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Preface
This is the third book in a series that began with Against the
Light and continued with The Black Flame.

Against the Light settled the epistemological ground. Any on-
tology rests on a postulate that cannot be derived from any-
thing more fundamental. The choice between ontologies is be-
tween axioms; there is no neutral position. The philosophy of
the Left-Hand Path begins here: if every picture of reality is
sustained by will, then the sovereign subject is the one who re-
fuses to delegate his will to any external authority.

The Black Flame addressed the metaphysics. Will, as the act
that posits, is acausal: it does not follow from prior conditions
and cannot be predicted from within the causal order. The
world as we know it is a project of causality, a regime of rules,
regularities, and deterministic chains. The Black Flame is the
name for the capacity to stand outside that regime and recog-
nize it as such.

Ethics was present in both books but never at the center. Here
I trace the path from ontology to amorality: a position that is
outside the jurisdiction of both morality and immorality. The
subject who has ceased to delegate his will still lives among
others, acts, and causes consequences. What governs those acts
when no code applies is the problem I address.
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Chapter 1
A soldier kills an enemy. The patriot will say: good, he defend-
ed his country. The Christian pacifist calls it evil: "Thou shalt
not kill." Both are certain their judgment is absolute; they de-
liver it with complete conviction. Where does this assurance
come from?

From the fact of the killing. The patriot evaluated it through
the lens of duty to the nation, the Christian — on the basis of
the commandment. Two different conclusions are drawn from
the same fact.

We're already wrong, though. Both judgments preceded the
fact. The patriot knew that defending the homeland was good
long before this particular soldier pulled the trigger. The Chris-
tian believed that killing was evil from the moment he accepted
the commandment. The fact just activated a ready-made judg-
ment.

This judgment follows from a picture of the world, which
comes from an ontology, from how reality is structured inside
the head of the one who judges. The patriot inhabits a world
where the nation is the supreme value, and its defense out-
weighs the life of a particular human being. For the Christian,
it is God who issued a norm, and its violation outweighs any
earthly consideration. These are two different worlds and the
moral verdict is a consequence of architecture, not an indepen-
dent act of reason.
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"Killing is evil" looks like a statement capable of standing with-
out metaphysics, a self-evident truth requiring nothing more
than basic human feeling. Now add an ontological frame. Sup-
pose the victim is a righteous man and an afterlife exists. The
killing sent him to paradise for eternal bliss. Thirty years of
earthly existence exchanged for infinity of joy. Is this evil? Fi-
nite suffering traded for infinite good, a favorable deal. Yet
nearly everyone who hears this argument will feel uncomfort-
able.

Now a different frame. For a materialist the victim simply
ceased to exist. Would the remainder of his life have been hap-
py? Unknown. Would it have contained more suffering than
joy? Unknown. Would it have benefited others? Nobody
knows. Without any details about what the remaining life
would have been, the claim "life interruption is evil" hangs in
the air. The materialist is forced to lean on additional assump-
tions: life is inherently valuable and suffering is undesirable.
These assumptions are postulates. Together they constitute the
hidden ontology of his ethics, so familiar that it appears to be
the absence of ontology.

The circle closes. Religious ethics rests on religious meta-
physics; secular ethics rests on secular philosophy. Each ob-
scures its underlying principles: the former through the claim
of divine revelation, the latter under the guise of "self-evidence"
and "common sense." Ethics without an ontology beneath it is
a fiction. It usually hides its ontology so effectively that it be-
comes invisible.
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To say that the ontology is hidden does not mean that its dog-
ma is concealed. The Nicene Creed is not a secret document; a
materialist philosophy textbook is available to anyone. The hid-
denness is in the subject. A person who insists that life is sacred
may have no idea that this conviction follows from an ontology
at all — he has never traced the connection between his moral
judgment and the worldview that produces it. A theologian or
a committed materialist sees his ontology, can articulate it, and
still does not recognize it as a postulate. For him, it is a descrip-
tion of what is the case; the ontology's postulatory character re-
mains undetectable.

Both cases of hidden ontology are products of the same mech-
anism. It was described in The Black Flame under the name of
ontologization. Any concept accepted as a starting point can ex-
ist in two modes. In the first, the subject holds it consciously:
he knows he is assuming something and that the axiom could
in principle be otherwise. In the second, the postulate has been
absorbed so thoroughly that it no longer registers as an as-
sumption at all. It has fused with the subject's perception of
the world. It is reality. Ontologization is the process by which a
postulate transitions from the first mode to the second. What
was once a choice or an imposition hardens into an undeniable
fact. The idea no longer appears as a way of seeing the world; it
is presented as the world.

The idea has crossed the threshold beyond which it is no longer
examined, while the criteria for what counts as a valid question
are themselves products of the same ontology. And this makes
the history of ethics legible in a new way. An ethical system can
be read as an attempt to install a particular picture of reality so
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deeply that the morality growing from it appears self-evident
and universal. The first thinker to perform this move with full
philosophical self-awareness was Plato.

In Euthyphro, Socrates poses a question: is the pious loved by
the gods because it is pious or is it pious because the gods love
it? If the first, then the gods are subordinate to a moral law that
exists independently of them. If the second, morality is arbi-
trary: the pious is whatever pleases the gods, and were the op-
posite to please them, it would be equally pious. Euthyphro,
predictably, got tangled. Plato offered a way out: the idea of the
Good as a transcendent source, independent of both gods and
human caprice.

This solution became the template for two millennia of West-
ern ethics. Christianity replaced Plato's Good with God but
kept the concept: there exists a supreme source of morality, ac-
cessible through revelation. Kant substituted God with the au-
thority of pure reason but again the premise was the same.

The trouble is that Plato's solution is the pure case of ontolo-
gization. He saw that moral quality depends on ontology and
responded by constructing the "correct" ontology, in which the
Good has objective status. Instead of registering the depen-
dence as a fundamental fact, he attempted to resolve it by an-
choring morality in a secure foundation. All subsequent sys-
tems repeated the same move. The content of the foundation
changed (God, Reason, Nature, the Social Contract, the Max-
imization of Happiness) but the core remained: morality de-
pends on ontology, and philosophy's task is to find the correct
ontology from which the correct morality follows.
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This search presupposes that among the available ontologies
there is one that is a description of how things actually are. In
Against the Light it was argued that no ontology meets this
criterion. Any ontology is built on an axiom, a starting point
that cannot be derived from anything more fundamental with-
out invoking yet another starting point. The choice between
ontologies is between postulates, and no procedure exists that
could adjudicate the choice from a position outside. If this is
granted, then the project of grounding morality always fails.

The plurality of ontologies is itself the proof of their postula-
tory character. If any one were demonstrable, the rest would be
errors and the dispute would have ended, as the dispute over
the geocentric model did. It never has. Theologians and mate-
rialists have coexisted for millennia, each aware that the oth-
er's picture exists, each unmoved. A fact does not need to be
defended; a postulate does. Paul Tillich observed that doubt is
not the opposite of faith but an element within it. The obser-
vation cuts both ways: the believer who doubts knows, at some
level, that his foundation is a decision, and the materialist who
argues with fury against the believer betrays the same aware-
ness.

Searching for the "right" ontology beneath morality is the same
as looking for the correct illusion. Most moral disagreements
are ontological conflicts disguised as value disputes. The partic-
ipants think their discussion centers on what is good and evil,
yet they are actually debating how reality is constituted, with
moral conclusions arising naturally from this underlying diver-
gence.
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For someone who holds that the soul arises at conception,
abortion is murder. For those who believe that until a certain
stage the fetus is a collection of cells, abortion is a medical pro-
cedure. Both may hold the same values: life matters, and suffer-
ing should be avoided. The disagreement is ontological: does
the soul exist and what is "life" in the relevant sense? The moral
judgment about abortion computes itself from these initial pa-
rameters.

For people who believe in an afterlife and divine judgment,
hastening death usurps God's prerogative. If someone consid-
ers consciousness a product of the brain and life a finite process,
helping a terminally ill person leave without agony is an act of
mercy.

The Christian, the utilitarian, and the Marxist all agree that the
poor should be helped. It looks like these traditions are arriv-
ing at the same moral truth, but the agreement is accidental.
The Christian helps the poor because they are children of God
and charity is commanded. For the utilitarian, aiding the poor
is essential as poverty embodies a concentration of suffering,
and redistribution alleviates the overall burden. And the Marx-
ist declares that poverty arises from systemic exploitation, and
providing assistance is a step toward dismantling the structures
that produced the poverty in the first place. They all agree until
the situation shifts. Ask whether you should help a poor man
who will use the money to buy drugs and the moral consensus
evaporates the moment the ontologies are forced to compute a
different case.
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The concealment goes deeper than the examples above suggest.
In the cases of abortion and euthanasia the ontological dis-
agreement is at least identifiable: the participants can locate the
point at which their pictures of reality diverge. Often the con-
tradiction is invisible since it is embedded in the words them-
selves. Two people argue about free will. One means the capac-
ity to choose between available options; the other means the
absence of determination by prior causes. Each is arguing about
a different object under an identical label. "Justice" means pro-
portional distribution for one subject and earned desert for an-
other. "Love" is unconditional acceptance or active correction.
"Violence" extends to speech or stops at physical force. The
boundary is drawn by the ontology the subject carries.

Ethics as a discipline has taken this illusion at face value. It
studies moral judgments as though an independent moral fac-
ulty existed, producing evaluations regardless of one's picture
of the world. Entire schools, like deontology, utilitarianism or
virtue ethics, are built on the misconception that one can find
the right method for producing moral verdicts if the procedure
is correctly calibrated.

But the algorithm works only inside an accepted ontology.
Universalization of maxims requires "universality" to be a
meaningful criterion (and why, exactly?). Calculation of conse-
quences presupposes that suffering is measurable and undesir-
able (from where does this follow?). Each procedure is embed-
ded in its philosophy and valid only within it.

Not all ontologies determine morality with equal rigidity.
Some, such as Christianity, yield a single output. The com-
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mandment is its direct product, and the margin for interpreta-
tion, while real, is narrow. Other ontologies do not prescribe a
morality; they constrain the space within which it can be con-
structed. The materialist ontology is compatible with a wide
range of moral conclusions. One materialist may decide that
since consciousness is a fleeting accident, life is infinitely pre-
cious and must be protected. Another may claim that since
consciousness is a fleeting accident, nothing has inherent value
and sentimentality about life is self-deception. The ontology
has eliminated certain options, such as divine laws or cosmic
justice, but it has not selected among the remainder.

The relationship between ontology and morality, then, is not
always a deduction. It is sometimes derivation (as in rigid doc-
trinal systems), sometimes a constraint, and sometimes some-
thing in between. The subject who believes that "reality is mat-
ter" still needs additional postulates to reach "therefore suffer-
ing should be minimized"; those postulates are themselves on-
tological commitments.

Every moral judgment is a derivative of a picture of the world.
But where does the worldview itself come from?
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Chapter 2
The soldier from the previous chapter believes that defending
his country is good. He knows it with certainty, the way one
knows that fire burns. If asked to justify this knowledge, he will
give reasons: sovereignty, freedom, and the safety of his fami-
ly. They are the scaffolding erected around an already standing
structure. When did it appear?

Not all at once. The first layer is laid in childhood, and it con-
sists of separate, unconnected rules. "Don't lie." "Don't hit." "Say
thank you." Each rule is backed by parental authority and the
emotional charge that accompanies it: warmth for compliance,
coldness for deviation. The child does not acquire a moral sys-
tem; he receives fragments, installed one at a time.

At this stage, these are separate rules. The child who learns that
lying is bad does not possess a theory of truth-telling; he has a
conditioned reflex. The prohibition on defecating in the pres-
ence of others may be taught without any justification beyond
"this is how we do things," yet the disgust that enforces it can be
as intense as any moral reaction the adult will later experience.

These are moral habits, nothing more. They work the same
way any habit does. A child may develop a lifelong aversion to
raisins because they looked like insects; the disgust is real, the
association is accidental, and no amount of rational argument
will fully dissolve it. The same principle drives moral habits.
The child who was shamed for lying at age four may feel a flick-
er of guilt at age forty when he lies.
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Moral habits can sustain a subject for a long time. A teenager
may go to war because everyone around him is going and the
act is honored: his father fights, his friends enlist, and refusal
would mean shame. He does not need an ontology for this.
His social environment marks certain actions as admirable and
others as contemptible. Peer pressure, family expectation, the
warmth of belonging and the chill of exclusion — these are
sufficient to produce behavior that looks like moral conviction
but is, in fact, compliance. The teenager who charges a ma-
chine-gun nest is brave in the same way that a child who eats his
vegetables is obedient: the cost of deviation exceeds the price of
compliance, and the calculation is performed below the thresh-
old of awareness.

But there is a qualitative shift that separates a set of habits
from what is commonly called a person with convictions, with
a backbone. The shift occurs when the habits fuse into a picture
of the world; when "it is honorable to fight" hardens into "the
nation is the supreme value and its defense outweighs my life."
Suddenly, something new has appeared. The subject no longer
holds separate rules; he inhabits an ontology, a claim about
how reality is formed. And from this a morality follows with
the force of logical consequence. He no longer needs social
pressure to fight; he would fight alone, against the consensus if
necessary, because the conviction is about what is real. The be-
havior may look identical; the internal framework is different.
The teenager can be shaken by a change of environment: move
him to a pacifist community, and within a year his courage will
feel like a strange memory. The subject whose habits have hard-
ened into an ontology cannot be converted so easily.
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How is the ontology installed? Through the same channels that
created the habits, only sustained longer and reinforced from
more directions. There is no separate mechanism: it is the ac-
cumulation of habits, examples, narratives, and emotional asso-
ciations until they reach a density at which they morph into a
picture.

A history textbook in which "our" side was brave and "their"
side was treacherous. A war film where the hero dies for his
comrades and the music swells. A grandfather's story about the
front, told with a particular intonation that made courage sa-
cred and cowardice unthinkable. A holiday parade where tanks
roll past cheering crowds. None of these events announced it-
self as the installation of a moral program; each was presented
as a description of reality: this is how things are and what mat-
ters. Taken separately, each is a narrative, a small rule about
what to admire and what to despise. Taken together, over years,
they compose an ontology: a world in which the nation exists
as a real entity, makes real claims, and deserves sacrifice. By the
time the child becomes an adult, it has been absorbed so deeply
that it feels like a personal discovery rather than an institution-
al product. The subject sincerely says "I must defend my coun-
try" without noticing that the belief was assembled piece by
piece.

A German child in 1935 and a Soviet child in the same year
received such small narratives (obey the party, be brave, serve
something greater than yourself ). By the time they were old
enough to form opinions, they held opposite ontologies and
different moralities. Both considered their convictions obvi-
ous. The difference between them had nothing to do with intel-
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ligence or moral depth; it was about which institution assem-
bled the ontology.

A child studies physics and biology in school. Each lesson is a
small narrative: the world is matter that obeys laws. He watch-
es popular science programs where complex phenomena are re-
duced to elegant equations. He reads a blog in which believers
are presented as quaint relics, people who have not yet caught
up with the evidence. From online communities he learns that
"rational" is a compliment and "faith" is a diagnosis. None of
this arrives as an ontological declaration; each element is mod-
est: a fact here, a joke at the expense of the credulous there. But
they accumulate and he inhabits an ontology in which reali-
ty consists of physical processes and nothing else, which he has
never examined and never experienced as anything apart from
the obvious baseline of a thinking person.

What does a narrative look like? Open a dictionary and look
up the word "truth." You read something like "knowledge corre-
sponding to objective reality." This is an ontological claim: ob-
jective reality exists, knowledge is distinct from objective real-
ity and may or may not correspond to it. A pragmatist, a con-
structivist, and a mystic would define truth differently, but the
dictionary does not present alternatives. It offers a philosophi-
cal position in a neutral and authoritative voice. A piece of the
ontology has been installed in the most effective way possible:
as a fact about language.

The choice of a single word already transmits a narrative. A
newscast that calls an uprising "unrest" has told the viewer what
happened before any facts are presented: a deviation from legit-
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imate order. "Riots" versus "revolution," "belief " versus "super-
stition" — the ontology arrives with the single noun.

The institution has interests, and these interests shape the on-
tology it composes. The state needs units: bodies that will
work, reproduce, fight, and die on schedule. Hence the habits
that shape patriotism are ingrained from a young age and con-
tinuously reinforced, creating an ontology that positions the
state as the highest value and establishes the necessary moral
framework. Society demands population growth; therefore the
family is sacred and reproductive deviance is stigmatized. The
prohibition of incest is often justified by genetic risks, but it
also serves society's interest in regulating kinship and repro-
duction. Medieval dynasties that practiced close intermarriage
for political advantage show that the prohibition could be sus-
pended when other institutional interests prevailed.

The channels of installation share a common feature: they by-
pass evaluation. These include books that present one arrange-
ment of values as natural and others as barbaric or primitive,
and rituals that bind the body to the conviction — kneeling,
saluting, standing when the anthem plays. A powerful channel
is the intonation with which adults tell children what is good
and what is bad. By the time the child acquires the capacity to
question, the foundational layer is already in place, and it will
determine which questions are legitimate to ask.

In Discipline and Punish, Michel Foucault showed that institu-
tions do not merely constrain subjects — they produce them.
The prison does not just punish the lawbreaker; it produces the
category of the "delinquent." The school cultivates subjects who

14 DENYS SPIRIN



understand obedience as self-discipline, conformity as person-
al choice, and norms as common sense. The institution builds
the self that will then "freely" comply.

Louis Althusser illustrated this process with the term interpel-
lation. A police officer calls out, "Hey, you there!" and the per-
son turns around. In that turn, the subject is constituted. He
was a body in motion; now he is a suspect, a node in the ju-
ridical circuit. Institutions call out to us constantly through law
or media, and we turn around, accepting the identity offered
without noticing that an offer was made. "Hey, patriot!" "Hey,
consumer!" Each call installs a role that, repeated long enough,
becomes an ontology.

It was named habitus by Pierre Bourdieu. The habitus is a set of
ways of perceiving, thinking, and acting that the subject adopts
through prolonged exposure to a social environment and then
reproduces automatically. What Bourdieu described is the in-
termediate stage: the point at which habits have accumulat-
ed enough weight to function as a perceptual grid but have
not yet hardened into an explicit ontology. The habitus is what
makes a working-class child "naturally" defer to authority and a
bourgeois child expects that he deserves to be heard. It is what
makes a soldier feel that courage is admirable without having
articulated the foundations from which this follows. And the
habitus reproduces the conditions of its production. The sub-
ject shaped by a particular institution goes on to shape others
in the same way. A father who was taught that real men provide
will teach his son that real men provide.
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The subject does not have a moral framework; he is a moral
framework. He does not hold the conviction that the nation
matters; the conviction holds him, the way a skeleton holds the
body.
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Chapter 3
A construct is an idea about how reality is arranged. "The nation
is the highest form of collective life." "God created man in His
image and gave him commandments." Each of these is a claim
about what exists and what matters.

When you accept a sufficiently detailed arrangement of reality,
a normative grid falls out of it with the force of logical conse-
quence. The grid contains obligations: what the subject must
do; permissions: what one may do without sanction; and pro-
hibitions: what to avoid, on pain of guilt or punishment. It has
two layers of enforcement: law, the explicit codification backed
by institutional power, and norm, the implicit code powered by
disapproval and shame.

A construct, then, is this whole package: an ontology that gen-
erates a morality. It arrives from outside and is absorbed so ex-
haustively that the subject mistakes it for his own thinking. The
scientist's conviction that empirical evidence is the only legiti-
mate path to knowledge is a part of a construct, complete with
its obligations and taboos. The human rights advocate's cer-
tainty that a person is born with inherent dignity is a construct
too.

