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It's 3am, and you're awake for no reason your calendar can point to. The decision 

was made yesterday. It was the right one. You said the right things in the room, 

and everyone believed you, and most of them were even true. But your jaw is 

tight, and it's been tight since before the meeting started, and it hasn't fully 

released since. You've built something real. You've proven, many times over, 

that you're capable. And there's a ceiling you keep arriving at anyway — not from 

lack of skill, not from lack of will, but from something underneath both that no 

strategy session has ever quite reached.

That's what this is about. Not stress in the abstract. Not another framework for 

managing your time better. This is about why the gap between how you present 

and how you actually feel exists at all, why it doesn't close no matter how much 

insight or discipline you throw at it, and what actually closes it. It's about the 

nervous  system  —  yours,  your  team's,  the  one  running  underneath  every 

decision your company makes — and why it, not your mindset, not your habits, 

not your strategy, is the layer this whole thing has been quietly running from all 

along.

Coherence, the way I use it, isn't a mood or a mindset. It's a measurable state — 

the difference between a heart rhythm that's erratic and scattered under stress, 

and one that moves in a clean, ordered wave when a system is actually safe. It's 

also,  underneath that,  what it  feels  like when the body and the mind stop 

working as two separate systems quietly overriding each other and start running 

as one — the mind no longer having to talk the body down, the body no longer 

sending signals the mind has to fight through fog to hear. Not alignment as two 

things pointed the same direction from a distance, but coherence as one system, 

working together, because it's finally been given what it needs to. That's what 

this whole manifesto is about: what it takes for a person, and everyone around 

them, to run from that state instead of from the scattered one underneath so 

much of modern life.

This is a manifesto, not a leadership framework in the usual sense — which is my 

way of telling you upfront that it's going to range further than you'd expect 

before it comes back to that 3am moment. Stay with it. History, physiology, the 

failed fixes that came before this one — every part of it is in service of explaining 

that  moment  properly,  not  around  it.  And  it  starts  further  back  than  the 

boardroom.

Here's where it actually began for me. I spent years working with people on four 

things that are supposed to be foundational — food, water, breath, and energy — 

and  kept  running  into  the  same wall.  People  eating  well  and  taking  good 

supplements, still  not absorbing what was in them. People drinking enough 

water, still running dry underneath. People who'd done every breathwork course 
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going, still breathing from the top two inches of their chest without knowing it. 

People doing real,  genuine energy work,  session after session,  healer after 

healer — and never quite arriving at completion, just moving from one healing 

cycle into the next,  indefinitely,  the way a stress response that  never fully 

discharges just keeps recirculating instead of resolving. Four different doors, 

and underneath every one of them, the same thing: a nervous system too busy 

running threat to let any of it fully land.

That's not a metaphor, and it's not just my own observation, though twelve years 

of watching it in real rooms with real people is where I first saw the pattern 

clearly. Under sympathetic activation — the body's threat state — blood flow is 

redirected away from the gut, digestive enzyme production drops, and a 2017 

peer-reviewed study out of Michigan State found chronic stress directly impairs 

the gut's ability to transport nutrients across its own lining, not just digest food 

generally. A 2023 study of nearly two thousand Japanese student athletes found 

fewer than one in ten were breathing diaphragmatically — the rest breathing 

shallow, from the chest, which is itself a physical marker of a system braced for 

threat rather than settled into safety. A 2025 study out of Liverpool John Moores 

University found people drinking less than 1.5 litres a day had cortisol spikes 

over 50% higher under stress than well-hydrated people — and, tellingly, they 

didn't feel any thirstier. Their bodies knew before their minds did. Three of the 

four pillars, each with real, checkable science underneath them, each pointing at 

the same thing: none of it fully works while the system underneath it is running 

survival  instead of  safety.  The fourth — energy,  and the way people  cycle 

through healing work without ever completing it — doesn't have a cortisol study 

behind it the way the other three do. That one's my own clinical observation, 

offered as exactly that, not dressed up as something it isn't.

Underneath  all  four  is  the  same  single  variable:  the  nervous  system,  and 

whether it's been given what it needs to actually integrate anything at all, rather 

than just survive it. That's the whole reason this exists. Everything that follows — 

the history, the neuroscience, the workplace, the boardroom — is that same 

discovery, followed all the way out to where it actually costs people the most.

I've never written a manifesto before, so let me tell you what this one isn't. It isn't 

a pitch. It isn't a list of things I believe delivered with more confidence than I've 

actually earned. And it isn't going to ask you to take anything on faith that I 

haven't first shown you the working for.

Here's the shape of the argument, so you're never lost in it: something happened 

to how we organised work and life, over about a century and a half, that put a 

stress-response system built for one kind of world in charge of navigating a 
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completely different one. That mismatch has a cost, and the cost is measurable. 

Everything that's been tried to fix it so far — discipline, mindset, mindfulness, 

most conventional therapy and coaching — reaches part of the problem and 

misses the rest, for reasons that are themselves interesting and explainable. And 

there's a real, if still young, way to reach the part that gets missed. That's the 

whole thesis. Everything below is that argument, said properly, with its receipts 

attached — and with a few jokes along the way, because dry and scientific was 

never going to change anyone's mind on its own.

One  more  thing  before  it  starts,  because  it  changes  how you  should  read 

everything that  follows:  I  argue for  something and against  several  popular 

alternatives to it  on purpose, but I've tried never to do it  by making those 

alternatives sound stupider than they were. The people who built command-and-

control leadership, modern mindfulness, even the self-help industry — none of 

them set out to build something broken. They were solving real problems with 

the tools they had. Good ideas built for one context, dragged uncritically into 

another, is a more useful and more honest story than good ideas versus bad 

ones. It's also the standard I'm trying to hold my own claims to.
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P A R T  O N E

How We Got Here — a short, unflattering history of 
command and control

Nobody sat down one day and decided humans should run their working lives on 

the same physiological machinery that once decided whether to fight a leopard. 

It happened gradually, through a small number of specific, well-documented 

decisions that turned out to be enormously profitable in the short term and 

enormously costly in a way nobody was measuring at the time.

Start with Frederick Winslow Taylor. Before the Industrial Revolution properly 

arrived, most workplaces were small enough that the owner worked alongside 

everyone else and simply knew, from proximity, what a fair day's effort looked 

like. Then factories got big, owners stopped standing next to their workers, and 

a new class of professional manager emerged with no relationship to the people 

they  managed  and  a  mandate  to  squeeze  more  out  of  them.  Taylor  —  a 

mechanical engineer who'd worked his way up from the factory floor — decided 

he could solve this with a stopwatch. He broke every job into its component 

motions,  timed  each  one,  and  rebuilt  work  as  a  sequence  of  measured, 

standardised actions performed by an interchangeable worker.  He called it 

scientific management. Everyone else eventually called it Taylorism, and it built 

the  twentieth  century  —  mass  production,  modern  manufacturing,  and  a 

management philosophy so durable its DNA is still visible in call-centre scripts 

and  warehouse  productivity  trackers  today.  Taylor  wasn't  running  an  evil 

experiment.  He  was  solving  a  real  problem  with  the  tools  available  to  a 

mechanical  engineer  in  1900:  measurement,  standardisation,  control.  The 

tragedy  is  that  it  worked  well  enough,  for  long  enough,  that  "measure  it, 

standardise it, control it" became the reflexive answer to every organisational 

problem for the next hundred-plus years — including the one it was never built to 

solve: what a human nervous system actually needs in order to do good work 

without breaking.

