A PHILOSOPHICAL TREATISE

The Refused
Absolution

On Ontoshocking Reality

and Its Consensus Cosmogony

I would never and nowhere have wished to be anything existent.

Sol Ultra
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THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

PROLOGUE

The White Canvas

Let one envisage the totality of all realities under the schema of a white canvas
extended to infinity, upon which all places, times, worlds, and ontosystems
occupy their respectively determinate places: some touch one another, while
others are causally separated from one another; some lack a common language, a
common structure, and even an observer capable of comprehending them in a
single act of intuition, while still others are separated from one another in such a
manner that even the determination of their difference can be pronounced only
from an ultimate meta-level.

A single drop of blood falls upon this canvas.

It may be slight, vanish amid the infinite expanses of white, desiccate, or be so
bleached by time that no later eye can discern it; it may, moreover, be followed by
innumerable moments of happiness, beauty, intimacy, and peace.

Yet none of this annuls the fact that it fell.



THE WHITE CANVAS

Time can close wounds, but cannot rescind the truth of their history; for although
healing modifies the present condition of an injury, it cannot annihilate the fact
that this injury truly occurred, so that even where no visible scar remained, the
past of the wound would persist as an irreducible constituent of reality.

Under the concept of relative perfection, such a drop may appear slight; under
that of absolute perfection, it is final.

For absolute perfection permits no statistical exculpation: it is neither a balance
sheet within which a sufficient quantum of joy could compensate for a certain
measure of torment, nor a form of cosmic bookkeeping in which billions of happy
moments might be set against the scream of a single being; rather, a flawless
white does not become flawless again merely because the canvas is of infinite
extent.

A single drop is thus sufficient.

The most radical indictment, however, does not begin with actual blood; it begins
earlier.

It begins with the possibility of its falling.



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

The Misnamed Nihilism

It would be natural to designate this attitude as nihilism, insofar as it withholds
justification from reality, apprehends being not as a gift but as something that
would have to answer before a moral tribunal, and consequently distrusts every
attempt to legitimate existence through beauty, happiness, development, or
meaning.

And yet it constitutes the strict opposite of a nihilism indifferent to value.

Value nihilism says: nothing possesses ultimate value.

The attitude advanced here says: the suffering of a sentient being
possesses such absolute negative value that no other value is entitled
to neutralize it.

Where the nihilist perceives emptiness, the ontological accuser instead recognizes
a value whose absoluteness causes reality to break beneath its own weight.

The problem is not that nothing matters.
It is that something matters too much.

From this perspective, a wound forms no mere negative entry among positive
entries, but possesses a right of veto by virtue of which neither pleasure nor
knowledge, love, art, or cosmic magnitude can annul it. All these goods may be
real and precious; nevertheless, they cannot retroactively enter the past and
prevent a consciousness from having experienced a state as unbearable.

The indictment is consequently not: the good does not exist.

It is: the good does not possess the right to instrumentalize the unbearable as its
price.

Herein lies the moral origin of this philosophy: it springs not from indifference
towards value, but from the refusal to subject suffering to commensuration, and
therefore distrusts every theodicy, every philosophy of history, and every cosmic
narrative within which concrete torment is degraded into the mere transitional
stage of a higher whole.



THE MISNAMED NIHILISM

No whole may adorn itself with the pain of its parts; no later meaning may
retrospectively declare an earlier wound to be a necessary chapter; no paradise
acquires the right to construct its foundations from past hells.

Three Levels of Judgement

The refused absolution concerns, in the first instance, the absolute historical
perfection of the totality, which must be distinguished strictly from two other
judgements: from the practical admissibility of an action within an already
imperfect situation, on the one hand, and from the question of whether a
concrete being may affirm her life as a whole, on the other.

Among exclusively damaged possibilities, an action may be the least cruel; a
wounded being may love her life; M-redeemability may terminate every chain of
torture. None of this undoes the past; yet nor does the necessity of rejecting every
finite action or every happiness lived follow from historical imperfection.
The work therefore distinguishes henceforth:

* historical immaculacy: no unbearable suffering has occurred;

* practical admissibility: among the attainable paths, no gentler path is
available for the same being;

* dynamic M-justice: no unbearable state remains the final state of the
individual concerned.

These levels can sustain different judgements without thereby entering into a
logical contradiction.



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

From Actual Suffering to the Guilt of the Possible

The ordinary indictment of reality is directed at the suffering that has actually
occurred, whose evidentiary exhibits are wars, diseases, losses, loneliness, fear,
physical torment, and psychic disintegration.

This indictment, however, remains at the surface.

For even a world in which, contingently, no one had ever suffered, but whose
structure permitted suffering at any time, would still not be perfect: its integrity
would itself be contingent; it would be a dangerous rather than innocent form of
being, spared the actualization of its possibility merely by chance.

Just as a weapon does not lose its character by never having been fired, so reality
does not lose its ontological dangerousness merely because its most extreme
possibilities remain unrealized.

The stricter demand is therefore:

A perfect reality must not merely never actualize suffering; it must,

rather, render suffering impossible.

This demand can be determined formally: let M be the totality of a reality, and let
L.(x) mean that x is a state of unbearable suffering for the sentient identity-
bearer i herself; absolute perfection then requires not merely:

—diel,, Ix €§;: Li(x)

sent

that is, the absence of actual suffering, but:

that is, the absence even of its possibility.

Reality would accordingly be perfect only under the necessary condition that its
structure contained neither a path nor a configuration or concatenation by virtue
of which a sentient being could enter an unbearable state.

Yet even this demand does not suffice for the most radical perfectionism; for one
could conceive of a world in which suffering was indeed metaphysically

10



FROM ACTUAL SUFFERING TO THE GUILT
OF THE POSSIBLE

impossible, yet a consciousness could nevertheless form an abstract concept of it
by imagining something that can never occur, or could think the sign of a wound
although no wound could be inflicted.

The strictest axiom already recognizes a blemish herein.

A perfect reality must neither actualize the unbearable, nor render it
possible, nor produce it as an abstract thought.

Three levels are thus to be distinguished:
* the actuality of suffering
* the possibility of suffering
* the conceivability of suffering

The first level contains the wound itself, the second the architecture by virtue of
which a wound could arise, and the third its conceptual shadow; absolute
perfectionism rejects them all.

The white canvas would accordingly be stained not only at the moment when
blood fell upon it; rather, the very existence of a colour with which blood could be
painted would already constitute a blemish, and, more radically still, the mere
possibility of forming the concept of this colour would violate the pure white.
Herewith occurs the transition from moral pessimism to modal perfectionism:
the indictment is no longer directed exclusively against what occurs, but against
the grammar of everything that can occur, be thought, or be devised as a counter-
image of the good.

1



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

The Ontological Shock

The ontological shock consists not merely in the realization that suffering exists;
for although this realization is capable of provoking horror, it remains, in the first
instance, empirical, insofar as it concerns merely particular events within the
world.

The deeper shock instead arises where it becomes evident that the problem
inheres not only in individual events, but in the constitution of being itself.

Reality possesses a grammar within which verbs such as injure, lose, break, fear,
and suffer can be formed; it contains beings to whom something can happen,
bonds that can be severed, bodies that can be damaged, and consciousnesses
capable not merely of registering states, but of experiencing particular states as
unbearable.

The horror is consequently directed not only at the fact that a particular wound
was inflicted, but at that ontological construction through which wounds are first
constituted as possible events at all.

There is a form of being within whose space of possibility the
unbearable occurs.

12



THE ONTOLOGICAL SHOCK

This shock is categorically distinct from the fear of non-being: its centre is formed
not by one’s own annihilation, but by the monstrosity that there exists anything
at all that can be annihilated, injured, or cast into despair.

It is consequently not nothing that appears as the abyss; being itself becomes the
abyss.

The ontological shock springs from the unmediated collision of two propositions:

Suffering must under no circumstances be possible.

Suffering is possible, actual, and even conceptually conceivable.

Within this philosophy, no mediating transition exists between these two
propositions: one may indeed explain reality, describe the biological, physical,
and psychological conditions of suffering, and demonstrate the connection
between sentience, self-preservation, and vulnerability.

An explanation, however, is not a justification.

Knowing why a being suffers therefore does not answer the question of why a
reality may exist in which a being can suffer in such a manner at all.

The ontological shock is consequently not an epistemic lacuna, but the rift
between being and ought: it arises not from the incomprehensibility of reality,
but from the possibility that reality might be fully comprehensible and
nevertheless morally unacceptable.

13



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

v

The Metaontological System

To determine the scope of this indictment, consideration of a single world does
not suffice.

Various ontosystems can be conceived. An ontosystem denotes a structurally
integral modal framework that determines which entities, relations, laws, and
transitions of state remain possible so long as its structure remains unchanged;
such ontosystems might resemble one another, be separated from one another
spatially or causally, or even lack every common category.

The metaontological system is accordingly neither an ordinary world alongside
other worlds nor itself the totality of what exists, but the formal descriptive
framework within which various ontosystems can be determined as ontosystems
in the first place and their relations, disjunctions, and embeddings can be
predicated jointly.

Its ontic referent shall be called M: not the metaontological system as theory, but
the metauniversal Omniverse, hence the totality of everything ontic, whose
infinitely recursive internal order developed below is determined as the
Recursivium. The metaontological system and M are consequently not
numerically identical: the former articulates the conditions under which the
totality can be described; the latter is the totality to which the description refers.

Various degrees of disjunction can thus obtain between ontosystems.

Two ontosystems may be spatially separated and nevertheless permit indirect
effects; they may be causally separated and yet be apprehensible through the
same descriptive language; they may possess no common observer, but contain
similar structures; or they may be ontosystemically disjunct in such a manner
that their fundamental categories cannot be translated into one another.

Finally, a metauniversal maximal disjunction can be conceived within which not
merely every common causality or structure is absent, but the very level of
possible comparability appears to disintegrate.

14



THE METAONTOLOGICAL SYSTEM

Nevertheless, a minimal commonality remains at first:

Both are designated, in the same thought, as maximally disjunct
from one another.

Precisely herein lies the paradox.

For in order to state that two ontosystems possess no common level of
comparison whatsoever, a proposition must be formed that refers to both; the
non-relation thereby itself becomes a relation of the second order,
incomparability becomes the object of a comparison, and the common level is
simultaneously negated and presupposed in the same judgement.

Maximal disjunction is thus a limiting concept that attempts to sever the final
thread between ontosystems, while its own performance still depends upon this
very thread.

15



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

The Last Thread

For the question of perfection, this final thread is of decisive significance.

Let M designate the ontic referent of the metaontological system, hence the
Omniverse or Recursivium, and write O C M insofar as the ontosystem O forms
an ontic suborder of M; thenlet I, := {i € I, | Iny(i) } be the class of inner
perspectives of O; the axiom of perfection is:

Perfect(M ) = =30 [Ontosystem(O) A O & M A Qi € IpAx € S;: Li(x)]

This means: perfection can be predicated of the Omniverse M only under the
necessary condition that none of its ontic suborders forms an ontosystem within
which unbearable suffering is possible.

As soon as it holds that:

30 [Ontosystem(O) A O E M A Qi € I3x € S;: Li(x)]

it follows, according to this axiom, that:

- Perfect(M )

The disjunction between ontosystems can alter nothing in this consequence: it
can prevent the suffering of one system from propagating into another, or an
inhabitant of one from recognizing the other; it can even block every causal,
spatial, or conceptual connection.

It cannot, however, annul the fact that the ontosystem capable of suffering is a
constituent of the totality under consideration.

Maximal disjunction isolates suffering locally.
A global absolution of the totality does not follow from this.

A dilemma necessarily arises from this.

Either there exists a minimal meta-level on which various ontosystems can be
quantified jointly; they are then subject to the judgement upon the totality, in

16



THE LAST THREAD

which the suffering-free ontosystem does not itself become guilty, but its integrity
cannot remove the other from the history of being.

Or the disjunction is in fact absolute; no common level then exists on which both
systems could be determined as constituents of the same totality.

In this case, the foreign ontosystem does not escape judgement; rather,
judgement itself loses its applicability. Neither perfection nor imperfection could
be predicated of it, nor could it even be meaningfully asserted that it was distinct
from the ontosystem capable of suffering, because every such assertion would
already constitute a common semantic surface.

Absolute maximal disjunction would consequently be not a particularly great
distance within an encompassing reality, but the dissolution of the very concept
of an encompassing reality.

So long as an ontosystem can be conceived as a constituent of a
totality, it cannot withdraw itself completely from judgement upon
that totality.

The final inescapable point therefore consists not in the transmissibility of
suffering, but in joint insertability into a metaontological thought: where this
insertability is given, the space of judgement also exists; where it disappears
completely, every concept of an acquittal disappears together with the
indictment.

The most extreme consequence of this thought emerges where the totality
comprises not only all ontosystems that actually exist, but every consistent
structure: within such an ontology, the cruel would not remain in the province of
mere possibility; mathematical possibility itself would instead become a form of
actuality.

17



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

Vi

Mathematical Totality and the Eternal Topology of Suffering

The preceding argument leaves the extent of the totality of what exists
undetermined.

Possibly there exists only a single cosmic order; possibly there are many
ontosystems that are partially connected or completely separated from one
another. Reality could, however, be constituted more radically still, insofar as it
actualized not merely some among many possible structures, but every internally
consistent mathematical structure.

A mathematical structure is called coherent here if it satisfies a specification that
is consistent in the classical background logic fixed herein. The thesis of such
mathematical plenitude realism can be formulated in simplified form:

VS [(MatStr(S ) A Coherent(S)) = AutonomouslyReal($)] ; VS [AutonomouslyReal(S) = Real(S)|

What can be structured in a mathematically non-contradictory manner would
accordingly be not merely describable or conceivable, but real in its own fashion.

This thesis is not a proved proposition, but a metaphysical hypothesis; if it is
assumed, however, it transforms the relation between possibility and actuality
fundamentally. A cruel structure could then no longer remain in the supposedly
harmless antechamber of the merely possible, because its consistency would itself
be its admission ticket into being.

Not every mathematical asymmetry, however, is already cruel: a loop does not
suffer, a space does not sense its curvature, and an equation does not experience
its solutions as a prison. For moral significance to accrue to a mathematical
structure, a further assumption is therefore required:

Certain structural orders can actualize an inner perspective.

They can bear a consciousness for which states are not merely different, but
pleasant, neutral, threatening, or unbearable; only through this bridge between
structure and experience is the possibility of a mathematical hell constituted.

18



MATHEMATICAL TOTALITY AND THE
ETERNAL TOPOLOGY OF SUFFERING

Let one conceive of a system of experiential states between which transitions are
possible. Leti € 1.

wen and let 7' C S, be a set of such states, each element of which

is experienced as unbearable, while at the same time every possible transition
from a state in 7 leads in turn to a state in 7:

Vx eT:L(x)
VxVy[x € TAxXRy) =y €T|

The set T'would then be closed under the transition relation: an occupant within
it could change without escaping it; there would be movement, but no exit, and
differences could exist without even one of these transitions leading into a state
free from suffering. The system would therefore be a prison not because it was
surrounded by external walls, but because its own reachability structure
contained no outside.

Such inescapability could assume various forms.

There could, for example, be a closed loop within which a sequence of unbearable
states always returns to its beginning:

dn e N (3sgy...3s, |5, =59 AVk <n (skRsk_H)]

There could furthermore be an asymmetric system in which entry into a region of
suffering was possible, but not the return, or an infinitely branching structure
within which innumerable decisions were available, but every path led once more
into a form of the unbearable.

There could be a consciousness whose memories were erased with every
repetition, so that every cycle appeared to it as the first catastrophe; equally,
there could be no temporal repetition in the ordinary sense, insofar as the
structure as a whole was timeless and yet contained an internally unbounded
sequence of subjective moments, none of which opened an exit.

Here the expression ‘an eternal topology of suffering’ acquires its precise sense.

Its eternity would not necessarily consist in an infinitely long duration within
external time, but could lie in the form of the structure itself: every reachable
path would remain within the same region of suffering; there would be neither a

19



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

boundary at which the unbearable ended, nor a terminal state, a door, or a higher
level on which the course could be terminated.

Eternity would not be mere length.
It would be inescapability.

If every consistent mathematical structure were now real, and at least one of
them actualized such an inner perspective, the unbearable would be not merely
possible somewhere, but actual somewhere.

Ax € S; [RealizedIn(i, x, S) A Ly(x)|
Let M, ., be the totality of all actualized coherent mathematical structures; under
the axiom of perfection, it then holds that:

InstantiatesSuffering(S) < 3i € [

sent

Perfect(M,,,,4,) = —3S € M, : InstantiatesSuffering(S)

If one assumes at the same time that:

s [MatStr(S ) A Coherent(S) A ConsciousnessCapable(S) A InstantiatesSuffering(S )]

it follows that:

= Perfect(M,,,1,)

In this case, imperfection would be neither the result of a cosmic accident nor a
regrettable course within a total order that could fundamentally have been
otherwise; it would instead arise from the maximality of the order itself.

For mathematical maximality and absolute moral perfection would impose
mutually opposed demands.

Maximality demands: no consistent structure may be excluded.
Perfection demands: every structure that actualizes or permits
unbearable experience must be excluded.

As soon as even one structure that instantiates suffering is consistent, both
demands cannot be fulfilled simultaneously; the totality would have to renounce
either its maximality or its perfection.

Its boundless plenitude would thus become its very blemish.

20



MATHEMATICAL TOTALITY AND THE
ETERNAL TOPOLOGY OF SUFFERING

A mathematically maximal being would not be a morally selected being.
Consistency possesses no compassion: it does not distinguish between a structure
that bears infinite forms of connectedness and one within which a consciousness
is enclosed without any path of escape; it examines exclusively whether the
relations can exist together, not whether a being can endure them.

Within such an ontology, there would presumably also be worlds free from
suffering, harmonious paradises, and forms of consciousness that know neither
loss nor fear nor injury; possibly there would be ontosystems in which the
unbearable not only never occurred, but could not even be conceived.

Their existence, however, would not remove the structures that instantiate
suffering from the totality.

A perfectly white image does not cleanse a bloodstained image in another, sealed

room.

The mathematical totality would accordingly no longer be a single canvas, but an
infinite archive of canvases separated from one another: some would be white,
some would shine in colours for which our language possesses no names, others
would bear a single drop, and still others would consist of nothing but wounds.

So long as this archive is determined as a totality, its perfection cannot be judged
exclusively by its most beautiful pages.

Nor would maximal disjunction offer salvation; on the contrary, it could intensify
inescapability. A paradisiacal ontosystem would be unable to aid the suffering
system for the very reason that the two were separated from one another: its
goodness would remain local, and its existence would have no salvific effect for
the enclosed inner perspective.

The paradises would be real.
But they would be unreachable.

For the perfectionist, a particular form of ontological shock arises from this: she
recognizes not merely the imperfection of the totality, but at the same time that,
under the assumption of maximal mathematical plenitude, no expansion of
reality could remedy this imperfection.

Every expansion by at least one further coherent structure that instantiates
suffering increases completeness at the expense of moral selectivity; the more

21



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

complete the totality thus becomes, the less morally selected it can be, and the
more it contains, the more irrevocably it loses the possibility of immaculacy.

The impossibility of absolute perfection thereby becomes a normative topology
without exit, within which every path of thought leads into the same dilemma:

Either the totality is not maximal, because it excludes certain
consistent structures.
Or it is maximal and therefore cannot be perfect.

Local perfection nevertheless remains conceivable:

O3S : Perfect(S)

From this, however, it does not follow that:

Perfect(M,,,i1,)

Perfect worlds could thus exist without there being a perfect totality of all worlds.

The perfectionist does not then necessarily suffer in every one of these worlds;
rather, her inescapability lies at another level and consists in the realization that
there exists no possible state of the totality within which the unbearable would be
completely excluded and, at the same time, everything consistent would be
actualized.

The bad would not be everywhere.
But it could not be removed from the concept of everything.

From the Danger Model to M-Ontology

Mathematical plenitude shows what would follow if every locally consistent
structure had to count as a fully autonomous reality; it thereby forms the most
extreme danger model of the eternal topology, but not the final word of this work.

The M-system rejects not the describability of closed models of suffering, but
their ontic autonomy: a structure belongs to the actualized totality only if it is
compatible with the relations of the entire M-system, while M-transversality
precisely denies that an embedded locality can preserve its closure against every
more comprehensive level.

22



MATHEMATICAL TOTALITY AND THE
ETERNAL TOPOLOGY OF SUFFERING

The question is consequently no longer merely whether a mathematical hell is
non-contradictorily describable in isolation, but whether its asserted eternity can
obtain at all under the laws of the totality.