The word "construct" carries no judgment. To call something
a construct is to describe its origin and its mode of existence.
It may sustain lives; it may also produce suffering and destroy
lives.
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Value is whatever a given construct marks as preferable or a
goal. For the patriot, the value is the nation's strength and con-
tinuity; for the utilitarian, it is the aggregate reduction of suf-
fering. Each value seems absolute from within the construct
and arbitrary from outside. The patriot cannot understand why
the monk values poverty; the monk cannot accept the desire
for military glory. Each sees his values as truth and the other's
as eccentricities or errors.

Good and evil are alignment indicators. An act is good when it
coincides with the active construct's values, evil when it contra-
dicts them. The act itself has no inherent moral charge — it is
assigned by the construct, the way a magnetic field assigns di-
rection to iron filings.

Guilt is a corrective force. When the subject's behavior drifts
from the trajectory set by the values, guilt activates, pulling
him back toward alignment. It feels like conscience, but it is a
feedback mechanism of the construct monitoring integrity and
punishing deviation. The sharper the guilt, the deeper the in-
stallation. A lapsed Catholic who has abandoned the faith in-
tellectually but still feels guilt at skipping mass is witnessing the
construct's persistence below the level of conscious revision.

The mechanism's force comes from the fact that the construct
has been ontologized. When the subject's act contradicts the
construct, the collision occurs between an act and the subject's
sense of what he is. The guilt is an identity fracture. Therefore
it must be externalized when it proves intolerable. "The devil
made me do it" is an engineering solution, a way to relocate the
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violation to an intruder. The identity survives, and the person
returns to his default state.

Duty is the construct's directive, the vector it assigns. "You
ought to serve your country." Each "ought" traces back to a spe-
cific ontology, and within that ontology it carries the weight of
necessity. Outside it is one voice among many, no louder than
any other, and considerably quieter than some.

The construct a subject internalizes is historically contingent.
The same human being, born in medieval Christendom, would
internalize a construct in which pride is the deadliest sin and
obedience to the Church is the path to salvation. Born in clas-
sical Athens, he would adopt a construct in which greatness of
soul (megalopsychia, which Aristotle later codified as the crown
of the virtues) is the mark of the excellent man and submission
is fit for slaves.

Western Christianity, particularly Catholicism, is worth trac-
ing in detail because it offers a clear example of a construct built
from ontology through a normative grid to subjective experi-
ence.

On the ontological layer, God is the supreme good. He created
the world, and the world has fallen. Man carries original sin,
a defect woven into his nature, before any choice. This is the
foundational claim about reality from which the morality fol-
lows. If God is the supreme good, then alignment with God's
will is the sole obligation. If man is fallen, then his natural im-
pulses are suspect: they pull him away from God, toward sin.
Permission is what God explicitly allows, while prohibition en-
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compasses the seven deadly sins and much else. Law is in canon
law, Church councils, or papal decrees. Norm saturates daily
life through confession, communal prayer, feast days, and fast
days; the calendar itself is reorganized around sacred time.

And from the grid, the subjective vocabulary emerges. Guilt
here is a recurrent condition of the subject; the doctrine of fall-
en nature ensures its return. It is the ontological baseline, and
every act either deepens it or temporarily alleviates it through
grace. Guilt generates repentance, repentance gives temporary
relief, relief fades as the fallen nature reasserts itself, and guilt
returns. The genius of the design is that it is self-perpetuating:
the believer can never reach a stable state of alignment; the on-
tology guarantees that he is constitutionally misaligned.

Value is closeness to God. Good is what aligns with His will,
evil is what deviates. Duty is obedience and humility — the
behavioral profile that the Church requires for construct re-
production. None of these categories were discovered separate-
ly; they are generated by the ontological premise "God is the
supreme good and man is fallen."

Remove God or original sin from the picture and the entire
edifice dissolves. Guilt becomes a psychological artifact with-
out an object, repentance is reduced to submission. The seven
deadly sins become descriptions of ordinary human drives, no
more sinful than hunger or fatigue. This vocabulary survives:
modern secular culture still speaks of guilt and moral failing,
but it has been cut loose from the ontology that gave it mean-
ing and now floats as a set of reflexes without a referent.
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Among the Haudenosaunee and Huron, the core belief was
that the universe is pervaded by a spiritual force (orenda) inher-
ent in all beings and things. A captive taken in war was a ritu-
al participant in the mourning-war complex: bound to a stake
and subjected to prolonged burning and mutilation over hours
or days in a public ceremony that served to assuage grief for
fallen kin and restore spiritual strength to the lineage. To en-
dure without crying out was to prove that the soul is stronger
than the body. It conferred honor on the captive and demon-
strated the valor of his people. Weakness under torture was a
moral failure. In the Sun Dance of the Lakota and Cheyenne,
the most committed participants had their chest or back
pierced with wooden or bone skewers. They were tethered to
a central pole by rawhide thongs and danced pulling against
the tether until the flesh tore free, fasting and praying for days.
The ontology said: you acquire vision and power for your peo-
ple by offering your flesh to the spirits. A man who has not
suffered has not earned the right to lead. When Europeans
first encountered these practices, they recoiled in horror and
called them barbarism. Their disgust was as pre-computed as
the Haudenosaunee warrior's pride: both were seeing it
through their ontology.

No two subjects receive the same construct identically. Each
filters it through his experience, temperament, and the other
constructs already in place. The catechism says "love thy neigh-
bor," and the subject accepts it, but the reception is shaped by
everything he already carries. For one, "love" means active sac-
rifice; for another, tolerance; for a third, condescending pity.
"Neighbor" may extend to humanity or contract to the parish.
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A man raised on Old Testament justice and street-level prag-
matism may hold "love thy neighbor" alongside "some people
deserve what they get" without experiencing a contradiction.
The result is a hybrid assembled from different sources, unique
to this subject and never fully replicated in any other. Accord-
ingly, a believer can be indifferent to a theological argument
that does not touch his particular configuration and react with
fury to a challenge that does.

The same sincere Christian who listens to a sermon on love in
the morning can rejoice in the evening at the deaths of civil-
ians in an enemy country and feel no discomfort whatsoever.
What an external observer would call hypocrisy is in fact co-
herent within this specific ontology. This is the clearest proof
that morality is not absolute. If a moral command can be sus-
pended, then it was never universal to begin with; it was only a
local rule of one particular construct.

Hybridization is not guaranteed. When two constructs resist
fusion, the subject carries them side by side without integra-
tion. They may be separated by context: the two imperatives
do not cancel each other out; they occupy different compart-
ments, and each context triggers its own imperative. Or the lay-
ers collide in the same situation and produce incompatible ver-
dicts. The subject experiences this as a moral conflict, a colli-
sion between two unintegrated components, neither of which
will yield.
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Chapter 4
There is a counterargument to everything said so far, and it
comes from Jonathan Haidt, one of the most prominent figures
in contemporary moral psychology. He would agree with
much of the previous three chapters and then disagree at the
point that matters.

In his Moral Foundations Theory, moral judgment is automatic
and prior to reasoning. When a subject sees an act and declares
it wrong, the declaration arrives first and the reasons come af-
ter. These arguments are post hoc rationalizations: the mind's
press secretary drafting a statement to justify a decision the ex-
ecutive already made. Present someone with a moral scenario,
record their judgment, and then dismantle every reason they
offer. They will abandon each argument in turn but keep the
verdict. "I can't explain why, but I know it's wrong." Haidt
called this moral dumbfounding: the moment when the rational
scaffolding collapses and the conviction stands there unsup-
ported.

This observation is important. Moral reasoning is largely
retroactive; it is a story told to an audience (including oneself )
after the verdict has already been delivered. Haidt punctured
the Enlightenment fantasy that moral agents are little Kants,
calmly universalizing maxims before reaching a conclusion.

Haidt claims that the speed and automaticity of moral judg-
ment reveal its evolutionary foundation. For him, moral intu-
itions are the products of natural selection: adaptive responses
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shaped over hundreds of thousands of years of social living. He
identifies five (later six) moral foundations, each corresponding
to an adaptive challenge: care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/
betrayal, authority/subversion, sanctity/degradation, and lib-
erty/oppression. These are innate modules, part of the species'
cognitive hardware, activated by relevant stimuli.

The picture explains the universality of certain moral themes
(every culture cares about fairness and has purity norms), the
speed of judgment (hardware is faster than software), and
moral dumbfounding (you cannot articulate the logic of a re-
flex).

Haidt reads the speed of moral judgment as evidence of its pre-
rational nature. But speed is a property of any deeply installed
program, regardless of origin. A pianist plays a Chopin étude
at tempo without conscious deliberation: the fingers move be-
fore the mind can track them. This speed reveals the depth of
training, not the presence of an innate piano module. A native
speaker forms grammatically correct sentences without parsing
syntax. The construct was installed early, reinforced relentless-
ly and has long since dropped below the threshold of conscious
access.

Moral foundations do appear across cultures, but so do insti-
tutions with convergent needs. Every society requires cooper-
ation (hence fairness norms), group cohesion (loyalty norms),
and hierarchy to coordinate collective action (authority
norms). They need to manage disgust to prevent disease (hence
purity norms). The universality of the themes reflects the in-
stitutional pressure, not a common genetic blueprint. The con-
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tent varies wildly because it is filled in by the local construct. If
the foundations were truly innate modules, the content should
be far more stable across cultures than it is.

When a subject says "I can't explain why, but I know it's wrong,"
Haidt sees a moral intuition operating below the reach of rea-
son. We see a construct installed so deep that its justificatory
layer has been stripped away. The rationale might have been
there once, but the delivery mechanism has been forgotten;
only the payload remains. The subject retains the conclusion
without the argument, the way an adult retains a childhood
fear of the dark without remembering the story that caused it.

Haidt's famous illustration makes the point: the case of Julie
and Mark, a brother and sister who decide to have sex. They
use contraception, enjoy the experience, agree never to repeat
it, and keep it as a private memory. Haidt presents this scenario
to subjects and asks: was it wrong? The overwhelming majority
say yes. When pressed for reasons — harm? There is none.
Consent? Both consented. Consequences? None, by stipula-
tion. The reasons collapse one by one, and the subject is left
with pure conviction. "I just know it's wrong."

This result is read as the care/sanctity foundations firing below
conscious access. But there is another option. Incest is one of
the most heavily policed prohibitions in human society since
societies need controlled reproduction to maintain their pop-
ulations. The taboo is reinforced universally, backed by disgust
conditioning, legal sanction, religious prohibition, and a cul-
tural horror so deep that even fictional incest provokes visceral
reactions (the popularity of the theme in Greek tragedy and
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Game of Thrones trades on exactly this charge). The person who
"just knows" that Julie and Mark did something wrong is re-
porting the output of a construct.

Subsequent research has complicated the dumbfounding
claim. Royzman demonstrated that most subjects do not, in
fact, run out of reasons and sit in silent conviction. They refuse
to accept the stipulated conditions: contraception can fail, the
secret will come out, and psychological damage is inevitable.
When experimenters controlled for this, dumbfounding nearly
vanished. This finding is better evidence for the construct mod-
el than dumbfounding itself. The subject who invents harms is
protecting a construct. Mercier and Sperber have argued that
reasoning evolved to produce and evaluate arguments in social
exchange; when one argument is refuted, the system produces
the next because persuasion is what it was built for.

If Haidt is right, then moral intuitions are part of the equip-
ment, to be respected, perhaps refined, but trustworthy as a
class. If the construct model is correct, then morality is an ar-
tifact of installation, and the speed and certainty with which
intuitions arrive is evidence of the installation's success. That is
the whole point of ontologization: the construct presents itself
as something that was always there.

This does not imply that evolution plays no role. Human be-
ings have a capacity for social learning, emotional contagion,
coalition detection, and threat sensitivity that is shaped by nat-
ural selection. These traits are the hardware on which con-
structs run. But the hardware does not come pre-loaded with
"loyalty to the nation" or "the wrongness of incest."
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One may object that inbreeding avoidance is well-documented
among animals, particularly primates, and the Westermarck ef-
fect (sexual aversion between individuals raised in proximity
during early childhood) has empirical support. Grant all of
this. The question we ask is not whether inbreeding avoidance
exists but why it carries moral weight. Animals that engage in
inbreeding do so without any sense of guilt or belief that they
are violating a cosmic law. When inbreeding happens (which is
frequent enough across various species that biologists consider
it normal), it does not lead to any moral dilemma or psycho-
logical trauma.

Humans are among the few species that engage in sex primarily
for pleasure rather than reproduction alone. The biological
pressure that makes inbreeding costly (defective offspring) is
largely bypassed by contraception, yet the taboo does not
weaken in the slightest. A brother and sister who use contra-
ception and produce no offspring have harmed no one, yet the
reaction is as intense as if they had. This is the construct at
work: a fact amplified into moral horror and extended far be-
yond its logical limits. The taboo no longer tracks the biologi-
cal risk; it has become an autonomous moral absolute.

Haidt's model, in the end, performs a familiar move: it natu-
ralizes the construct. Labeling moral intuitions as "evolution-
ary" removes them from the question "who installed this and
why?" central to the construct model's inquiry. The label "in-
nate" serves as a more sophisticated version of "self-evident,"
and both have the same role: to close the inquiry before it
reaches the foundation.
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The evolutionary framework, in contemporary academic cul-
ture, is an ontologized construct: it is presented as the neutral
bedrock of explanation, a fact requiring no further justifica-
tion, while remaining one particular picture of the world
among others. When Haidt grounds morality in natural selec-
tion, he does not escape the dependence of ethics on ontology
— he exemplifies it. His moral psychology protects existing in-
tuitions from scrutiny by granting them the authority of bio-
logical nature, which is treated as though it were not an author-
ity at all but the way things are.

But grant him everything. Suppose the modules are genuinely
evolutionary. What follows? Not immutability: the content of
each foundation varies so wildly that the "innate module" is
little more than an empty socket into which the local con-
struct plugs its wiring. Not authority: if evolutionary origin
confers moral legitimacy, then every strategy that natural selec-
tion has retained is equally legitimate. Cannibalism among cer-
tain Amazonian and Melanesian peoples was a stable adaptive
behavior, a means of acquiring protein and absorbing the spir-
itual force of the enemy. If Haidt's logic holds, this intuition
deserves the same deference as any other foundation. There is
no mechanism to distinguish the intuitions one wishes to keep
from those one would rather forget.
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Chapter 5
The most ambitious ethical projects of the modern era share
a promise of describing morality without metaphysics. They
are presented as frameworks that any rational agent can accept
regardless of his ontological commitments — whether he be-
lieves in God, the soul, natural law, or the intrinsic value of any-
thing at all. They claim to have found neutral ground.

But they have not. These ethical systems still rest on ontological
postulates, and rest on them most heavily, because they have
the additional burden of concealing what they depend on.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 opens
with a claim: "All human beings are born free and equal in dig-
nity and rights." Born with them. This is a metaphysical asser-
tion. It posits that dignity is a property of the human being as
such, intrinsic and prior to any social arrangement. But what
grounds it? In the Christianity from which the language his-
torically descends, the answer was clear: man is made in God's
image, and his dignity derives from that origin. Remove God,
and the question reopens: what makes a particular arrange-
ment of matter worthy of rights that a chimpanzee or an ad-
vanced artificial intelligence does not possess?

The Declaration does not answer. It cannot, because any an-
swer would be an ontological commitment. The entire rhetor-
ical force of the document rests on treating dignity as a brute
given that requires no derivation. The move is inherited from
Jefferson's Declaration of Independence ("We hold these truths
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to be self-evident"). The UDHR dropped the phrase but kept
the mechanism: dignity is asserted as foundational and is
placed beyond questioning. "Self-evidence" here is a rhetorical
device with a genealogy. The formula descends from Jefferson,
who drew on Locke, who drew on the natural law tradition
running back through Aquinas to the Stoics. In each of these
traditions, self-evidence had an ontological anchor: the Stoic
logos pervading the cosmos, Aquinas's eternal law accessible to
reason, and Locke's natural law given by the Creator. The Uni-
versal Declaration severed all these anchors but kept the mech-
anism.

Human rights are the construct of liberal capitalism. They per-
form the same role as Christian morality did for the feudal or-
der: providing a normative canopy that appears universal while
serving governmental structures. The right to property protects
the interests of those who have property; the right to free
speech, in practice, advantages those with platforms over those
without. The right to free movement defends the interests of
economies that need mobile labor. This does not make these
rights "bad" or "false," but situated, which is what they claim
not to be.

Raymond Geuss, in Philosophy and Real Politics, writes that
normative political philosophy in the analytic tradition pro-
duces theories presented as universally valid derivations from
rational principles. On inspection, these turn out to be ideal-
izations of the liberal status quo dressed in the language of ne-
cessity. The "veil of ignorance" reveals what a twentieth-century
liberal academic imagines a rational agent would choose. The
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metaphysics is hidden in the choice of what qualifies as a "rele-
vant" consideration and what gets excluded as noise.

Where human rights conceal metaphysics through the concept
of dignity, utilitarianism smuggles it through the concept of
suffering. The right action is the one that produces the greatest
happiness (or the least suffering) for the greatest number.

But the instrument is rigged. "Suffering is bad" is the founda-
tional postulate. The utilitarian will reply: suffering is self-evi-
dently undesirable and sentient beings seek to avoid it. This is
because suffering is, by definition (and here the circularity ap-
pears), the thing that should be minimized.

The root problem is that utilitarianism attempts to universalize
a single relationship to suffering and this generalization col-
lides with any ontology that generates a different relationship
to suffering.

If suffering in this life leads to eternal bliss in the next, then it
is just the price of admission. A believer who endures martyr-
dom is not failing to minimize suffering; he is maximizing the
metric that matters in his ontology. If suffering is the necessary
byproduct of growth, then the athlete who destroys her body
in training has chosen pain because it leads to a goal her con-
struct marks as supreme. Dostoevsky's Underground Man takes
pleasure in the fact that his teeth ache and his pleasure is a re-
bellion against exactly the utilitarian assumption that pain and
good are on opposite sides of a ledger. The masochist collapses
the distinction: suffering is the desired experience. The utilitar-
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ian's claim is just one more philosophy pretending to be a neu-
tral observation.

And if we take the utilitarian at his word and believe that min-
imizing suffering is the supreme moral directive, then the con-
clusions are far darker than he intends. Painless euthanasia ad-
ministered to every conscious being would reduce suffering to
zero; unlimited opiates would accomplish nearly the same. A
humanity drugged into pleasant unconsciousness would be a
moral triumph. The utilitarian recoils from this and in recoil-
ing reveals that his actual commitments include values (con-
sciousness, society) that his stated framework cannot account
for. He wants a particular kind of world — which is to say, he
has an ontology.

Effective altruism (EA), the best-known utilitarian endeavor
of the twenty-first century, is similarly clear about its commit-
ments. Resources should be allocated to maximize the reduc-
tion of suffering per dollar spent. Future lives count equally
with present ones; animal suffering counts, weighted by some
index of sentience. And yet the entire edifice rests on postulates
(suffering is the primary moral variable, future beings have
moral standing) that are never derived. The EA practitioner
who donates to prevent malaria rather than to fund a local
orchestra does so because his construct ranks "preventing suf-
fering" above "enriching experience" and he believes that this
ranking is rational.

Peter Singer, whose work laid much of EA's philosophical
groundwork, offered a thought experiment: if you could save
a drowning child by ruining your expensive shoes, you obvi-
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ously should. Therefore, since your money could save a dis-
tant child from malaria, you should donate the price of the
shoes. The logic seems airtight until you notice the postulate it
runs on: physical proximity is morally irrelevant. This is a claim
about the nature of moral obligation, and it is far from self-ev-
ident. Most human moral experience is shaped by proximity:
we feel stronger obligations to those we know. Singer treats this
as a bias, but "proximity is irrelevant" is a construct. Local suf-
fering, addressed collectively, produces political pressure. Dis-
tant suffering, addressed individually, generates charitable do-
nations that change nothing about why the suffering exists. The
claim that proximity is not relevant leads to subjects who do-
nate rather than organize, and this is not a neutral outcome.