Command and control, as a leadership style, is Taylorism wearing a suit instead 

of overalls. The traits it rewards — certainty, decisiveness, the appearance of 

having no doubts — aren't randomly selected. They're the traits that make a 

manager legible inside a system built around measurement. A leader who says 

"I'm not sure" doesn't fit neatly into a quarterly report. A leader who projects 

total control does. Over a century, the system selected, again and again, for 

people who could perform certainty convincingly — and the easiest  way to 

perform certainty convincingly for an entire career is to not feel safe enough to 

admit uncertainty in the first place. The corporate alpha wasn't cast or chosen. It 
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was bred, slowly, by a system that rewarded exactly one nervous system state 

and weeded out every leader who couldn't produce it on demand.

The second bloodline: from the gladiator's trainer to the off-
season program

Taylorism explains where corporate command-and-control came from. It doesn't 

fully explain where "mental toughness" itself came from — and that's an older, 

and funnier, lineage worth tracing separately.

World War II military psychologists needed a way to select and train soldiers 

who could function under sustained, extreme threat without breaking, and after 

the  war  those  techniques  were  adapted  wholesale  into  applied  sports 

psychology, which had the same problem in miniature: how do you get an athlete 

to perform at their ceiling while their nervous system is screaming that the 

stakes are life-or-death,  when they obviously aren't.  Decades later the loop 

closed  again:  the  University  of  Pennsylvania  built  one  of  the  largest 

psychological  intervention  programs  in  history  —  a  resilience  curriculum 

commissioned by the U.S. Army and delivered to hundreds of thousands of 

soldiers — directly out of the "grit" research that had by then become a fixture of 

elite sport and, soon after, of corporate leadership offsites. By the time "mental 

toughness" reached a keynote stage, it had already been engineered and refined 

across two of  the most  extreme environments  humans have built  — actual 

combat and elite sport — before landing on a middle manager trying to survive a 

difficult quarter.

That's not a criticism of the underlying research, some of which is genuinely 

solid. It's a category error in the transplant. A resilience protocol built to help a 

soldier survive an actual firefight is calibrated for an acute, bounded event with 

a beginning and an end. Corporate life mostly doesn't offer that — it offers 

ambiguous, low-grade pressure with no exit — and a toughness protocol built for 

a firefight, deployed against a threat that never actually ends, doesn't get to do 

what it was designed to do: help someone push through to the other side of a 

defined ordeal. There is no other side. So the toughness just runs, indefinitely, on 

a threat with no exit — which is precisely the physiology in Part Two, wearing a 

flattering name and a TED talk instead of being recognised as the mismatch it is. 

There's a darker, more literal version of this transplant worth knowing too: 

military-style drill-sergeant methods have migrated back into civilian strength-

and-conditioning coaching in collegiate and professional sport, and researchers 

studying the crossover have flagged real safety incidents — injuries and even 

deaths in off-season training — precisely because a method built for a defined, 

medically monitored context gets applied without the safeguards that made it 

survivable in the first place.

© 2026 The Coherence Lab. All rights reserved.Not to be reproduced or distributed without written permission Page 6 of 

29



T H E  C O H E R E N C E  L A B

The third bloodline: the self-help industry, and where it actually 
starts

There's a third thread feeding the modern obsession with mental performance, 

and it starts further back than most people think.

The genre gets its actual name and its actual origin from Samuel Smiles, a 

Scottish doctor turned railway administrator, whose 1859 book Self-Help grew 

out of a lecture he gave to a working men's mutual-improvement club. It sold 

20,000 copies in its first year — reportedly outselling Darwin's On the Origin of 

Species, published the same year — and a quarter of a million by the time he died 

in 1904. Smiles is largely forgotten now, which is itself the point: the man who 

actually started the genre is the one nobody remembers.

Fifty years later, the baton passed to America and picked up a mystical streak. 

Wallace D. Wattles published The Science of Getting Rich in 1910, out of the 

New Thought movement — the idea that right thinking could shape material 

reality — and it's now recognised as a direct influence on Rhonda Byrne's The 

Secret nearly a century later. William Walker Atkinson, a New Thought writer 

and occultist, published The Secret of Success in 1908 and is named by several 

accounts as one of the sources Napoleon Hill drew on most directly.

Which brings us to Hill, and to one of the more useful, slightly uncomfortable 

stories available to anyone building something new in this space. Napoleon Hill's 

Think and Grow Rich, published in 1937, is the book most people actually think 

of when they hear "self-help." Its claim to authority was that Hill had been 

personally  commissioned by  Andrew Carnegie  to  interview five  hundred  of 

America's  most  successful  men  and  distil  their  shared  principles.  It's  a 

wonderful story. It also appears to have been invented — Hill only started telling 

it  publicly  after  Carnegie  was  dead  and  couldn't  confirm  or  deny  it,  and 

biographers  digging into  that  period found a  man freshly  divorced,  fleeing 

creditors, and running a mail-order car-repair correspondence school shortly 

before reinventing himself as the world's foremost expert on success.

So the real lineage isn't one book. It's three eras: Smiles in Victorian Britain, 

genuinely earnest and almost entirely forgotten; Wattles and Atkinson in the 

American New Thought movement, mystical and largely unread today outside 

self-help history circles;  and Hill,  who took their ideas,  wrapped them in a 

fabricated mentorship with a dead billionaire, and built the modern industry on 

the packaging rather than the substance. It's worth sitting with the fact that one 

of the most influential origin stories in the entire history of self-improvement 

was itself a fabrication — because it's a genuinely useful, slightly uncomfortable 

mirror to hold up to anything new I build, the Sovereign Self System included. 

The pattern that made Hill's book sell — an authoritative backstory, a confident 
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numbered system, a promise that internal work alone produces external results 

— is precisely the pattern I have to actively resist reproducing, by staying honest 

about what's proven, what's borrowed, and what's still being tested, rather than 

reaching for a better founding myth of my own.

Dale Carnegie's How to Win Friends and Influence People, published the year 

before Hill's book, deserves its own honest look rather than a pass. It's often 

read as the more wholesome cousin in this lineage — but the actual technique it 

teaches  is  closer  to  strategic  ingratiation  dressed  up  as  genuine  interest: 

"become interested in other people" as a method for extracting what you want 

from them, not as real care. That's the same instinct as Taylor's stopwatch, 

aimed at people instead of factory output — optimising the interaction rather 

than the relationship underneath it.
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P A R T  T W O

The Science of Stress — from a Rat in Montreal to a 
Cortisol Chart

The  scientific  side  of  this  story  starts  almost  by  accident,  with  a  young 

endocrinologist named Hans Selye, who in 1936 was trying to discover a new 

hormone and instead discovered something bigger. He was injecting rats with 

ovarian extract, expecting a specific hormonal effect, and instead noticed the 

same triad of symptoms — enlarged adrenal glands, shrunken lymph nodes, 

stomach ulcers — regardless of which noxious substance he injected, so long as 

it  was  sufficiently  unpleasant.  He'd  stumbled  onto  a  general,  non-specific 

physiological response to threat, and he gave the whole phenomenon a name 

that stuck: stress. He described it in three stages — alarm, resistance, and, if the 

threat doesn't let up, exhaustion — and that third stage is what we now call 

burnout.

Selye's own life is a useful, slightly deflating footnote worth keeping in your back 

pocket for anyone who wants their science heroes uncomplicated: decades into 

his career he took funding connected to the tobacco industry, at a time when 

that  industry  badly  wanted  credible  scientists  arguing  that  "stress,"  not 

smoking, explained rising disease rates. The father of stress research spent part 

of his career muddying the water on one of the actual leading causes of the thing 

he  made  his  name  studying.  That's  not  a  reason  to  distrust  the  General 

Adaptation Syndrome — it's held up for ninety years. It's a reason to remember 

that every field, including the ones underneath everything I've built, is made by 

actual  flawed  humans  with  actual  conflicting  incentives  —  and  it's  worth 

remembering that before anyone accuses my own methodology of needing to be 

perfectly  pure  to  be  worth  trusting.  Nobody's  origin  story  survives  close 

inspection. Selye's doesn't either, and his findings are still foundational.

