories deemed
relevant, the attribution of responsibility, and the operational consequences that an
acknowledged fact may reach.

This grammar becomes visible through five questions:
1 What occurred?
2 Are records of what occurred accessible?
3 What factual core has been verified?
4 With what normative weight are the harm and the person who bears it recognised?
5 What has that recognition changed in decision, law, resources, or practice?

Power need not produce every sentence, command every speaker, or direct every
institution from a single centre. It is enough to exercise stable control over the rules by
which a transition becomes possible, reasonable, evidentially warranted, legally relevant,
economically feasible, or strategically acceptable.

Different institutions may reproduce the same syntax of judgement without using the same
words. Academia may construct a category; an expert network may translate it into
technical necessity; the media may circulate it; law may stabilise it; states and international
institutions may render it binding; digital platforms may regulate its visibility and
repetition. Once these operations interlock, agency recedes and the result appears as the
impersonal operation of a neutral structure.

Power need not eliminate truth. It is enough to govern truth’s passage into common
judgement and binding reality.
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2. The Threshold Between Truth and Reality

Truth and reality do not denote the same thing in this manifesto. Truth is the existence of
what has occurred independently of power. Reality is the operational world rendered
binding through institutions, decisions, law, resources, infrastructures, and practice.

Truth does not generate political consequence by itself. An event may have taken place
whilst its record remains outside circulation. A record may be accessible whilst being
denied evidential sufficiency. Harm may be verified whilst the person who bears it is placed
outside the moral community. Suffering may be recognised whilst recognition itself is
substituted for decision.

This distinction does not diminish truth. It locates the operation of power more precisely.
Power cannot retrospectively make an occurrence not have occurred. It can, however,
regulate how far the occurrence will be seen, under what name it will be known, to which
relation of responsibility it will be attached, and which decision it will be permitted to
affect.

Truth may remain at the centre whilst being removed from the centre of decision. The
elephant is in the room, but the room is rearranged without accounting for it.

3. Four Operations

The syntax of judgement may be captured through four principal operations:

What it does to language Effect between truth and decision

Fragmentation Detaches an event from context, Harm remains visible but cannot become
continuity, and agency. a coherent object of judgement.

Deferral Holds sufficient evidence in suspension Information accumulates whilst factual
through continually renewed demands for = closure and responsibility are postponed.
certainty.

Translation Recasts suffering in the language of Harm is acknowledged whilst the person
security, cost, necessity, or strategic and the suffering are morally discounted.
inevitability.

Substitution Places explanation, concern, The institution uses the correct words
condemnation, or procedure in the whilst the material order remains
position of concrete decision. unchanged.

These operations may be distributed across several institutions within the same event. No
institution need control the entire chain to reproduce the same result at its own threshold.
Civilian death may be deemed ‘regrettable’. Agency may dissolve into ‘complex
circumstances’. Harm may be translated into ‘the cost of legitimate security requirements’.
The announcement of an investigation may conceal the continuation of the policy under
investigation.

Truth is thereby neutralised without being openly denied. Images circulate, explanations
multiply, condemnations recur, yet the material architecture of decision remains intact.

The semantic surface is preserved; syntactic authority changes hands.
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4. The Recession of the Agent and the Appearance of Structure

The capture of the syntax of judgement does not require a central conspiracy or a single
intention. Institutions may reproduce the same rules of transition through dependency,
incentive, sanction, professional standards, data infrastructures, jurisdiction, or geopolitical
alignment.

‘Capture’ does not mean that every actor shares the same intention. It denotes functional
control over the systematic opening of certain routes of judgement and the closure of
others. Such control need not have been designed by a single agent; this does not make its
outcomes natural, necessary, or devoid of responsibility.

The recession of the agent is not the absence of an agent. Those who issue orders, provide
finance, construct categories, alter evidential standards, offer diplomatic protection,
regulate platform visibility, and implement decisions do not bear the same responsibility.
Responsibility must be differentiated through authority, temporal sequence, capacity to
intervene, and connection to outcome, as well as through intention.