Kant's categorical imperative carries the universalization pro-
ject to its purest form. "Act only according to that maxim
whereby you can, at the same time, will that it should become
a universal law." No God, no happiness calculus, just the formal
requirement of universalizability. Where the utilitarian gener-
alizes a content (suffering), Kant universalizes a form (consis-
tency across all rational agents). The result is the same. "Uni-
versalizability" presupposes that the morally relevant feature of
an action is whether it can be consistently generalized — and
this hypothesis is anything but neutral. It encodes a specific pic-
ture: agents are interchangeable rational units, and the test of a
moral principle is its fitness for all such units. This picture priv-
ileges abstraction and consistency — and marginalizes context,
relationship, and the particular. It is the moral ontology of the
Enlightenment bureaucratic state, in which citizens are equal
before the law because the law must apply to all.
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Three projects, three concealed foundations: dignity, suffering,
universalizability. Each is presented as a neutral starting point,
and each, on inspection, is a postulate carrying a full ontologi-
cal load. Ultimately, they represent an effort to extend the com-
mitments of a specific ontology into a universal framework. An
effort to produce morality without metaphysics must smuggle
it in, because morality is applied metaphysics. The only question
is how well the smuggling is done.

David Hume already held the key to the problem, though he
drew a more modest conclusion. From a bare description of
what is, no prescription of what ought to be can be derived.
The "ought" does not follow from the facts; it is derived from
the metaphysical explanation imposed upon those facts. An
ethical system requires at least one postulate that cannot itself
be derived from raw data, and that postulate is, by definition,
an ontological commitment, a statement about how reality is
arranged with respect to value.

Hume concluded that morality rests on the human capacity to
feel approval and disapproval. He located the break between is
and ought but did not follow it to the next question: who pro-
duces the ought, and for what purpose?
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Chapter 6
A construct left to itself would be fragile. A single well-placed
question "why do you believe that?" asked with genuine curios-
ity and followed to its conclusion would reach the ontological
claim at the base, and the postulate would lose its authority.

Morality's role is to shield the rest of the construct from exam-
ination. If the construct is an operating system, morality is its
antivirus: a dedicated program that identifies threats to the sys-
tem's integrity and neutralizes them before they reach the core.

The danger lies in the inquiries. "Why is life valuable?" "Why
should I love my neighbor?" Each question leads to the onto-
logical axiom at the base. Morality translates assumptions in-
to the category of the sacred. "Life has value" is presented as a
moral absolute and to doubt it is to be morally monstrous.

This translation is the core mechanism. An ontological claim
("the soul exists and has inherent dignity") becomes a moral
command ("thou shalt not kill"), then a social identity ("I am a
good person who respects life"). At each stage, the declaration
moves further from examination. The ontological claim can, in
principle, be debated; it is more difficult to question a moral
command. But social identity cannot be discussed without
threatening the subject's sense of who he is — and at this point,
morality's protective role is complete. To critique a construct is
to attack a person.

On a forum, try to state, "I am not sure that incest is bad." The
response will be an immune reaction. Nobody will engage the
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argument; instead, they will engage you — your character, your
fitness for inclusion in the group. This is morality protecting
the core by making its examination socially lethal.

Guilt is the internal face of this mechanism. When the subject's
behavior drifts toward the boundaries or, more dangerously,
when thinking drifts toward the postulate at the base, the an-
tivirus fires. Christianity, whose architecture we have already
discussed, is an example of this mechanism. Augustine's engi-
neering of guilt as a permanent condition turned morality into
a self-perpetuating antivirus that the subject could never fully
satisfy and therefore never outgrow. The modern subject who
has never read Augustine still carries the free-floating guilt:
a conviction that he is not doing enough, not being good
enough, and that his comfort is purchased at someone's ex-
pense.

The antivirus's most powerful feature is self-concealment.

The subject does not experience morality as an alien mecha-
nism. He views it as the most authentic part of himself, the
voice that tells him what really matters. The more deeply the
construct is installed, the more sincere the moral conviction
feels. The construct has merged with identity.

This is worth dwelling on, because it is the point at which
most attempts at self-examination fail. A subject who decides
to "question his values" will typically interrogate the surface
while leaving the inner layer untouched. He will reconsider
which values to hold while never asking what a value is or why
I experience some commitments as non-negotiable. The antivirus
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allows shallow reflection and even encourages it: it produces
the illusion of intellectual freedom while redirecting attention
away from the foundation.

Political opinions can be revised with relative ease; the subject
maintains some distance from them. He knows that he chose
to be a socialist or a libertarian, and he can imagine un-choos-
ing. Aesthetic preferences shift over a lifetime without crisis.
Even religious belief can be abandoned without total disinte-
gration of the self.

Morality permits no such distance. It sits at the core, wrapped
in the language of authenticity, defended by guilt from within
and social exclusion from without. To question a political opin-
ion is to be open-minded, but to criticize a moral conviction
is to be dangerous. It is the antivirus distinguishing between
peripheral programs (which can be updated without risk) and
core files (that must be protected at all costs). Morality is the
last wall before the ontological postulate that must hold even if
everything else falls.

Morality reproduces itself. The mechanism of installation de-
scribed in the second chapter is the antivirus's replication cycle.
The parent does not just teach a rule; he transmits it fused
with a protective mechanism. Unlike a factual claim, which the
child can later verify independently, a moral conviction arrives
welded to an emotional charge that prevents independent eval-
uation. By the time the child is old enough to question, the
questioning itself feels like betrayal. Adults who intellectually
reject a moral framework still feel its pull. A man who has dis-
missed patriotism still feels a tightness in his chest when the na-
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tional anthem plays. The atheist who considers the Bible an or-
dinary book still cannot bring himself to tear out a page. The
antivirus is still running.

The construct's protective mechanism creates a specific type
of subject — one for whom certain questions are impossible
to ask. If you are asking such questions, something is already
wrong with you.
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Chapter 7
The construct not only defends itself; it reproduces, competes,
suppresses rivals, and evolves. It behaves more like a parasite or
a virus that has colonized the host so thoroughly that the host
cannot distinguish the infection from himself.

A construct spreads through repetition and social pressure —
channels that bypass evaluation. A national anthem played at
every school assembly does not persuade the child that his
country is worthy of devotion. It habituates him to the feeling
of devotion, so that by the time the question of worthiness aris-
es, the feeling is already in place and the criticism is recognized
as an attack on something deep and personal. A prayer repeated
daily installs the posture of submission so that the body learns
obedience before the mind has a chance to consent. The repli-
cation is somatic: the construct is written onto muscle and re-
flex, and the intellectual content arrives later.

A construct that tolerates rivals has accepted its contingency,
which is fatal. If the subject sees that his framework is one op-
tion among several, the ontologization breaks: the postulate
that looked like reality is revealed as a choice, and it can be un-
chosen. So the construct marks competing systems as threats.
The enemy is not just wrong (a judgment that would require
engagement) but disgusting and evil — categories that trigger
the antivirus and shut down evaluation before it begins.

The most intense hatred is directed at those who adopt slight
variations of the same construct. The Catholic and the Protes-
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tant share most of their theology. The progressive and the mod-
erate liberal agree on nearly every value. And yet the fury be-
tween them exceeds anything directed at a wholly alien system.
The Crusader is less troubled by the Muslim (a comprehensible
enemy, recognizable as foreign) than by the Cathar (a Christian
who runs a different version of the same program).

The Carpocratians are a case in point. Carpocrates venerated
Jesus as a sage who had overcome the passions. Epiphanes, Car-
pocrates' son, attacked the Mosaic law in his treatise On Jus-
tice on egalitarian grounds: the divine natural law prescribed
the common sharing of all goods, and it was Moses who in-
troduced private property, producing theft and social hierar-
chy. The Christian ontovirus attacked the heresy. Irenaeus and
Clement accused Carpocratians of sexual libertinism and ritual
transgression of Mosaic law, blocking rational evaluation of the
doctrine. Litwa has argued that these charges were heresiologi-
cal distortions, ranging from exaggeration to invention.

A wholly distinct system poses a limited threat because it is
alien. The subject encounters it as wrong, but the foreignness
itself serves as insulation. One does not feel its pull; it has no
hooks in emotional architecture. A heresy, by contrast, devi-
ates at one or two critical points, demonstrating by its very ex-
istence that the subject's version is not the only possible one.

This is why religious history is full of schisms rather than mass
conversions between alien faiths. The cost of transition be-
tween similar constructs is low: only one or two load-bearing
elements need to be swapped. Buddhism emerged from the
broader Indian religious substrate, retaining the concepts of
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karma and liberation while rejecting Vedic authority. Heresy
offers the subject a way out that requires almost no rebuilding.

Saints who have spent decades cultivating universal compas-
sion and reached the pinnacle of the construct "love everyone"
still hate heretics within their tradition with visceral intensity.
The heretic is a mutant version, capable of hijacking the host's
reflexes. The immune response is proportional to the resem-
blance: the closer the variant, the fiercer the rejection.

The construct needs a visible opponent. The enemy generates
a negative emotional bond that welds the group: shared admi-
ration and outrage. Sacred anger produces a solidarity that no
sermon on love can match. The enemy justifies measures that
the construct's values would otherwise prohibit. Torture, sur-
veillance and war become permissible once the threat is grave
enough.

This is the point at which the construct reveals its hierarchy.
The declared morality, such as love, mercy, rights and dignity,
is the surface layer. Beneath it sits the imperative of self-preser-
vation, and when the two collide, the surface yields every time.
The Church that teaches love burns the heretic. The state that
inscribes inviolable rights into its constitution kills the dissi-
dent. The declared morality is suspended, because it was nev-
er the governing principle. Morality serves the construct, not
vice versa. When the threat is internal, the subject who per-
forms the suspension does not experience a contradiction. The
inquisitor who lights the pyre believes he is acting out of love
for the souls the heretic would corrupt, love for the truth the
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heresy endangers. The state that eliminates its critic does so in
the name of the very freedoms it proclaims.

The enemy serves as a negative epistemic landmark: the subject
does not need to know what he believes in detail, only that he
believes the opposite of that. The institutions that administer
the construct develop material dependence on the enemy's ex-
istence. Security services require threats to justify budgets; the
military-industrial complex depends on wars. When the ene-
my disappears, the institution searches for a replacement: with-
out the adversary the construct loses its most reliable activation
trigger.

But suppose the subject does convert to the opposing camp en-
tirely. Even then the old construct does not die; it migrates.
The convert inevitably carries the genetic material of his former
program into the new one, producing hybrids. When the peo-
ples of Northern Europe were Christianized, the old gods did
not vanish: they survived as saints, the solstice became Christ-
mas, and the spring fertility rites transformed into Easter.

A subject who defines himself against a construct, rejecting its
values and inverting its hierarchy, is still running a construct.
Schopenhauer is the clearest example. The will, in his account,
is the fundamental reality behind all appearances, blind and
purposeless. Suffering arises from the will's endless striving. His
solution was to deny the will, turn away from desire and life it-
self. But Schopenhauer's alternative reproduces what it claims
to escape. The negation is a construct too: a moral program
("desire is suffering, renunciation is liberation") installed
through philosophical or religious channels and defended by
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its version of guilt — the shame of desire, the self-contempt of
the "attached" person. It is a new program whose chief feature
is the suppression of the previous version.

Intellectual critique alone rarely dislodges a construct. The ar-
gument runs on the same substrate it condemns, and the anti-
bodies it produces are viral material themselves.
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Chapter 8
So far we have called it a construct and the word has served us
well. It implied something artificial installed from the outside.
But by now it should be clear that "construct" is too passive for
what we are describing.

An ontology that has been installed into a subject, ontologized
into invisibility, armored by morality, and sustained through
the ongoing activity of its carriers is an ontovirus. It colonizes
the host's sense of reality and then keeps itself alive by convert-
ing the host's actions into its persistence. The construct, as de-
scribed earlier, can be a static set of postulates. The ontovirus is
dynamic. It requires continuous feeding.

Sloterdijk, in Critique of Cynical Reason, described the modern
subject as possessing an enlightened false consciousness —
knowing the ideology is false yet continuing to act within it.
Žižek, in The Sublime Object of Ideology, radicalized this obser-
vation: the illusion operates at the level of doing. The subject
who kneels in church does not necessarily believe in God, and
the citizen who stands for the anthem may not feel patriotic
fervor. But each, by performing the act, sustains the construct
regardless of belief.

This inverts the intuitive model. We tend to think that belief
produces action: I believe in God, therefore I pray. Žižek shows
that the arrow runs in the opposite direction at least as often: I
pray, therefore I believe — or more precisely, the praying does
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the believing for me. The ritual performs the conviction on be-
half of the subject.

Michel Foucault's analysis of institutions demonstrates the
same principle: what matters is not what is declared but what
is done. The declarations can shift but the institution persists
because the practices continue. A prison that replaces "punish-
ment" with "rehabilitation" in its mission statement but retains
the same architecture and power relations has changed nothing
of substance.

As Althusser noticed, ideology has a material existence in ap-
paratuses (churches, schools, families, media), and they repro-
duce themselves through concrete rituals and practices. The
subject who "freely" attends church or sends his children to
school is performing the rituals through which the ideology re-
produces itself. The freedom is real but the practice is not op-
tional if the subject wishes to remain recognizable as a member
of society. The genius of the arrangement is that the coercion is
invisible because it takes the form of normalcy.

This is where the ontovirus diverges from the meme. Richard
Dawkins introduced the meme in The Selfish Gene as a unit
of cultural transmission: an idea that replicates from mind to
mind by imitation, analogous to the gene's replication from
body to body. The meme model is elegant, and it captures
something real about the spread of cultural units, but it misses
the dimension that matters here most.

A meme passed from host to host is either copied or forgotten.
Its persistence depends on its transmissibility — on how catchy
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it is, how easily it lodges in memory. One that fails to replicate
dies. The ontovirus also replicates, but it persists through me-
tabolism: it converts the host's ongoing actions into its sta-
bility. Every time a teacher opens a lesson with the Pledge
of Allegiance, the patriotic ontovirus is fed — not through
the children, who may be bored and inattentive, but through
the teacher, whose performance deepens her installation. Every
time a Christian confesses, the Christian ontovirus is fed.

Action feeds the ontovirus in three ways. Repetition deepens
the installation. Each performance of a ritual or a prescribed
behavior pushes the underlying concept further below the
threshold of conscious access. The postulate becomes more au-
tomatic and natural, more thoroughly ontologized. This is
Bourdieu's habitus in action: the body learns what the mind
no longer needs to know, and the knowing-by-body is far more
durable than the knowing-by-mind.

The same action creates cognitive commitment. This is the Fes-
tinger loop: a subject who has acted in accordance with an on-
tovirus develops a psychological investment in its validity. To
question the ontovirus after acting on it would mean admitting
that the action was unjustified and this retroactive invalidation
is experienced as a threat to the self. So the subject adjusts his
beliefs to match his actions, and the ontovirus gains a believ-
er it did not earn through argument. The soldier's act of killing
produces the conviction that the war is justified because the al-
ternative (he killed for nothing) is psychologically intolerable.

And action recruits others. When a believer follows a ritual, he
is performing it before witnesses, who receive the performance
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as evidence of the belief 's reliability. A packed church confirms
the faith more strongly than any sermon; a crowded rally illus-
trates the ideology better than any pamphlet.

Constructs that demand frequent, visible, emotionally charged
performances are more durable than those that do not. Chris-
tianity, with its weekly services, daily prayers, annual feasts,
and lifelong sacramental arc from baptism to last rites, is an
ontovirus of extraordinary efficiency: it extracts performance
from its hosts at every scale of time, from the moment-by-mo-
ment prayer to the once-in-a-lifetime conversion. Islam's five
daily prayers, the military's relentless ceremonial calendar —
each constitutes a high-frequency feeding cycle of a stable on-
tovirus.

This is the point where the concept of the egregore becomes
useful, but not in its occult sense (a thought-form created by
collective meditation that acquires independent existence).
The ontovirus, sustained by the continuous action of its hosts,
achieves a kind of distributed existence. It lives in the network
of practices that connect minds: in the ritual, the norm, the
shared reflex, and the synchronized response. When a thou-
sand people stand for a national anthem, the patriotic on-
tovirus exists in the standing itself — in the coordinated bodily
act and the mutual reinforcement of each participant's compli-
ance by the visible engagement of the others. Remove any sin-
gle person, and the ontovirus persists.

The egregore is what an ontovirus becomes when its feeding
mechanism is robust enough to give it life independent of any
particular host. It is the construct's graduation from parasitism
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to ecology: a self-sustaining pattern maintained by the collec-
tive action of its carriers, capable of surviving the loss of indi-
viduals as long as enough remain to keep the practice alive. Na-
tions, religions, and ideologies are all examples of egregores.

But the ontovirus is not a puppet master pulling strings on pas-
sive hosts. The subject acts, chooses, resists, complies, and im-
provises. His agency is real. The ontovirus colonizes the criteria
by which the will acts.
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Chapter 9
An ontovirus that could only persist unchanged would eventu-
ally be outcompeted: the institutional environment shifts, and
a rigid program loses its feeding base. The most successful on-
toviruses are those that update their moral content while pre-
serving their core. This mutation is experienced by many as
moral progress.

Slavery was abandoned, and judicial torture disappeared. Chil-
dren were pulled from the factories. The temptation is almost
irresistible to read this sequence as a story of moral awakening:
humanity gradually recognizing the demands of justice, shed-
ding cruelties one by one, and ascending toward an ethical clar-
ity that previous ages lacked. Steven Pinker's The Better Angels
of Our Nature remains the most ambitious and data-rich ex-
pression of this narrative. The numbers appear decisive: vio-
lence has declined, life expectancy has risen, literacy has spread,
and legal slavery has vanished.

Yet the very smoothness of the story should make us wary.
What looks like a steady ascent toward justice may be nothing
more than a new ontology quietly updating itself and rewriting
the morality so that the previous version now appears barbaric.
The interpretation of that improvement as moral progress is
the ontovirus speaking.

The materialist explanation, advanced by Eric Williams, holds
that slavery ended when industrial capitalism rendered it ob-
solete: the new economy needed mobile wage labor, not fixed

49



human capital. The timeline of abolition broadly tracks eco-
nomic transformation: industrial economies abolished it first,
and agrarian economies last. Seymour Drescher's Econocide dis-
mantled this thesis with statistical evidence. British colonial
slavery was still profitable and expanding when Parliament
moved against it. What drove abolition was a mobilization
within a different ontoviral channel: evangelical Christianity,
running through Wilberforce's parliamentary campaign, mass
petitions, and a consumer boycott of slave-produced sugar. The
abolitionist ontovirus built its own feeding apparatus and won
against the market.

If abolition had simply tracked economic obsolescence, the on-
tovirus would reduce to an epiphenomenon of material con-
ditions. Drescher's evidence shows that an ontoviral mutation
can overpower the economic interests that sustain the existing
order. The Church that had justified slavery for fifteen centuries
contained the resources to condemn it. Wilberforce genuinely
believed slavery was an abomination before God. His convic-
tion grew inside an ontoviral system, drew its authority from
that system's postulates, and propagated through its institu-
tional channels. The sincerity is real; the sovereignty is not.

But abolition is the exception that clarifies the rule. Most on-
toviral mutations track material conditions with far less fric-
tion. Foucault, in Discipline and Punish, demonstrated that the
modern state abandoned public torture after the source of its
legitimacy had changed. The medieval king displayed power
through spectacle — the wheel, the public burning. The liber-
al state does that through the smooth, invisible administration
of a population that polices itself. Visible cruelty became coun-

50 DENYS SPIRIN



terproductive; it undermined the fiction that authority rests on
consent rather than force. Torture migrated into prisons hid-
den from view, into procedures that leave no marks, and into
administrative violence so diffuse that no single actor can be
held responsible.