What Selye started, Bruce McEwen finished decades later with the concept of 

allostatic load: short-term stress activation is protective, but repeated, chronic 

activation  without  recovery  produces  cumulative,  measurable  damage  — 

dysregulated cortisol rhythms, immune suppression, cardiovascular strain, and 

documented shrinkage in brain regions responsible for memory and judgement. 

It's one of the most replicated findings in stress physiology, and it converts 

"stress is bad for you" from a slogan into a measured, mechanistic body of 

research.

It  gets  more  specific,  and  worth  knowing  exactly  what's  happening 

mechanically,  because  the  phrase  "stress  hormones"  has  stopped  meaning 

anything concrete in most corporate wellness content. When the brain reads a 
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situation as  threatening,  two overlapping systems fire.  The fast  one — the 

sympathetic  nervous  system  —  dumps  adrenaline  into  your  blood  within 

seconds: raised heart rate, redirected blood flow, that jolt of alertness. Think of 

it as a car alarm: instant, loud, and gone the second the danger passes. The slow 

one — the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis, the HPA axis — takes far longer 

to spin up and far longer to wind down, running on cortisol, and it's this second, 

slower system that does most of the real damage when it fires again and again 

without recovery in between. This is also the mechanical reason "just calm 

down" was never going to work: the fast system can, with real effort, be talked 

down in the moment. The slow cortisol system doesn't respond to a pep talk on 

anything like that timescale. It's less like a light switch and more like a snooze 

button that's broken — it wakes up in an instant, but it takes hours to genuinely 

fall back asleep. It responds to the body actually, physiologically, registering 

that the threat has passed. That's a state, not a decision — and it's precisely the 

layer this whole methodology is aimed at.

That single sentence — the body has to actually register the threat has passed — 

is the hinge everything else swings on. What happens when it doesn't? When the 

threat ends on paper, but the body was never given the chance to register that it 

did?

This is the real mechanism underneath what I already work with in clients as 

"old patterns," "stuck emotion," or programs running underneath behaviour that 

the conscious mind never signed off on. The trauma researcher Peter Levine 

built an entire therapeutic method — Somatic Experiencing — out of a single 

observation  from decades  studying  stress  physiology  in  wild  animals:  prey 

animals  face  mortal  threat  constantly  and  rarely  show  lasting  symptoms 

afterward.  His  answer  was  that  fight-or-flight  mobilises  real  physiological 

energy, and animals in the wild complete the cycle — they run, they fight, or if 

neither is  possible,  they freeze,  and once the threat  passes they physically 

discharge the leftover activation through trembling, visibly, before returning to 

normal  function within minutes.  Humans frequently  interrupt  this  before it 

completes — held still by social convention, medical intervention, or simply the 

cognitive override of "I should be fine now" — and the mobilised energy doesn't 

evaporate when the interrupting stops. It stays bound in the body: not as a story 

you  consciously  remember,  but  as  physiological  residue  — chronic  muscle 

tension, a held breath, a startle response that fires years after the event that 

trained it. Stored the way your body remembers how to ride a bike, not the way it 

remembers a fact.

That's the precise, physiological version of the tiny gasp of breath that happens 

when  stress  occurs:  a  fragment  of  an  incomplete  fight-or-flight  response, 

captured  mid-cycle  and  never  discharged,  sitting  in  the  body  as  a  live 
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physiological program rather than a memory. It's why willpower and insight 

alone so often fail to touch it. You can't think your way out of something that was 

never stored as a thought.

Worth being precise about where this sits evidentially, because it's actually 

stronger ground than several frameworks I treat more cautiously elsewhere in 

this  manifesto.  Somatic  Experiencing  has  moved  further  toward  controlled 

evidence than polyvagal theory has: a 2017 randomised, waitlist-controlled trial 

of 63 PTSD patients found significant reductions in both PTSD symptoms and 

depression, with large effect sizes, and separate Danish randomised trials have 

since tested it for patients with chronic pain and comorbid PTSD symptoms, with 

promising results. That's real, peer-reviewed, controlled evidence — genuinely 

more than polyvagal theory currently has, though still modest compared to the 

decades of data behind something like CBT, and honest reviewers in the field say 

the same thing I keep saying about my own work: promising, real, and still early.

There's a second layer worth naming, because it explains why stored activation 

can run someone's behaviour without their conscious awareness at all. LeDoux's 

fear-conditioning research — already covered for its account of threat-response 

timing — has a second finding that matters just as much here: the amygdala can 

form and store fear associations through a pathway that doesn't require the 

hippocampus, the structure central to conscious, narratable memory. That's why 

a person can carry a  fully  operational  fear  response to  something with no 

accessible  memory of  what  trained it:  the learning happened and got  filed 

entirely outside the system responsible for telling yourself the story. The body 

isn't being dramatic when it reacts to something the conscious mind has no 

narrative for. It's accurately running a program that was installed correctly, 

through a system never designed to leave a copy where conscious memory could 

find it later.

Put together, this is the clearest available reason the completion-and-attachment 

work in the threshold sequence below has to be somatic rather than purely 

conversational.  If  what's stored is an incomplete physiological cycle and an 

implicit,  non-narrative  fear  association,  talking  about  the  story  — however 

insightfully — addresses a different storage system than the one actually holding 

the pattern. The body has to be given what it was denied the first time: the 

chance to complete the interrupted response and register, physiologically rather 

than just intellectually, that the threat has actually passed.
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P A R T  T H R E E

The Machine Under the Hood, and Why It Was Never 
Built for This

Here's what explains something that otherwise makes no sense: why a smart, 

self-aware, high-functioning person can know, with total intellectual clarity, that 

they're safe — and still  lie awake at three in the morning with their heart 

pounding as if they weren't.

Joseph LeDoux's decades of research on fear conditioning mapped the actual 

circuitry, and the finding that matters most is timing. The amygdala — a small, 

old, structurally conserved part of the brain — can trigger a full alarm response 

before the  cortex,  the  part  responsible  for  conscious  thought,  has  finished 

forming an opinion about what's happening. That's not a metaphor for "your gut 

reacts fast." It's demonstrated architecture: the system acts first and thinks 

second, because for most of human history, hesitating to think it over was the 

difference between surviving an encounter with a predator and not. Evolution 

doesn't reward careful deliberation in front of a leopard. It rewards flinching 

first and reflecting later, assuming you survive to reflect at all.

This system has one very good feature and one very bad one. The good feature: 

it's fast, and fast used to be exactly what was needed. The bad feature: it was 

calibrated entirely for threats that resolve. A predator either catches you or it 

doesn't;  either  way,  the  encounter  ends,  and  the  system stands  down and 

returns to an actual, felt baseline. Almost nothing about modern life works that 

way.  A  business  restructuring  rumour  doesn't  resolve  on  any  predictable 

timeline.  An unclear  promotion process  doesn't  resolve.  A  boss  whose real 

motives you can't verify doesn't resolve. An economy that might or might not 

need your specific skill set in five years doesn't resolve, possibly ever. You've 

handed a system built exclusively for acute, ending threats an unbroken diet of 

chronic, ambiguous ones — an alarm that never gets the all-clear — and then 

acted surprised it never fully stands down.