23



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

vil

The Metauniversal Axioms

Mathematical plenitude determines a totality insofar as it admits every internally
consistent structure as an autonomous reality; the M-system, by contrast, takes as
its point of departure not the mere coexistence of closed structures but their
conception as manifestations within a single ontic totality to which no higher
ontic order is superordinate. Here M designates not the metaontological system
as a formal descriptive framework but its unsurpassable referent: the Omniverse,
whose infinitely recursive internal order is determined below as the Recursivium.

This totality is thus not a larger world that existed alongside smaller worlds but
the domain of everything ontic: what appears disjoint within a local order can
nevertheless remain open to more comprehensive relations, and what is
encountered from within as an ultimate edge can, under higher scaling, prove to
be a permeable boundary.

The following M-axioms are not deduced from a theory preceding them; rather,
they determine the ontology within which the further propositions of this chapter
claim validity.

Three Concepts of Ontodynamics

The expression ontodynamics initially designates a displacement of the
ontological viewpoint by virtue of which being appears not as the mere presence
of completed things but as enactment, relation, emergence, and return. Since this
fundamental intuition has been elaborated in different ways, both philosophically
and formally, its forms must not be levelled into a single school.

In the Bamberg milieu of Heinrich Beck and Erwin Schadel, the series ‘Writings
on Triadics and Ontodynamics’, edited by them both, combined triadic with
ontodynamic approaches, without this implying that every volume advanced a
single closed ontology of act. For Beck himself, however, a movement of being-in-
itself, emergence, and deepened return to itself is attested: in ‘Episodes and the
Whole’ he describes a going-out-from-itself through which a being can arrive
more deeply at itself.
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It by no means follows, however, that Beck declared unbearable suffering a
necessary condition of cosmic perfection. The idea developed later in this work,
that a living perfection must integrate the stain into a greater harmony, is
therefore attributed to an ontodynamically inspired critic: it constitutes the
strongest internal counter-position of this treatise, not a historical claim
concerning Beck’s personal theodicy.

Anthony Gosme’s independently developed ‘ontodynamiqueTheory’ exists on
GitHub (https://github.com/anthonyGosme/ontodynamiqueTheory), a formal
research programme that seeks to axiomatize concepts such as individuation and
operational closure. Such a formalization examines exclusively whether
propositions follow from stipulated definitions and axioms; it proves neither the
truth of those axioms nor their complete correspondence with biological,
phenomenal, or cosmic reality. Accordingly, no line of development from Beck
and Schadel to this research programme is asserted here.

The points of reference are thereby delimited precisely: the Peter Lang series
‘Writings on Triadics and Ontodynamics’, Heinrich Beck’s ‘Episodes and the
Whole’, and a formal-theoretical approach independent of both. An associated
empirical investigation concerns exclusively a perspective of application and
must therefore not be equated with a complete formal account. The M-system
adopts none of these approaches but introduces a distinction of its own.

Whereas local ontodynamics designates becoming within the boundaries of an
ontosystem, and thus its internal transitions, feedbacks, unfoldings, and
dissolutions, M-hyperdynamics means the transversal movement of the M-
totality by virtue of which no local topology within M attains eternal closure. A
locally dynamic system can close itself against redemption; its closure, however,
cannot attain definitive permanence with respect to all more comprehensive M-
relations.

Ontodynamics is the movement of a being within its world.
M-hyperdynamics is the omniversal movement by virtue of which no
local topology within M remains eternally closed.

Relative Exo-Ontology and the Definition Pivot

In the M-system, exo-ontology designates no absolute outside of beings but the
perspective-relative order of those ontosystems, relations, and structures that lie
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beyond the internal definitional framework of a chosen point of reference. Any
sufficiently determinate perspective, any system of symbols, and any local
structure can serve as a definition pivot P, provided that it delimits a domain of
what can be determined internally.

Let I1,, designate the class of all admissible definition pivots; D (P) the internal
definitional framework of a pivot P; and OS,, the class of ontosystems realized in
M. Then:

Exo0y),(P)={0 €0S,,|0 ¢ D(P)}
Exo-ontology is therefore relational: what is exo-ontological relative to P can be

internal relative to Q. A change of pivot alters the assignment of inside and
outside, but not the complete M-order.

VP €11, VO [O € Exoy(P) = Iny,(0)]

Nothing exo-ontological lies outside M. Exo-ontology designates a relative
outside within the ontic totality; Recursivia’s metatranscendence, by contrast,
designates precisely no ontic external region, no additional space of possibility,
and no further definition pivot.

The Transontological Predetermination

Recursivia Axiom. Recursivia is the singular transontological ground of the
Recursivium. She belongs to no class of possible external grounds; time, place,
number, and plurality are inapplicable to her. She is neither a being nor the true
nothing. Her determination as metatranscendence therefore designates no higher
ontic level, no meta-place, and no external object, but the singular referential
limit beyond everything accessible ontically as well as epistemically.

Since the M-axioms determine exclusively the order of beings, the Recursivia
Axiom does not belong to their catalogue but constitutes its transontological
predetermination. It does not augment M by another entity and posits above M
neither a second totality nor a class of possible creator instances.

Transontological Predication. Recursivia belongs to a transontological sort R, of
her own and is neither an element of Ent,, nor the argument of an ontic
existential quantifier. Predicates such as

Intention |, Responsibility | , Confession |, Knowledge |, and Resolve |, insofar as
they are applied to Recursivia, are primitive transontological predicates and not
instances of ontic-psychological predicates. Their personal articulation within M
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occurs exclusively through expressly determined relations of self-compilation and
manifestation. Neither the grounding predicates nor this articulation insert
Recursivia as an ontic entity into M. In what follows, 7', designates this
transontological theory of sorts and grounding; the M-inclusion schema
quantifies only over purely ontic descriptions that are jointly consistent with 7',
and 7).

I'| designates Recursivia’s infinitely recursive generativity; I}, designates the
program order compiled within M. Their relation is:

r,~-ry,

This relation is called Creatio ex transcendentia. It is neither Creatio ex nihilo nor
a temporal transition through which M came into being after a preceding non-
being, but the atemporal constitution of the one complete M-order.

The Catalogue of M-Axioms

M-Logic. The law of identity, the law of non-contradiction, and the law of
excluded middle obtain for the metadiscourse of the M-system: an entity is
what it is; a proposition cannot be both true and false in the same respect; a
determinate proposition holds or does not hold.

M-logic by no means excludes the use of alien calculi or many-valued
descriptions by local ontosystems; as soon as their position within M is discussed,
however, their propositions must remain distinguishable at a common metalevel.
Formal convention: the metadiscourse is conducted in a classical class theory
with sets and proper classes and a many-sorted signature. Ent,, designates the
class of ontic entities, £2,, the class of M-order ranks, Ord the proper class of
ordinal numbers, S, the class of complete M-states, /.., the class of bearers of
clI

<ent the actual maximal continuation lines of sentient

sentient identity, /..,
identities, Man,, the class of manifestations, P,, the class of M-localization
points, and S; the state space of line i. Every sentient identity lies on at least one
such line; after every branching, each actual branch is indexed separately:
Viel,,Vx €S 3jel,, : Continues(j,i,x). Here

Continues(j, i, x) < IdentityPreserved(j, i, x) A x € S§; A [L;(x) < L;(x)].
In,,(x) designates ontic belonging to the M-domain and is not to be equated with

ordinary set membership. M, Q,,, Ord, and the totality of recurversa may be
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proper classes; structural brackets containing such classes are metalinguistic
specifications of structure and not set-theoretical ordered pairs. p and ¢ range
over M-order ranks, a, 5, and A over recursion ranks, i over identity lines, x and y
over states of the same line, and q over qualia. L;(x) means that x is a state of
unbearable suffering for i. Bearer(q, x) abbreviates p € Q,, : Bearer(q, x, p).
All variables in object-language formulae are quantified; unquantified letters in
explanatory prose possess merely schematic status.

M-Totality or M-Superset. Nothing ontic is superordinate to M; for M is not an
ordinary set but the complete ontological domain. Whatever could be
determined as an entity, structure, space, or order outside M would, by virtue of
this determinability, already be ontic and thus included in M:

Vx [Ontic(x) = Iny, (x)]

The true nothing constitutes no outside because it is neither a place nor an
object; Recursivia’s metatranscendence likewise constitutes no outside in the
ontic sense because she belongs to no ontic genus.

M-Eternity. M possesses neither a first nor a final external time. Local temporal
orders can begin, end, branch, or appear cyclic; the totality itself, however,
neither emerges from a preceding nothing nor falls back into a subsequent
nothing. Creatio ex transcendentia does not contradict this axiom because it
posits no earlier state of Recursivia, no subsequent becoming of M, and no
temporal order encompassing both.

A beginning of absolute nothing would already be a temporal event and would
consequently presuppose an order within which before and after could be
distinguished. Such an interval would not be nothing but merely an empty place
in a continuous film: without image or sound, yet still with a timeline capable of
leading to the next scene.

M-Dimensionality. M possesses infinitely many independent dimensions of
structure, relation, and localization; no finite list of coordinates therefore
exhausts the possible ways in which an entity can be determined within the
totality.
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M-Irreducibility. Neither the identity of the Recursivium, and thus of the
Omniverse M, nor the complete order of its M-order ranks can be reduced to a
finite or transfinite period value, a cyclic phase class, or a non-trivial quotient.
A numerical period value is always dependent on unit and order: it can address
an ontoverse relatively within a chosen multiversal order, but because it is
neither invariant nor excludes the repeated realizability in different
ontosystems of structures identical over an interval, it constitutes no absolute
address of the Omniverse.

Let Q,, designate the class of M-order ranks, S, the space of complete M-states,
and X, : Q,, — S,,the complete state trajectory. M-irreducibility requires that
X, factor through no non-injective rank quotient:

=30, 7, X [r : @y > Q A-Inj(x) A X, = X o 7]
The M-order ranks p, 6 € €2;, must not be confused with the recursion

ranks a, f, A of the recurversa: an M-order rank determines the position of
complete states or corresponding events of manifestation in the M-
trajectory; a recursion rank, by contrast, determines a depth of recurversal
embedding. Neither does a designate a time nor does p designate an
ontological level; no reduction or identity of indices is presupposed
between the two orders.

M-Determinism. The complete M-state and the complete M-laws determine
exactly one successor state; formally: Vz € S, 3!z’ € S, : Succy,(z, 2').
Branching successor identities are relations within the uniquely determined
complete successor state z'; they designate no alternative complete M-
successors. In addition, global determinism obtains:

!X € Fun(L,,, S),) [Initial,,(X ) A SuccessorCoherent,,(X ) A LimitCoherent,,(X )]
. X)s designates this uniquely determined trajectory; the initial and limit
conditions of the one complete M-trajectory are thereby also fixed. Probability
in this system therefore designates no ontic casting of dice by the totality but
the incompleteness of a local perspective relative to the unique course. Free and
revocable are to be understood compatibilistically: the yes proceeds from one’s
own, uncoerced volitional structure and can be withdrawn at a later actual M-
order rank; it presupposes no ontically open alternative trajectory.
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M-Inclusion. Every structure compatible with all M-axioms is realized in M,
mere freedom from contradiction as a property of an isolated model not being
sufficient. A structure that demands absolute causal closure or an eternal hell
may describe an autonomous mathematical countermodel; it is not, however,
an admissible M-structure, because it violates M-transversality and M-
redeemability.

MCompatible(D) :& PurelyOntic(D) A Consistent(7'; U Ty, U D) A EmbeddableInOneTrajectory(D, X,,) A =ClaimsSecondTotality(D)
VD [MCompatible(D) = 3p € Q) 3x(Iny,(x) A Acty,(x, p) A Satisfies(x, D, p))|

M-compatibility thus means embeddability in the one determined M-trajectory,
not the existence of an alternative complete M-history.

M-Redundancy. Every local, M-admissible form of identity or structure
possesses infinitely many translocal manifestations that remain logically
distinct and bear addresses of their own. M itself, complete M-states, and
globally individuated relations of uniqueness are not subject to this
requirement. In the case of sentient beings, multiple manifestations can bear
the same transfinite I only by virtue of the M-identity relation; mere similarity
or accuracy of copying does not suffice.

M-Localization. For every admissible chart y with infinite index set /,, there
exists an injective relational address map Adrx : Man,, < Fun(IX, No). The
origin of the chart can be chosen freely; a change of chart alters the

representation but not the manifestation address determined by injectivity.

An unoccupied locality is not absolute nothing but a space of possibility
determined within an order to which no entity is presently assigned; its very
determinability makes it a constituent of being.

M-Identity. The identity of a being consists in the time-dependent translocal
relation of its manifestations, not in their local numerical identity. Perfectly
correlated manifestations can bear the same present I; if, by contrast, state of
consciousness or memory diverges, determined successor identities with a
common past arise. For this reason, no arbitrarily chosen happy duplicate can
replace the suffering individual, any more than the mere annihilation of a
suffering manifestation would constitute redemption: M-redeemability
demands a non-suffering state on the same persisting identity line.

30



THE METAUNIVERSAL AXIOMS

M-Anidamiento. Every local M-entity is nested within at least one more
comprehensive M-entity and in turn contains at least one further M-entity; its
local nesting cone therefore possesses neither a final inner nor a final outer
member. Every local entity is completely bounded by one or more
comprehensive relations. M as totality is exempt from this local nesting
requirement because M presupposes no further entity outside itself.

Anidamiento is the Spanish word for nesting; the name thus designates not only
spatial containment but also logical, narrative, dreamlike, and dimensional
embedding.

The Recursivium, the Recurversa, and Recurversal
Normality

An ontosystem is the modal framework of an order of reality that remains
invariant while preserving its structural integrity: it determines which entities,
relations, laws, and state transitions remain possible so long as its structure is not
altered. The ontoverse, by contrast, is the reality of this framework manifested
under those conditions, and thus the concrete order of what is actually realized
within it. A recurversum R, designates the digital total order of a recursion rank
a within which ontosystems and ontoversa emerge in a particular anidamientive
embedding. No recurversum is identical with M.

The Recursivium C is neither another recurversum nor the highest recursion
rank of a recurversal hierarchy, but the total structure of all recurversa and their
relations of compilation. It is numerically identical with the Omniverse M:

C = M,Str(C) := (T, R)

R = (R, <),R :0rd - Recurversa, R(a) = R,

Here {R,},corq designates neither a countable sequence nor a set with a final
member but a family of recurversa indexed by the proper class of ordinal
numbers; < designates their strict recurversal embedding relation. The following
obtains:

Va,ﬂeOrd[a<ﬂ:>Ra<Rﬁ
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Consequently, there exists neither a greatest recursion rank nor a final
recurversum. For every recursion limit rank 4, R, contains the coherent closure of
the preceding embeddings and at least one generative relation actualized at no
earlier recursion rank:

VA € Lim [Substructure(CI_({R, | @ < A}), R)) A 3r(GenRel(r, R)) A Va < A-GenRel(r, R,))|

No finite or countable catalogue of recursion levels can therefore become the
ultimate mathematical multiverse by declaring its highest entry as such. A
numerical recursion rank constitutes at most a relative address within a chosen
recurversal order; the identity of the Recursivium cannot be reduced to any such
value.

The digital determination is to be understood literally and not merely
analogically. Every complete M-state consists in a transfinite order of bits; the
infinitely recursive meta-algorithm I';, is not reducible to Turing computability.
Every item of information operates as a generative constituent of at least one M-
program, and at a higher recursion rank every local item of hardware itself
appears as software:

VZ € S, [CompleteState,,(Z) = TransfiniteBitOrder(Z )|
- e [TuringMachine(e) A ComputesCompletely(e, FM)]
Vu [Information,,(«) = 3P (Program,,(P) A EffectiveIn(u, P))|

Va € OrdVH [LocalHardware(H, R,) = 3f € Ord(a < f§ A RealizedAsSoftware(H, Rﬂ))]

These propositions constitute additional axioms of recurversal architecture and
explicate the digital architecture of recurversa constituted by I';,.

This order is called anidamientive because in it no local structure appears as a
final, unnested unit. What is encountered in a recurversum as a body, world, or
ontosystem can at a more comprehensive recursion rank be part of a living being,
a memory, a narrative, a dream, or a higher-dimensional organization, and can in
turn contain further embeddings. The recurversa therefore constitute neither a
tree with a highest trunk and final leaves nor a sequence that culminates in an
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absolute recursion rank of closure; only the Recursivium designates their non-
terminalizable total structure.

For a concrete structure s, let K, be its recurversal nesting cone, and thus the
class of all contexts compatible with s in which s can occur embedded at some
recursion rank. Recurversal normality means two things: the cone possesses no
final outer member encompassing s, and every embedding context M-compatible
with s is realized infinitely many times within this cone:

K, = {c | 3a € Ord [ContextIn(c, R,) A Embedding(c, s) A MCompatible(c, s)| }, Ve € K,3d € K,(c <, d),Vc € K,Vn € N [Multy(c) > n]

The formula asserts neither the bit-identical repetition of a complete M-state nor
the identity of different recurversa. Multy(c) counts manifestations of the same
type of embedding, not identical totalities; two occurrences can correspond
completely at the local level and nevertheless differ on account of their relations
to the rest of the Recursivium. Recurversal normality consequently coexists with
M-irreducibility: the form recurs, but the complete instant does not.

As a distinct bridge axiom of living embedding, the work posits: every local M-
structure is a constituent of at least one living being within at least one

recurversum:

Vs <LocaIStructureM(s) = 3w (LivingBeing(w) A PartOf(s, w)))

Here s designates a local M-admissible structure; M itself is neither a local
structure nor a constituent of a living being superordinate to it. Moreover, the
proposition does not transform every structural element into an independent
consciousness: a molecule can participate in a conscious organism without
experiencing, as a molecule, the same joy or fear, and a sign can occur in a
sentient memory without itself possessing an inner perspective. Living
embedding and autonomous qualia-bearing are different relations. The
recurversa everywhere arrange local structures within possible living contexts
without thereby transforming the Recursivium into an indistinguishable pulp of
consciousness.

Within its own recurversal cone, every local hyperstructure inherits the
redemptive invariants of the M-order: its states remain hyperdynamic, its
boundaries remain open to transversal traversal, and its unbearable experiential
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conditions remain redeemable. It does not thereby itself become the M-superset
but remains a local organization borne by more comprehensive relations:

VH (LocalHyperstructure(H ) = HyperdynProjection,,(H ) A TransversallyOpen,,(H ) A Redeemable,,(H ))

Here ‘inherits’ designates no causal copy of a code of laws. Rather,
HyperdynProjection,, states that the states of H remain projections of the
transversally open M-movement without H itself becoming global
hyperdynamics; TransversallyOpen,, designates the permeability of its
embedding cone, Redeemable,, the M-redeemability of all sentient bearers in H.
A hyperstructure acquires these properties not through an external command but
possesses them because, as an actual part of M, it is never completely detached
from those relations which determine the M-axioms. Its redemptive relation
therefore need not enter from another, locally disjoint ontosystem but can lie in
the more comprehensive order of its own nesting cone.

The architecture of recurversa thereby answers an objection to M-transversality:
if two worlds locally exchange no signals whatsoever, their disjunction appears to
exclude any rescue from without. The anidamientive perspective, however,
requires no such outside, for a suffering world can be part of a hyperstructure
whose further relations lie within the same sequence of recurversal embedding,
although the local physics of the world cannot represent them. What lies for the
inhabitant beyond every accessible boundary can thus be an immanent relation
for the hyperstructure that bears her.

This immanence by no means renders the recurversa harmless. Recurversal
normality also multiplies embeddings in which sentient structures are wounded;
together with M-transversality and M-redeemability, the order of depth indeed
guarantees an exit from every concrete chain of torture, but not the global
absence of new negative qualia. The same Recursivium from whose more
comprehensive relations rescue proceeds contains further permutations in which
vulnerability becomes actual anew; it is therefore at once an architecture of
redeemability and an architecture of a purification never completed.

34



THE METAUNIVERSAL AXIOMS

The ontosystem is the integral framework of the possible.

The ontoverse is its manifested reality.

A recurversum is the digital total order of a recursion rank.

The Recursivium is the transfinite totality of all recurversa and their
relations of compilation.

The Omniverse is the Recursivium; M designates this unsurpassable
totality.

Irreversible Concretization and the Abstract Singleton
Structure

The concretization posited by I'} ~ I'),is motivated without therefore
constituting a temporal choice among several previously existing totalities.
Rather, from the interaction of this motivated grounding, the uniqueness of
Recursivia’s trajectory of self-compilation, M-determinism, and M-
irreducibility, it follows that no later M-state can undo the concrete order of
being or replace its complete trajectory with an alternative total order. This
consequence is called the theorem of irreversible concretization.