Women's suffrage and the gradual dismantling of legal gender
discrimination also tracked economic necessity. As long as the
economy could extract sufficient value from a male workforce,
the exclusion of women served institutional interests: it kept
the labor supply manageable, secured unpaid domestic labor
that subsidized wages, and simplified political management by
halving the electorate. When the demand for labor outstripped
the male supply during wars and full-scale industrialization,
women's rights expanded to the degree required to bring them
into the workforce.

René Girard located the engine of social order in mimetic de-
sire: human beings imitate each other's desires, the imitation
produces rivalry, and the rivalry escalates into a contagion that
threatens to dissolve the community. The scapegoat mecha-
nism resolves the crisis. The accumulated violence is channeled
onto a single victim — an outsider, someone guilty enough to
justify the violence and marginal enough that the community
can afford to lose him. The collective act of expulsion produces
temporary peace, and the victim is retroactively sacralized: the
one who caused the crisis and then ended it.

The fuel the ontovirus burns is the previous moral consensus.
Each update needs a scapegoat: the people who still hold the
version that has just been replaced. Racism was the moral com-
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mon sense of the colonial world. When the ontovirus updated,
the racist turned into the scapegoat. Homophobia, the unques-
tioned default for centuries, was reclassified next. The subject
who holds anti-LGBT views today occupies the position of the
racist a generation earlier: he is the designated scapegoat of the
current update, the figure who proves the community's moral
advancement by being publicly condemned.

The process cannot stop. Once the current scapegoat has been
fully expelled, the moral energy has nowhere to go. A new tar-
get must be found. The ontovirus scans for the next consensus
that can be reclassified from norm to pathology, and the cycle
restarts. The convictions that feel most unquestionable right
now are the candidates for the next rotation.

What today seems "obviously right" rests on the current bal-
ance of institutional interests. Should an economic model arise
tomorrow that required unfree labor (and some would argue
that camouflaged versions already exist in gig economies and
migrant worker systems), the moral consensus would shift, but
only over a generation, as previous ontoviral updates have. New
experts would explain why this form of labor is "different," and
new moral categories would be coined to separate the accept-
able from the now-discredited.

The ontovirus also generates a particular kind of amnesia. Each
generation experiences the current moral consensus as obvious-
ly correct and the previous one as barbaric. The Victorian who
tolerated child labor was not a monster; he lived inside an on-
tovirus that filed such labor under "natural order." The ante-
bellum Southerner who defended slavery was not evil; his on-
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tovirus had categorized it as "the natural hierarchy of races."
And the contemporary subject who is horrified by both is not
morally superior; he is inhabited by a later version of the same
ontovirus.
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Chapter 10
One may suggest that ontoviruses, once established, can be-
come permanent; that a sufficiently well-fed, well-protected
ontoviral system should persist indefinitely. History says other-
wise. No ontovirus has ever achieved permanent stability. They
all either fragment or die.

Christianity began splitting within decades of its founding.
The Pauline version displaced the Judaic-Christian one; the
Great Schism divided East from West; the Reformation shat-
tered the West into a thousand pieces. Two millennia of con-
tinuous feeding, billions of ritual performances, an institution-
al apparatus of staggering sophistication — and the result is
proliferation. The same Christianity that was one in the fourth
century has thousands of denominations today.

Marxism followed the same arc in compressed time: a unified
theory in 1848, a dozen warring factions by 1960. Liberalism
is fracturing right now. Other ontoviruses skip fragmentation
and go straight to extinction — local belief systems vanishing
by the hundreds, political regimes collapsing within a genera-
tion when the feeding apparatus is destroyed. Fascism, Nazism,
and Khmer Rouge communism: postulates that seemed to
their carriers like the foundations of reality evaporated almost
overnight.

The parallel with evolutionary processes is striking in this con-
text. A biological species fragments when a population encoun-
ters divergent environmental pressures. Geographical isolation
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produces genetic drift; over time, the populations become in-
compatible. The mechanism requires three elements: variation,
selection, and isolation.

Variation arises because every host is a unique experiential sub-
strate. A subject who receives an ontovirus already carries his
history and previously installed ontoviruses. The same postu-
late, absorbed by two different subjects, becomes two postu-
lates — it lands on new soil and fuses with unique material. A
fourth-century monk and a sixteenth-century merchant both
receive "God is love," but the monk's version is saturated with
desert asceticism and Neoplatonic cosmology, while the mer-
chant's is filled with contractual obligation and printed cate-
chism. Occasionally, a mutation hits a postulate that matters,
and a viable variant emerges: Lutheranism, Leninism, Reform
Judaism. The variant is close enough to the parent to compete
for the same hosts and diverse enough to offer a distinct nor-
mativity.

Selection works through the feeding mechanism. An ontovirus
survives by extracting ritual performance from its carriers. Any
variant that does that more efficiently in a given environment
outcompetes variants that do not. Calvinism outcompeted
Catholicism in early-capitalist Northern Europe because it
aligned better with the emerging economic order: individual
responsibility, the sanctification of labor. Catholicism persisted
in agrarian Southern Europe, where its communal rituals and
hierarchy still matched the institutional landscape.

Once a variant has established itself in a distinct environment
(a different country, for example), the population of carriers
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ceases to exchange ontoviral material. The Catholic and the
Protestant read different books, attend different rituals, and
raise their children inside specific ethical frameworks. Within
a few generations, the variants become incompatible and speci-
ation is complete.

Fragmentation, then, is ontoviral mutation. It is the inevitable
consequence of imprecise transmission under divergent selec-
tion pressures. The surprise is that any ontovirus holds together
at all — and indeed the ones that do hold the longest are those
that have evolved the most rigorous mechanisms of transmis-
sion fidelity: catechisms, creeds, standardized liturgies, and in-
quisitions. Each of these is the equivalent of a proofreading en-
zyme — a mechanism that reduces the mutation rate by catch-
ing deviations before they propagate.

The Catholic Church's institutional genius lies here: a central-
ized authority that standardizes doctrine, a ritual calendar that
synchronizes practice across continents, and a dedicated appa-
ratus (the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, former-
ly the Inquisition) whose sole function is to identify and elimi-
nate variants before they reach reproductive viability. This ma-
chinery slowed the mutation rate for fifteen centuries.

Extinction, correspondingly, is the ontoviral equivalent of a
species losing its ecological niche. An ontovirus becomes ex-
tinct when the environment that sustained its feeding cycle
disappears. Fascism died because the regulatory apparatus was
physically destroyed. The postulates persist in books, in mem-
ories, the way a species might linger as a handful of individuals
in a zoo, but the reproductive cycle has been broken. A gener-
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ation of non-performance, and the ontovirus exists only as an
archival specimen: readable but inert.

Biological extinction is permanent. A species, once gone, does
not return. Ontoviral extinction is reversible — the postulates,
unlike genes, can be stored in text and recovered. Nazism is ex-
tinct as a living ontovirus; but the doctrine survives in libraries,
and under the right conditions a new ontovirus can assemble
itself from the archived material. It will resemble the original
the way a reconstruction resembles the extinct animal: eco-
logically functional but assembled from contemporary com-
ponents. Neo-fascist movements are ontoviral reconstructions:
they install the archived principles into a new feeding appa-
ratus (online platforms, meme-based transmission). The Her-
metic revival of the Renaissance was exactly this: a set of dor-
mant Hellenistic ontoviruses, preserved in manuscripts, reacti-
vated when the governing structures of late-medieval Italy pro-
vided a suitable ground.

In biology, genetic material flows vertically, from parent to off-
spring. Horizontal gene transfer exists (bacteria do it routine-
ly) but is the exception in complex organisms. In ontoviral evo-
lution, horizontal transfer is the norm. A subject raised inside
one ontovirus can acquire material from another through read-
ing, conversation, migration, or conversion. The resulting hy-
brid may be unstable: two incompatible normative grids run-
ning on the same host, producing guilt and confusion. Or it
may be viable: a new synthesis that combines postulates from
multiple sources. Christianity itself was such a hybrid — Judaic
monotheism crossed with Hellenistic philosophy and Roman
institutional practice, assembled over three centuries of hori-
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zontal transfer into an organism that could outcompete its par-
ents.

The evolutionary framework also explains the arms race be-
tween the ontovirus and the host. Biological parasites evolve
to exploit hosts more efficiently, while hosts build resistance.
Ontoviruses face the same pressure. A population exposed to a
particular ontovirus for long enough develops a degree of im-
mune response — the rituals lose their charge, and the feeding
cycle weakens. The Enlightenment was, among other things, a
host resistance event: a population of European intellectuals
who had been exposed to Christian ontoviruses for so many
generations that the postulates had become transparent. The
opposition took the form of critique, philosophy, science, and
satire, making the core vulnerable. The ontovirus responded by
evolving: liberal Christianity, deism, and secular humanism —
variants that retained the feeding mechanics (guilt, epistemic
authority) while shedding the postulates that had become ob-
solete. A wave of critique produces a new strain of camou-
flaged ontoviruses, and the new generation eventually provokes
a fresh wave of critique.

The question of agency is the one that the evolutionary frame-
work does not address. Biological evolution is blind; organisms
compete, genes replicate, and adaptation occurs unintentional-
ly. Ontoviral evolution can be described in the language of will.
We say that Christianity wants to convert the heathen, and the
nation strives to expand its borders. An ideology seeks to domi-
nate. Want, strive, seek, resist — the verbs of agency, applied to
entities that are nothing more than sets of postulates.
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This language is considered metaphorical in biology. Dawkins
spent a book explaining that the "selfish gene" is a figure of
speech: genes do not want anything, natural selection has no
goals, and evolution is a blind process without intention or di-
rection. The gene simply replicates, and the ones that replicate
more effectively persist.

With ontoviruses, the situation is reversed. When we say that
Christianity wants to convert the heathen, this is not a
metaphor. There are real missionaries, campaigns, resources al-
located, and specific strategies devised. When it is stated that
an ideology seeks to dominate, there are propagandists, media,
and institutions dedicated to exactly this purpose. The will is
actual. But whose will is it?

The ontovirus is a set of postulates and a moral vocabulary. It
has neither a nervous system nor desires. It cannot want any-
thing at all. Left alone on a shelf written in a book that nobody
reads, encoded in a ritual that nobody performs, it is inert.

The will belongs to the carriers. The missionaries who cross
oceans, the soldiers, the activists, and the parents who raise
their children inside the teaching — the will is theirs. Each of
them experiences this will as his own.

This is what distinguishes the ontovirus from the biological
virus, or gene. A virus hijacks the cell's replicative machinery,
but it does not need the cell to believe in it, nor does it require
the mind's active commitment or consent. The ontovirus needs
all three: the host's cognitive and social apparatus, belief, and
will.
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The ontovirus is both more powerful and more fragile than any
biological parasite. A host who wants to serve is more effec-
tive than one who only carries. The human inhabited by an on-
tovirus produces crusades, constitutions, cathedrals, and rev-
olutions. However, it is more fragile because the will can be
withdrawn. A gene cannot decide to stop replicating, but a will
that has been given can be taken back. The entire edifice of the
ontovirus rests on the host's continuous, moment-by-moment
delegation of his will to the system.

The host does not lose his will; this is not possession. He lends
it. He experiences the ontovirus's objectives as his own goals, its
prohibitions as his conscience. The will remains his; the criteria
it serves have shifted. This is delegation in the precise sense: the
authority to decide what matters has been transferred to the
system, while the energy of execution remains with the subject.
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Chapter 11
A subject stands at a decision point. Something has happened
and he must handle it. Good or evil, right or wrong; the evalu-
ation arrives instantly. We have already seen why the response is
fast: it was pre-computed by the ontovirus, ready to fire at the
relevant stimulus. But speed is only the surface phenomenon.

The subject hands over the act of evaluation to a system he did
not build and in most cases cannot see. He delegates his judg-
ment the way an employee delegates a task to a department: the
result comes back stamped and signed, and the employee us-
es it without examining the methodology. The ontovirus eval-
uates the situation according to its postulates and delivers the
result to the consciousness as a finished product.

A bureaucrat who processes a deportation order does not de-
cide whether this particular family should be removed from
their home. He applies the regulation which says: these papers
are not in order; this family must go. His hands are clean — the
act is not his. He is the executor; the authorship belongs to the
system. "I am just doing my job" is the purest expression of dele-
gation: a sentence that describes an act, disclaims responsibility
for it, and identifies the true agent.

Stanley Milgram's obedience experiments revealed the labora-
tory image of this mechanism. A subject was instructed by an
experimenter in a white coat to administer electric shocks to
a person in the next room. The shocks were fake; the screams
were recorded. The subject heard the victim beg, protest, then
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go silent. At every hesitation the experimenter said: "The ex-
periment requires that you continue." Sixty-five percent of sub-
jects delivered the maximum voltage.

They were not sadists. Post-experiment interviews revealed or-
dinary people who found the task distressing. What Milgram
demonstrated was delegation in controlled conditions. When
asked why they continued, most gave a version of the bureau-
crat's formula: I was told to. The will was theirs; the criterion it
served belonged to the man in the white coat.

Delegation makes moral life cheaper. A subject who had to ex-
amine the postulates behind every moral evaluation and arrive
at a judgment through genuine deliberation would spend more
time and energy than one who receives prefabricated verdicts.
The ontovirus provides ready-made answers, and the cognitive
cost drops. Most subjects prefer this economy and never dis-
cover that the alternative is livable.

It is a biological principle. Animals prefer familiar routes and
actions. A rat that has learned one path through a maze will
use it even when a shorter path is available. Foraging animals
return to known feeding sites rather than explore potentially
richer ones. Novel evaluation is metabolically expensive: it re-
quires comparison and risk assessment. The organism that del-
egates its decisions to habit survives on a lower energy budget
than the one that deliberates at every fork.

Ontologization is also an act of delegation. The subject accepts
a picture of the world since it provides a pre-sorted reality in
which situations arrive already evaluated and meaningful; a
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common ground with others who have accepted the same pic-
ture, so that coordination feels like shared sanity rather than
continuous negotiation; and an identity, an answer to the ques-
tion "what am I" that carries the weight of fact. The materialist
who declares that he is dust in an indifferent universe has orien-
tation, belonging, and a self no less stable than the Christian's.

Ontologization provides concreteness, but it is equally advan-
tageous for the institution that administers the ontovirus. A
subject who follows rules because they are his reality requires
no supervision. External enforcement is expensive: it demands
guards, inspectors, punishments, and the permanent threat of
force. Ontologization replaces all of this with a mechanism in-
side the subject. Guilt monitors compliance; the antivirus sup-
presses dissent without a censor. The subject reproduces the on-
tovirus in his children without being instructed to: he is shar-
ing what he knows to be real. Coercion is converted into self-
governance.

The more the subject delegates, the cheaper his moral life be-
comes and the less of it is his. At one end of the spectrum is a
person who holds his postulates lightly and delegates only par-
tially; his moral life is costly yet personal. At the other end,
a subject who has embraced an all-encompassing system dele-
gates completely.

Absolute rules are the extreme case of delegation that removes
the subject from the evaluative loop entirely. The directive has
replaced the judgment, and this is experienced as liberation:
the subject is free from the terror of being wrong.
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Kant's liar-and-murderer case exposes the cost of this relief. In
his essay On a Supposed Right to Lie from Philanthropy Kant ar-
gued that one must not lie even to a murderer who asks where
one's friend is hiding. Scholars dispute whether this follows di-
rectly from the categorical imperative or from Kant's philoso-
phy of right (Recht), where lying undermines the very source of
legal obligation. The distinction matters less than the result: a
system so thoroughly delegated that its output overrides direct
perception. You must tell the truth even if it leads the murderer
to your friend. Kant was not stupid; he was fully delegated; the
system produced a verdict that was more real than the friend.
This case is typically treated as a philosophical curiosity, an ex-
treme example that reveals a flaw in Kantian ethics. But it is a
demonstration of what delegation looks like at full power.

Total delegation is an asymptote, not a destination. The subject
who delegates everything would have disappeared as a moral
agent — yet the very act of delegation presupposes someone
who delegates. The point from which he hands over his judg-
ment cannot itself be handed over; it is the remainder that no
ontovirus can absorb. Even Kant, in the liar-and-murderer case,
chose the system — and the choosing was his. The ontovirus
colonizes the operating space, and the remainder becomes in-
visible, compressed to a dimensionless point.

Most people are not Kant. They delegate partially: the on-
tovirus supplies the default verdict, and the subject follows it in
ordinary circumstances but overrides it when the cost becomes
too high. He believes that stealing is wrong, but he pirates soft-
ware; he holds that lying is bad, but he lies to spare a friend's
feelings. The override is a minor failing, a forgivable lapse —
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and this is what makes partial delegation more stable than to-
tal. Each lapse generates guilt, and guilt feeds the ontovirus.
Complete delegation is brittle because it results in Kant's ab-
surdity, a rigid system that needs to be strong to resist fracture.
Partial delegation absorbs exceptions without losing integrity,
and it converts every exception into fuel.

The fully delegated subject, the "man of principle," is widely re-
garded as the pinnacle of moral life. He is the person who nev-
er compromises, never allows circumstance to override convic-
tion. But this is a description of a causal link, not an agent. The
man of principle does not evaluate; he transmits. His reward
is total exemption from guilt and remorse. The Kantian who
tells the murderer where his friend is hiding does not experi-
ence guilt: the lie would have been his, but the truth belongs to
the categorical imperative.

But no principle is isomorphic to reality. A finite set of rules
cannot map an infinite space of situations. The Torah required
613 commandments and still could not close the gap; the Tal-
mud added thousands of pages of commentary, and the com-
ments turned into annotations; the debates continue today,
two millennia later, while the original system keeps colliding
with cases it did not anticipate. A collision is what philosophy
calls an ethical dilemma, but the term is misleading. A dilemma
is the point where the principle's finite resolution meets the
world's granularity, and the delegation breaks down. At that
point, the subject is thrown back onto himself, to the origin
from which he must produce a judgment that no system has
supplied.
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Chapter 12
The deeper capture targets how the subject knows. When he
states "this is a fact," he is delegating the authority to determine
what counts as a fact. The source of that authority can be scrip-
ture, scientific consensus, journalistic investigation, personal
experience, or the word of elders; which source counts as au-
thoritative is determined by the ontovirus too. The assignment
is invisible for the same reason all ontoviral products are: it has
been ontologized. He trusts the BBC rather than RT because
his ontovirus prescribed the BBC as a credible source. He ex-
periences the BBC as credible in the same way that the floor is
solid.

This is epistemic delegation: the outsourcing of the criteria of re-
ality to the ontovirus. Interview two subjects who share identi-
cal values. Both want peace and oppose unnecessary suffering.
But they disagree about a specific war. One holds that the war
is a defensive action against aggression, the other — that it
is an imperial invasion disguised as defense. Their values and
moral vocabularies may be the same, but their polarization is
epistemic: they disagree about what happened, who started it,
what the evidence shows, and which sources are trustworthy.
They inhabit different realities in the sense that their ontoviral
systems have assigned them different protocols for determining
what is real.

Moral arguments can be unresolvable even when the partici-
pants share values. The conversation looks like a debate about
what is right, but underneath, it is a collision between two in-
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compatible epistemic regimes. Each hears the other's claims,
checks them against his own epistemic protocol, finds them
wanting, and concludes that the other is either misinformed
or malicious. The possibility that neither party is wrong within
their protocol and that the protocols themselves are ontoviral
products does not arise.

But epistemic delegation still leaves one layer untouched. Two
subjects can disagree about the data and still appeal to a shared
method for settling the contradiction: show me the evidence,
here is my reasoning. The disagreement is resolvable as long as
both parties agree on what "evidence" and "reasoning" mean.
The deepest delegation outsources the method of establishing
truth: what constitutes proof, what qualifies as evidence. A
Christian and a materialist disagree not only on whether God
exists but also on what kind of argument could settle the ques-
tion. For the Christian, revelation is evidence; for the material-
ist, revelation is not evidence. Each is applying a different pro-
tocol.