It gets one layer stranger, because the brain isn't the only place this evaluation 

happens. The gut has its own extensive, genuinely independent neural network 

—  the  enteric  nervous  system,  somewhere  between  one  hundred  and  six 

hundred million neurons, more than exist in your entire spinal cord, capable of 

running  digestion  with  minimal  input  from  the  brain  at  all.  Researchers 

nicknamed it the "second brain" decades ago, and there's now a substantial, 

mainstream research effort mapping its role in mood, the gut microbiome's 

influence on mental health, and conditions from IBS to Parkinson's. The detail 

worth stopping on: roughly 80% of the nerve traffic between gut and brain runs 
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upward, gut to brain, not the other way. The old cliché about a "gut feeling" 

informing a decision isn't folk wisdom dressed up as science. It's closer to an 

accurate physiological description folk wisdom happened to get right centuries 

early.

The heart has a smaller version of the same thing — an intrinsic cardiac nervous 

system, first properly characterised in 1991, containing north of forty thousand 

neurons capable of local processing and modulating heart rhythm with some 

independence  from  the  brain.  That's  legitimate,  mainstream  cardiac 

electrophysiology, published in respectable journals. It's worth knowing exactly 

where  the  line  sits  between  what's  established  here  and  what's  more 

speculative, because that line matters, and it matters most for a specific piece of 

research I want to be fair to rather than dismiss.

HeartMath Institute does two genuinely different things, and lumping them 

together does neither justice. What's solid: their core measurable claim is that 

heart rate variability shifts into a distinct, more ordered, sine-wave-like pattern 

during sustained calm or positive emotion, versus a more erratic pattern under 

stress — real, quantifiable psychophysiology, and increasingly verified outside 

their own house journals. A 2025 randomised clinical trial in  JAMA Network 

Open,  led  by  outside  researchers,  tested  HRV  coherence  biofeedback  in 

coronary artery disease patients. A 2025 study in  Nature Scientific Reports, 

drawing on 1.8 million real user sessions, mapped the actual frequency patterns 

of this coherence state. That's genuine, independently-verified, proof-seeking 

work — exactly the science-and-wellness bridge worth crediting properly rather 

than filing under "wellness industry, not proven." What's a step removed from 

that: their own institute cites over five hundred peer-reviewed or independent 

studies, a company-reported figure worth a little caution since some of that body 

is published in their own house journals rather than fully independent venues. 

And a separate arm of their work — the Global Coherence Initiative, claims 

linking  human  emotion  to  the  sun  and  earth's  magnetic  fields,  collective 

consciousness affecting global events — sits in genuinely fringe territory, well 

outside  what  mainstream  physics  or  neuroscience  accepts.  Two  tiers,  one 

organisation, both stated honestly.

One more piece of vocabulary deserves the same careful treatment, because it's 

everywhere  in  the  somatic  and  trauma-informed  world.  Stephen  Porges' 

polyvagal theory proposes that the nervous system runs a continuous, largely 

unconscious safety evaluation he called "neuroception," organised through a 

hierarchy of three states — calm and socially engaged, mobilised fight-or-flight, 

and, under extreme threat,  shutdown or collapse. It's an enormously useful 

clinical vocabulary, and it maps well onto lived experience. It's also, honestly, a 

theory  under  live  scientific  contest  — some physiologists  question whether 
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"neuroception" describes a genuinely distinct mechanism or is just a useful label 

for  something  LeDoux's  more  rigorously  established  research  already 

demonstrates from a different angle. None of that makes the clinical framework 

useless. It means it should be introduced as exactly what it is: a widely used, 

clinically generative model, not settled biology.

There's a related, better-evidenced field worth knowing by name, because it's 

the actual science underneath what I call signal, or intuition. Interoception — 

the sense of your own internal bodily state, distinct from the five external senses 

— is  now a  serious,  active  field  of  neuroscience,  with  careful,  measurable 

protocols for how accurately different people read their own internal signals: 

heartbeat-counting  tasks,  gut-signal  awareness,  the  felt  sense  of  your 

physiological state as it's happening rather than as you assume it must be. It's 

the difference between guessing what's in the fridge and actually opening the 

door and looking. Interoceptive accuracy varies meaningfully between people, it 

can be trained and improved, and it correlates with emotional regulation and 

decision  quality.  What  gets  called  intuition  is,  on  this  account,  very  often 

accurate  interoception  —  an  internal  read  that  arrived  before  conscious 

language  caught  up  to  name  it.  What  gets  called  "losing  touch  with  your 

intuition" is frequently a measurable decline in interoceptive accuracy, not a 

mystical capacity switching off.

What  degrades  that  accuracy,  at  scale,  has  as  much  to  do  with  the  built 

environment as with any individual failing. Attention is limited, and external 

vigilance  —  scanning  a  noisy,  overstimulating  environment  for  threat  — 

competes directly with the internal attention interoception requires. Chronic 

noise exposure reliably raises cortisol, robustly enough that the World Health 

Organization publishes formal environmental noise guidelines because of the 

documented  cardiovascular  effects.  Artificial  light  — screens  late  at  night, 

streetlight instead of darkness — measurably suppresses melatonin and disrupts 

the same slow, cortisol-driven recovery system described earlier — the one that 

takes hours to wind down even after the threat has passed. Layer onto that the 

broader research: urban living is associated with measurably higher rates of 

anxiety and mood disorders in multiple studies, though the causal direction is 

debated; the well-known Ulrich hospital study found patients with a window 

view of trees healed faster and needed less pain medication than patients facing 

a brick wall; and E.O. Wilson's biophilia hypothesis — that humans carry an 

evolved affinity for natural environments — remains a serious, if not fully proven, 

idea in environmental psychology.

Put together:  a nervous system that evolved reading natural safety cues — 

daylight, moving air, birdsong, the particular quality of silence that isn't actually 

silent — now spends most of its life in an environment engineered to offer almost 
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none of them, chronically overloaded on exactly the two senses interoceptive 

accuracy depends on having spare capacity to draw from. It's a reasonable 

inference, not a single proven pathway, that this is part of why people over-talk, 

over-explain, and struggle to sit in silence with another person without filling it 

—  a  nervous  system  with  less  spare  capacity  for  internal  signal,  in  an 

environment relentlessly demanding external vigilance instead, reaching for 

words to manage the gap rather than sensing its way through it. That pattern — 

watched again and again across twelve years of actual rooms with actual clients 

— belongs here as exactly what it is: a clinical observation the science makes 

plausible, not a finding the science has already proven on its own.
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P A R T  F O U R

Everything That's Been Tried, and Why Each Fix 
Reaches Part of the Problem and Misses the Rest

Once you can see the actual mechanism, it becomes almost funny — in a bleak 

way — to watch a century of attempted solutions circle around it without landing 

on it. Not because the people building them were foolish. Because each aimed at 

a layer of the problem that wasn't the layer generating the behaviour.

Mental toughness culture, inherited from military training and elite sport and 

imported wholesale into corporate life, treats the nervous system's alarm as an 

obstacle to will your way past. This works, in the narrow and dangerous sense 

that a sufficiently disciplined person can override the alarm's behavioural output 

for a remarkably long time. What it doesn't do, and was never designed to do, is 

change  what's  generating  the  alarm.  It's  a  management  strategy  for  the 

symptom, mistaken — because it performs so convincingly — for a cure for the 

cause.