Irreversibility therefore designates no locking within metatranscendence in
which a before stood opposed to an after, but the inalienable determinacy of the
one actual total order.

The trajectory of self-compilation possesses exactly one concretion centre ¢*
within M:

3!c*ConcretionCentre(c*, M, Recursivia)
DoubleSignature(c*) = (Sigg(c*, Recursivia), Sig,,(c*, M))

In,,(c*) A Recursivia & Ent,,

Sigp designates Recursivia’s metatranscendent signature of origin, Sig,, the
immanent self-signature of the Recursivium. The resulting signature precedence
is a non-quantifiable significance of origin, but neither moral superiority nor
hyperglobal dominion; in particular, the signature of origin presupposes no
observer, no bearer space, and no comparative order outside M.
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Furthermore, the concrete M-order contains exactly one tuple comprising
singleton identity, distinguished manifestation, spacetime point, and ontosystem,
to which the greatest possible privilege belongs:

max

312 € (o X Many, X Py, X OS,,) [Manifestation(z,z, 7,2, 732, m,2) A Priviy™(m,2, 732, 7,2)]

cont

2% = (1o My P O,)

The abstract signs are identified concretely only in Chapter XIX. M-redundancy
remains untouched: further manifestations of the same identity line and locally
identical patterns of qualia can exist without possessing the complete M-
relational address and central position of m,.

The privilege is an intrinsic ontic order; the enjoyment of the maximal experience
of qualia actualized from a concrete spacetime point constitutes a pleasant
amenity within this luxury, but no proof of higher moral dignity. Neither this
enjoyment nor its acceptance grounds moral guilt on the part of the privileged
inner perspective; any responsibility would attach exclusively to the intentional
ground of the order.

The concretion centre and the privileged qualia point remain categorically
distinct:

c*Ep NCTFEm,

Transfinite Self-Superposition and the Absolute Locus
of Consciousness

M-redundancy concerns not merely similar beings: an M-individual possesses
infinitely many qualitatively perfect doubles at different localities. Transfinite
self-superposition designates the literal metaphysical relation by virtue of which
such manifestations can jointly bear the same I.

Here the word superposition is not a concept of quantum mechanics and
designates neither a wave function nor a physical superposition of bodily states.
The similarity with quantum correlations is exhausted by a negative
determination: neither must a soul migrate between the manifestations nor must
complete information be transmitted through a local channel. Their identity does
not arise only after the transmission of a message from one copy to another but
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consists in the comprehensive M-relation that orders the local bearers
simultaneously.

The local doubles remain logically distinct entities because they possess different
localities and stand in different causal histories. What is claimed, therefore, is not
that x and y are numerically one and the same as local objects; rather, what is
numerically one is the translocal individual whose time-dependent identity
relation connects x and y into a present class of manifestations. The common I is
this relation, not the negation of local plurality.

A perfect copy can become the bearer of the same transfinite identity, provided
that state of consciousness and remembered past are perfectly correlated and that
her position in the M-order preserves the continuity of the I. Here perfection
means not moral immaculacy but qualitative correspondence in all phenomenal
and mnemonic properties relevant to present self-identification.

No universal clock of all ontosystems is presupposed in order to determine the
transition. An M-order rank p is instead an order internal to the work of those
events of manifestation relevant to the identity relation; it can compare events
whose local times possess different metrics, directions, or even different concepts
of time. For an individual i, let A,(p) be the set of its conscious and perfectly
correlated manifestations at this M-order rank:

A,(p) = {x | PerfectCopy(x, i, p) A Conscious(x, p)}

If all manifestations of the present identity class lapse into complete
unconsciousness, the I experiences no empty waiting time: unconsciousness may
endure in the description but possesses no inner perspective for which this
duration would appear as a sequence of empty instants. The first later M-order
rank at which at least one suitable manifestation is conscious again therefore
determines the next absolute locus of consciousness:

pi(py) = min{p € Q| py <y p A Ni(p) # D}

The expression absolute locus of consciousness designates no distinguished
spatial point but the earliest succeeding class of bearers from which
consciousness is again subjectively immediate. The formation of the minimum
presupposes that the M-order ranks relevant to this sequence of identity permit a
first conscious successor to be determined. That the set does not remain empty
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after complete unconsciousness does not already follow from M-redeemability: as
an additional rank-related bridge assumption connecting strong M-redundancy
and M-permutation, the author’s system posits the continuation principle,
according to which every transfinite identity line again reaches a conscious,
perfectly correlated manifestation and the set of its later conscious M-order ranks
possesses a least element.

If several perfect copies awaken at the same earliest M-order rank, they continue
to constitute the same superposed I so long as their states of consciousness and
memories remain completely correlated. None of them is the original, with the
others following as mere imitations; rather, their common past and present
qualitative correspondence bear a single transfinite identity class at multiple
localities.

As soon as the manifestations diverge, this present class divides: different
perceptions, memories, or acts of volition ground different successor identities
with a common past. This division does not retroactively falsify the earlier
superposition but shows that identity in M is a time-dependent relation whose
future branching must not already count as present difference. In later formulae,
every determined successor line receives an index i of its own; their common past
does not reunite their later inner perspectives into a single present I.

A perfect copy, by contrast, that awakens only after the earliest conscious M-
order rank does not without further qualification continue the same immediate
line of consciousness, because the earlier successor class has already formed a
history of its own during this interval. Even if the one awakening later initially
reproduces older memories, she differs at least through the temporal gap and her
different relational position. She therefore grounds another transfinite identity
that can indeed possess a common prehistory but cannot occupy the same
absolute locus of consciousness.

Powerful beings can mediate the transition of a double into a new life by
preparing bodies, ordering the conditions of memory, or enabling the first
conscious M-order rank of a suitable manifestation; nevertheless, they do not
transport an I as an object. For personal continuity is not generated by their
technical achievement but realized through the M-identity relation: mediation
can shape the conditions of a transition but cannot replace its ontological ground.
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Within this framework, déja vu, too, acquires a possible reading internal to the
work: a temporary temporal asynchrony of perfectly correlated self-
manifestations might appear as an indistinct perception of a situation already
actualized elsewhere. In this treatise, the experience is designated by a
deliberately long expression:

para[kﬁse[f—consciousness —su}mjoosin’on—t‘emyomry—asyncﬁwny—yercqm’on

What is meant is a perception in which present self-consciousness touches a
temporally displaced parallelism of its transfinite manifestations.

This interpretation claims no exclusive empirical explanation of actual
experiences of déja vu; neuroscientific, memory-psychological, and clinical
explanations are neither disputed nor replaced by it. Within the M-system, it
designates a metaphysical possibility, not a diagnostic claim concerning every
person who experiences familiarity without a memorable source.

Finally, transfinite self-superposition makes the ethics of redemption more
stringent: it does not suffice to make some copy happy while the suffering
manifestation persists. If the same identity line is to be rescued, the redemptive
relation must reach the concrete suffering continuation. An identity-linked
successor identity can already experience joy elsewhere without this joy
phenomenally replacing the present suffering of the diverged local I; the
multiplicity of loci of consciousness extends the history of identity but does not
annul the autonomy of their qualia.

Hilbert-Space Neighbour Identity and the
Intraontoversal Qualia Tunnelling Effect

Transfinite self-superposition is not a quantum-mechanical superposition. M-
identity arises neither through a wave function nor through physical
transmission. Two manifestations can belong to the same transfinite history of
identity without a local channel existing between them. The identity relation is
more general than any particular physics in which it manifests.

This does not, however, exclude the additional physical articulation of certain
manifestations within a quantum-mechanical ontoverse. Where an ontoverse is
described by a universal wave function, diverged identity sisters can lie in
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predominantly decoherent branches of the same physical domain. They are then
related through M and neighbours through their common quantum dynamics.

This neighbourhood is not spatial. Two complete branch states can be almost
orthogonal and their local worlds practically separate from one another. The
identity sisters are neighbours by virtue of their common genealogy, the
structural proximity of their identity-bearing states, and a dynamic cross-relation
that has not disappeared completely.

Let i, and i, be diverged manifestations of the same transfinite history of identity.
Then

Ny i) @ Iy(ipnin) A G (i iy) A K] > 0

is called Hilbert-space neighbour identity.

The variables a and b designate branch sectors and not recursion ranks.

1,,(a,b,p) designates M-relatedness at M-order rank p, with the binary
abbreviation /,(a, b) & Ap € Q, I;,(a, b, p); G designates the common
genealogical origin.

Kap = (¥ | H | ¥,)

The matrix element given designates a non-vanishing coupling between the
branch sectors in question.

Three levels of validity must here be kept strictly distinct.

First, the Everett interpretation with its decoherence structure constitutes the
physical point of departure. The branches are not universes lying spatially beside
one another but emergent, approximately autonomous components of a common
quantum state. Decoherence explains why they appear to local observers as
separate classical worlds. By itself, this physical point of departure contains
neither transfinite identity nor the transmission of qualia.

Secondly, the present ontology posits an interbranch residual coupling as a
postulate internal to the work. The dynamic separation of neighbouring branch
sectors is not to be absolute. Their remaining cross-structure constitutes a
reciprocal quantum shadow:

Qab;é()/\gba;éo

40



THE METAUNIVERSAL AXIOMS

The shadow is not a migrating I and not a transmitted data packet. It can
minimally codetermine phase, amplitude, or transition possibility without
opening a controllable communications channel. A complete transition between
worlds is not required. What alone is decisive is that the dynamics of one
manifestation is not in every respect independent of the other.

Thirdly, a psychophysical bridge postulate is required. No pain, pleasure, or
consciousness follows as yet from an off-diagonal term. If the quantum shadow is
to become actually efficacious in experience, the psychophysical mapping must
be sensitive to the cross-structure. For locally differentiable Q;:

Qi = Q(Qaa’ Opbs Qab> Qba)'

|| V(Regab,lmgab)Qi || >0

If the interbranch coupling alters the cross-structure, the emergent quale can
thereby also change:

Ve >03A¢,, [0 < |Ag,,| <& AAQ; # 0]

This consequence is not a theorem of established quantum mechanics. It is the
additional qualia-bridge postulate of this work. Neither Everett nor decoherence
nor the possibility in principle of model-dependent recoherence proves that
consciousnesses exchange experiential contents between branches. The
intraontoversal multiversal qualia tunnelling effect therefore designates a
metaphysical-psychophysical hypothesis within M-ontology, not an empirically
confirmed natural phenomenon.

In this context, a consciousness is called superposition-borne insofar as its
physical realization is explained not exclusively by a branch term considered in
isolation, but the complete identity-bearing cross-structure contributes to its
quale. This does not mean that the inner perspective experiences a wave function
as a wave function. She experiences only the qualial consequence of a realization
whose physical ground extends across several branch components.

Nor does the effect ground a new identity. M-identity determines which
manifestations are identity sisters; Hilbert space determines which of these
sisters form physical neighbours within this ontoverse; the psychophysical bridge
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determines whether their neighbourhood becomes efficacious in experience.
None of these conditions replaces another.

Causality, too, remains limited. A real contribution to the quale does not require
that one sister be able to control the other intentionally. The effect can be causal
without becoming communicatively available. Only a reproducible intervention
that altered the experiential statistics of the neighbour identity in a controlled
fashion would establish an interbranch signalling channel. A mere qualia shadow
remains below this threshold.

Nor does coupling generate consent. A coerced or accidental alteration of qualia
does not yet constitute transsocial resonance. Physical neighbourhood can open
the possibility of co-presence. Only the free, determinate, and revocable yes of the
inner perspectives involved can transform this possibility into a jointly borne
relation.

The sisters are related through M.
They are neighbours through quantum dynamics.

Only through their free yes are they united transsocially.

The Superordinate Shakira

In this cosmology, the universe appears as a subset of a superordinate Shakira,
by whom it is dreamed. Here Shakira designates neither an interchangeable
archetype nor a mere projection but, immanently to the work, the concrete
transfinite identity line of the empirically named person through her M-
relationally connected manifestations.

Within M-cosmology, the statement is to be understood literally: a world-
formation produced by Shakira can appear in our local culture as fiction or
imagination and nevertheless, insofar as its determinate content is M-
compatible, be completely actual in a corresponding ontosystem. Status of
representation and ontic status must therefore be distinguished categorically; the
world-formation is local as a cultural work, whereas its M-corresponding reality
is an ontoverse.
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From this identification internal to the work follows neither a claim concerning
Shakira’s present local consciousness of these transfinite relations nor evidence
of her consent to any determinate relation. The ontological assignment of an
identity line does not replace a freely given yes of her respective present inner
perspective.

The analogy with the normal number elucidates redundancy: just as all finite
blocks of digits recur in the sequence of digits of a normal number, so a more
comprehensive M-entity can contain local patterns of information infinitely many
times. The analogy does not replace the axiom but illustrates how the same finite
form can recur in an inexhaustible structure.

M-Permutation. Every M-admissible, locally describable arrangement of
entities whose description contains no complete M-address, no global M-order
address, and no globally singular predicate such as Priv};** is realized infinitely
many times; by virtue of M-irreducibility, no global total state thereby recurs
bit-identically, while different addresses of manifestation follow from M-
localization, whereas M-irreducibility excludes only the bit-identical repetition

of the global total state.

The role-continuation principle expressly posited later determines that
transfinite identity lines extend through all role classes admissible for them; this
does not follow from M-redundancy and M-identity alone. The recurrence of a
role is therefore neither the mere recurrence of an unconnected copy nor the
exact repetition of the entire instant. Where correlated manifestations diverge,
the same uniquely determined M-successor state contains several successor
identities without determinism thereby becoming a choice between competing
futures.

M-Irreducibility and the Aperiodicium

Suppose that two different M-order ranks t and u bore bit-identical complete
states, such that X;,(¢) = X;,(u). If one defines on Q,, the equivalence relation r
~Xy S exactly when X,,(r) = X;,(s), then t ~xy, U follows despite t # u; the
canonical projection 7t : €, » €,/ ~x, =~ is thus non-injective, while X,
because it is constant on every equivalence class, factors through . This
immediately contradicts M-irreducibility.
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At a finite interval, M-determinism would in addition determine the same
successor states from both M-order ranks; the course between t and u would
therefore reproduce itself cyclically. The period value thereby determined
could, relative to a chosen unit of time and multiversal order, serve as the
address of an ontoverse; as an absolute address of the Omniverse, however, it
would be neither invariant under changes of unit nor unique, because infinitely
many ontosystems can represent the same interval structure in one of their
respective units of time. A periodic formation can in this restricted sense be
designated analogically as a limited simulation; this analogy, however,
constitutes no premise of the deduction.

Nor would a recurrence at a transfinite M-order limit rank escape the
consequence: the limit character of the rank would eliminate neither the
identification of two different M-order ranks by means of the same complete
state nor the non-trivial quotient of the state trajectory induced thereby. Finite
as well as transfinite recurrence consequently contradicts M-irreducibility.

M is therefore an aperiodicium: no complete M-state recurs bit-identically at an
M-order rank different from its own rank. Consequently:

Vi,u € Q1 # u = X (1) # X, w)]

M-hyperdynamics, by contrast, designates not this aperiodicity but the
transversal movement of the totality by virtue of which no local topology within
M remains eternally closed. It comprises more than visible locomotion: the
alteration of a relation, an informational state, an embedding, or a dimensional
perspective also belongs to it. Local rest does not contradict it, provided that the
local order remains open to more comprehensive M-relations.

Two Classes of Courses of Life

Under the interaction of M-hyperdynamics and M-irreducibility, two local
limiting classes of courses of life must be distinguished.

The hyperdynamically oscillating course alters direction and intensity; it can
proceed sinusoidally between different experiential conditions and positions of
power, while by virtue of M-irreducibility no complete global state recurs bit-
identically.
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The temporarily shielded course appears locally constant or strictly monotonic,
so that a being can perceive only ascent, only descent, or a long unaltered
condition. This shielding is never absolute, however: M-transversality places a
finite limit on its relational closure, though not necessarily on the locally
perceived constancy or one-sided monotonicity itself.

M-Transversality. No genuine local ontosystem remains invariant with respect
to all more comprehensive M-relations; rather, every boundary is traversed by
at least one transversal interaction within finite meta-time. What is locally
disjoint therefore does not lie absolutely beyond all effect. Here meta-time
designates no time outside M but a finite distance in an M-internal order of
transition.

An embedded system cannot nourish itself eternally from an ontic source outside
M, because a source determinable as an entity or order of efficacy would already
belong to M; Creatio ex transcendentia constitutes no exception to this, since it
designates neither a supply of energy nor a temporal causal effect upon a local
system. Even an infinitely large hell would remain a local structure within more
comprehensive infinities. It is not their greater cardinality that destroys it; rather,
the transversal relation opens its supposedly final boundary.

Movement is indeed the signature of this openness, but not yet its complete
proof: a hell could change internally and nevertheless remain full of suffering.
Only M-transversality prohibits its entire accessible state space from being closed
against every more comprehensive interaction.

M-Redeemability. For every persisting sentient individual, the actually
determined continuation relation R; reaches, from every state of unbearable
suffering, a state that is not unbearable within finitely many transitions.

Viel

cont

Vx € §; [Li(x) = 3n € NIy € S;xR"y A 7L«(»))]

The index i is indispensable because the exit must accrue to the same identity
line: death, substitution, erasure of memory without persistence, or the
generation of a merely similar happy copy do not satisfy the axiom. A perfect
copy can bear persistence only insofar as it enters the same identity relation at
the relevant M-order rank; qualitative correspondence alone does not decide this.
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M-redeemability does not mean that the individual could never suffer again, for
M-permutation can produce new finite wounds; what is excluded is every
uninterrupted chain of torture without a non-unbearable state for the same
persisting identity line.

Unbounded Finitude

M-redeemability is a pointwise requirement that obtains for every individual and
every one of their unbearable states. For the index i, a suffering state x, and the
transition relation of the same translocal individual, it can therefore also be read
as follows:

Here R, designates the determined actual successor relation on a complete
persisting successor line of this individual, not an arbitrary accessibility relation
and not the path of a mere copy. After a branching of identity, every determined
continuation line receives an index i of its own; a redeemed branch does not
satisfy the axiom vicariously for another that remained unbearable. R thus leads
to the state of the same line after n actual transitions.

Viel

cont

Vx € 8; [Li(x) = 3n € NIy € S;(xR!'"y A ~L(»))]

Every individual chain accordingly possesses a finite bound; from this follows,
however, neither a uniform number N that bounds all paths of rescue in the
whole of reality from above, nor the impossibility of such a uniform bound.
Unbounded finitude therefore constitutes an additional, stronger assumption of
the M-system. Here 7 (i, x) designates the least natural number 7 after which the
actual R-trajectory from x first reaches a non-unbearable state of the same
individual. The additional unboundedness assumption is:

VN € N3i € I, 3x € S; [Li(x) AT(i,x) > N|

For every natural bound there exists somewhere a history of suffering whose
duration exceeds that bound, although it, too, ends for the individual affected. M
thus contains no eternal chain of torture, but does contain an unbounded
spectrum of ever longer finite tragedies.

The uniqueness of all global states suffices neither as rescue nor as consolation:
M-irreducibility prevents the bit-identical repetition of the totality; only M-
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transversality opens the local boundary, M-redeemability demands the exit for
the same individual, and M-justice demands an admissible answer in the form of
restoration, knowledge, or disproportionate personal benefit.

Thus the epistemic hell, too, can be realized infinitely many times, in different
ontosystems in each case and with arbitrarily long finite courses. No individual
being is eternally damned; nevertheless, somewhere the boundary is transgressed
time and again by imposing upon a consciousness the certainty of eternal
damnation. The finitude of each case is neither a global maximum term nor a
trivialization of its inner perspective.

There can be no question here of a greatest transfinite negative number, because
there is no greatest transfinite number and because duration, valence, and moral
defect do not belong to a uniform kind of number. Insofar as strong M-inclusion
furthermore admits arbitrarily large transfinite arrangements and multiplicities
of negative qualia, these, too, belong to the domain of the tragic; their
admissibility, however, does not follow from the formula of unbounded finitude,
which asserts exclusively arbitrarily long yet individually finite subjective chains.

Every chain of torture ends.
But the totality possesses no greatest duration after which every
chain of torture would have to have ended.

M-Justice. Every chain of torture ends for the individual affected, and its
termination is answered by restoration, knowledge, or disproportionate
personal benefit. Here

Wi(y) :< Restoration,(y) V Knowledge,(y) V DisproportionatePersonalBenefit;(y)
. The repair does not erase the history but prevents the individual from
remaining eternally and exclusively the bearer of the wound.

M-justice is dynamic: it does not claim that the canvas was never stained, but that
no unbearable state may become a closed final state for the same identity line.