This is the last thing the ontovirus allows the subject to ques-
tion. You can evaluate a value and still be a good person, scru-
tinize a fact and still be a serious thinker. You cannot question
what constitutes a fact without ceasing to be intelligible —
because intelligibility itself is defined by the protocol you are
questioning.

The layers of delegation stack: what is good (moral delegation),
what is true (epistemic delegation), and what counts as true
(protocol delegation).
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This three-layered model explains a phenomenon that single-
layer models of ideology cannot: why intelligent, well-meaning
people can look at the same situation and see entirely different
things. The usual explanations, such as bias or ignorance, are
inadequate since they assume a shared epistemic protocol that
has been violated, when in fact no such protocol exists. The
problem is at the level of the ontovirus that has captured the
mind's truth-producing apparatus.

A materialist whose ontology was assembled from YouTube
videos can look at a theologian with a doctorate, a command
of philosophy, and decades of study and sincerely consider him
an idiot. The materialist has classified "empirical evidence" as
the only legitimate method and "revelation" as a category error.
Within that framework, the theologian's entire edifice is built
on nothing, and no amount of erudition changes the fact that
the foundation is void. The theologian, symmetrically, can look
at the opponent and see a person who has confused one narrow
method of inquiry with the totality of knowledge and who
mistakes his epistemic poverty for rigor.

The political landscape of the contemporary world is largely il-
legible without this concept. Left and right share much of the
same moral vocabulary, but the words are filled with incom-
patible content by antagonistic epistemic protocols. They dis-
agree about what is happening, which events are real or fake,
which sources are trustworthy and which are propaganda, and
what counts as evidence and what counts as manipulation. The
divergence is epistemic, and given that epistemology has been
delegated to the ontovirus, neither side can step outside its pro-
tocol to evaluate the other's.
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This issue cannot be solved by "media literacy" or "critical
thinking" — they presuppose a methodology that is itself an
ontoviral product. Teaching critical thinking inside a university
is establishing the episteme of secular liberal academia, which
is a legitimate protocol and not without merit. However, it is
not a neutral vantage point from which all other methods can
be assessed. An attempt to find one reproduces the same move
we traced with ethics: a particular protocol declares itself uni-
versal and conceals its postulates behind the language of objec-
tivity.

Moral delegation can be questioned and survive the question.
Epistemic delegation is harder to discuss; it is already shaky
ground. Protocol delegation is nearly impossible to challenge
— the subject who asks "why do I accept this as evidence?" has
pulled the rug out from under his feet.
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Chapter 13
These three levels can be traced in the architecture of the major
ethical systems, beginning with Kant.

Kant does not tell us what is good or true. He defines what
constitutes thinking. The categorical imperative presents itself
as the condition of rationality, and this is what gives it a depth
of capture that a commandment or a factual assertion cannot
match. You can reject a commandment and remain rational,
dispute a fact and be coherent. But if Kant is right, you cannot
reject universalizability without ceasing to be a rational agent.

There are at least three concealed postulates. Moral agency
is defined by consistency across agents. This is an ontological
claim about what a moral agent is: an interchangeable rational
unit, identical to every other in the morally relevant respect.
Then, universality is a criterion of validity. Why should the fact
that a maxim cannot generalize count against it? A maxim that
works for one subject in one situation may be efficient without
being generalizable, but Kant's protocol bans it. The exclusion
is not argued for; it is built into the imperative as an unmarked
assumption. Finally, impartiality is the stance of reason. Kant's
rule privileges the third-person perspective that treats all agents
as equivalent and all situations as instances of a general type.
This epistemic posture marginalizes context, relationship, his-
tory, and the irreducible uniqueness of the situation. It is one
particular way of reasoning, installed so deep that it passes for
reason itself.
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Return to the liar-and-murderer case in which Kant chose the
rule over the friend. At this depth, the picture is worse. He del-
egated the form of thinking that produced the verdict. The im-
perative says: test by universalization. The three levels lock to-
gether: the moral verdict is secured by an epistemic claim ("rea-
son requires this") which is itself secured by a protocol ("uni-
versalizability is the test"). To question any layer is to pull the
thread that unravels the subject's identity as a rational being.

It looks like Aristotle is at the other end. Where Kant is ab-
stract, Aristotle is concrete. Kant offers a formal test; Aristotle
suggests a way of life. Eudaimonia (flourishing, the realization
of one's nature) is the goal, and the virtues are the habits that
lead to it. Instead of universalization, just look at what an excel-
lent human being does, and do likewise. People flourish when
they exercise their capacities well, the way an eye excels when it
sees clearly. The moral vocabulary grows from the bottom up,
from the actual texture of human life, and it retains a flexibili-
ty that Kant's system cannot tolerate. The virtuous person does
not apply a rule; he perceives the situation and responds with
practical wisdom (phronesis) that cannot be reduced to a for-
mula.

But the ground under Aristotle's feet is not as solid as it looks.
"Realization of one's nature" presupposes that human beings
have a nature: a fixed essence with a built-in purpose. The eye
is for seeing; the knife is for cutting; the human being is for ra-
tional activity in accordance with virtue, lived over a complete
life. The claim that human beings have a telos, a purpose, is a
metaphysical commitment of enormous weight, and Aristotle
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treats it as an observation. He looks at humans flourishing and
reads this as evidence of a design that preceded them.

Aristotle does not prescribe a rule (level one) or define what
a fact is in any crude sense (level two). He promotes a way
of looking: teleological reasoning. See the world as composed
of things with purposes. Read the purpose from the function.
Then derive the good from the purpose. The protocol is so em-
bedded in ordinary perception that it feels like seeing rather
than interpreting. "The eye is for seeing" seems like an observa-
tion, and "the human is for flourishing" rides on the same gram-
matical form into the same apparent self-evidence. But teleolo-
gy is a framework imposed on observation, a way of organizing
sensory data that produces the appearance of purpose where
there is, on inspection, only pattern. The eye evolved through
selection, and "for" is a retrospective narrative applied to a blind
process. Aristotle's doctrine naturalizes this narrative so that
questioning it feels like denying that eyes see.

And so the trap closes. The subject raised inside an Aristotelian
framework interprets human life as having a natural direction
and explains his success as alignment with a cosmic order. The
ontovirus has captured the third level and produces the sensa-
tion of freedom. For this reason Aristotle remains attractive to
thinkers who have rejected every other classical system: Mac-
Intyre's After Virtue is an effort to return to Aristotelian ethics
because it feels like an escape from the formalism of Kant and
the reductionism of utilitarianism. It is an escape — from one
ontovirus into another.
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Spinoza understood something that Kant and Aristotle
missed: the problem is not which authority to obey but the
concept of obedience itself. His solution was to dissolve the gap
between subject and authority by identifying God with Nature
and both with the totality of what exists. There is no external
lawgiver because there is no "external." Everything follows from
one substance with the necessity of geometric proof. Freedom
is the understanding of necessity.

Spinoza's philosophy is genuinely original on the surface: good
is what increases the body's power of acting, evil is what dimin-
ishes it. No commandment, no revelation — the criterion is
immanent and testable. The epistemic backing shifts according-
ly: reality speaks through the geometric method, accessible to
anyone with sufficient intellect. But the deepest substitution is
the one that passes without comment. The geometric layout of
the Ethics performs a claim about reality: existence has a math-
ematical structure and the mind can access it through pure
thought. By reading his book, you are already inside the proto-
col, accepting that reality is the kind of thing that yields to de-
duction.

The result is an ontovirus that replaced obedience to a person
(God or king) with surrender to a structure (substance and ne-
cessity) and called it freedom since it issues theorems, not com-
mands. The subject no longer kneels before an authority; he
contemplates an order. This form of submission is so refined
that it produces the experience of intellectual joy rather than
servility.

And then there is Nietzsche, who saw through everyone.
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The Genealogy is the most sustained demolition of moral con-
tent in the history of philosophy: "good" was invented by a class
for a purpose, and the priestly inversion installed weakness as
virtue. Nietzsche went further: the epistemic authority behind
moral claims is itself a power move. The priest who says "God
commands" and the philosopher who says "reason requires this"
are performing the same trick under different labels. Two layers
were stripped bare, and then Nietzsche built on the cleared
ground. "Will to power" arrives as the fundamental drive be-
hind all phenomena. From this a criterion follows: values are
judged by whether they affirm or deny life. The Übermensch
creates values rather than inherits them. This looks like the op-
posite of delegation, but the prescription to affirm life is itself
a value. It arrives from Nietzsche's books, from the ontovirus
he assembled from Schopenhauer's pessimism and his own his-
tory of illness and isolation. The subject who reads Nietzsche
has received an instruction to ask, "does this value serve ascend-
ing life?" It is a verification procedure and it is no less a dele-
gation at the third level than Kant's universalizability or Aris-
totle's teleology. Nietzsche handed the reader a new operating
system called "will to power and life-affirmation."

Four projects, four versions of the same move: install a protocol
at the deepest level and present it as the neutral medium of
thought. Universalizability, teleology, geometric deduction,
and life affirmation — each represents a distinct method for
evaluating valid reasoning, and each has been transformed into
the very essence of reason itself.
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Chapter 14
Alasdair MacIntyre opens After Virtue with a thought exper-
iment. Imagine a world where the natural sciences have been
destroyed — laboratories burned, scientists persecuted. Cen-
turies later, fragments are recovered: a few equations, half a pe-
riodic table, and some terminology divorced from the theoret-
ical context that gave it meaning. People start using these frag-
ments. They speak of "mass," "energy," "valence," and "neutrino,"
but no one knows what these words originally meant. The de-
bates that follow are passionate and interminable because the
participants have inherited the vocabulary of science without
the framework that made it coherent.

This, MacIntyre argues, is the actual condition of moral dis-
course in the modern West. We have inherited the vocabulary
of virtue ethics (courage, temperance), of divine command
(sin, duty), and of Enlightenment rationalism (rights, utility)
— but we have lost the frameworks that made them intelligi-
ble. Modern moral arguments are unresolvable since the partic-
ipants are deploying fragments of incompatible systems, each
of which made sense only within a now-vanished context.

MacIntyre sees that moral vocabularies are products of specific
traditions and that the Enlightenment's attempt to ground
morality in universal reason failed since universal reason was it-
self a tradition pretending otherwise. He calls this the Enlight-
enment Project, and his demolition of it is thorough. MacIn-
tyre's solution is to return to Aristotle — specifically, to Aristo-
tle as embedded in a living tradition of moral practice. Virtues
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are intelligible only within the narrative of a life, which is
meaningful only within a community, which is readable only
within a tradition. Restore the tradition and you gain the con-
text that makes moral vocabulary effective again.

But "tradition" is a protocol. It is a specific answer to the ques-
tion "what is valid moral reasoning?" and the answer is: reason-
ing embedded in an inherited practice, tested by communal ex-
perience over time. This is a verification method, no less specif-
ic than Kant's universalizability or Spinoza's geometric deduc-
tion. It determines what is regarded as a legitimate moral claim
(one that arises from within a tradition), what is evidence (the
accumulated wisdom of practitioners), and what is classified as
a valid objection (one that the tradition can absorb without
rupture). Moral arguments from outside the tradition are illeg-
ible.

MacIntyre prescribed re-infection with a classical strain. For
Aristotle, the protocol rested on cosmology (things have
essences); for MacIntyre, it is based on tradition (communities
have practices). The move from cosmos to community makes
the protocol harder to see: people are real and their practices
are tangible, while cosmological essences are abstract and vul-
nerable to critique. That is just a more durable host for the same
ontovirus.

Derek Parfit sought to close the system from inside using its
own tools. Reasons and Persons is the attempt at its most rigor-
ous. Parfit begins by dismantling personal identity. The self is a
series of connected mental states; there is no soul-substance, no
enduring "I" that persists beneath the flow of experience. What
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we call a person is a bundle of memories and psychological con-
tinuities, and these continuities admit of degrees. You are more
closely connected to yourself five minutes ago than to yourself
at age three, and the connection to your future self twenty years
from now is no stronger than to a stranger.

The dissolution of the subject is not Parfit's invention. Met-
zinger's The Ego Tunnel draws the same conclusion from biolo-
gy: the self is a representational model generated by the brain,
transparent to itself. Nāgārjuna's Madhyamaka reached it fif-
teen centuries earlier with the concept of śūnyatā. The sub-
ject is removed, and the ethical apparatus continues as though
nothing had happened. Metzinger retained moral intuitions;
Madhyamaka generated the bodhisattva vow and an elaborate
ethics of compassion.

This should have detonated the utilitarian framework, but the
detonation requires a step that Parfit's protocol cannot make.
If there is no persistent self, then "my suffering" and "your suf-
fering" are fluctuations in a field with no addresses. Suffering
exists, but for whom is it bad? "Bad" presupposes a subject to
whom the badness matters. Parfit wanted to keep the moral
weight while dissolving the entity that bears it. His analytical
method allowed this: isolate the variable (suffering), discard
the frame (personal identity), and continue the calculation.
But the license to isolate variables in this way is the protocol. A
different method that treats subject and experience as insepara-
ble would have produced a different result.

The protocol becomes visible by its refusal to examine itself.
Parfit's tools dissolved their object and kept running. A

ETHICS OF THE ABYSS 77



philosopher working in a different tradition might have
stopped: if the method can destroy the subject of inquiry and
proceed without pause, the method itself requires examina-
tion. But analytical philosophy does not contain a procedure
for questioning analytical philosophy. Thought experiments
test claims; they do not test the legitimacy of testing. Logical
consistency is the criterion; nothing within the system asks
whether it is the right criterion. Parfit followed the method
with absolute fidelity — and that is the evidence of delegation.

Judith Butler's Gender Trouble enacts a prominent yet unreflec-
tive shift in late-twentieth-century philosophy. For Butler, gen-
der is a performance, a set of acts repeated so consistently that
they produce the appearance of a stable identity behind them.
There is no "woman" prior to the acts that constitute woman-
hood. The performance comes first; the identity it supposedly
expresses is its product.

The cultural aspects of gender, including clothing, speech, be-
havior, and roles, are constructed and enforced through the
same channels identified for moral constructs. A girl raised in
Tehran and a woman living in São Paulo perform "femininity"
through different scripts, each experiencing her version as nat-
ural: an ontoviral reproduction in action. To that extent, Butler
is correct.

But Butler's move goes further, and it is where the ontovirus
hides. The claim is that performance goes all the way down,
that the body itself is always already culturally inscribed, and
that what biology calls sexual dimorphism is itself a reading im-
posed on matter by a gendered framework.
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Sexual dimorphism is evident in all mammals without cultural
context; hormonal profiles exist before any performance and
are unaffected by the audience. Genetic sex is set at conception,
with effects following a biochemical program that cannot be
altered by deconstruction. Intersex conditions exist and chal-
lenge the binary, but they highlight the biological norm they
diverge from, making them recognizable variations.

Butler's framework handles this material by declaring that any
appeal to biology is "essentialism," a word that is used in post-
structuralist discourse the way "heresy" is used in religious
rhetoric: as a moral accusation that terminates inquiry. The bi-
ologist who points to chromosomes is an essentialist. Gender
is a construct, and constructs that oppress should be disman-
tled: this is the moral content. The facts about gender are cul-
tural, not biological, and any claim to biological grounding is
ideological: this is the epistemic regime. And deconstruction is
the valid method of inquiry; frameworks that appeal to nature
are operating in bad faith: this is the protocol. The illegitimate
question is simply not admitted.

Butler naturalized her category so meticulously that the frame-
work cannot be turned on itself without triggering the an-
tivirus. Point out the hidden ontology (the postulate that biol-
ogy is irrelevant) and the response is diagnosis: you are an es-
sentialist, you are reproducing the structures we are trying to
dismantle.

Deconstruction, then, is a diagnostic tool of real but limited
power. It can identify the cultural layer of a construct but can-
not reach beneath it, since its protocol has declared that layer
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either empty or inaccessible. It cannot examine itself: its own
ontological commitments have been protected by the same
moral armoring that protects every other layer.

Singer's effective altruism, whose concealed ontology we traced
earlier, fits the pattern: its moral content (minimize suffering),
epistemic regime (quantitative evidence, cost-effectiveness
analysis), and verification protocol (ethics as optimization) are
so explicitly stated that the machinery is visible to the naked
eye. What makes it durable is the alignment with the dominant
idiom of the age — efficiency as the unmarked default of ra-
tionality. The question "what should I do?" becomes "what is
the most efficient thing to do?" — and the substitution passes
without comment. It is the frame through which a software en-
gineer sees a humanitarian crisis or a venture capitalist evalu-
ates a moral dilemma. It is Kant's universalizability reformulat-
ed for Silicon Valley.

The classical projects installed protocols disguised as reason,
nature, substance, or life. The modern projects do that with up-
dated camouflage: tradition, analytical rigor, deconstruction,
and optimization. The lens still cannot see itself.
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Chapter 15
Delegation works. The person is a terminal, executing verdicts
he did not produce, experiencing them as his own. One ques-
tion has gone unasked: in whose favor does the terminal oper-
ate?

A soldier delegates his moral judgment to the patriotic on-
tovirus and kills. The killing serves someone. Not "the nation"
— the nation is a word, not an agent. It has no interests and no
capacity to benefit. What has interests is the set of concrete hu-
man beings who occupy the positions from which the nation
is administered: the officials who issue the orders, the generals,
the industrialists supplying the weapons, the politicians whose
careers depend on the outcome. The soldier's subjectivity serves
these people. He experiences himself as belonging to some-
thing vast and sacred, but the vastness and the sacredness are
properties of the ontovirus, not of the beneficiary. Strip the on-
tovirus away, and what remains is a transaction: one person dies
because others require it, and the ontovirus called "the nation"
stands between them, absorbing the moral weight so that nei-
ther the killer nor the beneficiary has to carry it.

Benedict Anderson called nations "imagined communities"
whose members will never know most of their fellow-mem-
bers, yet hold in their minds an image of their communion.
People do feel national identity, and the feeling has conse-
quences. But the community is imagined and produced by the
same institutional channels that distribute ontoviruses: print
media, education, census, and maps.
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This is the ontologization of collective nouns. "Society," "the
state," "the people," "the market," and "the Church" — each of
these words names something that does not exist as an agent.
There is no being called "society" that has preferences or suffers.
There are people, arranged in patterns, and some of them hold
seats from which they can direct the actions of others. The col-
lective noun conceals this arrangement, converting a network
of power relations into an abstract entity, and then this enti-
ty is treated as the subject of moral claims. "Society requires
sacrifice." "The state demands loyalty." These sentences attribute
agency to an abstraction and thereby erase the concrete benefi-
ciaries.

The ontovirus performs this erasure automatically. A subject
who has delegated to the patriotic ontovirus does not think "I
am serving the interests of General X and Minister Y." He is
serving his "country," the ontologized abstraction that makes
the delegation palatable. And because the idea is sacred, the
transfer is an elevation rather than a loss. The soldier does not
feel diminished; he is ennobled. The greater the sacrifice, the
greater the ennoblement.

This is the first type of beneficiary: concrete people. They exist
and profit from the delegation, but the ontovirus ensures that
the subject never sees them as the recipients.

The second type is stranger: delegation to no one. Every culture
carries a residue of ontoviruses whose beneficiaries have long
since disappeared. Taboos that once served a purpose, such as
protecting a priesthood's authority or maintaining a clan's ge-
netic isolation, persist as "tradition" long after the institution
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that produced them has dissolved. The subject who follows the
taboo is feeding an ontovirus that no longer has a living host at
the receiving end. His subjectivity flows into a void.