Cognitive  approaches —  mindset  work,  cognitive  reappraisal,  most 

conventional coaching — deserve more credit than the punchier version of this 

argument usually gives them. Brain-imaging research on reappraisal shows real, 

physically  demonstrated  regulation:  prefrontal  activity  measurably  calming 

amygdala activity, and studies using direct brain stimulation show this is causal, 

not just correlated. The thinking brain genuinely can quiet the survival brain. 

But it has a cost and a ceiling: it draws on cognitive resources that chronic stress 

itself depletes, it has to win a race against a system built to fire before conscious 

evaluation  finishes,  and  doing  that  work  in  the  moment  isn't  the  same  as 

changing what the system defaults to at rest once the effort stops. You can talk 

yourself down from a specific spike, brilliantly, and still return an hour later to a 

baseline that was never safe to begin with. Mindset work is real regulation of the 

moment. It was never built to touch the baseline, and that's not a failure of 

mindset work — it's just not what it's for.

Mindfulness has the strangest and most instructive history of all, because it's a 

case study in exactly the trade-off I have to navigate honestly with my own work. 

Jon Kabat-Zinn, a molecular biologist, built Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction 

in a basement clinic in 1979, and made a deliberate choice: he stripped out every 

explicitly Buddhist reference and repackaged the underlying practice in clinical, 

secular, insurance-friendly language, so it could reach hospital patients who'd 

never walk into a meditation centre. It worked spectacularly — MBSR now runs 

in over seven hundred medical centres worldwide, and later derivatives have 

shown real, meta-analytically confirmed reductions in depression relapse. That's 
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a genuine public health win, achieved by decontextualising an ancient practice 

into something scalable.

But something was lost in the translation, and the researcher Ronald Purser 

gave it  a  name that's  stuck:  McMindfulness — mindfulness stripped of  the 

ethical framework that originally asked practitioners to examine the causes of 

their own and others' suffering, reduced to a productivity tool that adjusts a 

worker to tolerate the conditions causing their distress, without ever inviting 

them to question those conditions. It's a genuinely odd, slightly unsettling fact 

that Kabat-Zinn trademarked the MBSR name specifically to control its use — 

and  that  trademark  has,  at  various  points,  permitted  licensing  MBSR-style 

training to drone pilots, meant to make them more effective and psychologically 

resilient in carrying out airstrikes. Whatever you think of that specific use, it's a 

useful  illustration  of  the  exact  risk  sitting  underneath  any  nervous-system-

focused methodology,  mine  included:  a  tool  built  to  help  someone tolerate 

distress  more  skilfully  can,  without  anyone intending it,  become a  tool  for 

helping a system extract more tolerance of distress from a person, rather than 

fixing what's producing the distress.

This is exactly why I don't describe what I do as helping people tolerate stress 

better. Tolerance keeps someone inside bad conditions, just better cushioned for 

them — the McMindfulness  failure  mode wearing different  clothes.  What  I 

actually  work  toward  is  different:  recalibrating  the  system's  own  threat-

discrimination, so a real signal — an actual boundary violation, a genuine danger 

— and a false one, an old pattern firing on something that isn't actually a threat, 

don't arrive at the conscious mind as the same undifferentiated alarm. Right 

now, an unclear signal forces the mind to interpret and decipher after the fact — 

is this real, should I act — which is slow, effortful,  and exactly the kind of 

cognitive override that has a ceiling. What I'm describing is the system doing 

that discrimination before it reaches conscious awareness, so the response that 

shows up is already right-sized, not a maximum-alert response the mind then has 

to argue back down. That's a signal-to-noise problem, not an endurance problem 

— a lower, cleaner baseline means a real signal is easier to tell apart from noise. 

It's also a cleaner answer to the McMindfulness critique than most nervous-

system work manages: it's not asking anyone to endure more of what shouldn't 

be there. It's asking the alarm to stop firing on things that were never actually 

dangerous in the first place. Felt from the inside, that's not permanence in some 

absolute sense — it's a reduction in how much of a person's energy goes into 

managing  and monitoring  themselves  in  the  first  place.  Less  performing a 

version  of  themselves  that  can  withstand  scrutiny.  More  simply  being 

themselves, because there's less left to hold together.
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Mindfulness done from an already-hypervigilant baseline has a specific failure 

mode worth naming too: it can become a subtler form of the same vigilance it's 

meant to soothe — watching your breath, silently grading whether you're doing 

it right, is still monitoring. Someone tries to meditate, can't switch off, concludes 

they're broken, tries harder, fails again. The intervention designed to create rest 

creates a new performance anxiety instead.

Therapy and coaching, taken on their own terms, are neither of these mistakes 

— they're built to work on different timescales than the one this manifesto is 

about. Therapy, broadly, works backwards: processing what already happened. 

Coaching, broadly, works forwards: goals, skills, momentum. Both are legitimate 

and valuable. Neither, by design, installs a new physiological baseline, because 

that was never the layer either discipline set out to address.

It's worth a brief detour through therapy's own history, because it  clarifies 

exactly where the gap sits. Talk therapy, in its founding form, was built almost 

entirely  around language  and insight  — bring  an  unconscious  conflict  into 

conscious  awareness,  talk  about  it,  and  that's  the  mechanism  of  change. 

Cognitive behavioural  therapy narrowed the focus further,  onto identifiable 

thought patterns, precisely because it's measurable, teachable, and insurable, 

the same way Kabat-Zinn's secularised mindfulness was insurable. Both are, at 

their core, interventions delivered through the conscious, language-using mind. 

That let both fields scale and help an enormous number of people. But it means 

that, by their own founding design, neither was built to work directly with the 

body's own signal — the same gap that gave rise, later, to explicitly body-based 

modalities like somatic experiencing, which exist precisely because clinicians 

kept encountering clients for whom insight and behavioural change weren't 

enough. My own work sits in that same lineage, arriving at the gap by a different 

route.

One more honest wrinkle: coaching, unlike clinical therapy, is an almost entirely 

unregulated title in most jurisdictions. Anyone can call themselves an executive 

coach without any licensing body or enforceable code of conduct — which is a 

large part of why the industry has produced genuinely excellent practitioners 

and provided cover for a great deal of confident nonsense, often from the same 

conference stage. A nervous-system methodology delivered by a practitioner 

with a real, disclosed credential — a qualified kinesiologist with professional 

body  membership,  working  from  a  documented  protocol  —  starts  from  a 

materially stronger position than the median unregulated coaching offer already 

crowding this market, even before any outcome data exists.
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P A R T  F I V E

What's Actually Happening — a Story That Gets 
Bigger the Longer You Look at It

Here's where all of the above stops being history and starts being the news. I 

want  to  walk through this  the way it  actually  unfolds — starting with one 

company telling one lie, and widening, step by step, until it's the whole species.

Start small: one company, one gap between what it says and what it does. 
The data on this  isn't  subtle.  ADP's  2026 workforce survey of  over 39,000 

workers across 36 markets found only 22% of workers globally strongly agreed 

their job was safe from elimination — with confidence rising cleanly by seniority: 

individual contributors at 18%, frontline managers 21%, middle managers 23%, 

upper managers 31%, C-suite 35%. Gallup's 2026 research found 18% of US 

employees think it likely their job will be eliminated within five years because of 

automation or AI, rising to 23% in organisations that have already deployed AI 

tools, and considerably higher in sectors like finance and technology. But the 

more  interesting  finding  sitting  underneath  the  headline  numbers  is  this: 

companies have been cutting headcount to fund AI investment, then citing AI as 

the reason for the cuts, and employees can feel the gap between the story and 

the decision. That gap — not the technology itself — is what a nervous system 

actually reacts to. A system can tolerate hard news delivered honestly. It cannot 

regulate around not knowing which version of the story is true. Two companies 

can make the identical cut, for the identical financial reason, and get opposite 

responses from their people, depending entirely on whether leadership told the 

truth about why. That's not economics. That's regulation versus threat, playing 

out at organisational scale — the clearest available evidence that most of what 

gets called "AI anxiety" isn't really about AI at all.