Structure is not the agent. Structure is the order that connects the decisions of different
agents and makes imposition appear self-executing. An agent may become invisible within a
structure, but the appearance of structure does not absolve the agent.
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I1l. FROM THE EXHAUSTION OF LANGUAGE TO
THE DISARMAMENT OF THE SUBJECT

1. The Exhaustion of Language: Loss of Function, Not Loss of
Words

The exhaustion of language is neither a contraction of vocabulary nor the disappearance of
particular concepts from circulation. It is the systematic weakening of four constitutive
capacities:

1 Referential capacity: the ability of language to present what has occurred within its
context and continuity.

2 Discriminating capacity: the ability to distinguish fact from justification, harm from
necessity, agent from victim, and explanation from legitimation.

3 Capacity for common judgement: the ability of a verified event to generate a shareable
normative consequence beyond a private community.

4  Capacity for binding transition: the ability of recognition to alter law, resources, policy,
and practice.

The exhaustion of language is not silence. Language continues to speak, explain, classify,
measure, condemn, and mourn. An institution may use the words ‘child’, ‘suffering’,
‘civilian’, ‘law’, and ‘humanity’ in their correct lexical senses. Yet if these words cannot
connect event, agency, responsibility, recognition, and decision, the public function of
language has been emptied out.

The existence of words is therefore insufficient evidence that language continues to
function. Its semantic surface may remain whilst its referential, normative, and
performative force is depleted. Harm is described, but who did what cannot be said. An
agent is named, but responsibility cannot reach decision. The principle of humanity is
repeated, but the person whose identity changes is placed outside its operation.

2. Philosophy Is Exhausted after Language

Philosophical language does not exhaust itself. The causal beginning lies not in philosophy,
but in power’s capture of the syntax of judgement.

The sequence is as follows:
1 The syntax of judgement is captured.
2 Language’s relation to object and purpose is depleted.
3 Philosophy’s public power of distinction weakens.

4  The concept of truth loses its operational capacity to distinguish what has occurred from
what has been imposed.

5 The subject’s conceptual capacity for defence dissolves.
6  Imposed reality deepens.

Philosophy may continue to produce texts, propose concepts, and conduct debates. What is
exhausted is not philosophy’s ontological existence, but its capacity to carry distinctions -
between occurrence and imposition, fact and justification, responsibility and collective
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affiliation, human being and category - into common judgement and institutional
consequence.

Philosophy does not require institutional permission to apprehend or formulate truth. Its
public efficacy does, however, depend upon passages that philosophical discourse cannot
secure by itself: evidential access, public circulation, legal classification, institutional
recognition, resource allocation, and decision. A distinction may therefore succeed
epistemically whilst remaining operationally null. When those passages are closed, the
failure is not that philosophy cannot think truth, but that a truth-bearing distinction cannot
acquire binding effect. The dependency asserted here is consequently that of philosophy’s
public efficacy upon routes of transition - not that of philosophy’s existence or validity upon
power’s approval.

If a distinction exists only within a text but cannot reach public perception, law, resources,
or decision, philosophy continues to speak without being able to judge. Concepts may
multiply the explanation of an object indefinitely. Yet if that multiplication neither reveals
the source of imposition nor enables the subject to direct action towards it, thought is held
within its own circulation.

The necessity at issue is not ontological but conditionally functional. Not every partial
restriction of language renders philosophy wholly ineffective. Yet when referential and
discriminating capacities, common judgement, and binding transition are jointly and
durably closed, the philosophical distinction loses its capacity to orient defence towards the
source of imposition.

3. The Evaporation of the Subject’s Means of Defence

The subject’s means of defence are not merely physical. The vote, the lawsuit, protest,
organisation, testimony, research, conceptual production, public objection, and exit
function as means of defence insofar as they can name and reach the source of imposition.

Once the syntax of judgement has been captured, most of these means may remain formally
available. What evaporates is not their material existence, but their capacity to connect
imposition to its source, to form common judgement, and to alter the relevant architecture
of decision.
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m What formally remains What evaporates

Vote The procedure of election and preference The ability to reach the decision
architecture through which the available
options were imposed in advance

Lawsuit Application, case file, and judicial The ability to render the higher
procedure institutional chain that produced the harm
accessible and justiciable

Protest Assembly and visible objection The ability to overcome the recoding of
dissent as ‘risk’, ‘extremism’, or ‘noise’

Organisation Collective structure and membership The ability to reconnect fragmented
harms within a common account of
causation

Testimony The narration of experienced harm The ability to carry testimony across the

thresholds of verification, responsibility,
and decision

Philosophical The textual and academic existence of the  The ability to produce public judgement
concept concept by distinguishing occurrence from
imposition
Exit The formal possibility of departure or The ability to build an alternative beyond
refusal infrastructural dependency

This does not mean that the subject becomes wholly passive. The subject acts, chooses,
objects, and devises tactical responses. Yet the field of action may already have been
narrowed, whilst tactical movements within it are recorded by the system as independent
choices. Having first become the material of imposition, the subject is then held responsible
as the agent of its outcome.