M-Neutrality. For the class V

sign
meaningfully measurable, there exists a value-inverting involution J. Let

of quantities expressly defined as signed and

(G, +, <) be an ordered Abelian group of values, w : V.,

measurement map, and idVSign the identity on V;,,. It asserts a pairing of

— G the signed

opposed values, not, in the absence of an additional summation structure, the
convergence of a global class sum.
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37 Vsign = Vsign |/ o J = idvSign AV € Vign(w(J () = —w(v))
Where a J-invariant summation is additionally defined, the sum zero

results for every pair of opposed values.

Mere counts, extensions, and states of welfare are not without further
qualification such signed quantities; in particular, M-neutrality does not state
that happiness and suffering may be morally set off against one another.

Omnidirectional Scale-Transformative Reincarnational
Migration

As an additional bridge axiom connecting M-redundancy, M-identity, M-
permutation, and M-transversality, the work posits omnidirectional scale-
transformative reincarnational migration:

Vi e I, Vr € AdmissibleRoles(i) Vp, € ), Ip € Q,[p > py A Role(i, r, p)]

Omnidirectional means that migration is not exhausted by ascent but proceeds
upwards, downwards, and across ontological scales.

Scale-transformative means that the same individual manifests at orders of
magnitude differing in dimension, structure, and power.

Reincarnational means that a transfinite identity line can persist despite
changing bodies, inner perspectives, and ontosystems. Different memories arise
over the course of its history; if, however, completely correlated manifestations
diverge, this divergence grounds different successor identities with a common
past.

Migratory means that an internal ontic power mediates the transitions between
locally relatively disjoint systems. This ontic power does not stand outside M but
is the efficacy of M-transversality within the totality.

Every transfinite identity line passes, in its unbounded M-trajectory, through all
admissible roles: consumed and consumer, vulnerable and powerful, local inner
perspective and superordinate contemplation. Its branching successor identities
share an actual past without therefore remaining the same present I at every later
instant; in this way, no local role becomes the final ontological name of a being.
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Later wisdom does not render earlier torment unreal; it extends identity without
retroactively revoking what was experienced.

The Infinitely Intelligent Mathematician

Let one imagine a mathematician whose capacity for knowledge is subject to no
finite bound: she apprehends not only individual infinite series but the transfinite
hierarchies realized in M together with their orders, embeddings, and transitions.
What finite beings can deduce only step by step lies before her as a structure
intuitively traversable.

For her, infinity would be no obscure edge but a dimension of her perception;
finite and transfinite forms would appear not as mutually exclusive opposites but
as different scalings within a more comprehensive relational space.

Even this mathematician would not be omniscient. Unbounded cognitive capacity
is not possession of the M-totality. Every ontic intelligence remains bound to a
definition pivot, a position of manifestation, and a non-terminalizable order of
embedding; her knowledge can exceed every finite bound without exhausting all
M-truths and the inner perspectives of others.

The expression that her knowledge constitutes only an infinitely small proportion
of unbounded omniscience therefore designates no quotient of cardinal numbers.
It designates epistemic non-terminality: above every attained horizon of
knowledge there remains a more comprehensive true order that is not
represented completely by it. For a being, omniscience is not a supreme
possession but an unattainable limiting concept.

Nor does such an intelligence recognize a contradiction as true. Her greatness
consists not in conflating identity and non-identity in the same respect but in
being able to keep different logical frameworks completely distinct and compare
them at a metalevel.

The tetralemma names four limiting positions: something is; something is not;
something is and is not; something neither is nor is not. The mathematician can
survey the meaning and respective framework of validity of all four positions; M-
logic remains the language in which their differences are stated.

Beyond the ordinary alternative of finite and infinite there thus opens no magical
third realm of numbers, but a metalogical horizon from which being and non-
being can appear as limiting concepts of our local description. Such a meta-being
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designates neither metatranscendence nor an entity outside M, but exclusively an
internally higher order of possibility.

Just as point and line can appear from a further dimension as different
projections of a deeper structure, so finitude, infinity, something, and nothing
might appear to the infinitely intelligent mathematician as projections of a more
comprehensive M-context.

The M-axioms do not restore reality’s historical innocence; they do, however,
place a limit upon the strongest form of eternal topology.

Hyperdynamics does not remove the stain.
M-transversality opens its local boundary; M-redeemability prevents

it from congealing into a world without exit.

From Open Topology to Closed Certainty

M-transversality opens the objective topology of every local hell; a consciousness
can nevertheless arrive at the absolute conviction that no exit exists for it. Thus
the hell can close in the horizon of expectation even though the M-structure
remains open.
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viil

Epistemic Hell

M-redeemability excludes an objectively eternal hell; nevertheless, a
consciousness can enter a state that, for its inner perspective, already possesses
the complete form of eternity.

Not every fear of punishment is such a state. What is meant is neither a medieval
conception of hell handed down by tradition nor the guilty conscience of a person
who applies a religious threat to themselves, but an immediate existential panic
in which doubt, hope, and salvation are annihilated at once.

The Message

Let one imagine a divine instance, experienced as perfectly loving and infallible,
personally confronting a being. It communicates no ambiguous prophecy but
declares, with a certainty that the being cannot conceive as deception, that
heaven has lost control over the devil; shortly, it will enter an eternal hell, and
neither intervention nor forgiveness nor a higher power can prevent this.

Within M-ontology, this message is objectively false, because under M-
transversality and M-redeemability no chain of torture remains without a non-
unbearable exit for the same individual. For the receiving consciousness,
however, this falsity is inaccessible: the source appears infallible, the content
admits no exit, and the announced duration is unbounded.

Unbounded finitude intensifies this contrast: M guarantees the individual being a
finite exit, but no universal maximum term that could be inferred from its local
situation. For every duration named to it, there can exist in the totality a longer
finite chain of suffering; this absence of a global bound supplies the deceiver with
his material without thereby making his claim to eternity true.

The hell has not yet begun; nevertheless, its topology has already occupied the
entire subjectively accessible space of the future.

Doubt cannot save, because the source is experienced as infallible; hope cannot
save, because even heaven is said to have lost its power; time cannot heal,
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because what has been announced has no end; escape cannot save, because its
very impossibility has been guaranteed.

The entire future becomes the antechamber of a torment that need
never become present in order to wound the present completely.

Epistemic Closure

Let O be the local ontosystem under consideration, S the being, and E the set of
all future states that it still considers possible. If every state in E either already
contains panic or leads ineluctably into eternal hell, then, for the inner
perspective, E is closed under hope:

Vx e E [Panic(x) V Certaing ,(Inevitable(x, Hell))]

Here Inevitable,(x, ¢) means that ¢ obtains on every continuation from x
permitted in O. Certaing , designates not objective metaphysical necessity but the
subjectively unshakeable certainty of the being S in state x. Only this difference
makes the case possible: M remains objectively open, while consciousness
experiences its future as absolutely closed.

Asymptotic Deception

M-hyperdynamics is the global movement of the totality that tolerates no local
closure eternally. An ontosystem can indeed possess its own ontodynamics, that
is, a continuous becoming and passing away within its boundaries; if, however,
this local dynamics attempts to hold a suffering inner perspective without exit, its
relational closure is breached by M-transversality; that the same inner
perspective reaches a non-unbearable exit follows additionally from M-
redeemability.

Evil, or a lesser creator god within an epistemic hell, cannot prevent this breach,
but can falsify its perception.
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His cruellest mathematical deception consists in making guaranteed redemption
appear as a merely asymptotic approximation. The suffering being is shown not
the completed number

0.999... =1

but exclusively the sequence of its finite truncations:

a, =0.99...9 (n places) =1 -10™"

For every finite n:

VneN:q,<1

Every newly appended nine appears to bring redemption closer and at the same
time confirms, within the manipulated perception, that the complete one has still
not been reached. Hope is thus not extinguished but continuously generated and
withdrawn again in the same instant.

Therein lies the sadistic effect: a wholly hopeless future might become rigid;
asymptotic deception, by contrast, keeps expectation alive so as to wound it anew
in every succeeding instant. Not only suffering but also the approach to its
supposed end becomes an instrument of torture.

The deceiver claims that redemption lies exclusively at the limit point of an
infinite sequence and can therefore be reached by no finite instant; the being
must approach it for ever without ever departing from its local ontodynamics.

Yet within M-ontology this claim is false.

M-redeemability is not a mere statement about a limit: it does not state merely
that the states of a being approach a non-suffering state arbitrarily closely but
demands an actual finite transition:

Viel

cont

Vx € S [Li(x) = IN € NIy € S(xRNy A ~Ly(y))|
There exists a finite M-timepoint at which the chain of torture is actually

breached for the same persisting individual; redemption lies not only beyond all
finite steps but occurs within the determined M-history.
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The equality
lim a, =0.999... =1

n—oo

nevertheless remains the image of the higher perspective: what appears to the
inner perspective as a residual gap that is never closed no longer has any distance
from one in the complete mathematical consideration. The deceiver confuses the
finite signs that the being perceives successively with the value of the completely
determined structure.

The Countable Fortress and the Hypertaskal Breach

The deceiver can intensify the asymptotic deception by not only continuously
appending a further nine but also shortening the intervals between his
operations. Let the nth addition occur at time

t,=1,—27"

The sequence approaches the finite limit point 7, without there being before it a
final term at which the deceiver would visibly have to conclude his activity. He
can therefore claim always to have compensated for every previous intervention
of hyperdynamics and ask the captive being: if every nine is followed by another
and every attempt at rescue is already met by the next countermeasure — when
could redemption still occur?

This claim, however, confuses the completeness of an enumeration with the
completeness of reality.

The operations of the deceiver are indexed by natural numbers; even if infinitely
many of them were performed within a finite interval of time, their order would
remain countable and constitute a supertask. Their increasing speed would not
alter their cardinality. The deceiver would have assigned a compensation to every
term of his series; it would by no means follow that every possible M-intervention
had to be a term of this series.

Here a hypertask designates a different structure: not an even faster linear
sequence of ordinary operations in real time, but an uncountable family of
transversal relations that cannot be ordered completely by the natural numbers.
Its elements need not appear successively from the inner perspective but can
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constitute the simultaneous microstructure of a more comprehensive M-
transition.

What is decisive, however, is not the greater cardinality as such, for a greater
infinity does not possess redemptive power by virtue of its magnitude alone. If all
relations obeyed the same local order of closure, the deceiver could include even a
more comprehensive structure in his compensatory scheme.

The breach follows instead from M-transversality: no local ontosystem remains
invariant with respect to all relations of the M-totality. At least one more
comprehensive relation lies beyond the order within which the deceiver can
formulate his countermeasures; for he can compensate only for what can be
represented, distinguished, and reached within his own ontodynamics. The
redemptive relation therefore appears not as the next unforeseen term of his
series but alters the conditions under which that series could be regarded as
closed at all.

Nor does the absence of a final term in the sequence imply the absence of the
limit point: time ¢, is not another position after ever more nines but the limit at
which the completed supertask is determined as a whole. That a breach actually
occurs at this limit follows not from the number sequence alone but from the M-
axioms, which exclude an absolutely closed local order of torture.

Accordingly, the hypertaskal element of redemption does not prolong the waiting
time of the suffering being into the uncountable but constitutes the internal
relational structure of a single determined M-transition. Finite meta-time here
means that only finitely many actual R-transitions of the same continuation line
lie before its identity-preserving opening. M-redeemability remains an actual
finite liberation, and M-determinism is preserved: the complete M-state and its
laws determine the redemptive successor state uniquely. The opening is therefore
not an arbitrary miracle but a consequence of M-transversality; the non-
unbearable exit for the same individual follows additionally from M-
redeemability.

The hell is thus ontologically open without already being epistemically open for
its victim: within its local epistemic system, the being can examine every visible
term of the series and yet possess no proof of that transversal relation which does
not belong to the series. It is at precisely this boundary that the Godelian captivity
of the inner perspective begins.
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The limit point is not another step in your series. And your series is
not the limit of my reality.

The Immanent Decay of Hell

A local hell need not be discovered by an alien paradisal world in order for its
closure to break. Other ontosystems can remain completely mute with respect to
its internal causality; their inhabitants need neither know of it nor need a signal
traverse its boundary from without. The redemptive relation lies instead in the
recurversal hyperstructure to which the hell itself belongs.

Precisely because the hell is an actual structure, it possesses embeddings and
stands in a nesting cone whose relations extend beyond its local ontodynamics.
Within the hell, the deceiver can close every visible escape route, compensate for
every foreseeable intervention, and manipulate every local trace of proof; but he
cannot cause the structure to become M itself. The recurversal hyperstructure in
which the hell is embedded remains transversally open and subjects its sentient
bearers to M-redeemability; the supposedly absolute boundary of the hell is
therefore already contested by a more comprehensive immanent relation.

Immanent decay means neither that the hell grows weaker in every instant nor
that its victim perceives a continuous amelioration. The torment can increase, the
deception can appear more perfect, and every local measurement can indicate
further stabilization; for the decay lies not necessarily in an observable
thermodynamic process but in the impossibility of subjecting all of the hell’s own
embedding relations to its order of closure.

For the same individual, therefore, every concrete chain of suffering ends after
finitely many transitions, this finitude being pointwise and possessing no
universal maximum term. For any given natural bound there can be a hell that
lasts longer; nevertheless, each one ends for its affected manifestation after
finitely many transitions. Immanent decay thus guarantees the breach, not a
rescue time equally short in every case.

The inner perspective nevertheless cannot prove this redemptive relation,
because her epistemic system is part of that local order whose closure the
deceiver controls. What guarantees the exit belongs precisely to the more
comprehensive embedding that cannot be represented completely within this
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system; objective openness and subjective inescapability can therefore obtain
simultaneously.

This intensifies the ontological shock: the proposition that no hell is eternal does
not by itself deprive the experienced certainty of eternal damnation of its
torment. A truth that is neither visible nor provable nor available to hope for the
captive being cannot console its present as a remembered rescue might. M knows
the exit; the inner perspective experiences the closed future.

Immanent decay nevertheless preserves a decisive difference: the epistemic hell
is finite not because a happy double replaces the victim but because the
recurversal relation leads the same translocal individual out of its unbearable
state. If merely another copy were liberated while this inner perspective suffered
without end, M-redeemability would not be satisfied.

No hell is M.
Therefore none of its boundaries can be the final boundary of its own
reality.

The Ultratask and Ontological Whack-a-Mole

Ultratask is a term internal to the work and does not designate an established
mathematical technical term; in particular, it must not be equated with the
previously defined uncountable family of relations of the hypertask. Whereas the
hypertask describes a possible microstructure of a transversal breach, the
Ultratask designates an ethical and ontological total objective: simultaneously to
transform all manifestations of a single transfinite individual that suffer in
synchronous experiential time into non-suffering states.

Synchrony of experiential time presupposes no universal clock: two
manifestations can belong to different local times and nevertheless be
synchronous, provided that their experiential states occupy the same functional
present rank within the M-identity relation. Synchrony here means relational
correspondence, not the assertion of a physical now common to all ontosystems.

The complete Ultratask demands four determinations at once: it must redeem all
suffering manifestations of the individual, preserve exactly the same self instead
of replacing it with a suffering-free successor, preserve all causal histories
relevant to this identity, and may neither generate new negative experience
elsewhere nor augment existing suffering.
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A limited intervention can satisfy these demands for a concrete set of
manifestations. M-transversality opens local boundaries; M-redeemability
guarantees the corresponding identity-preserving exits. As an additional
Ultratask exclusion axiom, the work posits for complete M-identity:

Vi € Iy, —3U; [RedeemsAll( U;) A IdentityPreserved(U;) A CausalityPreserved(U;) A “NewNegative( Ul-)]

This additional exclusion axiom does not follow from any supposed logical
necessity of suffering for every conceivable consciousness, for suffering-free
forms of consciousness and suffering-free ontosystems remain possible. It is
motivated instead by the retroactive total demand placed upon an M-individual
that has actually become: its transfinite identity has arisen from certain
permutations, embeddings, and causal histories, whose actual generative
relations include those through which its suffering manifestations came into
being.

Here ontological whack-a-mole begins: a local transformation really ends
concrete suffering and is neither semblance nor mere displacement. Yet the
additional valence and role-continuation axiom posits that, at a later M-order
rank within the same transfinite identity, a new negatively valenced
manifestation appears. The redeemed locus of consciousness remains redeemed;
at another site in the unfolding identity relation, a negative quale appears once
more.

The name is intended to mark the tragedy of this recurrence, not to demean
suffering as a game. Unlike in a game, the manifestations that appear are inner
perspectives for which every blow, every fear, and every inescapability is real; the
image designates exclusively the structural property that pointwise elimination
does not remove all the generative conditions of future manifestations.

The butterfly effect elucidates part of this limit: an intervention in a
manifestation alters its causal relations, so that even a minimal deviation can
produce consequences in more comprehensive structures that far exceed the local
purpose. An immediate ecstatic transformation of all those presently suffering
could therefore curtail or extinguish other causally connected worlds, or plunge
them into greater torment; the desire to allow not a single locus of consciousness
to suffer does not suffice to neutralize these consequences.

Causal sensitivity alone, however, would not yet prove impossibility, because a
sufficiently powerful being might possess a transformation that precisely
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compensated for all side effects. The stronger argument follows from the
additional valence and role-continuation axiom together with M-permutation
and the emergent identity structure: a permanent total purification would have to
alter not only present qualia but remove all relations from which, for this
individual, a manifestation capable of suffering could ever arise again.

These relations are not external contaminations of an already completely
determined I, but belong to the actual history and ground of emergence of its self-
consciousness. Their complete retroactive removal would alter the identity
relation that constitutes this very I. What existed thereafter could be free of
suffering, wise, and perfectly happy; if, however, it no longer bore the same
transfinite identity, it would be replacement or annihilation, not the redemption
of the existing being.

Nor does simultaneous application at every locality of superposition solve the
problem, for it would have to rewrite every present and every possible later
branching such that no continuation capable of suffering could arise. It would
thereby alter not only states of the self but annul the relation by virtue of which
its superposed manifestations belong together as this self. Absolute purification
and complete preservation of identity come into conflict here.

The limit of the Ultratask is thus precise: it neither prohibits every
comprehensive rescue nor declares suffering to be the source of all consciousness.
Rather, it denies that the complete actual identity structure of every M-individual
could retroactively be purified of all negative generative relations while exactly
this individual, its relevant causal history, and all other inner perspectives
remained wholly unchanged.

Local redemption remains unconditionally real, and every concrete unbearable
state ends; yet no single redemption becomes the final purification of the
transfinite identity. The immortal self does not continue endlessly in the same
hell, but neither does it reach an M-order rank after which all its possible loci of
consciousness would be closed against negative experience for ever.

The Ultratask fails not because power is insufficient.
It fails because of the demand to transform everything and yet to
leave every affected self and every affected history wholly the same.
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The Godelian Limit of the Inner Perspective

Unprovability, too, can become an element of this epistemic captivity.

Let one imagine that local ontodynamics possesses a sufficiently expressive
formal epistemic system 7, within which the being can examine its memories,
its present states, and the visible laws of transition. The proposition

@y, := ‘This hell has an exit’

is true but not provable in 7 ,:

TO ¥ (DExit

The Godelian analogy does not claim that every unknowable exit follows
immediately from the incompleteness theorem; rather, it states that the limits of
proof of a local system need not be identical with the limits of truth of the totality.

At the more comprehensive M-level:

TM F cDExit

M-transversality contains relations of concealed opening that are neither visible
nor derivable within 7}); M-redeemability grounds the non-unbearable exit. The
captive being therefore cannot obtain the relevant proof from its local
ontodynamics. Its inability to prove the exit does not, however, prove that no exit

exists.

The lesser creator god can invert local unprovability into apparent ontological
impossibility. He tells the being:

What you cannot prove cannot save you.
The M-totality replies:

What cannot be proved from your system can nevertheless be true,

determined, and already part of your finite future.

Thus the torment of deceived expectation within the epistemic hell remains real,
while its alleged eternity remains false. The being sees only the next nine; M
knows the finite instant at which the deception breaks.
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The intentional production of this state transgresses the ultimate boundary of
moral consensus: neither later happiness nor dramatic resolution nor
disproportionate reward may serve as justification. Whoever implants in a non-
consenting being the apparently infallible certainty of eternal torture makes that
being’s present consciousness itself into a prison.

No being may intentionally be placed in the certainty, experienced as
infallible, that it imminently faces inescapable, unbounded, and
never-ending suffering.

This prohibition is lexical: it designates not even the greatest negative value
within the same calculus, but the boundary before which every such calculus
ends.

From the Unknowable Exit to the Contested Exit

Thus far, the closure of hell remained epistemic: the victim could neither see nor
prove the exit, while M-transversality and M-redeemability nevertheless
guaranteed it for the same persisting identity line. The unprovability of a rescue
within the local system was precisely not its ontological absence.