Widen slightly: the same shape, minus a company to blame. Financial 

precarity doesn't need a single villain or a restructuring announcement to be 

angry at. Cost-of-living pressure, wage growth that hasn't kept pace, the general 

sense that the ground under a household's finances doesn't feel stable — this is 

chronic, low-grade, and for a huge share of people, essentially permanent. It just 

sits there, indefinitely, doing exactly what an alarm with no all-clear does to a 

system built for threats that end. If AI anxiety is the sharpest current example of 

the mismatch, financial precarity is arguably the purest one, because it makes 

the point without needing a headline at all.

Widen again: how a person copes with living inside that permanently. 
Two different answers to the same unanswerable pressure, worth putting side by 

side because they're actually a matched pair. The first is control: the corporate 
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alpha, dominance, emotional unavailability, relentless drive — not strength, but 

a nervous system that doesn't feel safe enough to be seen. It works, in the sense 

that it produces results, right up until the person running it presents the bill: 

shutdown from connection, an inability to receive. Bronnie Ware, a palliative 

care nurse who spent years recording what dying people actually said they 

regretted, never once found "I wish I'd worked harder" among the recurring 

themes. She found people wishing for more courage to live authentically, more 

honesty about feelings, more connection — the exact three things a model built 

on dominance is structurally engineered to suppress in the person running it, not 

just in the people underneath them. And Google's own internal research, Project 

Aristotle, found psychological safety — not raw talent, not seniority — was the 

strongest single predictor among the factors they examined for whether a team 

performs well, which gives a hard number to the intuitive sense that alpha-

driven cultures are self-defeating even by their own stated metric of results.

This pattern shows up again and again in founders and executives who reach the 

top — total command producing, eventually, real isolation. It doesn't need one 

famous name to prove it; it's a pattern, not a single biography, and I'd rather let 

it stand as one than risk resting the whole point on a story about any particular 

person that time or the internet has since distorted.

The second answer to the same pressure is achievement without arrival: nobody 

knows how to rest anymore. Rest isn't a behaviour. It's a state, and you cannot 

technique your way into a state your nervous system doesn't feel safe enough to 

enter. The body can be horizontal while the system underneath it is still running 

threat — which is why people come back from holidays more exhausted than 

when they left, having spent the whole trip bracing rather than resting. There's a 

reason productivity has become the socially acceptable way to avoid yourself: 

nobody calls it avoidance, because it looks like virtue, and you get promoted for 

it. Productivity might be the only addiction that gets you a promotion.

Widen further: what's actively making the coping harder, and it's the 
same incomplete-cycle mechanism already described — a stress response 
mobilised and never fully discharged — just running thousands of times a 
day instead of once. The actual, physical windows for recovery have been 

quietly deleted from most working lives. Email, Slack, and a phone that never 

leaves arm's reach didn't just add more work — they removed the gaps a stress 

cycle actually needs to complete and return to baseline. Several countries have 

gone as far as legislating a formal "right to disconnect," specifically because this 

has  been recognised as  a  genuine  occupational  health  issue  rather  than a 

lifestyle preference. And it starts the moment the day does: reaching for the 

phone before your feet hit the floor pulls you straight into the drama of the world 

before your own nervous system has had a chance to register its own baseline at 
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all — starting the day already borrowed from somewhere else rather than from 

your own centre.

The device doing most of the collapsing isn't a passive bystander — it was 

engineered, deliberately, by people who understood exactly what they were 

building. A notification is a small, false trigger: it's designed to fire the same fast, 

pre-conscious threat circuitry described earlier — the amygdala firing before 

conscious thought catches up — a small, urgent, unresolved signal demanding 

attention before conscious evaluation has decided whether it's actually urgent at 

all. Each one is, in miniature, exactly the kind of interrupted activation Levine's 

research describes at a larger scale — a tiny mobilisation that rarely gets to fully 

resolve before the next one arrives. Instead of one gasp of breath captured and 

released, a person on a modern phone accumulates hundreds of them a day, 

each one a little too small to notice, each one adding its own small, undischarged 

residue to the pile. That's not a loose metaphor for "phones are distracting." It's 

the literal design goal — engagement, measured in exactly the currency a threat-

primed nervous system pays in.

There's an almost too-perfect irony sitting on top of all  this,  and it  follows 

naturally: an entire industry has sprung up selling people exquisitely precise 

measurements of  exactly this accumulated,  undischarged activation — HRV 

scores, sleep scores, recovery scores, refreshed every morning — without the 

underlying baseline ever shifting. Measuring the accumulation more precisely is 

not the same as discharging it. Checking the score has become one more small, 

daily  performance  to  succeed  or  fail  at  first  thing  every  morning  —  the 

mindfulness-into-hypervigilance problem again,  wearing a  different  piece of 

hardware.

Turn here, because there's a real alternative worth naming, not just 
more mechanism. Everything above describes a nervous system tuned to scan 

for what's wrong — and it's worth saying plainly why that tuning happens, 

because it isn't pessimism as a character flaw. It's negativity bias: the same fast, 

pre-conscious threat circuitry described earlier, weighted from the start to catch 

danger more readily than it registers safety, because missing a real threat was 

always more costly, evolutionarily, than missing a reward. A system already 

carrying  allostatic  load  has  an  even  lower  threshold  for  what  registers  as 

threatening, so someone under chronic stress isn't choosing to see everything as 

broken rather than evolving — their threat-scanning system is running hot, and 

it's finding more to fix because it's tuned to find more, not because more is 

actually wrong. And fixing is  itself  a discharge substitute,  not just  a habit: 

mobilised energy that never gets a real, completed release will take whatever 

action is available instead, and fixing a problem gives it somewhere to go. It 

provides real, brief relief, which is exactly why it's compulsive rather than restful 
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— a hamster-wheel version of the completion the system is actually asking for, so 

it never fully resolves and the next thing to fix arrives right on schedule, and the 

moment itself passes unnoticed in the meantime.

Gratitude and appreciation aren't just nice in the face of this. They're one of the 

only reliably self-directed signals that shift the nervous system toward the calm, 

connected state named back in Part Three's polyvagal discussion — without 

needing  the  actual  threat  to  resolve  first.  This  is  the  legitimate  half  of 

HeartMath's research doing real work: sustained appreciation measurably shifts 

heart rhythm into that more ordered pattern. Worth being precise about the tier, 

same as everywhere else: this is real regulation, in the same category as the 

cognitive reappraisal material in Part Four — genuinely useful, not fake — but 

still an active practice you do, not automatically a reset of what the system 

defaults to at rest. Which fits the whole argument here rather than undercutting 

it: gratitude is a tool that works at the override layer, same ceiling as everything 

else in that category, and still very much worth having, especially against a 

system that's otherwise scanning permanently for what's wrong.

Widen  again:  it  stops  being  one  person's  problem. Research  on  co-

regulation — how one nervous system's state measurably influences another's in 

real time, faster than words can catch up — suggests a dysregulated leader isn't 

just failing to help a room regulate; they're actively broadcasting their own state 

into it. Something structurally similar shows up in parenting research, where a 

caregiver's own baseline shapes what a child learns to treat as safe long before 

the child has language for any of it. The cost of one unregulated nervous system 

was probably never going to stay contained to that one person. It shows up in the 

team,  and  eventually  in  the  household.  The  same thread,  generalised  past 

leadership into the culture at large, has its own name now too: loneliness. The 

US Surgeon General issued a formal public health advisory treating chronic 

loneliness as a genuine mortality-risk factor. It's the same cost the alpha model 

imposes on the person running it, playing out at population scale.