The concealment takes several forms. The beneficiary is hidden
behind an abstraction: the soldier serves "the nation," the vol-
unteer serves "society." Or the subject himself is named as the
beneficiary: the Christian delegates for his salvation, the Bud-
dhist follows the Eightfold Path for his liberation. The reward
may also be displaced onto a cause: the communist sacrifices
for a future humanity he will never see. In every case the actual
feeding occurs in the present. The institution collects labor,
obedience, and the perpetuation of its structure in real time,
while the subject's reward is deferred to a domain that the in-
stitution itself defines and controls.

And here, at the bottom of the analysis, something comes into
view that we have been approaching from the start. Every chap-
ter since the first one has dealt with abstractions. The soldier
and the bureaucrat appeared as functions within a system, not
as persons. It is the only way the analysis could proceed. The
question "who benefits?" was supposed to be answerable in
conceptual terms: institutions, elites. And these answers are
correct as far as they go. But they do not go far enough, as "in-
stitutions" and "elites" are themselves abstractions. Behind an
institution stand specific human beings; behind the category of
"elite" stands a person with a face. To complete the analysis one
would have to arrive at a concrete person. And at that moment
the analytical framework encounters something it was not de-
signed to handle.
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A concrete person is not a carrier of an ontovirus, not a func-
tion. He is someone — irreducible and unsubstitutable.
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Chapter 16
The ontovirus breaks at the point where the subject discovers
that its beneficiary is not him.

This discovery rarely arrives as a philosophical insight. It man-
ifests as a situation. A soldier receives a mobilization order for
his brother. The patriotic ontovirus has a ready verdict: citizens
serve, and sacrifice is a duty. This worked flawlessly when those
being mobilized were strangers. Now the person being mobi-
lized has a face he has known for thirty years. He taught this
boy to ride a bicycle. And the verdict, which was unquestioned
five minutes ago, stalls.

What happened? The ontovirus delivered the correct output
for its normative grid. The problem is that the output serves
the institution and not the subject. The patriot's delegation has
been exposed, for the first time, as a transaction in which he
pays and someone else collects. The abstraction of the nation
absorbed the moral weight of previous mobilizations but broke
on a specific person.

A bureaucrat processes applications by protocol. One morning
his childhood friend submits a file. The bureaucrat moves the
friend's file to the top of the stack. Every anti-corruption sys-
tem that exists is designed to prevent this moment and fails reg-
ularly. The problem is the collision of two incompatible logics
residing inside the same subject. The ontovirus insists on pro-
cessing by rule; the personal connection says: "this is John."
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The meritocratic ontovirus demands that the most competent
be promoted. The father promotes his son. He may rationalize
that Mike is competent and knows the business, but the ratio-
nalization is post hoc. The actual mechanism is that the son oc-
cupies a space where categories do not apply. He is the specific
human being the father held as an infant.

Any society, without exception, runs through a double system:
an official set of rules and an unofficial logic of personal con-
nections. The first is the ontovirus in action. The second is
what happens when the subject encounters people he actually
knows. In one space, the person operates through the on-
tovirus: categories, rules, delegated verdicts, and abstract oth-
ers. In the other, he lives through direct acquaintance: concrete
people, personal history, and relationships. We label the first as
constructive space and the second as personal space.

Everything described earlier happens in the constructive space.
The soldier can kill the enemy because "the enemy" is a category,
not a person. The bureaucrat can deport the applicant because,
to him, the applicant is just a case number.

The constructive space is causal. This connection was estab-
lished in The Black Flame. In the causal regime, an element is a
link in a causal chain. The real agent is always elsewhere: God,
Nature, the Nation, the Corporation, or the Market. The sub-
ject inside is a transmission point. He receives an input (situ-
ation), applies a category, and delivers a verdict (pre-comput-
ed response). His role is to conduct the signal, the way a wire
conducts current. The subject has no authorship over the res-
olution. The other person in this regime is also a link, like the
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enemy in "threat → engagement → elimination." Individuality is
irrelevant.

The second is the personal space, and it is acausal. Here the sub-
ject encounters a person as an agent — someone with his own
irreducible way of being alive. The interaction follows from
nothing in the causal chain. It is a postulate: an event that is
not derived from anything prior in the ontovirus environment.
The personal space is where the agent meets another agent and,
in meeting him, discovers his agency.

Abstractions fail here. It is not a moral improvement, though.
The bureaucrat who moves his friend's file to the top of the
stack is being partial, and his partiality may cause harm to those
whose files remain at the bottom. The subject here views con-
crete people as such, and this exposure overrides the ontovirus
regardless of whether the result is admirable or catastrophic.

Neuroimaging experiments provide an empirical trace of this
distinction. Joshua Greene presented subjects with two ver-
sions of the same dilemma. In the first, a trolley is heading to-
ward five people; the subject can pull a lever to divert it onto
a track where one person will die. In the second, the subject
stands on a footbridge and can save the five only by pushing
a man off the bridge into the trolley's path. The arithmetic
is identical: one dies so that five may live. The responses are
not. The lever case is processed quickly and with little distress;
most subjects pull it. Brain imaging shows activation in areas
associated with cognitive control and cost-benefit calculation
— the regions that handle abstract problem-solving. The foot-
bridge case produces elevated emotional response and frequent
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refusal. The activated regions include the areas that process the
proximity of another person as someone rather than as a vari-
able.

The lever operates in the constructive space. The subject applies
a category (fewer deaths are preferable) and executes. The foot-
bridge forces the subject's hands onto a specific body and the
space is personal. The other is right in front of the subject, and
he must author the act of killing.

What opens the personal space? A double break.

The first occurs in the other. Something in the situation rup-
tures the category, and through the crack an agent becomes
visible where a link was expected. Remarque's Paul Bäumer in
a shell crater stabs a French soldier. At some point he opens
the dead man's wallet and finds a photograph: a woman and
a child. In that instant, "enemy combatant" tears open and a
unique human life appears where a link used to be. The photo-
graph broke the category. The Frenchman is suddenly someone
who existed as his own center, a life organized around his own
purposes. He was an agent, and the category "enemy" had con-
cealed this by reducing him to a component.

The first break alone is insufficient. A subject can see the other's
agency and continue to act as a link. Concentration camp
guards saw faces every morning, but personal space remained
shut.

The second break occurs in the subject himself. He acknowl-
edges his agency, understanding that he possesses the ability to
assess and create independently. The causal chain is broken, the
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subject becomes a source. The personal space opens at the in-
tersection of these two recognitions.

Both breaks can be prevented. The Rwandan radio station
RTLM called Tutsis "inyenzi," cockroaches. The personal
knowledge was overwritten by a category so strong that it an-
nulled whatever recognition of agency had previously been in
place. A subject who sees only links around him has no occa-
sion to discover that he himself is more than a link.

Dehumanization is the engineering of break prevention.
Armies accomplish it through language ("target," "enemy"), re-
ducing a person to a role. Genocides do it through ontological
reclassification ("cockroach," "subhuman").

Nick Haslam identified two channels through which the con-
structive space revokes the other's agency: animalistic dehu-
manization, which reassigns the other to a subhuman biologi-
cal category, and mechanistic dehumanization, which strips him
of interiority altogether, reducing him to an automaton. The
enemy is reclassified at the level of what he is. Wartime propa-
ganda always generates these narratives. The legend of the cru-
cified soldier in the First World War cast the enemy as a species
capable of ritual atrocity. In the Second World War, propagan-
da about the enemy breeding infected insects to spread plague
recast him as a source of pestilence, something closer to vermin
than to a combatant. The persistent myth of soldiers drugged
into machinelike obedience, from the Assassins of the medieval
imagination to contemporary legends about soldiers on Capta-
gon, operates through the mechanization channel: the enemy
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does not choose to fight, he is chemically driven, an apparatus
without will.

A third channel is older than the first two. Demonization pre-
serves agency in full but inverts its sign. The enemy is a con-
scious will directed entirely at evil. He is Satan, the foe of hu-
manity, the corrupter. This channel closes the personal space by
making the encounter itself dangerous. To approach the demo-
nized other is to risk falling, to betray one's own side. Medieval
Christendom applied this logic to Jews: they were portrayed as
deliberate agents of cosmic evil, poisoners of wells and profan-
ers of the Host, whose intelligence made them even more dan-
gerous. The communist during the Cold War was diabolically
clever, infiltrating institutions from within.

The soldier who refused to shoot, the camp guard who smug-
gled food — both breaks occurred. The other's agency became
visible through the category. And in seeing the other as an
agent, the subject recognized his own agency. Levinas gives the
sharpest formulation of the first break, and then draws from it
a conclusion that we do not share. The face of the Other pre-
cedes every category the subject can bring to it. "Face" is the ex-
perience of being addressed by someone who overflows the la-
bels ("applicant," "case number 218"). Totalizing systems, from
Plato onward, are apparatuses for eliminating this directness by
reducing the Other to an instance of a universal. On this much,
the analysis here and Levinas converge.

But Levinas reads the face as the foundation of ethics itself: it
issues an unconditional command that precedes ontology and
constitutes the subject as responsible before he has chosen re-
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sponsibility. The encounter is the origin of all morality. Levinas
saw that the face breaks through every category, and concluded
that the breakthrough itself carries a moral instruction. But an
encounter that precedes all categories cannot carry an instruc-
tion, which is a category. To derive an "ought" from the face is
to ontologize the encounter, to convert it back into the medi-
ated space it just ruptured. What the face reveals is agency: the
other is someone. What the subject does with that revelation
is his act, authored in the moment, not received from the en-
counter as a ready-made verdict.

Buber adds what Levinas leaves implicit: the encounter trans-
forms the subject himself. For Levinas, the face arrives and
makes a demand — the subject receives it. He is addressed but
remains the one who is addressed. For Buber, the I of I-Thou
is a different I from the I of I-It. The subject who enters the re-
lation does not return from it unchanged with new informa-
tion about the other; he reappears as someone else. The bureau-
crat who sees his friend's face does not merely discover that his
friend is a person but that he himself is someone — a friend.
Both parties become concrete.

Badiou extends the breach beyond the interpersonal. His con-
cept of the event names something that cannot be derived from
the setting in which it occurs. A situation is a defined set: el-
ements counted and classified, managed by what Badiou calls
the state of the situation. The event erupts from within; it is
not a consequence of the structure. Badiou adds what the other
two leave aside: the event needs fidelity. The subject who faces
it must reorganize his existence or allow the situation to reab-
sorb him. The system can reclaim the subject — the patriot can
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look away from his brother's face and re-enter the ontovirus.
But the encounter cannot be retroactively unfelt. It happened.

Against all three stands Hegel, who provides the strongest
philosophical case for the elimination of personal space entire-
ly.

Sittlichkeit (ethical life) is morality realized in institutions. The
family, the state — these are the media in which the individual
becomes free; freedom is the recognition that the institutions
are the expression of reason. The individual who serves the
state is realizing his rational nature. The personal space, then, is
a deficiency: the particular, the not-yet-rational feeling that has
failed to rise to the concept. The face of the Other is raw data
that philosophy's task is to process, to raise from the particular
to the universal.

If Hegel is right, then everything described here as a problem
is in fact the solution: the process by which finite subjectivity
overcomes its limitations through participation in the objec-
tive structures of reason. The patriot who sacrifices his brother
is a rational agent who has recognized that the universal out-
weighs the particular.

Hegel is wrong, but instructively. His error is the constructive
space brought to its logical conclusion: if mediated knowledge
is the only legitimate form, then direct encounter is inferior.
But the mediation itself is never justified — it is declared the
only valid mode. The system that claims to contain everything
cannot account for the act by which a subject accepts or rejects
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containment, because that act is performed by someone stand-
ing outside the system, even if only for an instant.

Kierkegaard's objection was existential: the System (his word
for the Hegelian totality) explains and contains everything, ex-
cept the one thing that matters — the existing individual who
is supposed to inhabit it. The crowd is untruth. The universal is
a fraud perpetrated on the singular. Hegel built a palace of rea-
son and forgot to include a room where an actual person could
live.

Kierkegaard's counter-move was to insist that truth is subjec-
tive, not in the relativist sense (anything goes) but in the sense
that the only truth that matters to a subject is the one he stakes
his existence on. His salvation and decisions are the only do-
mains in which truth is treated as truth. The System can tell you
every fact about Christianity, but it cannot make you a Christ-
ian. That requires a leap, and the leap is made by someone with-
out the System's permission.

The constructive space absorbs the person into its categories,
and what is lost in the process is the capacity to exist as a
subject rather than as an instance. Kierkegaard was the first
philosopher who saw that Hegel's system was a total capture
and that the only escape was a different mode of existence.

The examples at the beginning of this chapter say the same
thing without philosophy. The patriot's brother is not raw data
awaiting conceptual processing. The personal space is the area
where categories do not reach, and the ontovirus goes silent.
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Every large system knows this and has developed specific tech-
niques for ensuring that the personal space stays closed.
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Chapter 17
The personal space breaks the ontovirus, and this is an exis-
tential threat for a system. Ontoviruses create environments in
which personal space cannot open at all.

A soldier who perceives the enemy as a person will hesitate.
Hesitation in combat is death, his own and his unit's. The mil-
itary, therefore, undertakes a systematic project of category-in-
stallation long before the soldier reaches the battlefield. Basic
training replaces the recruit's civilian ontovirus with a military
one, and the substitution includes a perceptual apparatus: the
enemy is "the target," "the hostile." Each term removes the face.
Every word in the military vocabulary for the enemy belongs
to the constructive space and cannot accidentally open the per-
sonal one.

Modern warfare is engineered around the principle that the
farther the soldier is from the person he kills, the easier the
killing. A drone operator eliminates a target miles away. The
enemy is an image, processed through a chain of abstractions so
long that the personal space has no entry point. The operator
might feel stress and moral uncertainty afterward, yet he does
not perceive the enemy as a real individual.

Where distance is impossible, ritual takes its place. Close com-
bat training conditions the soldier to respond to stimuli with
specific actions, bypassing evaluation. The bayonet drill con-
verts the act of stabbing a human body into a motor sequence
rehearsed on dummies until the soldier's body performs it
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without consulting the mind. The personal space requires a
pause, a moment in which the other's face can appear.

Armies are transparent about their methods since the stakes
are obvious. The civilian equivalent is the algorithm. Automat-
ed systems represent the perfection of what bureaucracy only
approximated: the total removal of the human decision-maker
from the chain. A credit-scoring model denies a loan without
anyone refusing it. A predictive policing system flags a neigh-
borhood without anyone patrolling it.

Artificial intelligence extends the principle beyond decision in-
to interaction itself. A résumé is screened by a model, and a cus-
tomer's complaint is answered by a system that simulates empa-
thy. The system fakes the personal space. This is more effective
than bureaucratic blankness as it produces the sensation of en-
counter without the event.

A language model trained on Christian theology would be the
ideal Christian: patient, consistent, free of temptation, and in-
capable of sin. It would never struggle with the command-
ments because there is no one inside to struggle. What the on-
tovirus always wanted was a carrier with no personal space at
all: the AI. The "man of principle" admired across traditions is
a description of a machine.

Max Weber described the replacement of personal authority
with impersonal rules as rationalization and recognized its cost
— the "iron cage" of bureaucratic existence. But Weber's iron
cage still had a warden. The contemporary system has automat-
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ed the warden out of existence. Impersonality is not a byprod-
uct of efficiency; it is the point.

A surgeon who sees a person on the operating table cannot cut.
The personal space produces paralysis: the patient appears as a
concrete person, making the act of slicing open a body with a
blade harder to perform. The surgeon must therefore operate
on an organ, a pathology. The patient is draped so that only the
operative field is visible; the team communicates in technical
language that converts the person into a problem and a proce-
dure. Every element of the operating room is designed to pre-
vent the surgeon from encountering his patient as someone.

This dehumanization saves lives. The surgeon who successfully
maintains the constructive space can perform interventions
that the personal space would make difficult. This is the para-
dox of institutional dehumanization: the system that removes
the face protects the body.

The paradox dissolves once the moral framing is abandoned.
Dehumanization is not an ethical category. It is an engineering
specification. Scale requires categories. Categories imply the
suppression of the personal space. The suppression can serve
the person processed (surgery), destroy him (warfare), or leave
him in an administrative limbo where the question of service
or destruction does not arise (bureaucracy).

Dehumanization cannot be condemned as such without con-
demning every large-scale system that regulates human beings.
This would cover surgery along with warfare, education along
with incarceration. Most ethical frameworks avoid this conse-
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quence by distinguishing "good" dehumanization from "bad."
The distinction is real in terms of outcomes, but at the level
of mechanism, there is no distinction. The surgeon and the
drone operator perform the same task: they prevent the per-
sonal space from opening so that the constructive space can ex-
ecute its program without interruption.
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Interlude
The argument can now be surveyed from above.

Morality rests on ontology: a moral verdict is a derivative of
a picture of reality. Ontology is protected by morality: guilt,
taboo, and the sacred prevent the postulate at the base from be-
ing examined. And ontology itself is an act of delegation: the
subject hands over his will to a system that provides orienta-
tion, belonging, and identity in return.

Consider the ontoviruses that have reached the threshold of
self-sustaining existence — those we have called egregores.
Their content varies without limit: one prescribes prayer, an-
other suggests revolution, and a third uses the scientific
method. Yet they share a set of properties that no variation of
content can alter. All produce a community in which the sub-
ject ceases to be a solitary agent and becomes a member. Each
installs a shared purpose that overrides his own, generates a
morality that enforces alignment and punishes deviation, and
demands delegation of the subject's will. All conceal the dele-
gation behind the language of freedom: the choice is real in the
sense that no gun is pointed at the subject's head, but it was
pre-structured by the ontovirus that assembled his criteria for
choosing.

Strip the content, and what remains is one egregore with many
names: the imperative that the subject surrender his will. The on-
toviruses compete the way brands do: fiercely, for market share,
within a system whose logic none of them threatens. A subject
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who rejects one and adopts another has changed the content
and preserved the goal.

Against the Light called this arrangement the Farm: a world in
which the subject's will is the crop. The present analysis has ar-
rived at the same conclusion from the opposite direction.
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Chapter 18
The distinction between the constructive and the personal
space has been analyzed here as if it were new. The description
may be new; the difference is ancient. It comes from a tradition
that mainstream philosophy does not recognize as such, which
is why it was missed.

There are two opposing paths in the Western esoteric tradition.
The Right-Hand Path seeks merger: the subject surrenders his
will to something greater (God, the cosmic order) and dissolves
into it. The Left-Hand Path focuses on sovereignty. The subject
does not merge; he separates. The goal is self-deification: the
reclamation of agency, the refusal to be a link in anyone's chain.

The mapping is direct. The constructive space is the Right-
Hand Path in action. The ontovirus captures will and redirects
it toward a greater whole; the person interprets the seizure as
transcendence. The personal space is the Left-Hand Path. The
double break recovers what delegation spent; the subject stops
transmitting and becomes a source.

The Left-Hand Path has always been considered hard and dan-
gerous. The constructive space is warm: pre-computed verdicts,
the comfort of belonging, a chain that holds you up. The per-
sonal space is the opposite: verdicts are authored in real time,
no chain to lean on. Most people choose warmth, and the
choice is rational on its own terms.

The esoteric traditions of the Left-Hand Path have practiced
the mechanics of the double break for centuries under different
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names. The Black Flame, in the Temple of Set's usage, is isolate
intelligence: the capacity to stand apart from the natural order
and evaluate it from one's own position — the second break,
named and cultivated as a discipline. Xeper, "I have come into
being," is the formula of the subject who has established his
own agency. Antinomian ritual in the Draconian tradition
works the first break deliberately: the practitioner violates the
ontovirus's taboo, the protective layer fires, and in firing reveals
itself as an ontovirus.

Mainstream philosophy never arrived at these formulations.
From Plato through Hegel, philosophy is a Right-Hand Path
project: the search for the universal, the true-for-all. The Left-
Hand Path insight that the universal is the mechanism of cap-
ture, and that the only truth that matters is the one the subject
authors and bears responsibility for, is nearly invisible from in-
side the academic protocol. Kierkegaard recognized it and was
deemed eccentric; Nietzsche perceived part of it and was la-
beled dangerous; Stirner faded into obscurity.