The formal existence of a means of defence is not evidence of its functional adequacy. If a
means cannot name the imposition, render its mechanism visible, reach common
judgement, or alter any threshold of decision, it retains the shell of defence whilst losing its
substance.

‘Evaporation’ does not mean disappearance. It means the loss of the relation of direction
between the means and the source.

4. The Possibility and Limit of a Counter-Language

The existence of alternative words, oppositional texts, or philosophical concepts does not by
itself refute the exhaustion of language. Yet the proposition that ‘every objection has
already been absorbed by the system’ cannot be accepted in advance either. Such a
proposition would become a closed narrative protected against every possible
counter-example.

A counter-language may succeed at three distinct levels. It may first achieve diagnostic
success by naming the object and mechanism of imposition and by distinguishing agency,
causation, and responsibility. It may then achieve public success by moving beyond its
private constituency into a field of common judgement. Finally, it may produce
institutional effect by altering access, verification, recognition, or decision.
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These levels cannot be collapsed into one another. A counter-language may be conceptually
accurate yet publicly isolated. It may circulate publicly without affecting any decision. It
may alter an institutional threshold but remain exceptional and temporary.

Where counter-language is immediately recoded as propaganda, irrationality, extremism,
security risk, or technical incompetence, its material existence has not been sufficient to
exceed the prevailing syntax of judgement. By contrast, a counter-language that names the
source of imposition, reaches common judgement, and changes a threshold of decision
weakens any claim of completed exhaustion.

The exhaustion of language, philosophy, and subjectivity cannot therefore be declared an
absolute and transhistorical outcome. Its scope, duration, and the actual efficacy of
counter-language must be shown. The foundational claim is narrower: to the extent that
power controls the syntax of judgement, it depletes the capacity of counter-language to
pass into institutional consequence. Such control cannot be presumed complete in every
context.
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IV. THEORETICAL ENCOUNTER AND ORIGINAL
CONTRIBUTION

1. Literature Is Not the Point of Departure

This manifesto does not grant literature the authority to establish its normative beginning.
Literature does not constitute the human zero point. Basic moral standing precedes the
existing disciplines’ attempts to define, classify, or explain the human being.

This beginning is not ahistorical. It is the condition under which the authority of historical
categories over the human being can be judged. When the person is first approached as an
instance of a pre-existing theory, inquiry may reproduce power’s operation at the outset: it
turns the subject into an object of explanation, society into a field of experiment, and
suffering into conceptual material.

Literature is therefore not rejected; it is removed from the founding position. It returns to
explain the mechanisms of identity, representation, war, suffering, testimony, law, and
legitimation. It may explain, but it may not decide which human being possesses basic
moral standing. It has explanatory authority, not jurisdiction over human worth.

The manifesto’s relationship to literature is therefore one of critical encounter rather than
submission. The starting point is common human standing. Literature is judged from that
point: do its categories make the human being visible, or do they confine the person within
their own conceptual laboratories?

2. From Representation to Binding Transition

This manifesto shares a problem with critical scholarship on how some lives are constituted
as less grievable or less worthy of protection than others. Butler’s frames of war reveal the
conditions under which lives become visible and grievable (Butler, 2004, 2009). Boltanski
(1999) examines the spectacular, affective, and political circulation of distant suffering;
Fassin (2012) shows how humanitarian reason can recognise suffering whilst converting it
into an administrable category. The literature on moral exclusion explains how certain
persons are placed beyond the community of justice (Opotow, 1990). Fricker (2007) and
Mills (2007) expose credibility deficits, epistemic injustice, and the production of ignorance
within orders of knowledge.

The relation between language and power is equally well established. Orwell (1946),
Klemperer (2000), and Marcuse (1964) traced the political narrowing of language;
Bourdieu (1991) analysed the social distribution of legitimate speech; Austin (1962)
demonstrated that utterances do not merely convey meaning but also perform acts.
Research on framing has shown how selection and emphasis structure interpretation
(Entman, 1993).