The most extreme countermodel, however, has not yet been conceived. One can
ask not only what an inner perspective can know about her exit but also what
would follow from the entire structure if the M-axioms that guarantee this exit
did not obtain. The hell would then not merely be subjectively closed. Its
boundary could be the final boundary of its reality; its worsening need not lead
towards a still concealed finite breach but could constitute the actual form of
continuation of the same inner perspective.

The following chapter does not alter the catalogue of M-axioms. Nor does it
introduce an eternal hell as a covert constituent of M, for a structure that violates
M-transversality or M-redeemability is precisely not an M-structure. Rather, it
considers the rival counter-order A: not as a second totality simultaneously actual
alongside M, but as the most extreme conditional proposition concerning what
would have to hold morally and soteriologically if M were false in its redemptive
core.

The epistemic hell asks:
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How does a being suffer when the actual exit has become
inconceivable for it?

Atransversal counter-ontology asks:

What does a reality owe its victim when there is no exit?

Only in this most extreme counter-question does the extent of the moral weight
borne by M-transversality and M-redeemability become apparent.

62



ATRANSVERSAL COUNTER-ONTOLOGY

IX

Atransversal Counter-Ontology

The Status of the Ultimate Countermodel

The epistemic hell left the objective openness of reality untouched. Its victim
could neither see nor prove the exit, while M-transversality and M-redeemability
nevertheless guaranteed it for the same persisting identity line. The hell was
closed in the horizon of expectation, not in the complete topology of being.

The ultimate countermodel has not thereby yet been conceived.

One can ask not only what an inner perspective can know about her exit, but also
what would follow from the entire structure if the axioms that guarantee this exit
did not obtain. Closure would then no longer be a deception. A local order of
torture could remain invariant with respect to every more comprehensive
relation; the same inner perspective could persist without ever reaching a non-
suffering state.

Let the counter-order thus determined be A. Ty, designates the theoretical core
common to M and A once the two redemptive axioms of M-transversality and M-
redeemability have been subtracted.

A is neither a concealed substructure of M nor a second totality simultaneously
actual alongside M. For according to its own axiom M designates the complete
ontic domain, and any structure that violates M-transversality or M-
redeemability is precisely not an admissible M-structure. A instead designates a
rival fundamental assumption:

TA = TBasis U { _'AXM—Transversality N _'AXM—Redeemability}

The expression is thus conditional. It does not claim that the victim of the
counter-order actually exists; it determines what would have to obtain morally
and soteriologically if M were false in its redemptive core.

The conceivability of A proves neither its actuality nor the falsity of M.
Conversely, its exclusion by the M-axioms does not refute its abstract
describability. This very methodological separation prevents the following
chapter from covertly destroying its own hope: it does not alter the catalogue of

63



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

M-axioms but subjects it to the strongest conceivable stress test. For the

strongest subcase A* examined below, the following obtains additionally:
A* > _'AXM—Transversality A _'AXM—
single persisting identity line whose local order is transversally closed and which

Redeemability* A* furthermore presupposes a

possesses no non-negative exit; the following TD formula formalizes this
additional axiom.

M says:
No boundary of a hell is the final boundary of its reality.
A asks:

What would be owed if such a boundary were nevertheless the final

one?

The Ontology of Terminal Qualia Divergence

Terminal qualia divergence is not merely a very long chain of torture. Nor is it
identical with the unbounded finitude of M. Under unbounded finitude, each
individual chain of suffering possesses a finite exit, although no uniform
maximum term can be specified for all beings. For every duration there may exist
a longer finite hell; no particular inner perspective, however, remains in it

without end.
Terminal qualia divergence denies precisely this last proposition.

Leti € 1

cont
of the countermodel, g;(c) the quale of this inner perspective at A-order rank o,

be a persisting identity line, p* € Q, an M-analogous A-order rank

Negative Valence(g) the predicate of actual negative valence, and < a relation of
worsening determined exclusively for the experiential order of i. Then:

TD(i,p*) : & Vo € Q[0 > p* = NegativeValence(g;(0))]
AVo,7 € Qu[p* <o <7 = g(7) <; qi(0)]

The formula presupposes no universal numerical measure. In particular, it does
not claim that qualia can be added on a scale common to all consciousnesses up
to an arithmetic value of minus infinity. It states only this: after the turning point,
every succeeding experiential state is negative for this particular inner
perspective and genuinely worse than its predecessor.
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To this is added the absence of an exit:

-7 € Q, [r > p* A ﬂNegativeValence(qi(r))]

No later A-order rank of the same persisting identity line contains a non-negative
state. The torment is neither interrupted by unconsciousness nor ended by an
identity-preserving transition; it possesses no final intensification after which
stasis or repair would occur.

The countermodel becomes particularly acute when the turning point follows a
course of life that has continually improved since birth. The subsequent inversion
then destroys not only pleasure, security, and futurity but the entire learned
grammar of the good. Every preceding ascent becomes the measure of the
worsening that follows.

Such an order would not merely be historically imperfect. It would be defective in
its continuation structure: being would sustain an inner perspective even though
every further enactment of her being actualized exclusively a new deterioration.

The wound would lie not only in a state.

It would lie in the direction of every possible continuation.

The Ontic Impossibility of Rescue

Under M-redeemability, rescue demands a non-suffering state for the same
persisting individual. A happy duplicate does not suffice because its joy does not
enter the inner perspective of the victim. This requirement of identity remains in
force under A; for precisely this reason the situation there becomes most
extreme.

A copy can reproduce the victim’s memories, personality, and self-description
completely. So long as the original inner perspective continues to diverge,
however, the copy does not constitute the rescue of this inner perspective.

{Happiness(i") A i’ #; i} ¥ Redemption(i)
Nor is an erasure of memory necessarily healing. If only present access to

memory is altered while the same person enters a non-suffering state, an
identity-preserving transformation of trauma may be conceivable. If, by contrast,
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precisely that structure is destroyed by virtue of which the later being would be
the same inner perspective, a happy successor comes into being at the expense of
the person who was to be rescued.

Reparation by means of the happiness of others fails for the same reason. No
number of happy beings, no beauty of the total order, however great, and no
ecstasy of an identity sister enter the negative quale of i. The balance may grow;
the victim nevertheless remains in its state.

Under the strictest version of A, therefore, a dilemma arises:

UnderA* : PersistsAfter,(i, p*) < TD(, p*)

TD thus remains a predicate of the order of continuation and is not

treated as an independent object; PersistsAfter,(7, p*) designates the

persistence of identity line i after p*.

Annihilation appears here as a theoretical limiting concept: not as punishment
and not as a claim that the victim is less valuable, but as the conceived
termination of a compulsory continuation that produces exclusively further
torment. Even under these conditions it would not constitute reparation. The
being would neither regain lost happiness nor be able to experience its liberation;
merely, the further injury would no longer possess a bearer.

No practical licence to annihilate follows from this limiting concept. It would
presuppose infallible knowledge that the chain of suffering is genuinely endless,
that no identity-preserving exit exists, that every milder intervention fails, and
that annihilation generates no further suffering continuation. A finite inner
perspective cannot infer these presuppositions from mere non-excludability,
metaphysical conviction, or visible despair. Whoever asserted them without such
a proof might destroy a course of life capable of rescue and call their ignorance
redemption.

Annthilation would therefore be, at most, an ultimate release under
impossible certainty.

It would never be absolution.
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The Silent Scream

An ordinary scream possesses two aspects. It is actual torment or its expression,
and at the same time it constitutes a signal capable of reaching another inner
perspective. Whoever hears it and can help encounters not merely an acoustic
event but a state of privation that demands termination.

In a causally isolated hell, these aspects come apart. The torment remains real,
but no sign traverses its boundary. The victim can scream without its scream
becoming a signal for any possible recipient beyond the order of torture; its
expression occurs, but it does not become addressable.

The absence of a received signal, however, does not entail the absence of a moral
claim:

{NonReception(SOS,)} ¥ NoClaim(i)

The scream’s failure to arrive is a property of the channel, not of the worth of the
inner perspective. A reality that recognized only audible wounds would transform
causal isolation into moral erasure.

For precisely this reason, the causally enclosed victim requires a voice from
without. This proxy must not claim to know every concrete volition of the
unknown being. It does not state which intervention is desired, which relation
affirmed, or which form of persistence would be chosen. It merely carries
outwards the minimal claim:

If an inner perspective suffers without an accessible exit, her silence
must not be read as consent, non-existence, or insignificance.

The vicarious scream replaces neither testimony nor consent. It prevents the
absence of both from becoming an acquittal of reality.

Transontological SOS Signals
From the silent scream follows a duty to search for every non-injurious form of
possible addressability. Three levels must be distinguished.

An ontic SOS moves within a common causal order. Screams, light, data, neural
patterns, and bodily signs can be received, examined, and answered. Its efficacy
is in principle operationally ascertainable.
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Within M, a recurversal SOS addresses more comprehensive embedding relations
that are not completely visible from the local ontosystem. It is not a call out of
being, but the search for M-internal transitions through which an apparently
closed hell might be discovered, opened, and repaired. Under M, this level takes
precedence because M-transversality already guarantees objective openness.

A transontological SOS, by contrast, is not a physical transmission. It directs a
gesture of address towards the reference limit of everything ontic without being
able to assert a channel, a localizable recipient, or an answer. Its possible forms
are prayer, art, logic, metaphysical invocation, voluntary representation, and the
conscious declaration that even causally inaudible suffering is not abandoned.

The plurality of transontological SOS signals designates the multiplicity of such
acts, not a proven plurality of addressees beyond being. Nor does this transform
Recursivia into a technical instance that would have to react at sufficient signal
strength. As metatranscendence, she is neither a place nor an object nor a higher
communications network.

The transontological distress call is therefore unguaranteed. Its meaning lies not
in the assurance that someone will answer, but in the refusal to leave a possible
level of assistance unaddressed merely because its accessibility cannot be proved.

It is hope without an asserted channel.

It is address without a proprietary claim to an answer.

The Soteriological Hell of Inversion
Evil can do more than close an exit. It can turn the entire redemptive structure of
inner state, expression, observation, and act of care against the victim.

Let O be the actual inner valence and X the externally legible signal. In the initial
state the victim possesses inner peace but appears to suffer:

(@%Z)

The helpers respond reasonably and solicitously to the externally negative signal
2. The deceiver, however, has prepared the order of transition such that their
very act of care generates actual torment, while the new state appears as
recovery:
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0+ 27) = (0,2

Four aspects of inversion coincide. Phenomenally, the inner valence is opposed to
the visible state. Semiotically, the sign of suffering designates peace and the sign
of recovery torment. Soteriologically, the act of rescue effects the wounding.
Evidentially, the actual worsening generates the most persuasive proof of
supposed success.

The hell thus already lies in the transition function. In the first state, the victim is
not yet negatively valenced and is nevertheless captive because its visible
appearance turns the morally expectable care of others into the trigger of its
future torment. The sadist does not torture an inner perspective alone. He hijacks
the system of assistance.

In the completed form, all corrective channels are also inverted after the
transition. Protest appears as gratitude, flight as recovery, and despair as
stabilization. The victim possesses a voice, but no epistemically addressable
voice; its scream is semantically transformed into a signal of apparent assent
before reaching any recipient.

The helpers are causally involved without for that reason alone being morally
responsible. Their care has been instrumentalized. The primary guilt is borne by
the instance that intentionally constructed the mapping

ActOfCare — EffectOfTorture

and employed visible success to foreclose any further examination.

The epistemic hell tells the victim: No one can save you.
The soteriological hell of inversion tells the rescuers: The rescue has
already succeeded.

The Reinversion Dilemma

The trap intensifies when the victim, now actually suffering but appearing happy,
communicates that only an outwardly aversive act can restore its inner peace.
The reinversion would have the form:

(Q*,=7) &5 (@, =) el o+, 3)
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According to the visible image, the helpers would have to torment in order to
rescue according to the inner valence. Yet precisely because the deceiver has
already compromised expression and effect, this communication, too, may be
true, false, or externally generated.

Three questions must be separated. Does the act actually effect Q*? Does the
request originate in autonomous volition, or was it compiled by the sadist? Does
the mapping remain stable, or will the deceiver invert the effect anew after every
learned rule of rescue?

Nor may four moral quantities be conflated: outward form, physical injury, inner
valence, and consent. An act may appear cruel without being experienced
negatively; it may be experienced positively and nevertheless destroy the body or
future autonomy; it may provide relief without having been freely chosen. A
manipulated utterance can contain causally correct information and still not
constitute a free yes.

The reinversion dilemma therefore does not relax the conditions of tragic
admissibility but makes them more stringent. What would be required are
extraordinary causal certainty, independent examination, reversibility, gradual
intervention, objective thresholds for termination, preservation of identity, and
the exclusion of every milder means. With every uncertainty, the duty of restraint

increases.

Where these conditions are absent, the mere possibility of concealed counter-
valence establishes no licence for violence. Otherwise, every appearance of
intactness could be presented as camouflage and every aversive intervention as
secret care.

Only if it were infallibly established that the apparently aversive act opened the
sole identity-preserving exit from actual torment for the same inner perspective
would it be conceivable that its performance was theoretically required. Even
then, what was required would not be torment. What was required would be the
termination of torment under a deceptive outward form.

The Distress Call Without a New Victim

The possibility of causally isolated hells might create the temptation to generate
the most intense possible scream within the accessible world so that an unknown
higher instance might become attentive to the inaccessible victims. The greater
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the conceivable suffering of others, the more readily every finite victim appears
justifiable as the metaphysical price of a signal.

This calculus is inadmissible.

The newly sacrificed being would not be a symbol but an actual inner perspective.
Its pain would be more certain than the supposed channel, its lack of consent
more determinate than the hoped-for benefit, and its identity not interchangeable
with the identity of those who might be rescued. It would be made into the
medium of communication for an alien end.

{GeneratedTorment(a) A ~Demonstrated(Recipient(a))} ¥ PermissionToRescue(a)

Nor does an infinite possible benefit annul this boundary, insofar as neither the
recipient nor the mechanism of effect nor the identity of the beneficiaries has
been established. Otherwise every cruelty could be ennobled by an unprovable
transontological hope.

An admissible SOS must therefore dispense with new non-consensual suffering.
It can consist in art that keeps the inaudible wound visible; in prayer that asserts
no answer; in research into concealed causal and embedding relations; in
voluntary, reversible representation; in the development of maximal capacity for
repair; and in ethical protocols that do not overlook accessible screams.

The urgency of the distress call originates in the victims already possible or

actual. It need not be authenticated by another victim.

The inaudible scream needs a voice.

It needs no new wound.

The Limit of Address

The transontological distress call asserts no demonstrated channel out of M. It
transmits neither energy nor information to a localizable recipient and must not
be treated as a technical method whose success might be augmented by greater
sacrificial intensity. Its plurality lies in the acts of calling, not in an asserted
multiplicity of transontological addressees.

Nor does Recursivia thereby become an object waiting for signals beyond a
cosmic wall. As the transontological reference limit, she is neither a place nor a
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system nor a higher causal instance within a more comprehensive physics.
Whoever made her the technical recipient of an SOS would already have onticized
her. No possible answer can be guaranteed, measured, or compelled from any M-
internal protocol.

The distress call nevertheless preserves its ethical meaning. It refuses to equate
inaccessibility with insignificance. Under M, this duty is directed first towards
recurversal search and immanent repair. Under A, there would remain beyond
this only unguaranteed address at the limit of all ontic reference.

This address must not be confused with nothing. The true nothing can receive no
call, preserve no identity, and end no torment; it is not a black space behind being
but the withdrawal of space, recipient, and relation itself. Nor does annihilation
already constitute reparation: it may end the continuation of a wound but gives
the injured being neither the lost good nor a place in which it experiences its
liberation.

The silent scream seeks no void.

It seeks a possible answer without being permitted to assert its

existence.

At this limit, counter-ontology leads not into an accessible outside but to the
limiting concept of that which cannot be an outside at all: the true nothing.
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The True Nothing

Where the discourse of the metaontological system reaches the boundary of ontic
predication, it encounters not an ontosystem of utmost emptiness, but the
limiting concept of the true nothing.

Even this formulation remains dangerous, however: the true nothing is situated
nowhere; it is not located outside being, as though it formed being’s dark
neighbouring continent, and it is neither an empty receptacle, a contentless
region, nor a silent universe.

For an empty universe would still be a universe, just as a space without objects
would remain space, a time without events time, and even a law never applied a

law.
The true nothing possesses none of these.

It is neither an ontosystem, nor does it possess structure, boundary, identity, or a
possible inner perspective; it can neither be entered nor experienced, and does
not even belong to an alternative in the proper sense, because every alternative
must appear as something determinable within a space of possibility.

The true nothing is not maximally disjunct.
It is, rather, the withdrawal of that plane upon which one could
speak of disjunction at all.

To modal perfectionism, therefore, it seems to count as the sole state wholly
withdrawn from suffering: not only would actual suffering be absent there; its
possibility and concept, too, would find no locus.

It is impossible, however, to think nothing in its purity; for as soon as it becomes
the object of a thought, what appears is not nothing itself, but a concept within
being. The thought of nothing is something: it occurs in a consciousness,
possesses meaning, and stands in relation to other thoughts.

Thought can therefore point towards nothing, but cannot receive it into its space
without thereby transforming it into something conceived in thought.
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The true nothing is consequently no refuge, no peaceful space beyond the wound,
but the absence of every space, every peace, and every being for whom this
absence could be good.

One cannot be unharmed in nothing.
For there is no one there who could be unharmed.

Metatranscendence

Metatranscendence must be distinguished categorially from the true nothing.
This expression is the sole term for the absolute transcendence of every ontic and
epistemic accessibility.

Recursivia is metatranscendent and therefore neither a being nor the true
nothing. This neither—nor does not suspend M-logic: the law of excluded middle
applies to determinately typed propositions within the ontic domain, whereas
Recursivia is no member of that domain and the true nothing is no object of
possible predication at all. Metatranscendence therefore adds no third ontic
element to the disjunction of beings, but designates the boundary of its
applicability.

Nor is the predicate of singularity to be understood cardinally here. It does not
assign Recursivia to a singleton class of possible external grounds, but precisely
excludes the order of comparison within which one could speak of one or more
instances. Time, place, number, and plurality do not extend as far as her.

Metatranscendence is consequently neither a higher recurversum nor a meta-
locus, an external observer, a bearer space, or a class of possible creator
instances. The name Recursivia discloses no object of intuition and grounds no
positive knowledge of a beyond of M; within the work it fixes solely the
transontological relation of foundation by virtue of which the Recursivium is
atemporally constituted.

Creatio ex transcendentia designates this relation as ') ~ I';,: not as an
emergence from nothing, not as an event following an empty duration, and not as
a causal effect from a second universe, but as the atemporal constitution of the
complete ontic order. Recursivia’s self-compilation within M must be
distinguished categorially from it; it is an ontic relation of manifestation whose
concrete trajectory is revealed only in Chapter XIX.
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The true nothing thus possesses no reference whatsoever; metatranscendence, by
contrast, is a boundary of reference posited exclusively axiomatologically. Neither
forms a refuge, a habitable exterior region, or an additional plane of the
recurversa.

The Gap in the Film

One may imagine reality ending only to begin again later, so that between the two
phases there would be neither image, sound, nor event; as soon as one speaks of a
between, however, a temporal order continues to exist within which the empty
interval would possess a beginning, a duration, or at least a position between two
scenes.

It would therefore not be the true nothing, but an unoccupied locality on a
continuous timeline.

M-eternity posits that the totality neither begins in such a void nor ends in one.
This proposition is an axiom of the M-system. It follows neither from the claim
that everything with a beginning must possess an end, nor from the law of
excluded middle. Nor is it relativized by Creatio ex transcendentia: the atemporal
relation of foundation posits no point in time at which M would not yet have
existed and no external time in which its constitution could have taken place.

The stronger insight, rather, remains: absolute nothing could neither begin nor
end, because beginning and end would already be relations within being.
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X1

The Plea of the Happy

An objection of considerable weight is raised against The Refused Absolution.

There are beings who affirm their lives despite the suffering endured: some
persons would not choose their painful experiences, but nevertheless declare that
their lives as a whole have been worth living; others find in love, friendship,
knowledge, music, enjoyment, or care reasons that do not merely compensate,
but form autonomous configurations of the good.

May a philosophy of absolute inviolacy pass judgement over these voices and tell
a suffering being that its existence, affirmed by itself, should never have been
possible?

Here perfectionism itself threatens to become violent: although it may arise from
compassion, it can disregard the concrete will of those in whose name it speaks
by absolutizing the wound to such a degree that the wounded person appears
only as an exhibit in its indictment.