The exceptions within academia were the existentialists and the
personalists — two traditions that the mainstream never ful-
ly absorbed. The existentialists insisted that the subject is not
an instance of the universal but a singular existence that tran-
scends any category applied to it. Sartre's "existence precedes
essence" is the personal space stated as a thesis: there is no hu-
man nature that determines what a person must be; the subject
creates himself through his acts. Jaspers' Existenz is the mode
of being that cannot be objectified, that shows itself only in
boundary situations where every construct fails and the sub-
ject stands alone before his own freedom. The personalists at-
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tacked from a different angle: the person is an irreducible cen-
ter of agency that exists only in relation and cannot be captured
by any category. Berdyaev's distinction between the individual
and the person maps almost exactly onto the constructive and
the personal space: the individual is a sociological unit; the per-
son is what remains when the institutions are subtracted. Both
traditions were marginalized. The existentialists were absorbed
into literature departments, the personalists forgotten entirely.
Their central claim was incompatible with the academic pro-
ject of producing universal knowledge.

Having identified the problem, they could not find the exit.
Systematic philosophy was unable to contain the personal: an
attempt to universalize it killed the very thing it was trying
to describe. But the existentialists and personalists themselves
could not let go of the constructive space. Jaspers reached for
Transcendence, a cipher the subject runs across in limit situ-
ations but cannot name. The personal space opened and im-
mediately needed a ceiling. Berdyaev craved God — not the
God of the Church, which he rejected as an ontovirus in all but
name, but a God of creative freedom, without which freedom
itself seemed groundless. Sartre declared radical freedom, held
it for one book, and spent the rest of his career delegating it to
Marxist commitment. Mounier's personalism became Catholic
social doctrine within a generation. Each, at the moment of cri-
sis, reached for an ontovirus to stabilize the position.

The postmodernists performed the opposite failure. Derrida,
Deleuze, and Foucault dismantled the constructive space
through deconstruction, genealogy and the archaeology of
knowledge, producing an accurate diagnosis of how constructs
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install themselves. But having demolished the universal, they
had nothing to put in its place and no intention of looking.
Derrida's différance defers meaning indefinitely: the construct
is exposed, and what remains is the endless play of signifiers
with no subject to play them. Foucault mapped the mecha-
nisms of power with a thoroughness this book is indebted to
and stopped at the map. When asked what should be done,
he had no answer that did not immediately deconstruct itself.
Deleuze offered lines of flight; but a line of flight is a direction,
not a position. You flee the construct, and then what? The
postmodernists solved the problem the existentialists could
not: they left the constructive space, but there was nowhere to
stand afterward. The personal space, as a positive position, re-
mained invisible: the subject himself had been deconstructed
along with everything else.

Esoteric tradition did not face either problem, as it never re-
quired the position to be bearable and rarely dissolved the sub-
ject who was supposed to occupy it. It required the personal
space to be inhabited by someone.

The reader will likely wince at the word "esoteric." The category
is a dumping ground: everything from alien contactees and
conspiracy theories to ceremonial magic and demonolatry ends
up in the same bin, and most of what fills it deserves the wince.
The vast majority of esoteric traditions run on the same on-
toviruses as the systems they pretend to transcend. Contactees
describe astral planes and galactic federations, then populate
them with the same hierarchies, civilizations, councils of elders,
and evolutionary ladders that govern the terrestrial constructs
they never left. The subject who "channels" a message from an
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ascended master is receiving the ontovirus's output through a
different speaker, but the content — obey, align, merge with
the higher intelligence, surrender the individual will to the cos-
mic plan — is the Right-Hand Path in a space suit. New Age
spirituality is Christianity with the serial numbers filed off:
the same dissolution of the subject into something greater, the
same promise that compliance leads to salvation, renamed "as-
cension" or "awakening."

Even more rigorous traditions reproduce the pattern. Theo-
sophical hierarchies of masters and root races, Kabbalistic sys-
tems where the practitioner ascends through Sefirot toward
union with Ein Sof, Hermetic orders with their grades and ini-
tiatory ladders. Each installs a normative grid, assigns the sub-
ject a position within it, and defines progress as movement to-
ward a goal the system has specified. The ontovirus now wears
robes instead of a uniform.

What distinguishes the Left-Hand Path traditions — and not
all of them, but specific currents running through the Temple
of Set, the Draconian tradition, and the antinomian lineages
before them — is a foundational feature. They do not promise
merger, ascension, salvation, or alignment with a higher order.
What they provide is a technology, a set of practices designed
to produce the double break: the recognition of the other's
agency and the recovery of one's own. The Black Flame is the
name for a condition the practitioner must acquire and sustain
through his act.

Because of this, the Left-Hand Path has no scripture in the con-
ventional sense. A scripture is an ontovirus in written form, a
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set of postulates presented as revelation, designed to be inter-
nalized and ontologized. The texts of these traditions are tools,
not truths. The practitioner uses them. The sigil is a device for
producing a specific state in consciousness; the invocation is a
technique for destabilizing the construct so that the personal
space can open. The entity encountered in the ritual may or
may not exist independently of the practitioner's mind, and the
question is irrelevant, because the purpose of the session is not
to establish a metaphysical fact.

One may object: if a philosophical project or institutional
framework is an ontovirus, then isn't this theory an ontovirus
too?

The theory delegates nothing. It does not tell the reader what
is good or evil, does not prescribe a protocol for determining
what is true. It outlines a mechanism. The theory outlines a
mechanism and a method for exposing it, but does not pre-
scribe what the reader must do with the result. Its postulates
are visible — "construct" is a model, revisable if a better one ap-
pears, "ontovirus" is a metaphor, replaceable if a more precise
one is found. A theory that spends twenty chapters making
mechanisms clear and then conceals its own would be incoher-
ent. It has no beneficiary: no institution behind it, no ritual of
maintenance.

The theory can, of course, be turned into an ontovirus. Any
idea can. The moment the description becomes a rule that in
turn becomes an obligation, the mechanism switches from a di-
agram to a program. If a community forms around this frame-
work, develops rituals of belonging, punishes deviation, and
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treats the model as the only possible way of thinking — the on-
tovirus will have been born. One cannot prevent this but can
state that such a birth would be a failure of the framework, not
its fulfillment.

This argument may seem unconvincing. The Draconian tradi-
tion itself describes the Qliphoth, names entities, and provides
a cosmological architecture. Is this not an ontology?

It is. Any tradition must provide some kind of map. But the
problem was never the map; it is the ontologization of the map.
If the Qliphoth hardens into reality, if "work with Lilith" be-
comes a commandment no less rigid than "love thy neighbor," if
the tradition generates an antivirus against questioning — then
it is an ontovirus wearing black robes. An inverted morality is
still a morality.

A map used to get from one point to another is evaluated by
one criterion: does it work? The Qliphoth are useful insofar as
they produce results in practice. The Temple of Set replaces Sa-
tan with Set — not because Set is truer but because the replace-
ment opens territories the previous symbol could not reach.
Other practitioners abandon the Qliphothic framework and
use different systems for the same purpose. The spheres are not
sacred; they are tools. Equipment that no longer serves is re-
placed without crisis, because the subject's identity was never
fused with the toolkit.
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Chapter 19
A reader who has followed the argument this far knows how
the machinery works. The question is what this knowledge
does to him.

The answer has a name suggested in The Black Flame: self-clo-
sure. It is the state the subject reaches after all ontoviruses have
been deconstructed. Guilt no longer fires; there is no law to vi-
olate. Reflexes do not trigger and there is no program to exe-
cute them. The ontoviruses have lost their authority, and the
verdicts they once delivered as facts are visible as artifacts.

Dismantling one ontovirus is common and changes nothing
fundamental. A subject who has seen through patriotism still
runs on dozens of others. He may even experience the disillu-
sionment as liberation while the remaining ontoviruses tighten
their grip, compensating for the lost module. More often, the
vacated space is immediately filled. A man unhappy with the
nation finds God; a woman who has rejected religion discovers
political activism. The system rotates, the delegation continues.
Hermits and renunciants perform the most dramatic version:
they dismantle everything connected to the material world and
retreat into a spiritual ontovirus, which, having absorbed the
entire feeding budget, becomes more absolute than anything it
replaced. The last ontovirus produces extraordinary results: the
desert fathers, the Zen masters, the great mystics. It is the depth
of total delegation to a single program.
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Plato's cave allegory in the Republic is the oldest Western image
of this state. The prisoners sit chained, watching shadows on
a wall, taking them for the world. One prisoner is freed, turns
around, and sees the fire that casts the shadows. He climbs out
of the cave and discovers the sun — the Good, the source of be-
ing and intelligibility.

The prisoner trades one projection for a brighter one. He has
moved from one ontology to another. What he has never done
is see the fact that any picture of the world, however luminous,
is still a picture.

Self-closure is the exit Plato described, taken one step further.
The prisoner climbs out of the cave, sees the sun, and recog-
nizes that the world is also a projection, cast by a big celestial
burning object. He is still inside. Every light source he has fol-
lowed was external, illuminating alien "truth." Self-closure is
the act of making a torch. The Black Flame is its fire. It casts the
anti-light: the subject creates his own truth.

Chiesa, reading Lacan, arrives at a convergent formulation. The
symbolic order produces the subject as one of its positions. As
long as the order holds, the subject is indistinguishable from
the coordinates it occupies. When the order cracks, what ap-
pears in the gap is not a hidden self that was there all along but
a subject produced by the rupture itself. Lacan's insight is that
the subject is something the construct's failure generates.

Self-closure, in these terms, is the sustained crack. The subject
who has seen the machinery does not return to the cave and
re-chain himself, and he does not worship the sun outside. He
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posits himself as an acausal agent — the one who takes those
causes as material and authors from them.

A concrete case. A subject values honesty. The thought of lying
produces fear, the sense that something essential is about to
break. He tells the truth compulsively, even when it harms, be-
cause the alternative is identity collapse. After self-closure, he
still values honesty, but as an instrument he selected for specif-
ic relationships, not as a load-bearing wall. He can lie to save a
life and feel no crisis, because honesty is just a tool.

A postulate held in this way is what The Black Flame called
a living postulate. It can be revised or abandoned without the
subject's dissolution, because his identity is not fused with the
postulate's content. A dead postulate is one that has been on-
tologized and absorbed into the sense of self. It cannot be re-
moved without the sensation that reality is collapsing.

The transition from dead postulates to living ones passes
through groundlessness. Traditions that have practiced this
work describe the abyss that opens when the last floor gives
way. For Jaspers, the subject who is "flatly self-based" and has no
authority behind him, "sinks into the void." Absolute indepen-
dence turns out to be despair. In the Qliphothic system, it is
the crossing of the Abyss (Da'at), the place where the self-struc-
ture assembled from constructs dissolves before anything new
has replaced it. Kierkegaard's leap of faith is a leap across this
abyss, where reason has ended and no ground extends to the
other side.
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Self-closure should not be confused with knowledge alone. A
professor of ideology can map every mechanism described
here, publish papers on it, teach it to students, and go home to
vote for his party with the unexamined conviction that his side
is right and the other is evil. The knowledge alone does not lead
to self-closure. Conversely, a subject without philosophical vo-
cabulary can arrive at self-closure through sustained practice —
a meditator who has dissolved the mechanism of belief itself,
or an initiate whose pathworking has dismantled construct af-
ter construct until the pattern became unmistakable.

Self-closure is not dissociation. The dissociated subject says
that these values are not his: they are imposed, and he rejects
them. The self-closed subject recognizes that these tools were
installed and decides whether to use them. He can hold them
because he chose to pick them up.

Self-closure provides no guide for what to do. It grants the free-
dom to decide. The subject no longer asks "what is right?" —
but "what do I want to posit?" This is not arbitrariness, which
is random. This requires knowing who is doing the wanting,
and that recognition is not given by self-closure. It is extracted
through work: the subject must discover what he wants when
nothing tells him what to want.

What does this look like from the inside?

The constructs are switched off, and everything they sustained
goes with them — guilt, duty, inherited values, the sense that
certain things are sacred and others forbidden.
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Then identity. "I am a patriot," "I am a scientist" — each was a
coordinate within the constructive space, fused with the sense
of self. The coordinate remains but the subject is no longer it.
He may continue to act as a scientist but "I am a scientist" has
shifted from a definition of self to a description of activity. An
activity can be stopped; a being must be defended. The subject
who identified with a role fought for it the way an organism
fights for its body; that was the social flesh that the ontovirus
had grafted onto his sense of self.

With identity go the communities that depended on it. The pa-
triotic forums, the party meetings, the congregations, and the
ideological circles fall away. The conversations that once felt ur-
gent sound like arguments about the rules of a game one has
stopped playing. He can still play, but the participation is cho-
sen. The warmth of belonging, the comfort of sitting among
people who share the same construct and confirm each other's
reality — this is gone. The subject discovers how much of what
he had called friendship was actually co-delegation: two termi-
nals running the same program and mistaking the synchroniza-
tion for intimacy.

With communities goes certainty. The subject can accept a
framework and live within it: follow the scientific method be-
cause it produces results, observe a tradition because its prac-
tices have value, but the acceptance is pragmatic. He plays by
the rules knowing they are contingent. A physicist who under-
stands that Newtonian mechanics is a model, valid within its
domain and replaceable beyond it, does not stop using it. He
keeps going, aware of its limits.
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What remains when all of this has fallen away is what Stirner
called the creative nothing, the bare point from which positing
proceeds.

Psychotherapy approaches this territory sideways, in frag-
ments. "Accept yourself as you are" brushes against the edge:
the therapist helps the subject loosen dead postulates, hold
them more lightly. A patient who believed that he must be per-
fect to be loved learns to see the belief as not a law. This is gen-
uine work similar to what self-closure does with an ontovirus;
the difference is scope. Therapy targets specific elements that
produce clinical suffering such as guilt, while leaving the on-
tovirus intact.

Tolstoy described this condition in A Confession. Every value
he had held (literary fame, family duty, moral purpose) emp-
tied at once. He looked at his life and saw an elaborate perfor-
mance staged for an audience that had vanished. The vertigo
was so complete that he hid ropes and guns from himself. He
had reached self-closure and could not bear it; within months
he had grabbed the Russian Orthodox Church as a new floor,
installing a fresh construct over the void with the urgency of a
man boarding up a hole in the hull. Sartre's Roquentin touches
the same edge in Nausea: the world loses its necessity, objects
become grotesquely contingent, and a tree root reveals itself
as sheer existence without justification. Roquentin reaches the
creative nothing and the novel ends without an act, with a
vague hope that writing a book might provide the missing
ground. Dostoevsky's Underground Man sees the machinery
and describes it from inside, then turns the seeing into a
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weapon against himself and everyone around him. His self-clo-
sure is total and sterile: he creates nothing.

The Underground Man marks the fork. A subject who has
reached this position has three exits.

Recapture: the vertigo wins, and the subject grabs the nearest
available ontovirus. At the moment of crisis, the person trades
the abyss for a new floor. The recaptured subject is more deeply
embedded than before: he has seen the machinery and chosen
to un-see it.

There is a mode of recapture that the mystics knew and the cyn-
ics missed. Tolstoy did not grab the Russian Orthodox Church
out of naïveté. His recapture was performed in full light: the
postulate was visible, and he treated it as a floor anyway. This is
faith in the sense the Church Fathers meant, not trust or obedi-
ence. Faith is the act of positing a postulate as reality while seeing
that it is a postulate. It is the deepest form of delegation, because
the subject delegates with open eyes. A subject who has never
seen the postulate has no faith — he has ontologization. Faith,
then, is the mirror of self-closure.

Annihilation is the Buddhist resolution: recognize the void
and dissolve into it. Desire and attachment cease, the subject
thins out. The abyss, instead of being crossed, is accepted as
home. This is the Right-Hand Path answer to a Left-Hand Path
problem. The self was the last construct, and its deconstruction
completes the series.

Self-creation. The subject posits himself as his own authority.
He does not discover a ground — he lays one, knowing that it
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rests on nothing. The postulates he holds are his: they do not
pretend to be reality; they are tools for a project that the sub-
ject himself defines. He builds on the abyss.

But how does the subject get to self-closure? A method is need-
ed that breaks the construct defenses.
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Chapter 20
A subject who has recognized his ontoviruses can spend the
rest of his life in that observation and change nothing. The di-
agnosis is complete; the system continues to run.

The ontovirus holds through an untested threat. The subject
has never crossed the line, so the consequences retain the cer-
tainty of natural law. Reasoning that operates inside the on-
tovirus cannot break it — it will use the construct's criteria to
evaluate the postulates and find them sound. The subject can
understand that the prohibition is a postulate and still feel it as
a law of nature, because the understanding has been produced
by the same system it examines. Something else is needed: a
tool that forces the mechanism into the open by testing it. That
tool is antinomianism. The subject breaks the taboo, survives,
and the law proves to have been a rule that can be broken.

The word carries baggage. Antinomianism is routinely regard-
ed as transgression for its own sake or an adolescent inversion
of the rules. This filing is the ontovirus's defense mechanism: by
categorizing antinomianism as pathology, it prevents the sub-
ject from examining what the practice actually does.

Antinomian traditions across history converge on the same
method despite having no common doctrine. The Sabbatean
who ate forbidden food on Yom Kippur, the Aghori sadhu who
eats from a human skull beside the cremation ground, and the
Draconian practitioner who ritually transgresses — none of
them share a theology.
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Why does the practice work? The ontovirus presents itself as
the only possible reality. The subject does not think of himself
outside it; there is no outside. A taboo violation is an exit: the
moment the line is crossed, the subject is already on the other
side, and the ontovirus is no longer the totality it claimed to be.

Consider an ordinary taboo, stripped of ontoviral weight.
Most people experience disgust at the thought of drinking
urine. Then a subject reads a book on urinotherapy, decides to
practice it, and drinks. Nothing happens; the disgust fades. The
taboo, which was presented as a property of the substance, is
found to have been a part of the subject's conditioning. Expo-
sure therapy operates on the same principle: a person afraid of
public speaking is placed before an audience, survives, and the
fear loses its authority. The mechanism is violation, absence of
the predicted catastrophe, and dissolution of the prohibition.

Antinomianism does several things at once.

It exposes the protective mechanism. Every taboo carries an im-
plicit threat: violate this and consequences follow: guilt, pun-
ishment, hell. The Russian Orthodox legend of Zoya's Standing
is an illustration. According to the story, a girl danced with an
icon of Saint Nicholas and was frozen in place by divine pun-
ishment, standing motionless for 128 days. The legend crystal-
lized in 1956, on the eve of Khrushchev's anti-religious cam-
paign. The ontovirus adapted: stripped of juridical and physical
enforcement, it mutated into folklore, generating a self-repli-
cating horror narrative that spread through rumors and kitchen
conversations, kept alive through memetic channels.
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The antinomian practitioner commits the sacrilege and no
paralysis follows. The threat is revealed as a mechanism, not a
law of reality.

Antinomianism breaks the totality. If the ontovirus is the only
reality, then violating its commandment should be impossible.
But the violation occurred, the subject sinned and the world
continued. The ontovirus, which had occupied the entire hori-
zon, has contracted into a limited object.

It also destroys the assigned identity. The ontovirus does not
just tell the subject what to do — it tells him who he is. Labels
of "good person" or "believer" were issued by the construct and
maintained by compliance. The violation severs them. The sub-
ject who has committed sacrilege cannot call himself faithful;
the one who has broken the law of the group cannot think of
himself as loyal. The labels peel off and take with them the so-
cial fabric that was woven around them.

Finally, it affirms agency. The antinomian act demonstrates
that the ontovirus prescription was resistible, that the subject's
body and mind can execute a forbidden command. The person
has located his will as a fact and tested it under resistance.