Widen to the largest frame available. Eco-anxiety is now a recognised term 

in the psychological literature — a chronic anxiety about a threat that's real and 

genuinely large in scale, with no personal action that resolves it. I include it 

briefly, as one more data point rather than the centrepiece: the same shape as 

everything above, at a different scale, nothing more claimed than that.

A fair question by this point in the story is whether a single mechanism can really 

explain a boardroom, a phone, a lonely evening, and the climate — and it's worth 

answering directly rather than hoping it goes unasked. It doesn't explain all of it, 

and I'm not claiming it does. What repeats across all of these isn't one cause 

behind every problem in modern life. It's one response — a nervous system built 
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for danger that ends, meeting danger that doesn't — showing up wherever that 

particular condition exists. Different problems, same shape, and only where the 

shape actually fits.

A conviction, not a claim: the world we've built to live in

Everything above this point is checkable — sourced, citable, the kind of claim 

that survives someone else going and looking it up. This last piece isn't that, 

and it deserves to be marked clearly as something different: not because it's 

less true to me, but because it's a different kind of true.

My view, stated as what it is — a conviction, not a data point: we've built a 

civilisation that treats the earth the way the alpha model treats a body — as a 

resource to extract from rather than a system to stay in relationship with, 

reaching for a technological fix over and over rather than an earth-based one, 

and calling the resulting distance from anything actually alive "progress." 

Most  people  now  spend  the  overwhelming  majority  of  their  lives  inside 

concrete,  glass,  and steel — the smart city,  engineered for efficiency and 

almost entirely devoid of anything that breathes — and that isn't, to me, a 

neutral architectural choice. It's the same underlying pattern this manifesto 

has been describing in a leader or a company, playing out at the scale of an 

entire species: control substituted for relationship, extraction substituted for 

reciprocity, because the alternative requires a kind of trust and patience a 

dysregulated system was never going to be able to offer. The real research on 

biophilia,  on  hospital-window recovery  times,  on  green-space  and  mental 

health, genuinely supports the direction of this — but the belief itself, that 

something essential has been severed by choosing concrete over contact with 

the living world, and that the severing is part of what's driving the exhaustion 

this whole manifesto is about, is my conviction, not a proven data point, and I'd 

rather say that plainly than dress it in evidence it doesn't fully have yet.
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P A R T  S I X

The Objection Worth Taking Completely Seriously

Any version of this manifesto that doesn't sit with its strongest possible objection 

isn't a manifesto. It's a pitch. So here it is in full, followed by the honest answer 

rather than a rhetorical one.

Multiple  systematic  reviews  of  workplace  burnout  interventions  find  that 

organisational-level  fixes  — changing  staffing  levels,  redesigning  workload, 

being honest about the real reason for a decision — consistently outperform 

individual-level  interventions  like  meditation  apps  and  resilience  training, 

particularly over longer time horizons. McKinsey's own research found many 

employers focusing heavily on individual-level remediation of symptoms rather 

than resolving the structural causes, alongside data showing wellness spending 

climbing while burnout outcomes fail to improve at anything like the same rate. 

The numbers, where they've been estimated, are startling: global corporate 

wellness spending has been estimated at roughly ninety billion dollars a year, 

against an estimated global cost of disengagement and burnout running into the 

trillions — by one recent estimate, roughly one hundred and forty dollars of 

ongoing damage for every dollar currently being spent trying to fix it. That's a 

system spending real money on the wrong layer of the problem, at scale, for 

years,  and calling the spending itself  evidence of  care.  The McMindfulness 

critique from Part Four applies with equal or greater force here: any framework, 

however well-grounded in real neuroscience, that positions itself primarily as 

something an individual needs to regulate, risks quietly relocating a structural 

problem — bad staffing, dishonest leadership, an extractive incentive structure 

— into the individual's own body, and calling that relocation a solution.

It's tempting, faced with that objection, to argue the structural problems are 

themselves  entirely  downstream of  dysregulated  leadership  — regulate  the 

people at the top, and the staffing decisions sort themselves out. That doesn't 

survive scrutiny, and it's worth being honest about why, because it's the same 

failure mode as claiming mindset alone fixes the nervous system: an overreach 

that collapses on contact with a genuinely informed listener. Some structural 

pressures would produce the identical decision regardless of how regulated the 

person making it is — quarterly earnings pressure, private equity ownership 

structures with fixed return timelines, a genuine collapse in market share. A 

perfectly regulated CEO at a company that just lost a third of its revenue still has 

to make cuts. A claim broad enough to explain every possible structural outcome 

equally well  isn't  actually a strong causal claim. It's an unfalsifiable one — 

convenient precisely because it can't be disproven, and worth extra suspicion for 
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exactly that reason, especially given how flattering it is to my own worldview to 

believe it.

The resolved, defensible version is narrower, and still real: both need fixing, as 

partners, not as a sequence where one waits on the other. Structural redesign — 

staffing, incentives, honest workload assessment — is the lever with the stronger 

direct evidence behind it, and should never be presented as secondary. Nervous 

system capacity is a different, adjacent lever: not the origin of the structural 

problem, but the thing that determines whether the necessary structural change 

gets delivered honestly, at a humane pace, in a way people can actually regulate 

around  —  versus  reactively,  defensively,  or  dishonestly,  compounding  the 

damage regardless of whether the underlying decision was even correct. That's 

a real, evidenced, appropriately scoped claim: leader capacity is one of the 

structural variables, not a replacement for the others.

It's worth spelling out what this actually looks like in practice, because "both 

need fixing" can sound like a diplomatic hedge if  it  isn't  made concrete.  A 

structural  consultant  walking into a  company with a  burnout  problem will, 

correctly,  look at  headcount  ratios,  workload distribution,  and whether  the 

stated reason for a decision matches the real one. None of that requires touching 

anyone's nervous system, and all  of  it  can measurably help.  But that same 

consultant will eventually hand their recommendations to a leadership team that 

has to actually  deliver them — announce the restructure,  hold the difficult 

meeting, sit with a room full of afraid people who need to be told the truth 

without the leader's own fear leaking through every sentence. That handoff point 

is exactly where a dysregulated leader turns a correct structural decision into a 

badly delivered one, and it's also exactly the point no structural consultant is 

trained  to  work  on.  My  honest,  bounded  claim isn't  "I  fix  what  structural 

consultants can't see" — that overclaims. It's "I build the capacity to deliver what 

they correctly recommend." Narrower, more precise, and more defensible than 

either "nervous system work replaces organisational  design" or  "leadership 

development is a nice-to-have sitting outside the real work." It sits exactly at the 

handoff — a real, underserved, currently unmeasured place for a company to 

have a gap.
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P A R T  S E V E N

The Solution, Stated Plainly, With Its Boundaries 
Intact

Everything above builds toward one proposition:  if  the actual  problem is  a 

nervous system defaulting to a threat-organised baseline, the intervention that 

reaches it has to work at the level of baseline, not at the level of behaviour 

management, cognitive reframing, or generic relaxation technique — all real 

and valuable, none of them built to reset what a system returns to at rest.

What I created to resolve the issues stated in this manifesto from twelve years of 

deep clinical work is the Sovereign Self System. It is a structured, fourteen-

session,  one-to-one  progression,  moving  through  ten  thresholds  across  two 

phases.  Nothing  about  the  order  is  arbitrary  — each  threshold  builds  the 

conditions the next one needs to hold, which is why the sequence matters and 

why rushing it is the single most common way this kind of work fails.