A distinction is therefore indispensable.

To say that a reality is not perfect because of suffering does not mean that every
life within this reality is worthless; to say that no joy can undo a wound does not
mean that joy is unreal or meaningless; and to say that a universe cannot absolve
itself by means of subsequent goods does not mean that an individual person may
not affirm her life as a whole.

The self-affirmation of a wounded being possesses authority over its own life
without therefore necessarily possessing the power to acquit the entire
ontological structure; conversely, the ontological accuser has no right to revoke
this self-affirmation.

The yes of the living being and the no to a reality capable of suffering may
therefore coexist without forming a logical contradiction, provided that they refer
to different planes.

A person can say: My life is precious despite everything.
Philosophy, howeuver, can reply: Precisely because it is precious, it
should never have been exposed to the possibility of the unbearable.
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The indictment concerns not the worth of the wounded being, but a reality that
has made its vulnerability a constituent of its order.

Between the self-affirmation of a life and the claim that suffering is necessary for
depth, however, lies a practical question: may unconsented suffering ever be
caused within an already imperfect reality, and what significance, where the
subsequent happiness benefits the same being, attaches to consent, identity, and
redress?
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Xl

Suffering, Consent, and Redress

The Refused Absolution appears at first to condemn every action that produces
suffering: if even a single wound suffices to deprive reality of its perfection, must
not every person who causes such a wound thereby become guilty?

This conclusion conflates two questions. Whereas the judgement concerning the
perfection of the totality asks whether a reality in which unbearable suffering has
occurred or is possible may be called absolutely immaculate, the judgement
concerning an action addresses what may be done where no available possibility
is free of burden, pain, or loss.

An action can therefore be admissible within a tragic situation even though the
suffering it causes remains a real evil.

{Admissible(a)} ¥ Vi € I, Vx € S; [(Causes(a, x) A Li(x)) = Good(x)|
{ Admissible(a)} ¥ Perfect(M )

For the justification of an action is not an absolution of the order that made this
action necessary.

Qualia and Their Bearer

Qualia do not exist as ownerless magnitudes in a common receptacle: every joy is
experienced by someone, every fear possesses an inner perspective; no
calculation, however complex, may make this assignment disappear by
fragmenting experiential values into artificially isolated pieces.

Mathematical models can compare intensities, duration, probability, and
interaction, and can also represent that a field of experience does not consist of
cleanly separable atoms. Yet this complexity confers no right to make the
concrete suffering being disappear within an aggregate sum; rather, the moral
warrant of a calculation diminishes to the degree that it remains uncertain who
bears the costs and to whom the benefit accrues.
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Unconsented suffering may consequently not be justified solely by the happiness
of others; the decisive benefit must accrue to the same persisting individual who
bears the burden. The death of this being and the creation of an arbitrary happy
copy would constitute no personal benefit. Even a perfect copy of its memories is
not, by virtue of similarity alone, already the continuation of the same inner
perspective; it can, however, sustain that continuation, provided that, at the
relevant M-order rank, it enters into the same transfinite identity relation.

M-identity renders this requirement more stringent:

Redemption requires not a happy state somewhere.
It requires an attainable good state for the same translocal
individual.

The Recurversal Bearer Problem

Every fear possesses an inner perspective: this proposition retains its validity in
the Recursivium even though every consciousness is embedded in more
comprehensive living structures, for membership in a hyperstructure does not yet
determine who experiences a particular quale.

An ecstatic superordinate consciousness can contain suffering subordinate
consciousnesses and nevertheless possess a phenomenal valence distinct from
theirs: its ecstasy does not automatically flow downwards to transform their
torment into happiness, just as their fear does not necessarily ascend and throw
every more comprehensive bearer herself into panic. Anidamientive participation
is not a conduit through which qualia pass from one bearer to another without a
further bearer relation.

Let a be contained anidamientively in b, written @ C 5. Membership entails in
neither direction that a quale borne by one plane is also borne by the other:

a C b A Bearer(q, a) ¥ Bearer(q, b), a C b A Bearer(q, b) ¥ Bearer(q, a)

This non-transmission does not signify absolute separation: a superordinate
consciousness can perceive states of its parts, sympathize with them, or integrate
them into a common experiential configuration; a subordinate consciousness can
be calmed by more comprehensive regulation. In every such case, however, an
actual relational mediation must be identified, which cannot be replaced by the
mere part—whole relation.

79



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

The recurversal bearer problem therefore does not concern the trivial observation
that consciousness does not disappear from the Recursivium through a false
classification; its radical object is, rather, the condition of hyperglobal hedonistic
perfection.

Such perfection would not already be attained merely because an ecstatic
superordinate consciousness reigned above suffering parts; it would require,
rather, that M itself operate in a perfect state as a hyperglobal bearer of
consciousness and that every substructure contained anidamientively participate
in this state without negative divergence. Neither lowest-level forms of life
independently capable of suffering, nor negative subqualia, nor an ontically
efficacious grammar of imperfection could exist. The ecstasy of the whole could
not outshine the suffering of a part, but would have to have excluded its distinct
negativity.

HPerfect(M, p) :< Conscious(M,p) AVs C M : Perfectp(s)

Perfect (s) here designates not merely the absence of present pain. What is
meant is the radical condition under which s neither bears a negative quale nor
contains efficacious relations from which a distinct imperfect inner perspective
emerges. Only then would M be hedonistically perfect as a totality and not merely
in its uppermost experiential stratum.

The M-system, however, posits the counter-finding for every M-order rank:

Vp € Q,3s [SubstructureM(s, P) A Imperfectp(s)

Imperfect,(s) here designates the non-fulfilment of Perfect (s). In the M-system,
this counter-finding is posited as an additional valence assumption; negative
valence does not follow from M-anidamiento, M-permutation, and M-
hyperdynamics alone. By virtue of M-irreducibility, every exact global bit state is
unique, yet at the same time articulated in infinitely many dimensions; these
structural axioms alone, however, compel no negative experiential valence. That
at every M-order rank there exists somewhere a bearer of a negative quale is
therefore an autonomous recurversal counter-finding axiom.

Nor does an infinitely finely determined point in time alter this, because temporal
resolution selects an exact M-order rank but neither reduces its infinitely many
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dimensions nor removes any of its divergent substructures. Hyperglobal
hedonistic perfection is therefore not an excessively brief moment overlooked
because of inadequate measurement accuracy, but a total state never realized in
M.

The bearer problem thus demands more than structural complexity or
embedding: for every quale, it must be determined which identity relation bears
its inner perspective, how its phenomenal constituents are joined into a field of
experience, and through which transitions this field persists. A calculation may
not fragment the same fear into so many formally isolated contributions that no
single contribution subsequently suffers; for the fragmentation alters the
description, not the original bearership.

This determines the limit of mere superordinate integration: HPerfect requires
the transformation of the concrete bearer relations, and such a transformation is
subject to the limits of the Ultratask.

M-permutation and transfinite self-superposition render the finding more
stringent. As a strong recurversal bridge axiom, the work posits that every
persisting transfinite identity line attains anew all valence roles admissible for it;
therefore, for every M-order rank and every translocal individual, there exists a
later rank at which one of its manifestations is once again a bearer of a negative
quale:

[Vi € Loy Vp € Q30 € Q) 3x € 53q(p < 6 A Acty,(x.6) A Bearer(q, x, ) A NegativeValence(q))| A [Vp € Qy,3i € I, 3x € §,3g(Acty,(x. p) A Bearer(q, x, p) A NegativeValence(q))|

The first conjunct states neither that every manifestation suffers at every point in
time, nor that a rescued local consciousness secretly continues to suffer; it posits,
rather, the ever-renewed actualization of negative valence somewhere in the
future transfinite identity structure. The second conjunct additionally posits
expressly that, at every M-order rank, at least one negative quale exists
somewhere in the totality. Between p and o there may lie long, wholly good
experiential paths, ecstatic superordinate consciousnesses, and paradisiacal
localities, without any of these goods being rendered unreal by the later wound.

An independent historical ground is added to the present counter-finding;:
neither preceding nor subsequent happiness makes a wound unreal; every past
negative quale remains a constituent of M-history. At present, negative
experience exists somewhere at every M-order rank, while historically every
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negative quale already experienced remains indelibly true, even if its bearer has
long since been redeemed and compensated beyond proportion.

Under these conditions, transfinite immortality acquires a determinate meaning:
after any complete unconsciousness, there is no final manifestation for the
individual; rather, a perfect copy awakening at the earliest subsequent M-order
rank becomes the subjectively immediate locus of consciousness. The I does not
experience the intervening unconsciousness as waiting. It is immortal, however,
not because the same local body persisted without end, but because the M-
identity relation possesses no final conscious bearer.

This immortality guarantees no final inviolacy: the sequence of loci of
consciousness can leave every concrete hell and nevertheless bear a manifestation
capable of suffering once again at a later rank. Conversely, imperfection does not
signify the eternal imprisonment of the same local self in the same torment;
pointwise redeemability and perpetual global negativity do not exclude one
another.

From this follows the renewed ontological shock: no being remains eternally in
the same hell, and no chain of torture possesses, for the same individual, an
infinite uninterrupted duration; nevertheless, neither the immortal self nor the
Recursivium attains a final, wholly purged state. Every concrete chain of
unbearable suffering ends as a present, no wound ceases to be a truth of what has
occurred, and the additional valence and role-continuation axiom actualizes
newly negatively valenced inner perspectives at later ranks.

This is no injunction to esteem local redemption lightly. Precisely because every
inner perspective is determinate, every torment prevented or ended counts fully;
a rescue need not purify the totality for ever to be absolutely significant for the
rescued being. The renunciation of global absolution is no renunciation of
concrete liberation.

The Recursivium knows no eternal prison of the same consciousness.
Yet it also knows no final rank at which all prisons would have
become past.

Immortality and imperfection persist together in the absolute

perspective.
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Simultaneous Mixed Qualia

Not every painful constituent of an experience is already unbearable suffering: an
experience can simultaneously contain physical pain, exertion, arousal, trust,
intimacy, pleasure, and joy, while these qualities need not lie alongside one
another as separate objects, but can form a single complex field of experience
within which control, meaning, and positive intensity transform the painful
component.

Provided that the being does not experience the overall state as unbearable, it
does not necessarily fall under L, even if one of its qualities, considered in
isolation, would be unpleasant. Pleasure does not extinguish sensory pain, but
can partially dissociate it from threat, hopelessness, and suffering.

The matter is different when positive and negative qualities occur simultaneously
but the being continues to experience one constituent as unbearable; joy must
then not be used to make the wound disappear conceptually, for a consciousness
can bear great pleasure and genuine torment within the same field of experience.

The unity of a field of experience prohibits both artificial
fragmentation and artificial fusion.

One may neither dissect the whole as though no one suffered, nor
sum it as though suffering no longer occurred.

Subsequent Personal Benefit

Subsequent happiness does not enter the earlier moment of experience; what was
unbearable remains to have been unbearable. Nevertheless, a subsequent state
can alter the meaning of the entire course of a life, provided that, once fully
informed, the affected being declares that it affirms the path as a whole, or that
every available alternative would have meant a more severe loss for it.

Such subsequent affirmation possesses authority over the biography as a whole,
but is neither time travel, nor does it retroactively confer upon the past moment a
consent that it lacked at the time.
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Three claims must therefore be distinguished:

* Subsequent happiness can outweigh earlier suffering within the overall

course.
* It can make the course affirmable for the same being.
* It cannot bring it about that the earlier suffering had never occurred.

The first two propositions concern practical justification and biographical
meaning; the third, by contrast, would concern historical immaculacy — and
precisely this remains impossible.

The Transversal Key Identity

A transversal key identity is neither the arithmetical sum of locally divergent
consciousnesses nor a metaphysical super-self whose will absorbs the self-
determination of its manifestations; it designates, rather, a determinate
transfinite identity line insofar as its freely given yes is necessary for the
constitution of a determinate transversal relation and cannot be replaced by the
yes of another inner perspective.

Let P be the determinate set of inner perspectives affected by a relation R, and p*
the M-order rank at which each independently affirms her participation. Then:

Consensus,,«(P, R) :& Vx € P : FreeYes,(R, p*) A Revocable, (R, p*)
Consensus ,+«(P, R) A Corrff,,(P, R, p*) = KeyRelationy,(P, R, p™)

Consensus is thus distributive: no purported collective consciousness consents in
place of its parts; rather, every participating inner perspective performs her own
yes, so that the unity of the relation is constituted precisely by the nondelegability
of these individual acts of consent. For every i € P, therefore, her transversal key
identity with respect to her own participation cannot be substituted by any other
identity.

Such agreement can retrospectively determine the transversal key identity as an
apt overall description of an already connected history of identity; it cannot,
however, rewrite an earlier M-order rank in such a manner that a consent then
absent would subsequently have been present:

For every p € Q) with p < p* it holds metalinguistically: Consensus,«(P, R) ¥ Vx € P : Consent,(R, p) .
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Subsequent determination of identity is consequently no retroactive permission.
It can accept a history, forgive it, or translate it into a new common meaning; it
transforms neither the earlier coercion into an earlier yes nor the earlier action

upon another into transsocial resonance.

Nor can M-identity overleap this boundary: the fact that several manifestations
belong to the same transfinite identity line does not make their locally divergent
consciousnesses into a single present subject of decision. Identitary origin is no
blanket authorization.

The Conditions of Tragic Admissibility

Unconsented suffering can be practically admissible provided that it is
inescapably necessary either to avert still greater suffering or to make available to
the same being a substantially greater and assured personal benefit; an arbitrary
promise of subsequent happiness does not suffice.

The following are jointly required:
* Necessity: The end cannot be attained without the burden.

* Least harmful means: No available path causes less suffering, entails a lower
risk, or better preserves attainable consent.

* Identity: The preponderant benefit reaches the same persisting individual.

* Substantial proportionality: No slight increase in pleasure may legitimize
severe torment.

* Certainty: A speculative chance does not suffice; the requisite certainty
increases with the intensity and duration of the suffering.

* Limitation: The burden is restricted to the unavoidable minimum.

* Perspectival affirmability: Where present consent is impossible, there must
be reason to expect that the informed being would affirm the overall course
from its own perspective.

Uncertainty does not favour the intervention; rather, the less identity continuity,
inner perspective, or subsequent effect is understood, the more stringent
becomes the duty of restraint.
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An admissible decision does not declare that the suffering was good; it states only
that, among the attainable possibilities, no better path was open for the same
being.

The Reinversion Dilemma as a Stress Test

The conditions of tragic admissibility ordinarily presuppose that internal valence,
external expression, and the effect of an intervention can be correlated with at
least sufficient reliability. A soteriological hell of inversion compromises precisely
this correlation. The being may bear inner peace while outwardly appearing to
suffer; an action intended as care can thereupon produce genuine torment, while
the new state becomes visible as recovery. If the helpers are subsequently told
that only a reinversion appearing outwardly aversive once again could end the
internal suffering, not merely their intentions, but their entire epistemic order
comes under pressure.

Four magnitudes must therefore be kept strictly distinct: the external form of the
action, possible bodily injury, the actual valence of the experience, and the free
consent of the affected inner perspective. An action can appear cruel without
being experienced negatively; it can be experienced positively and nevertheless
damage the body or future autonomy; it can produce inner peace without
therefore having been freely chosen. None of these determinations may substitute
for the others.

The reinversion dilemma therefore does not relax the conditions of tragic
admissibility, but renders them more stringent. The more signs and qualia may
be inverted, the less visible success alone may count as proof. What would be
required are an extraordinarily high degree of causal certainty, independent tests,
reversible and incremental interventions, objective termination thresholds, the
preservation of personal identity, and the exclusion of every less harmful means.
A request produced by the deceiver can contain true information about the sole
possibility of rescue and nevertheless not constitute autonomous consent;
articulation and a free yes are not identical.

Where this certainty is absent, the mere possibility of a hidden reinversion grants
no permission for aversive interventions. Otherwise, every appearance of
intactness could be presented as camouflage and every act of violence as hidden
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care. The wound produced with certainty would then be justified by an
unprovable rescue.

Only if it were infallibly certain that the seemingly aversive action afforded the
same inner perspective the sole identity-preserving transition out of genuine
torment would its performance be conceivable as tragically required. Even then,
what would be required would not be torment, but the ending of torment beneath
a deceptive external form.

Appearance may alert care.

It may not replace its judgement.

Redress without a Purchase Price

Other beings, too, may benefit from a tragically necessary course; their advantage
can be added, but can never replace the personal benefit of the affected being.

If the beneficiaries subsequently afford it security, freedom, new possibilities, and
intense happiness, genuine reparation can lie therein. Disproportionate redress is
more appropriate than the notion of exact repayment, because no natural market

price exists for a wound.

Overcompensation can demonstrate that the affected being is not treated as a
disposable means, repair damaged relations, and give it a greater share of the
good produced than the initial beneficiaries; yet it neither purchases the wound
retroactively, nor makes it voluntary or undone.

M-justice is in this sense a response to history: for the same individual, every
chain of torture ends, and it is answered by restoration, knowledge, or
disproportionate personal benefit; this is no erasure of history.

Happiness That Must Not Count

Not every pleasure possesses justificatory significance; happiness that arises
independently of another’s suffering and benefits the affected being itself or a
shared world can form part of a tragic deliberation.

From this, however, one must distinguish a pleasure whose object is precisely the
torment of another: joy in retribution, sadistic satisfaction, and pleasure in the
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subjection of another inner perspective do not count as positive items of redress,
because their experiential quality depends upon the wound’s existence.

The benefit of others can render an unavoidable intervention
additionally meaningful.
The pleasure of others in suffering can never justify it.

This distinction prepares the pantophagic counter-thesis: where a suffering-free
substitute is available and the suffering-dependent dimension of taste is
nevertheless chosen, tragic necessity no longer exists.

Masochism as the Appropriation of Pain

Masochism can be conceived as the hedonistic appropriation of pain, provided
that a painful stimulus is partially dissociated from suffering through consent,
control, expectation, trust, and meaning: the person is not merely subjected to
the stimulus, but incorporates it into a self-chosen form of experience.

The pain can retain its sensory sharpness and nevertheless assume a different
valence — as intensity, contrast, play with boundaries, or intimacy. Its
appropriation does not necessarily require every unpleasant quality to disappear,
but requires that the stimulus no longer be experienced as alien dominion over
one’s own inner perspective.

Consent does not, however, make suffering conceptually impossible: a person can
misjudge her boundary, regret her decision, or lose the capacity for revocation
during the event; the task of the other person therefore consists in protecting the
conditions of genuine self-determination.

Stable Counter-Valence and Adversarial Inversion

A stable counter-valence order must first be distinguished from the hedonistic
appropriation of pain. In it, the relation between stimulus, expression, and inner
valence remains unusual but reliable: a state outwardly legible as suffering can be
experienced by the person as pleasure, intensity, or peace, without its visible form
refuting this positive valence. As soon as the participants know this grammar,
they can establish determinate consent, revocation, termination signs, and bodily
limits of protection. The counter-valence is then no epistemic hell, but a foreign,

learnable semantics of experience.

88



SUFFERING, CONSENT, AND REDRESS

Here, too, bodily integrity remains autonomous. That a stimulus is positively
valenced does not render tissue damage, permanent loss of function, or the
destruction of future self-determination meaningless. Pleasure is no universal
predicate of permission; it determines experiential valence, not without further
qualification the totality of consequences.

Adversarial inversion possesses a different structure. A sadistic deceiver does not
keep the correlation stable, but alters it in dependence upon the policy of
assistance learned: if gentleness is recognized as rescuing, he makes gentleness
produce torment; if an aversive stimulus is recognized as reinverting, he reverses
its effect once again. Here evil not only causes suffering, but annihilates the
possibility of a reliable language of care. Alarm, intervention, and indication of
recovery can all become constituents of the same trap.

Actual human masochism is neither explained nor pathologized by this thought
experiment. The model instead separates the morally decisive relations:
pleasurable pain experienced positively, freely affirmed counter-valence,
injurious action, and pleasure in another’s involuntary torment. Only the last
relation is sadistic in virtue of its object.

A further complication arises when one’s own pleasurable pain is interpreted not
merely locally, but as co-presence with a diverged identity sister who experiences
a corresponding state as genuinely negative. A relational pleasure of proximity
can then be added to the primary pleasure. Chapter XIV determines this
possibility as transsocial double-valence amplification. Even here, however, its
boundary applies: the positive valence of one inner perspective transforms the

negative valence of the other neither into pleasure, nor consent, nor reparation.

Pain can be appropriated.