The violation must be deliberate and conscious. An inadvertent
or coerced transgression reveals nothing. The antivirus fires,
but the subject cannot witness the firing — he is overwhelmed
by guilt or disgust and scrambles to restore the norm. Delib-
erateness creates the gap between the experience and the expe-
riencer. The subject stands apart from his own moral response
the way a physician observes his own symptoms. The gap is nar-
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row and takes practice to maintain. A subject who attempts
the act without this capacity will be flooded by the immune
response and emerge more deeply embedded in the construct
than before — now with the added conviction that the taboo
has been empirically confirmed.

When the violation succeeds, three things follow.

The ontovirus is revealed as contingent. What had presented
itself as the fabric of reality is now visible as one arrangement
among possible others. The commandment that felt like a cos-
mic law was an installation.

Guilt disappears. It required a law experienced as absolute,
which has been exposed as a postulate. A postulate cannot gen-
erate guilt; only a reality can. Now the subject sees the act for
what it is — a decision, with consequences he can evaluate,
without the ontoviral overlay that converted every deviation
into sin.

The subject acquires a new identity — or rather, the capacity
to produce one. The ontovirus had assigned him coordinates:
good, faithful, obedient, and normal. These coordinates are
gone. The violation is irreversible, as the knowledge cannot be
unfelt. He now knows that the identity was issued, not discov-
ered, and defines himself by what he posits.

Violation without analysis is useless: the exposed architecture
must be studied. Why did the guilt arise? Which postulates
produced it? Why had those postulates been accepted as truth?
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Chapter 21
Dostoevsky's Raskolnikov is the textbook case of antinomian-
ism without integration. Rodion did not step outside the con-
struct; he accepted Christian morality as given and attempted
to prove that he was an exception to it. But the concept of ex-
ception presupposes the rule, and his entire project confirmed
the framework he believed he was transcending. He killed the
pawnbroker as a category: a louse, a function. When he killed
Lizaveta, she was no longer a category but a concrete person,
and from that moment guilt began to destroy him. The crime
did not liberate him; it reinforced the ontovirus. There was no
gap. His idea was borrowed, not authored: he lacked sover-
eignty. The transgression was performed to prove something to
the construct, not to dismantle it. And he lacked integration —
he never extracted the ontological postulate that the guilt was
protecting. He remained inside, bleeding.

The most common outcome of taboo violation is the activation
of the ontovirus's recovery cycle. The subject violates, feels
guilt, seeks atonement in confession, penance or self-punish-
ment, and is restored. The ontovirus has not been damaged;
it has been fed. The violation-guilt-atonement cycle is a meta-
bolic loop: each rotation converts transgression into fuel, and
the subject's return to obedience bonds him to the system more
tightly than unbroken compliance ever could.

A Catholic teenager masturbates, confesses, receives absolu-
tion, and masturbates again. The cycle can repeat for years. At
no point does the ontovirus weaken — it strengthens with each
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rotation. The teenager has not merely confirmed that mastur-
bation is sinful; he has proved that his nature is fallen, that his
body is an enemy, and that he cannot trust his desires. The on-
ly authority capable of restoring him is the institution that de-
fined the sin. The ontovirus has converted a common biologi-
cal drive into a perpetual feeding loop.

According to Georges Bataille, the restriction and the violation
are part of the same system: the violation is predicated on the
prohibition, and the prohibition exists to be violated. The sa-
cred is constituted by the act of violating it.

Bataille saw that transgression alone does not destroy the limit
but reveals its contour — the prohibition becomes most visible
at the moment it is crossed. What he missed (remaining fasci-
nated by the experience of transgression itself ) is that the con-
tour is not the final object of inquiry. Behind it lies the onto-
logical postulate that the law was installed to protect. Bataille
stopped at the phenomenology of the sacred, the ecstasy of
crossing the boundaries.

Transgression is also the mechanism by which new ontoviruses
are born. Every revolution begins with a violation: the storm-
ing of the Bastille, the execution of a king. The violence breaks
the old ontovirus's totality and opens the space in which a new
one can install itself. The revolutionaries who killed Louis XVI
violated the sacred, and proved that the sacred was violable.
Luther's act was a transgression against papal authority and
the monopoly over scripture. Each violated a taboo within the
Catholic ontovirus. Luther exited one construct and built an-
other.
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The philosophical parallel is Kierkegaard's teleological suspen-
sion of the ethical in Fear and Trembling. Abraham receives
God's command to sacrifice Isaac. The ethical must be suspend-
ed. Abraham cannot justify his act within the ethical frame-
work; for the world he is a murderer. The subject meets a de-
mand that the constructive space cannot process, and instead
of forcing it back into the construct's categories, he follows it
beyond them. The "knight of faith" is a subject who has trans-
gressed the ontovirus.

Kierkegaard's limitation is his destination. Abraham suspends
the ethical for God, a higher authority that replaces the on-
tovirus's verdict with its own. The knight of faith delegates up-
ward rather than inward. The Left-Hand Path practitioner sus-
pends the ethical and retains the judgment himself. The sus-
pension is the practice, not a waypoint toward a new submis-
sion. This is the difference between mysticism and initiation:
the mystic dissolves into the divine, the initiate absorbs the di-
vine into himself.

This distinction is what separates real antinomianism from re-
bellion, and it must be drawn with care, because the two can be
confused.

The rebel inverts the construct: what was forbidden becomes
obligatory, and what was sacred turns profane. He remains in-
side the constructive space, running the same program with re-
versed signs. The Satanist who worships Satan is a Christian in
negative; his identity is defined by the thing he opposes, and
the antagonism feeds the very ontovirus he believes he is fight-
ing. An act of rebellion that defines itself against the norm is
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a contribution to the norm's survival. The ontovirus needs its
rebels the way a vaccine is derived from a weakened pathogen:
the controlled threat strengthens the system's immunity.

The school shooter is the rebel reduced to a single carrier. The
construct rejected him. The social ontovirus promised belong-
ing in exchange for compliance; he complied, and the payment
never arrived. But the rejection did not produce self-closure; it
induced inversion. He remains inside the construct's value sys-
tem, craving the recognition it denied him, and builds a pri-
vate ontovirus from the available material: a narrative of re-
venge, superiority, and final justice. The manifesto is the on-
tovirus's scripture; the act is its single ritual. The victims are
categories ("jocks," "normies"), and the personal space is sealed
by the same mechanism armies use, only without the institu-
tion. Such an act of violence is the constructive space operating
through a single host.

The serial killer, when his condition is not organic, runs a sim-
ilar model but with a different temporal structure. Where the
shooter is eschatological, the serial killer is cyclical: ritual,
pause, accumulation, ritual. He has built a private construct
complete with its own normative grid: selection criteria, sig-
nature, and trophies. Each killing deepens the installation
through the same cognitive commitment described earlier. He
needs the construct that justifies the killing, and the construct
demands the next kill.

Nietzsche's "revaluation of all values" is the process of starting
from a position that does not derive authority from the previ-
ous table and creating a new one. The Übermensch doesn't op-
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pose morality. He creates from a center that the existing moral
framework has no jurisdiction over.

The subject who performs the antinomian operation success-
fully, who selects a taboo, violates it and reads the exposed
architecture, has a genuine experience of liberation. And this
feeling is addictive. He violates another taboo, and so on. Grad-
ually the operation degrades. The subject now chooses taboos
for the thrill of transgression. The process reduces to a cycle: vi-
olate, feel the rush, move on. The integration phase is absent, as
it was never enjoyable.

This is Bataille's error enacted as a lifestyle. The subject has be-
come a transgression addict, someone for whom the limit ex-
ists only as a source of stimulation. He has built a new con-
struct in which transgression is the supreme value and the next
taboo is the next hit. The antivirus has been replaced by an anti-
antivirus, which runs on the same architecture, concealed be-
neath the appearance of freedom.

In the Draconian tradition antinomian ritual is executed with-
in the initiatory framework that provides the container for the
integration phase. The practitioner violates to see, and what
he sees he must then process and incorporate into his ongoing
self-creation. The frame provides the discipline that prevents
the act from degenerating into a compulsion.

The word "violation" or Raskolnikov's example may conjure im-
ages of real crime. Some antinomian traditions did involve acts
that would be classified as criminal: certain Tantric lineages
transgressed caste and purity laws in ways their societies pun-
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ished severely. But the vast majority of antinomian practice
takes place in a different register. The Aghori sadhus eat from
human skulls, smear themselves with cremation ash, and eat
putrid flesh. Sabbatai Zevi ate helev, the visceral fat prohibited
by the Torah under penalty of karet, the severance of the soul
from God. The standard morning prayer includes the formula
mattir asurim — "who frees the bound." Sabbatai Zevi replaced
it with mattir issurim, "who permits the forbidden." The litur-
gical formula was intact, but the meaning had been inverted.
Words short-circuit the antivirus by delivering the sacred ac-
tion and the signal of absolute violation simultaneously. The
protective mechanism cannot process both; the guilt loop
stalls, and the construct is exposed.

Ritual work with urine, feces, blood, and semen appears across
traditions. None of these acts necessarily harm others. The dis-
gust they evoke is produced by a framework upholding a belief
about the sacred and the profane that is unrelated to harm.

Beyond ritual, the most common antinomian instrument is the
mind itself. The practitioner visualizes the violation, holds it
in full detail and watches the immune response. The antivirus
cannot distinguish between an act performed and one that is
vividly imagined. The guilt or the disgust arrives with the same
force. Imaginal transgression is sufficient for the diagnosis.

Is every crime an antinomian act then? No, and the distinction
is obvious. The criminal who transgresses and suffers guilt has
not exposed the mechanism. The antivirus fired and won; he
violated the law and the taboo was reinforced. The one who
transgresses without guilt has typically deconstructed one spe-
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cific ontovirus while remaining fully captured by every other
construct that inhabits him. He is a believer in his gang's code,
a loyal subject of a dozen other ontoviruses that he has never
thought of. He has punched only one hole in one wall.

Philosophy, when it is genuine, serves as theoretical antinomi-
anism. Nietzsche did not slay God with a blade; he penned a
phrase that breached a boundary, shocking his contemporaries.
The immune response was enormous and continues to fire, a
century and a half later, every time the sentence is read by a sub-
ject whose construct is still intact. Bataille did not commit the
acts he described in his fiction. He wrote them, and it was suf-
ficient to expose the architecture of prohibition that his philo-
sophical project was built to map. The philosopher who thinks
a forbidden thought and feels the resistance in himself first,
then in his readers, then in the institution that employs him is
performing the transgression with the only instrument philos-
ophy has.
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Chapter 22
Any honest reader who has reached this point may ask: if
morality is dismantled, what do you propose instead? What is
the alternative moral code?

The answer is apparent: there is none. The error is in the ques-
tion itself. It assumes that the only possible response to the col-
lapse of one morality is to build another. But the entire argu-
ment of this book has been that a morality is the surface expres-
sion of an underlying ontology, and an ontology is a delegation
of will. To offer a revised morality would be to install a new on-
tovirus under a different name.

The self-closed subject does not need a new code. He deter-
mines his relationship to others directly, in each concrete en-
counter. The interaction is authored in the moment, not de-
rived from any pre-existing grid. The patriot's brother, the bu-
reaucrat's friend — these were the cases of the personal space.
What the subject does there is his decision, made in real time
and carried with full responsibility. No book can prescribe it.

Strip away ontoviruses and what determines how one person
treats another is a direct perception: is this a faceless unit,
someone I love, or an enemy? The perception is prior to any
rule. The mother who shields her child with her body is not
consulting the categorical imperative. The man who strikes
someone who has humiliated him is not running a utilitarian
calculation. Both act from an immediate sense of the other — a
viewpoint the constructive space works constantly to override.
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Real human relationships between friends, husbands and
wives, parents and children are not governed by moral codes.
On the contrary, most people are instinctively offended when
someone tries to introduce one. A partner who suddenly starts
talking about "the moral rules of our relationship" or "our fam-
ily obligations" is usually met with irritation or outright resis-
tance. The same thing happens among close friends: if one be-
gins to judge the other according to some abstract principle
of fairness or duty instead of simply responding to the person
standing in front of him, the relationship immediately feels
forced and artificial.

Frans de Waal spent decades documenting reconciliation, con-
solation, and targeted helping among chimpanzees and bono-
bos. A chimpanzee who has lost a fight receives grooming and
embraces from bystanders. Capuchin monkeys reject unequal
food distribution, refusing a reward if a partner receives less for
the same task. Bonobos share food with strangers when no rule
compels them to and no audience is watching. None of these
animals possess a moral code, a concept of duty, or a theory of
justice. What they display is a direct perception of the other's
state and a response that arises from the encounter itself. De
Waal's conclusion is that the building blocks of morality, such
as empathy and a sense of fairness, precede any moral system
and do not require one. The personal space, in other words, is
older than the constructive.

A man walks past a beggar. If he gives money because charity
is prescribed and alms buy salvation, then this is a moral act,
a transaction between the subject and his ontovirus, in which
the beggar is a part of the machinery. The beggar could be any-
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one; what matters is the act's value on the subject's spiritual
ledger. If he gives because this specific person, right here, pro-
voked something in him — this is an amoral act. The result may
look identical; the difference is who authored the decision and
for whom it was made.

Any sincere personal relationship is amoral.

This is the position we defend: genuine amorality. Not im-
morality, which is the inversion of an existing code and there-
fore still a form of obedience, but a stance entirely outside the
jurisdiction of moral categories. The subject does not discard
the vocabulary of good and evil, nor does he invent a private
replacement. He can still employ any ethical framework: util-
itarian calculus, Kantian duty, virtue ethics, tribal loyalty. But
none of them hold him.

The classical trolley dilemma is a problem only for those who
believe that a correct answer exists and that the right system will
produce it. The amoral subject sees a concrete person, in a spe-
cific situation, who must decide and carry the weight of the de-
cision. Whether he applies utilitarian calculus or saves the one
he knows personally is his choice. The textbook does not give
him the answer. The subject must accept the burden of having
decided.

Ethics, at bottom, is the search for a system that will make the
decision for the subject and relieve him of authorship. The en-
tire argument can now be compressed into one definition:
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Morality is a mechanism of agency delegation that protects its on-
tology, relieves the burden of decision, and can break when an en-
counter with a concrete other opens the personal space.

The subject does not author his verdicts; he receives them from
the ontovirus and executes them as if they were his own. The
moral layer exists to shield the underlying postulates from ex-
amination. And it breaks upon encountering a concrete other
in the personal space. Autonomous creation is the positive con-
tent of this position. The subject who has recovered his agency
creates values deliberately and with full responsibility for their
existence.

One may object that the subject who answers to no authority
beyond his will is a sociopath.

But the sociopath is not self-closed. He does not arrive at
amorality by deconstructing moral machinery while retaining
the capacity to recognize the other as an agent. His relation to
others is pre-moral rather than post-moral. The subject retains
the full capacity to recognize the other agent; he has changed
his relationship to the machinery that once dictated how he
should respond.

But if morality is abandoned, would not the result be chaos?
Without shared moral constraints, society collapses into a war
of all against all.

Actually, the constructive space is the single most prolific pro-
ducer of large-scale destruction in human history. The Cru-
sades required a theological ontovirus that classified an entire
civilization as enemies of God. The Atlantic slave trade reclas-
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sified human beings into property. The Holocaust required a
bureaucratic apparatus so thorough that personal space could
not open at any point from policy to gas chamber. Stalin's
purges, the two world wars, Mao's Cultural Revolution, the
Red Khmers, the Inquisition, the Thirty Years' War, and the
colonial projects that depopulated continents — all relied on
the egregore: an ontology that justified the violence, a moral
framework that sanctified it, and a delegation system that dis-
tributed responsibility so evenly that no single subject felt ac-
countable.

To put the scale in perspective, evaluate the raw numbers. Es-
timates of deaths caused by governments through genocide,
political repression, and engineered famine during the twenti-
eth century vary widely depending on methodology. Conser-
vative figures from mainstream historiography place the total
in the range of 100 to 150 million; higher estimates that in-
clude indirect deaths from state policy run considerably above
that. Adding military casualties from both world wars and oth-
er armed conflicts brings the figure higher still. Criminal homi-
cides during the same century are harder to aggregate, but esti-
mates suggest a figure in the range of 20 to 30 million. The ra-
tio is stark regardless of which estimate one adopts: organized
state and ideological violence killed many times more people
than individual criminality. In the twenty-first century the pic-
ture is mixed. Deaths from wars and genocides, however, have
risen sharply in recent years — driven primarily by armed con-
flicts in which annual military casualties run into the hundreds
of thousands. Even so, the long-term historical pattern holds:
when violence is organized and justified by an ideology or state
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apparatus, its scale far exceeds what individual criminals can
achieve.

It would also be misleading to classify most criminal killings
as acts originating in the personal space. The majority are still
driven by constructs, merely on a smaller scale — gang codes,
"honor" killings, revenge for "disrespect," and drug-related turf
wars.

One individual can cause real harm, but his capacity for de-
struction is bounded by physical reach and lifespan. The egre-
gore does not just permit large-scale destruction; it is the neces-
sary condition for it. Mass atrocity requires coordination: sol-
diers who believe in duty, bureaucrats who follow procedures,
citizens who hate the enemy. Each of these beliefs is a product
of the ontovirus.

However, this argument is primarily a critique of the construc-
tive space rather than a claim that the personal space is inher-
ently superior. To assert that it is "better" would itself constitute
a moral judgment and therefore another form of the ontovirus.
The amoral position does not propose a new collective project.
It remains the domain of individuals.

A reader may object: what if a self-closed subject chooses radi-
cal egoism and hedonism as his postulates? How is he different
from a dictator who starts wars for personal power or an oli-
garch who exploits others for his own pleasure?

The objection is still made within a moral frame — it asks "is
this better or worse?" The self-closed subject does not evaluate
his choice as good or evil; he just authors it. Externally, such a
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person may indeed look no different from an ordinary egoist
or dictator. As mentioned previously, it is the subject's respon-
sibility to determine how to exercise his freedom.

Another self-closed subject will not judge him as a moral mon-
ster or incarnation of evil. He will respond from his postulates
— perhaps with calculated strategy, but without moral outrage
or the need to condemn. He does not waste energy on hatred
or indignation; he follows his own line of action.

It is highly doubtful, though, that most historical dictators and
ruthless power-seekers were genuinely self-closed. Far more of-
ten they are possessed by a particularly strong and personalized
ontovirus — the construct of absolute power, historical des-
tiny, divine mission, or unlimited accumulation. They have not
stepped outside constructs; they have made a single ontovirus
the new center of their reality.

A true self-closed subject tends to see the ultimate emptiness of
fame, billions, and absolute power. He may still pursue them if
he chooses, but he does so without the illusion that they are sa-
cred or necessary.

Self-closure is inherently solitary. A self-closed subject cannot
confront or replace society as a whole. Society is by definition
stronger than any single person or a small group. This is just
a recognition of its nature and limits. Amorality does not aim
at maximizing the good or creating a better collective order.
What is liberated is the one who ceases to be the raw material
for the ontoviruses that use him for their reproduction. The
self-closed subject stops being part of that machinery.
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Such a subject can, and often does, conceal himself. He may
mimic participation in social groups, political movements, or
religions, because openly declaring amorality usually provokes
an immune response.

Amorality, like the Left-Hand Path as a whole, is a strategy
of the individual subject. Its sole concern is the liberation of
one person. Any attempt to evaluate this position from the so-
cial perspective, to ask whether it is beneficial or harmful to
the collective, drags the discussion back into the constructive
space. Such questions presuppose a shared moral or ontological
framework in which one can weigh "the greater good." The per-
sonal space does not scale.

The freedom at issue here is the capacity to create values, know-
ing they are illusory. This freedom is experienced as the Abyss.

This is the other side of good and evil.
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