The contribution of this manifesto is not to rename that inheritance. It moves the problem
from representation to binding transition. The question is not only which lives become
visible or through which words they are represented. It is why visible harm passes into
verification, normative recognition, and decision for some identities, whilst for others it is
held within explanation, deferral, or strategic necessity.

The original claim is that the institutional syntax governing the connections between event,
evidence, recognition, and decision may be captured even when the lexical meanings of
words remain intact. This claim introduces three distinctions:
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1 Visibility is not verification.
2 Verification is not normative recognition.
3 Recognition is not binding consequence.

These distinctions show that power need not conceal truth. Truth may remain visible,
verified, and acknowledged whilst being removed from the centre of decision.

3. The Status of the Language-Philosophy-Subject Sequence

Three levels of claim must be distinguished.

The first is an institutional mechanism claim: the syntax of judgement may operate
through fragmentation, deferral, translation, and substitution. This claim is historically
investigable in relation to particular institutions and events.

The second is a conditional functional inference: where language’s referential,
discriminating, common-judgement, and binding capacities are jointly closed, philosophical
distinctions and the subject’s means of defence lose their capacity to orient themselves
towards the source of imposition. This inference does not follow from every restriction of
language, but from the durable closure of all four capacities.

The third is a macro-social claim: the proposition that this dissolution determines the
defensive capacity of an entire society and the depth of imposed reality cannot be derived
from one institution or event. It requires multi-institutional, diachronic, and comparative
inquiry.

The manifesto establishes the foundational theory of the first two levels. It does not declare
the third to be a completed empirical conclusion.

4. Limits of the Thesis
This manifesto:
1 does not derive the full truth of a war from a single image;
1 does not treat tears as evidence of agency or causation;
1 does not infer the equal responsibility of parties from equality of basic standing;
1 does not prescribe the same political intervention in every circumstance;
1 does not remove identity from historical or legal explanation;

1 does not treat every delay, institutional error, or difference of decision as evidence of
syntactic capture;

1 does not infer the disappearance of philosophy or subjectivity from every restriction of
language;
1 does not presume in advance that counter-language cannot be effective.
These limits do not soften the thesis. They identify its proper object. The manifesto opposes
not the existence of different decisions, but the acquisition by identity of authority over

basic moral standing and the substitution of explanation for truth’s passage into binding
consequence.
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CONCLUSION

Truth exists. Visibility, verification, recognition, and binding decision may nevertheless be
regulated. Power need not destroy truth; it is enough to capture the syntax of judgement
between what has occurred and what becomes binding reality.

Such capture does not silence language. Language continues to name events, institutions
continue to offer explanations, law continues to repeat its norms, and philosophy continues
to produce concepts. Yet where the event is fragmented, evidence indefinitely deferred,
suffering translated into security or cost, and explanation substituted for decision,
language’s capacity to carry truth into common judgement has been exhausted.

Philosophy’s public power of distinction and the subject’s means of defence then begin to
dissolve. The vote, the lawsuit, protest, organisation, testimony, and the concept remain
materially present whilst their capacity to orient themselves towards the source of
imposition evaporates. The subject appears not to have been disarmed. Yet where the
available means cannot reach the source of imposition, formal availability has taken the
place of genuine defensive capacity.

This conclusion cannot be derived automatically from every narrowing of language. The
scope and durability of exhaustion, together with the actual efficacy of counter-language,
must be shown. Where counter-language can name the mechanism, reach common
judgement, and alter the binding order, the claim of completed exhaustion fails.

Truth is not missing. Its passage into binding reality has been captured. Language has not
been silenced; it has been separated from its truth-bearing function. Philosophy has not
been abolished; it has been rendered unable to carry its distinctions into common
judgement. The subject has not been left without means; the capacity of those means to
reach the source of imposition has been dissolved.

The child is not the subject of the manifesto. The child is the limit-scene in which the
consequences written upon the human being by the ideological and geopolitical wars of the
adult world become visible. The child’s suffering does not disclose the complete truth of
war. It keeps at the centre a question that no explanation can erase.

The child is crying. The adult world is explaining. When the explanation
is over, what has changed for the child?
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