Phase One — seven thresholds, stabilisation through to full integration:

It starts at the most foundational layer possible: the Coherence Baseline, the 

point where survival stops being the default operating state — it is not safe to be. 

Nothing else holds without this crossing first.  From there,  Embodiment & 
Presence — it is not safe to be me — the threshold where identity stops floating 

and lands inside the body, where decisions stop being reactive because you've 

arrived in the room rather than managing it from outside. Then Boundary & 
Signal Integrity — it is not safe to want — where identity stops leaking into 

other  people's  demands,  and  what  you  broadcast  finally  matches  who  you 

actually are. Then Completion & Attachment — it is not safe to feel — where 

the emotional backlog that's been consuming capacity in the background finally 

clears, in the literal, physiological sense described earlier: incomplete stress 

responses, captured mid-cycle and never discharged, the way an open tab you 

forgot about still drains your laptop's battery. Then Temporal Continuity — it 

is not safe to want what I want — where future projection loses its grip and the 

present becomes sufficient orientation on its own. Then Structural Visibility — 

it is not safe to be seen — where the self-levelling stops and the ceiling that kept 

reappearing at the same point disappears, not because you pushed harder, but 

because the function it was serving has been replaced at the structural level. 

And finally, closing Phase One, Unified Coherence — full system integration, 

where the baseline consolidates and coherence stops being something worked 

toward and becomes how the system simply runs.

Phase Two builds on that consolidated baseline rather than starting fresh: 

Success, examined honestly — not becoming someone who no longer wants to 
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achieve anything, but someone who can compete when it's actually useful and 

stop when it isn't, a meaningfully different skill than most competitive people 

have ever been asked to develop. Freedom — naming the invisible cage built by 

a lifetime of suppressing the emotional signal, and the plain fact that a person 

running on a suppressed emotional data channel makes every decision with a 

real information deficit, whether or not they can feel the gap. And Wholeness — 

not a destination so much as what's left standing once nothing has to be filtered 

out anymore.

Read  end  to  end,  it's  a  genuinely  coherent  architecture  — each  threshold 

building the conditions the next one needs, refined and re-refined across twelve 

years of real clients, not theorised once and left untouched. That length of 

practice is where the confidence in this comes from: a meaningful number of 

clients need the full sequence twice before the baseline fully stabilises, which 

isn't a weakness in the design, it's the kind of precision only repeated, real-world 

application ever surfaces. Every mechanism underneath it — fast non-conscious 

threat processing, allostatic load, the baseline-versus-override distinction, the 

real  anatomy  of  gut  and  heart  signalling  —  is  established,  peer-reviewed 

science, checkable by anyone who wants to check it. And the measurement isn't 

an afterthought: the Coherence Lab dashboard already tracks pre/post data 

across seven domains of nervous system function for every client, week by week, 

across  all  fourteen  sessions  —  cortisol  patterns,  sleep  quality,  heart  rate 

variability,  decision-making speed under pressure, the same biomarkers the 

allostatic  load  literature  has  spent  decades  validating,  not  metrics  chosen 

because they sound scientific. A methodology willing to be measured against 

real biomarkers has made itself falsifiable, which is a meaningfully different and 

more  credible  position  than  most  of  what  gets  sold  under  the  banner  of 

workplace wellbeing.

What's still building, stated once and plainly rather than repeated: the fully 

independent, formalised version of that same evidence — the outside verification 

and  cohort  size  that  would  let  a  sceptical  reader  check  the  pattern  for 

themselves,  the  way  any  newer  clinical  approach  eventually  earns.  Every 

therapeutic  modality  that  now  has  decades  of  outcome  data,  cognitive 

behavioural therapy very much included, started exactly here — a coherent 

theory, real science underneath it, years of clinical observation, and the formal 

trial data still ahead rather than behind. That's not a gap to apologise for. It's 

where serious, evidence-grounded work always begins before it's had the years 

to prove itself the way the ones that came before it eventually did.
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P A R T  E I G H T

An Honest Answer to the Question Underneath All of 
This

I get asked, directly, whether this genuinely works. Yes — and here's why I can 

say that with real confidence, not just hope.

The category of work this sits in — structured, body-aware, safety-first nervous 

system regulation, delivered over multiple sessions by a practitioner who knows 

what she's doing — isn't a fringe category. It sits alongside approaches with real, 

growing  evidence  behind  them:  somatic  experiencing,  sensorimotor 

psychotherapy,  polyvagal-informed trauma treatment.  There's  every  reason, 

grounded in that adjacent research and in twelve years of watching it happen in 

the room, to expect a well-run version of this work to produce genuine, felt, 

lasting change — because that's  exactly what it's  done,  repeatedly,  for the 

people who've gone through it.

Two things are worth being precise about, because precision is what makes a 

claim durable rather than brittle, and durability is worth more in this market 

than another impressive-sounding promise. Psychotherapy research shows that 

common factors — a caring, attentive relationship, real structure, permission to 

slow down — account for a meaningful share of why any structured helping work 

succeeds,  across  very  different  modalities.  That's  not  a  knock  against  the 

specific ten-threshold architecture; it means part of what helps is happening 

regardless of exactly which protocol delivers it, and it's honest to say so. And 

demonstrating a permanent, independently measured shift in resting HRV or 

cortisol rhythm is genuinely hard science — nobody, for any modality, including 

the most established ones, has fully closed that loop yet either.

None of that changes the answer. This works, for reasons with real substance 

underneath them, refined over twelve years on real people — and I'm building 

the formal evidence for it in exactly the same way every serious modality before 

it did: by doing the work, and being honest about it, one client at a time.
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C L O S I N G

The Moment Is All We Have

What everyone is actually struggling with, underneath the AI anxiety and the 

alpha exhaustion and the inability to rest, is being heard — and almost no one is 

able to hear, out of the volume of noise everyone is now generating trying to be 

heard  over  everyone  else  generating  the  same  noise.  We  have  every  tool 

imaginable to help with articulation now, and in the end we still have to find our 

own words. Not hand the job to something that interprets the human mess into a 

constructive sentence on our behalf, because how could it, when we can't do it 

for ourselves first.

We are all in a hurry to get somewhere. Produce the report. Deliver the thing. 

Feed the machine. Those are the words we already know how to say. The words 

that are harder to find — the ones underneath the busyness, underneath the 

achievement, underneath the mask of toughness — are the ones that actually 

change something, once someone finally says them.

That's the manifesto. History explains how we built a system that runs on the 

wrong kind of threat — three separate bloodlines, a factory floor, a battlefield, 

and a fabricated mentorship with a dead billionaire, all arriving at the same 

destination by different roads. Science explains, in exact and checkable detail, 

what that costs a body over time, down to the specific hormone and the specific 

brain region. The failed fixes explain why discipline and mindfulness and good 

intentions  keep  circling  the  actual  problem without  landing  on  it  — not  a 

character flaw in the people who tried them, but a mismatch between the layer 

being targeted and the layer actually generating the behaviour. The honest 

counterargument  explains  why  fixing  the  individual  alone  was  always 

incomplete, and why fixing the structure alone is too — and why both, done 

together,  is  the  position  that  actually  survives  scrutiny.  And  the  honest 

accounting of what's proven and what isn't is what makes this worth trusting 

rather than worth suspecting — because a claim willing to say, out loud, exactly 

where its own evidence runs out, is a claim you can actually build something real 

on top of.

The moment is all we have. Everything above this line is really just an attempt to 

say that as precisely and as usefully as possible.
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