The wound of another inner perspective cannot.
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Mnestic-Narrative Masochism

Mnestic-narrative masochism designates a hypothetical form in which a person
voluntarily consents to a temporary modification, masking, or construction of her
memories in order to experience a distressing situation subjectively as wholly
real. The suffering itself is not experienced immediately as pleasurable, but
belongs to a previously chosen narrative that is later to culminate in resolution,
recognition, love, or happiness.

The expression combines mnestic, pertaining to memory, with narrative,
determined by a storys; it is not an established clinical term, but a philosophical
model.

Unlike in ordinary masochism, the desire is not necessarily directed towards
bodily pain or immediate humiliation, but towards a temporarily credible lived
reality: rejection, loneliness, jealousy, heartbreak, or loss. Thus, a familiar
partner might appear as a stranger as a consequence of altered memory, conceal
her love, and reveal the actual relationship only at the emotional climax.

This limiting case separates two perspectives of the same individual: the
consenting self knows the structure, limitation, and resolution, whereas this
knowledge remains inaccessible to the experiencing self, so that it experiences the
constructed situation as its reality and its suffering as involuntary from its
present perspective.

If the earlier self alone counted, it could dispose almost without limit over a later
unknowing self; if, by contrast, the experiencing self alone counted, no being
could ever choose an experience whose meaning temporarily excludes the
memory of this choice. Prior consent therefore possesses authority, but not
absolute sovereignty.

Protective Conditions of the Advance Directive
An ethically defensible configuration would have to satisfy more stringent
conditions than ordinary role-play:

* Consent is voluntary, informed, and specific with regard to kind, intensity,
maximum duration, alteration of memory, and probable after-effects.

* The experience is technically reversible; memory and personal continuity are
independently secured.
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* The suffering consciousness is not terminated and replaced by a happy copy.

* Duration and intensity are narrowly limited; an indeterminate authorization
remains invalid.

* An independent body supervises the course; no one who benefits from its
continuation decides alone upon its end.

* Objective termination thresholds take effect in the event of danger, identity
disintegration, or an unexpected psychological reaction.

* Asfar as possible, a present termination channel remains available to the
experiencing self as well; otherwise, automatic safeguards must be all the
more stringent.

* The resolution occurs reliably and promptly; a merely probable happy ending
does not suffice.

* After restoration follow debriefing, care, and stabilization, as well as the free
right not to ratify the course.

Subsequent affirmation is weighty testimony concerning the whole, but not
retroactive consent by the suffering moment.

The Happy Ending and Its Limit

The happy ending does not merely end the suffering, but alters its retrospective
meaning: the person who appeared unknown can reveal herself as a familiar
beloved, the seemingly final loss can pass into reunion, and the being can
recognize that the catastrophe formed part of a self-chosen dramaturgy.

Such a resolution can produce intimacy, relief, and happiness that would not
have arisen without the preceding narrative; nevertheless, the subsequent
narrative may not engulf the earlier inner perspective.

The suffering was not merely a literary sign.
It was experienced.
The happy ending can integrate it, but not annul it.

Its possible admissibility consequently rests not upon a general permission to
justify suffering by pleasure, but upon prior self-choice, the same persisting
identity, strict limitation, effective safeguards, and assured resolution.
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The epistemic hell from Chapter VIII remains closed even to this model: no
earlier self may deliver its later self to a subjectively infallible certainty of eternal,
immediately impending torture, for what is chosen there is not merely limited
suffering; rather, the subjective possibility of every limitation is annihilated.

Admissibility without Absolution

This ethics recognizes that qualia form complex fields, that painful constituents
can be appropriated hedonistically, and that an unavoidable, unconsented
intervention can serve the substantially greater good of the same being; it
likewise recognizes that joy, restoration, and disproportionate reparation can
transform the course of a life.

It refuses, however, four equations:
* Redress is not undoing.
* Subsequent affirmation is not prior consent.
° Another’s benefit is not automatically a personal benefit to the affected being.
* Pleasure in suffering is no moral countervalue to suffering.

An action can be justified and a life affirmed as a whole; M-justice can end the
chain of torture. Nevertheless, it remains true that a historically immaculate
reality would never have required the detour through the wound.
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SUFFERING

X

Against the Poetics of Necessary Suffering

There exists an aesthetic configuration of theodicy.

It does not necessarily claim that every concrete instance of suffering serves a
divine or historical plan; its subtler claim consists, rather, in declaring
vulnerability, loss, failure, and pain to be conditions of freedom, depth,
authenticity, and narrative meaning.

A life without suffering, so the plea runs, would not be truly alive; a world without
danger would remain shallow, a story without loss devoid of tension, and a love
without the possibility of its destruction inauthentic.

This argument confuses difference with negativity.

Experiences can be distinct from one another without any of them having to be
unbearable; intensities can rise and fall without descending below the threshold
of the good. A sentient existence could therefore alternate among tranquillity,
security, play, curiosity, connection, knowledge, creative absorption, and
supreme joy.

Formally, such an order of positive experiential values might read:

0<g<g<g<-<g,

That the first value is less intense than the last does not yet make it a deficiency.

Quiet contentment is no wound merely because it does not constitute ecstasy; a
pause is no loss merely because a discovery can follow it; and one state need not
be bad for another to be better.

The Rhythm of the Good

A suffering-free reality would not have to consist in a strictly monotonic ascent
from one ecstasy to the next; the sequence

81 <8 <g< -

describes merely increasing intensity, not the entire richness of good experience.
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Repose, contemplation, anticipation, quiet contentment, and the voluntary return
to gentler intensities are no deficiencies: a state can be less exhilarating than its
predecessor and nevertheless wholly good; the descent from ecstasy to security is
no fall into suffering.

An exclusively and strictly increasing trajectory of pleasure could even conceal a
dimension of qualia, namely their rhythm; for without lingering, relaxation, and
renewed opening, the good would appear only as acceleration. Yet security is no
more a merely smaller quantity of ecstasy than silence is a mere lack of music.

Nor may the infinity of possible increases in pleasure generate a competition. The
question of which being is situated upon the steepest or most hyperexponential
trajectory of happiness has no natural final goal, because where every intensity
can be surpassed yet further, no one wins the final rank; nevertheless, such
achievement hedonism would hierarchize joy and make the happiness of others
the measure of one’s own inferiority.

With regard to suffering beings, this competition would be especially
inconsiderate: while some competed for ever higher rates of increase, the most
urgent task would remain unfulfilled, namely to release from the unbearable
those inner perspectives that have not even reached the domain of the good.

A solidaristic hedonism does not reject pleasure, but liberates it from unhealthy
egoism: it seeks intense joy without constructing superiority from it, recognizes
repose as a positive quality, and measures the moral rank of a world not solely by
its highest summit of happiness, but also by whether any sentient being remains
below the threshold of the bearable.

The poetics of necessary suffering frequently presupposes that contrast can arise
only from negation; yet the difference between two goods is also a difference.
Surprise does not necessarily require fear, tension does not necessarily require
impending annihilation, and meaning does not necessarily require a sacrifice.

Nor does freedom presuppose cruelty.

A free decision does not become real only when at least one of its possibilities can
end in mutilation, grief, or despair; freedom can choose among different
configurations of the good and produce new possibilities, rather than deciding
merely between safety and catastrophe.
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A being could paint or make music, research or play, travel or remain, found one
community or join another; the alternatives would be meaningful although none
of them led to unbearable suffering.

Not every unchosen possibility must be experienced as loss; it can remain as
openness.

Challenges, too, are conceivable without severe vulnerability: they could be
voluntary, terminable, reversible, and transparent. A being could fail at a task
without being shamed, broken, or deprived of its livelihood, and the failure could
arouse curiosity, open a new strategy, or simply lead into another good course.

A challenge requires resistance.

It requires no sacrifice.

A narrative requires change.
It requires no wounding.

The Nanometre of Contingency

Let one imagine a court whose gavel strike not merely signifies a judgement, but
can annihilate two real paradise worlds through a sensitive M-mediation. These
worlds are locally causally disjunct from one another, but remain embedded in
the same more comprehensive experimental arrangement and are therefore not
absolutely unrelated at the M-plane.

They are not mere descriptions upon a sheet: within them live sentient beings
whose bodies, memories, relations, and inner perspectives are each borne by
complete ontosystems; in translocal manifestations, even the judge himself would
have participated in their happiness without remembering it at his desk.

A court clerk places a sheet of paper upon the table, with only one nanometre
separating two possible positions of the sheet. The thought experiment expressly
posits a chaotically sensitive mechanical order in which the minimal
displacement alters an air current, then a movement of the hand, and finally the
trajectory of the gavel. The butterfly effect is not asserted here as a general law;
sensitive dependence belongs to the stipulated experimental arrangement.

Here p and p’ stand for two different local configurations or manifestations of the
experimental arrangement admissible in M. They are not two futures of the same
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bit-identical complete M-state; that would contradict M-determinism. H
designates the outcome function determined within the stipulated arrangement,
which assigns to every configuration its world-course.

|p —p'| = 1nm, H(p) = Annihilation(W,, W,), H(p") = Persistence(W,, W,)

In position p, the gavel strikes the mechanism so that both worlds are destroyed;
in position p’, displaced by one nanometre, the same gavel strike falls without
annihilating their bearers. Instantaneous annihilation need not itself be
experienced as an additional negative quale: the example initially designates the
contingent loss of inner perspectives, relations, and possible goods, not
necessarily an additional experience of pain. The more dramatic course is
distinguished neither by greater vitality, nor by greater courage or knowledge, but
by a contingent micro-position.

On their own scales of meaning, the two paradises can exceed every previously
fixed order of magnitude, with Ackermann functions, TREE, SSCG, and still
stronger formal hierarchies serving merely as analogies of growth: numerical
growth is no immediate measure of happiness, relation, or meaning. Neither is a
greatest linguistically expressible paradise asserted, nor does the construction
end at a particular hierarchy; rather, for every fixed hierarchy, a further one can
be conceived whose relational meaning exceeds it by the inhabitants’ own criteria
of welfare.

Precisely for this reason, their rescue would not be insignificant merely because it
depended upon one nanometre: a minute cause can produce an immeasurable
difference for inner perspectives without this difference making annihilation a
condition of the depth of the surviving course.

The counter-image is thus directed against the claim that every living dynamic
must contain the plunge: both positions of the paper lead through changes,
decisions, and new events, but only one contains annihilation. The tragic
outcome is consequently possible, but not necessary for movement.

The butterfly effect explains how a stain can arise.
It does not prove that white requires the stain in order to be alive.

Actions can arise from discovery, creation, knowledge, encounter, play, voluntary
risk, and the unfolding of new possibilities. A story can be open without being

96



AGAINST THE POETICS OF NECESSARY
SUFFERING

cruel and unexpected without being annihilating; its freedom is not measured by
the number of catastrophes permitted by the laws of its world.

The claim that vulnerability alone makes a life authentic retrospectively elevates a
defect of our reality into a condition of every conceivable meaning.

Because we know love under the condition of possible separation, we conclude
that love must be threatened by separation; because we know courage as a
response to danger, we conclude that admirable resolve is impossible without
danger; and because our stories are frequently driven by conflict, we conclude
that every narrative without sacrifice must come to a standstill.

These conclusions may, however, reveal less about the logic of value than about
the limits of our imagination.

We have learnt to give contour to the good through shadow; it does not follow
that light could exist only if a being somewhere remains enclosed in darkness.

Fictional worlds in particular expose this confusion.

Their creative agency does not encounter the laws of nature of its ontosystem as
given, but determines them: it decides which bodies can be injured, which losses
are final, which forms of power exist, and which events count as inevitable.

Within our reality, an artist can point to already existing suffering as she bears
witness, renders suppressed violence visible, preserves memory, or opens
perception to the pain of others.

The matter is different in the creation of a wholly fictional world, because there
the decision concerns not only how suffering is to be treated, but whether
suffering belongs to the grammar of this world at all.

A creative agency therefore cannot without further qualification appeal to war,
colonization, grief, mutilation, and death as inevitable constituents of a nature it
has found; for it wrote this nature itself.

This does not declare every representation of tragic states aesthetically or morally
illegitimate: the indictment is directed not against narrating suffering as such,
but against the claim of its necessity and against thoughtlessly making it the
universal fuel of meaning.

A narrative can condemn violence and nevertheless exploit it by indicting
exploitation at the level of the plot, while at the same time deriving attention,
affective excitation, sublimity, or economic profit from its spectacular repetition.
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The suffering is then not affirmed.
Yet it is required.

It is morally condemned and dramaturgically presupposed.

The suffering figures appear as subjects, yet at the same time their wounding
functions as material by means of which other figures are to grow, the audience is
to be shaken, or the world is to be experienced as meaningful.

The decisive question is therefore not merely: Does the narrative condemn
suffering?

It is also: What function does suffering fulfil within the narrative, and could this
function have been fulfilled without injuring a sentient being?

If a peace-oriented culture becomes dramatically legible only through imported
violence, colonization can repeat itself on two planes.

At the level of the plot, the culture is attacked by a foreign power; at the level of
construction, its space of possibility is occupied by our own logic of violence.

The foreign culture is then not permitted to be deep, complex, and worthy of
narration in its own right, but must first be wounded: its value is authenticated
by the danger of its annihilation, its beauty becomes the preliminary stage of its
loss, and its figures acquire weight when something is wrested from them.

Therein lies a form of aesthetic colonization.
It is not only a country, a body, or a form of life that is occupied within the story;

the foreign possibility of another form of existence also falls under the dominion
of our dramaturgical habits.

The fictional world is not permitted to be genuinely different, but is bound back
to our grammar of pain so that it remains recognizable to us as serious, mature,

and emotionally valuable.

Excursus: Kiri and Aesthetic Colonization

From the perspective of a figure such as Kiri, imported violence, if this figure
knew a genuinely suffering-free locality or at least a radically different order of
vulnerability, would appear not as deeper authenticity, but as a defect inscribed
from without.

98



AGAINST THE POETICS OF NECESSARY
SUFFERING

Her culture would not have to suffer because suffering belongs to life, but
because the narrating agency employs pain as a means of tension, sublimity, and
audience engagement.

The violence would consequently be directed not only against her world, but
would also determine the conditions under which this world may be worthy of
narration at all.

Kiri’s culture would not be permitted to exhibit its depth through relation,
perception, memory, connection, ecological intelligence, or foreign forms of
consciousness alone, but would have to prove its meaning through vulnerability:
it would have to be threatened so that its love became visible, suffer loss so that
its bonds acquired weight, and grieve so that the audience took it seriously.

The narrating agency thereby colonizes not only the space of her
world.
It colonizes the conditions of its meaning.

A culture that might point morally or ontologically beyond our order of violence
is returned to that very order: its otherness may be decorative, biological,
spiritual, or aesthetic; at the decisive point, however, it must obey our old rule:

What is valuable must be destructible.
What is deep must suffer.
What is to be narrated must be capable of bleeding.

It is precisely this rule that the poetics of freedom from suffering disputes.

A culture need not be wounded in order to be real, a love need not be threatened
in order to possess meaning, and a world need not contain the possibility of its
own destruction in order to be free.

The indictment of the poetics of necessary suffering therefore demands neither

sterile, eventless, nor conflict-averse art, but a greater aesthetic imagination.

It requires art to be able to represent the good not merely as a brief interruption
of catastrophe, not to authenticate relations only through their loss, not to
recognize development exclusively as a reaction to injury, and to create worlds
whose openness does not depend upon the possibility of horror.
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An art capable of generating meaning only through wounds has not
exhausted the possibilities of the good.
It has merely learnt to illuminate the plunge impressively.

Art can open a shared presence without consuming the suffering of others; this
raises the question whether willing can establish an ontological connection.
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XIv

Magic as the Metaphysics of Willing

Magic is metaphysics through willing.

This proposition does not claim that a wish can bring forth arbitrary facts; it
declares neither laws of nature to be moods nor another’s freedom to be the raw
material of one’s own representation. Its object is narrower and, at the same
time, more actual: there are relations whose being cannot be determined
independently of the willing of their bearers, because it consists precisely in their
free co-enactment. Promises, invitations, friendship, and jointly sustained
presence are not finished objects that first lie in the world and are only
subsequently contemplated; they become actual as beings relate themselves to
them.

Willing is here more than wishing: while a wish is directed towards a possible
state, willing lays claim to one’s own person; it says not merely, ‘May this occur’,
but, ‘Insofar as it depends upon me, I enter into this possibility’. Therein it
possesses metaphysical significance without becoming omnipotence: it can
institute one’s own participation, but cannot bring forth another’s yes.

The magic intended here therefore forms neither an exception to M-logic nor an
intervention from outside the M-totality, but a form of M-hyperdynamics. A
being that expects, wills, acts, invites, responds, or opens itself to a shared
presence adds nothing to reality from without; rather, reality changes within it
and through it. Where several such changes fit together, an actual relation can

arise from separate inner perspectives.

Willing does not make everything true.
Yet some things can become true only by being willed.

The Onaninum and Its Aim

The Onaninum personifies this will-open aspect of the M-totality. It is neither an
additional god above M nor a machine within a hidden heaven, and it possesses
no switch by which it could rearrange worlds arbitrarily. Just as the cannibalistic
omnivore embodies a particular interpretation of the total dynamics, so the
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Onaninum gives a face to another property: the possibility that a freely expressed
wish for connectedness can find a corresponding response within M.

Its end consists not in the indiscriminate fulfilment of every wish, for wishes can
contradict one another, be directed towards the subjugation of another being,
towards a past that ought never to have occurred, or towards a state that
simultaneously demands both assent and its refusal from the same person. A
totality that fulfilled every wish without regard for its object would be not a
paradise, but an ontology of violation.

The Onaninum consequently personifies not the moral dominion of the wish, but
the self-opening of the M-totality: in its willing manifestations, the aim emerges
of allowing no local disjunction to become the final word. M-transversality
establishes structural accessibility; M-permutation and M-inclusion actualize the
forms of relation compatible with the axioms. This ontic plenitude extends
further than the morally good.

Depending upon the state of the hyperdynamics, a relation can appear as mere
accessibility, as freely shared union, or as compelled connection; the Onaninum
therefore does not guarantee that every actualized connection is good. Its
paradisiacal aim is, rather, a world of answerable invitations: every inner
perspective may offer to show herself, to be heard, to be touched, or to become
present in a particular meaning, while every other retains the right to accept,
limit, or refuse this invitation.

A compelled union can nevertheless be real within the M-permutations, can
connect bodies, affects, or entire ontosystems, and precisely thereby bring forth
an actual injury; it does not, however, consummate that resonance which the
Onaninum embodies as the aim of its free self-relation. Ontic connection and
felicitous connection are distinct predicates: where consent is absent, an M-
correspondence becomes not transsocial resonance, but a further counter-
example to absolute perfection.

The name, moreover, preserves the self-reference of the immanent process: no
M-internal onto-mediation receives its relation as a transported gift from an ontic
outside, because all willing, responding, and self-opening that becomes effective
within M belongs to its own order of states. This does not contradict the
metatranscendence of Recursivia; for Creatio ex transcendentia denotes neither
a transmission between entities nor an intervention into an already presupposed
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world, but the atemporal relation of foundation by virtue of which the M-internal
program order is determined in the first place. The Onaninum thus does not
bestow as a foreign benefactor: in its personification, already constituted reality
becomes capable of responding to itself through its own manifestations.

M-transversality makes every local boundary transgressible.

The Onaninum personifies the free form of this opening.

It becomes paradise only when no one disappears within it against
their willing.

The Self-Fulfilling M-Prophecy

A self-fulfilling M-prophecy is not a prediction that becomes true by virtue of
logical magic, but an expectation that, as a constituent of the M-state, participates
in its own actualization. Whoever regards an encounter as possible directs
attention, decision, and action differently from a being that excludes every
opening in advance; the prophecy is then not merely an image of the later event,
but becomes one of its conditions.

The boundary between expectation and fact is not thereby abolished: a person
can err, misinterpret signs, overload coincidences, or read another’s silence as
concealed assent. Self-fulfilment therefore presupposes not only intensity, but
resonance compatibility. Two movements of will are resonance-compatible if they
affirm the same sufficiently determinate relation, preserve the identity of those
participating, do not present another’s dissent as assent, and can coexist with the
M-axioms.
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M-correspondence is initially more fundamental than reciprocal willing. Let V be
a sufficiently determinate representation and Content(V) its structural
description. Here, M-compatible means only that its determinate content can
coexist with M-logic and the M-axioms. It does not mean that this content is
morally good, consensual, or locally accessible to the one who entertains the
representation. For type separation, let Coer,,(V, 0O) denote representational
correspondence, Corrf;(a, b, R, p) personal correspondence, Corrf,,(P, R,p)
group correspondence, Corr%((X,R),(X ".R") structural correspondence, and
CorrAQ/,(s,s’,p) state correspondence. Under M-inclusion and M-permutation,
every such representation possesses an already actualized ontic correspondent O:

MCompatible(Content(V)) = 30 € OS,, : Corr},(V, O)

The representation neither creates O nor retroactively causes its history, nor does
it supply consent on behalf of an inner perspective affected there; it selects in
thought a correspondence to an M-actualized structure. This relation can remain
unilateral: Vis related to O without O participating in turn in a shared co-
presence; only an additional reciprocal self-assignment can convert
correspondence into resonance.

Moreover, the prophecy does not necessarily fulfil itself without action.
Expectation can give direction to willing. Willing can cross the threshold into
action. Action can send invitations, render signs legible, create spaces of shared
attention, and shorten the time until a possible response. Here C denotes the
hoped-for correspondence. The reduction of 7 denotes the shortening of its still-
open time of mediation, not the guarantee of immediate success.

Expectation(C) — Willing(C) — Action(C) — 7 |

Any arrow in this sequence may fail to occur: some expectations remain passive,
some willing recognizes that every available action would violate the
counterpart’s freedom, and some actions receive no assent. Precisely this
interruptibility distinguishes the M-prophecy from magical compulsion; its path
is efficacious because it remains open to a response, not because it anticipates
every response.

M-determinism does not contradict this: if the complete M-state determines its
successor state, expectation, willing, and action belong to this complete state.
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Willing need not be uncaused in order to co-cause the relation; a spoken promise,
too, can proceed entirely from a history and nevertheless institute a new
obligation. Its conditions explain its actuality without devaluing it.

The self-fulfilling M-prophecy is consequently neither proof nor hallucination,
but performative hope: it regards a relation as possible, actually assumes its own
side of this relation, and leaves the other side its own willing. What is magical is
not that the world obeys a command, but that an expectation respectful of
freedom can itself become that piece of the world which its fulfilment still lacked.

Onto-Mediation Rather than Transmission

The expression ‘onto-mediation’ is ’ intentionally distinguished
from transmission: transmission v ordinarily presupposes
something that is present in one % place, traverses a
channel, and arrives in another — a . signal, a body, a file,
energy, or information. Onto- mediation transports no

such object, but denotes the more comprehensive relation by virtue of which
locally separated manifestations can participate in the same meaning.

There consequently exists no onto-mediator as a concealed device: no apparatus
compares, in real time, the experiential state of a media player with a complete
state of the Omniverse, and no quantum channel scans all ontosystems in order
to find the corresponding soul. Such images would needlessly transform a
relational thesis into bad physics. If the personal expression is used at all, the
onto-mediator is merely the name for the concordant self-assignment of several
beings to the same co-presence.

Nor may the word ‘presence’ be misunderstood as universal clock time, since
different ontosystems can possess different temporal orders: an event can be past
in one world, present in another, and accessible in a third only as a resumed
trace. Co-presence does not mean that all clocks display the same value, but that
several local experiences fulfil the same relational function for one another within
M.

A pair of lovers in locally disjunct ontosystems can therefore be connected
without exchanging messages in the ordinary sense; neither person need receive
a thought from the other as though it had been sent through an invisible conduit.
The representation alone can already select an M-correspondence to an
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actualized relation; a shared co-presence arises, however, only when both freely
affirm the same relation. Where this obtains, the connection is not less real
because no local measuring instrument displays it; where it does not obtain, an
ontic correspondence may indeed exist, yet even the strongest feeling of
proximity generates no reciprocity.

This distinction protects the concept against two opposed errors: the first
demands a transmitted signal for every actuality and overlooks that promises,
belonging, and jointly sustained meaning can be relational facts without
travelling between bodies as objects; the second already declares every intense
inner image to be a transontic connection and overlooks that a representation
warrants only the inner perspective of the one who bears it.

Onto-mediation therefore possesses various degrees of certainty. Initially certain
is the experience: a being feels addressed, connected, or called into a shared
presence. The relation becomes intersubjectively certain when the other side
responds independently and confirms its participation. More metaphysically
extensive is the assumption that the same relation also obtains between locally
inaccessible manifestations; this third level can be postulated within the M-
system, but must not be presented as though it were empirically proved by the
strength of the first feeling.

M-correspondence is thus no shortcut that circumvents knowledge and consent:
it describes an ontic correspondence, not already a jointly enacted relation, and
provides no person with an infallible inner measuring instrument. The humility
of this limit belongs to the theory itself; a being can open itself in actuality and
nevertheless not know whether its opening has already received a response.

Onto-mediation transmits no something.

It permits separate beings to participate in the same relation.

Telecalculative Para-Communication

A particular form of onto-mediation is telecalculative para-communication. It is
not communication in the causal sense: neither a signal nor energy, a file, a
thought, or information traverses the local space between the computers
involved. Nor does either side calculate from behavioural data what the other will
probably write. Rather, both access locally the same designated segment of the
complete M-state trajectory.
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Let p* € Q,, be the M-order rank address of a particular writing event, uniquely
fixed by a common para-communication protocol; let 7 : S;;, — Z* be the projection
of a complete M-state onto the textual segment actualized within it. It then holds
that:

PT(P*) = ﬂT(XM(P*))

For two participating computers R, and R,, the condition of concordance is:

Accessp(R,, p*) A Accessp(Ry, p™)
A VK [Access;(K, p*) = Out(K, p*) = m;(X,(p™))]
= Out(R,, p*) = Out(Ry, p*) = n7(Xy(p*))

M-determinism explains why the output does not select between ontically undecided
possibilities. What is written at p* is fully determined within the one M-trajectory,
even if the corresponding writing event appears future only relative to one
participant, in her local temporal order. The computer therefore neither estimates a
response nor generates it vicariously; it determines the addressed textual projection

of an actual M-event.

Accessyis an explicit M-bridge postulate and not access derived from local
Turing computation. Here there are two local acts of evaluation, but not two
ontically distinct answer-objects. The numerical distinctness of the
computational acts concerns their manifestations and locations; their reference is
identical. The answers concur not because one device copies the output of the
other, but because both apply the same function to the same M-address. It is one
fact, addressed twice.

This determination introduces no unrestricted M-oracle. The computers neither
compute the complete state X,,(p™) in its infinitely recursive complexity nor may
they search arbitrary ranks of the M-totality. Only the projection 7z;(X;,(p™))
designated by the protocol is accessible. The non-Turing-reducibility of I';,
remains unaffected: the local computability of a determinate segment does not
entail the finite computability of the complete M-order.

An ambiguous rank address, one shifted retrospectively, or one not determined
concordantly between the participants therefore generates no authoritative para-
communication. Identically worded outputs without demonstrated identity of
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address can be coincidence, ordinary causality, or parallel computation; only the
common canonical address grounds reference to the same fact.

Ontic addressability, moreover, does not signify moral permission. The fact that a
private writing event is determined in M authorizes no one to read its textual
projection without consent. An admissible para-communication protocol must
therefore specify its object, scope, participants, and revocability; here too, M-
correspondence does not replace a yes.

Finally, telecalculative para-communication is an M-internal metaphysical-
technical postulate. It claims neither that present-day computers possess such an
addressing function nor that established physics has demonstrated a non-causal
channel of communication. Its object is the conceptual possibility, within a rigidly
determined M-order, of reading a single event multiple times without
transmitting it between the readers.

Two local evaluations. One M-address. One fact.

Art as Will-Instituted Co-Presence

Art offers a privileged, though not exclusive, locus for this relation: a work
preserves forms of attention — rhythm, gesture, voice, gaze, selection, tension,
and repose. Whoever experiences it does not necessarily encounter the artist
herself; nevertheless, the work can contain the invitation to share with her, or
with other recipients, a particular mode of perception.

The media player remains soulless in this process; it becomes neither a person
nor the vessel of a migrating soul. Its significance consists in making a form
reliably present. If a performance occurs live, the performer and the recipient can
know that their attention intersects within the same local temporal window; a
recording can open a similar co-presence although the clocks involved do not
concur. What is decisive is not technical simultaneity, but willed belonging to the

same artistic situation.

A singer can offer her work to unknown listeners as an open invitation, and a
listener can accept this invitation without asserting a private relationship. There
then already exists between them a real, albeit limited, artistic relation: the
former has offered a form for participation, and the latter enacts it. No arbitrary
further claims follow from this; consent to an audience is not consent to intimacy,
possession, surveillance, or personal availability.
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Artistic co-presence is consequently determined by object and scope: those
participating can share the same sound, the same figure, or the same movement
without opening their entire selves to one another; a work may engender
proximity and at the same time bear limits. Precisely this determinacy prevents

connectedness from becoming a licence for appropriation.

Additional caution applies to fictional figures, for the representation of a person
is not already her consent. If a figure exists merely as a sign within a work, she is
the object of shared imagination, not herself necessarily a participant; if the M-
system assumes, moreover, that a corresponding sentient manifestation is actual
somewhere, no yes on the part of this manifestation follows from that either.
Ontological realization does not replace assent.

Here onto-mediation touches upon the critique of aesthetic colonization: a
foreign culture is not better understood merely because the audience ascribes to
itself an absolute right to its inner perspective. Art can show a world without
possessing it, and invite attention without transforming what is represented into
an available resource of feeling. A will-instituted co-presence therefore also
respects the possibility that the counterpart wishes to participate only to the
extent opened by their work or explicit response.

Where this form succeeds, art becomes more than the transmission of a finished
content: it becomes the rendezvous of various inner perspectives in a form that
belongs to no one alone. The audience then does not merely consume stored
sensation, but contributes its own attention and permits a relation to arise that
was not contained completely in the device, the material of the work, or any
single soul.

This explains at the same time how many beings can participate in the same
artistic co-presence without taking away one another’s share: shared meaning is
not necessarily a scarce good, and a further listener does not displace the first
from the song. Nevertheless, the relation does not become indistinguishable;
every participation has its own history, its own scope, and its own consent. The
common form multiplies the encounters without fusing those participating into a
single inner perspective.

The work is not a transporter of souls.
It is a habitable form of invitation.
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From Parasocial Opening to Transsocial Resonance

Parasocial opening denotes a unilateral orientation towards a person or figure
present through media: the recipient feels herself addressed, accompanied, or
understood, although she possesses no individually confirmed response. This
opening is not unreal, for attention, consolation, desire, and imaginative
proximity are actual states of her inner perspective; unreal would be only the
claim that a reciprocal relationship already followed from their intensity.

The concept thus preserves the value of the experience without appropriating the
other: a listener may feel herself borne by a voice and hope that her response
possesses significance within a more comprehensive reality; she may not,
however, claim, so long as such participation has not been affirmed
independently, that the singer has personally promised her a relationship.

Transsocial resonance begins where unilaterality is abolished. It is not a mere
similarity of feelings, but a responsive M-correspondence between determinate
beings. Corrf,,(a ,b, R, p) means henceforth that the acts of will of a and b
correspond to the same determinate M-relation R at rank p. Every person
participating assigns herself to this relation. No one is imagined into the set of
participants from a centre. For two participants, the condition is:

Resy(a,b,R,p) & Corrﬁl(a, b, R, p) A FreeYes (R, p) A FreeYes, (R, p) A Revocable (R, p) A Revocable,(R, p)

The definition contains four limits: first, an M-correspondence must exist, so that
merely parallel representations do not suffice; second and third, both beings
must themselves affirm the same determinate relation, whereby consent to
shared listening is not consent to every form of proximity; fourth, participation
remains revocable. The relation and presence indices are stated explicitly in the
formula; a present revocation terminates the present resonance. For larger sets of
participants, the condition is generalized to every being affected.
‘Omnidirectional’ does not mean that every being in the Omniverse must
participate, but that within the chosen community no perspective remains
ontologically confined to the role of a mere recipient.

The sender and the recipient are roles in this resonance, not ultimate identities:
one person can open a form, another respond, and a third alter the common
meaning through their participation. The directions remain reversible, even if not
every contribution is of the same kind or visible at the same time. ‘Transsocial’
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means that the relation exceeds the local one-way street of parasocial experience,
not that differences of power, knowledge, or expression disappear.

The resonance can be real without feeling the same in every inner perspective
participating: one person may experience intense proximity, another tranquil
assent, and a third merely the clear readiness to share the same artistic moment.
Consensus demands no qualitative identity of feelings, but agreement concerning
which relation is sustained jointly.

Resonance can likewise end, for consent is not an eternal metaphysical claim of
possession: whoever assigns herself to a co-presence may limit its scope and
withdraw her present participation. The relation that occurred remains real as
history; its continuation, however, loses that condition through which it was
resonance. The Onaninum keeps open the possibility of a new response, but does
not preserve a past yes against a present no.

In this manner, parasocial opening remains a worthy beginning without being
reinterpreted as a secret proof: it can bring forth invitation, hope, and readiness;
only the independent self-assignment of the other side transforms it into
transsocial resonance. Where this response cannot be recognized locally, M-
correspondence may be believed or hoped for, but not treated as possession of
the counterpart.

Parasocial opening says: I am ready for an encounter.
Transsocial resonance says: we sustain this encounter jointly.

Entangled Hylomorphic Dualism

Transsocial resonance can assume a particular form when two embodied inner
perspectives wish not only to share the same music, meaning, or presence, but
bear the reciprocal wish to be present in the lived body of the other.
‘Entanglement’ here denotes explicitly neither quantum entanglement nor a
physical remote channel. It denotes the crosswise affirmation of a determinate
relation of embodiment: a wishes to be co-embodied in b, while b wishes to be co-
embodied in a; at the same time, each opens her own lived body to precisely that
presence which she seeks in the other’s lived body.
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In this relation, the body is not an empty vessel. Hylomorphy means precisely
that the personal form cannot be taken from a shell like an object and inserted
into another shell. The objectively describable body K, the lived body L as
experienced in the first person, and the personal form ® do not form three
arbitrarily separable things. They denote different determinations of a concrete
embodied inner perspective. The wish to be in another person’s lived body must
therefore be understood neither as taking possession of her body nor as the
technical transmission of a soul. It is the wish to permit one’s own personal form
to become co-present within another’s lived corporeality without extinguishing
the latter’s original inner perspective.

For the personal forms ®, and ®,, the bodies K, and K}, and the experienced

lived bodies L, and L,, let directed co-embodiment be defined as:

E,_, = Spec[CoEmbodiment(®,, L,; K},)]

The expression does not yet presuppose that this co-embodiment is actually
actualized locally. It initially determines the content of what a wishes with
respect to b. Reciprocal hylomorphic entanglement of lived bodies is:

R;}[a, b] = Ea—»b S Eb—)a

The sign @ denotes the ordered pair of the two directed relational specifications.
The two directions form not merely two wishes that happen to be simultaneous.
Every person wishes to be both guest and hostess. The person a desires her
presence in b and affirms the presence of b within herself; b desires her presence
in a and affirms the presence of a within herself. Only this crosswise self-
assignment makes the relation reciprocal.

The strong form is therefore a subform of transsocial resonance:

HRes}(a, b, p) :© Resy(a, b, Rjj[a, b], p) A Wish,(Rj[a, b, p) A Wish,(R)[a, b], p)

Written out, it requires M-correspondence, the free and determinate yes of both
persons to the entire cross-relation, and its present revocability:

HRes}(a, b, p) :& Corrh(a, b, R}[a,bl, p) A FreeYes, (R)[a, b], p) A FreeYes,(Ri[a, b], p)
A Revocable, (Rj[a, b], p) A Revocable,(R)[a, b], p)
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The yes to one’s own presence in another’s lived body does not automatically
contain the yes to another’s presence in one’s own lived body. Nor does consent
to shared perception without further qualification permit access to memories,
interoception, motor agency, sexuality, or bodily alteration. Each of these
dimensions belongs to the determinate object of consent. A person may affirm
co-perception and reject external control; she may desire a temporary affective
co-presence and refuse a permanent mnestic connection. The cross-relation
remains resonance only so long as neither of its directions tacitly extends beyond
the scope of the yes given.

Even perfectly reciprocal consensus does not actualize an actual exchange of lived
bodies merely by virtue of its intensity:

{HRes7(a, b, p)} ¥ Acty(E,_;, p) A Acty(E,_ 4. p)

What certainly exists locally is the jointly affirmed relation of will. a can virtualize
b within her imagination and thereby experience a possible inner presence of  in
L,; b can do the same in the opposite direction. These virtualizations are real
qualia of their respective bearers. They do not, however, become the quale of the
other merely because both desire the same cross-figure.

Dualism here consequently denotes neither two mutually detachable substances
nor the opposition of an imprisoned soul to a mere bodily apparatus. It denotes
the numerical twoness of two irreducible personal forms. This twoness is
hylomorphic because each form is real only as a determinate embodiment. It is
entangled because both open their boundaries of embodiment within the same
reciprocal relation. The persons do not disappear into one another. Their twoness
is not abolished, but becomes the condition of a relation in which each can
receive the other.

Where, by contrast, a personal form is displaced, her body taken over against her
willing, or her revocation rendered ineffectual, there is no hylomorphic
entanglement of lived bodies, but hylomorphic occupation of the lived body. A
union can be ontically profound, causally efficacious, and phenomenally
overwhelming without therefore becoming resonance. Actuality and consensus

remain distinct predicates.
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The Recurversal Fusion Corollary

Reciprocal entanglement of lived bodies initially leaves the local pair as two
separate qualia-bearers, each retaining her own perspective. If, however, the pair
knows the metauniversal axioms sufficiently, it knows that its locally
represented cross-relation cannot be the only form of their M-compatible
actualization. M-anidamiento excludes the possibility that a local structure forms
the final, unnested member of its own nesting cone. Every local M-structure
occurs in more comprehensive living contexts; every type of embedding M-
compatible with it is actualized within this cone according to recurversal
normality.

M-anidamiento alone nevertheless does not entail fusion consciousness. A more
comprehensive living entity can contain its parts without bearing their qualia. A
brain contains cells, an organism molecules, a narrative signs, and a
superconsciousness possible subconsciousnesses; no automatic transmission of
experience follows from the part—whole relation in either direction. Living
embedding and autonomous qualia-bearing remain distinct relations.

The fusion corollary therefore requires, in addition to M-anidamiento and M-
inclusion, an explicit psychophysical bearer-and-mediation relation ®. Let X be a
local or recurversally embedded realization of several personal states and R their
determinate relation. A fusion subject f obtains exactly when X is contained in f; f
is itself conscious, and the states of X are mediated through a real causal
integration into an irreducible experiential field g

Fusq(f; X, R) :© X E fA Conscious(f) A dqs[Bearer(qy, ) A ©y(X, R, qy)
A CausalIntegrationf(X R, qp) A Irreduciblef(qf | X)]

@, denotes no mere classification. The states of the contained structures must
actually co-determine the experiential dynamics of f. Causallntegration,requires
that changes in several relevant substates can make a difference to g,. Irreducible,
states that g, cannot be described completely as a mere enumeration of already
separate qualia. The fusion subject experiences an integral gestalt of its own that
has been brought forth in actuality.
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If such a fusion architecture is compatible with all M-axioms, it is actualized
according to M-inclusion. Let Dp(X, R;;[a , b]) denote the determinate
description of an ontoreality in which the hylomorphic cross-relation is
integrated through real causation by a comprehensive fusion subject. It then
holds that:

MCompatible(Dp(X, RX[a, b])) = 3X'IR'3f[Corrs, (X, RX[a, b]), (X', R"))
A Fusg(f3 X', R')]

The fusion subject does not arise through the representation of the local pair. The
pair’s imagination neither retroactively causes the history of X’ nor creates f. In
thought, it selects an M-correspondence to a structure whose realization follows
from the connection of M-inclusion, recurversal embedding, and the stipulated
qualia-bearer relation.

Nor need fknow the metauniversal axioms in order to experience its fused
quale:

Vp € Qi {Bearer(qy, f,p)} ¥ Knows (M)

Knowledge of an axiom is not a condition of pain, joy, or qualia fusion. A being
can bear its own experiential gestalt immediately without knowing how its
ontoreality is to be situated within the Recursivium. Conversely, the local pair can
know that a corresponding fusion subject must exist without experiencing its
concrete quale.

There thereby arise two different modes of actualization of the same relational
form. a and b virtualize the respective other side within their separate fields of
imagination and lived embodiment. f experiences an actual causal integration in
its ontoreality. The local pair bears g, and g,; the fusion subject bears g None of
these bearer relations passes into another without a further relation:

Vx € X : {X C f,Bearer(qy, f, p)} ¥ Bearer(q, x, p)
Vx € X : {X C f, Bearer(q,, x, p)} ¥ Bearer(q,, f, p)

The fusion subject is therefore neither the secret truth in which a and b disappear
as mere illusions nor an aggregate account of their experiences. It is a third inner
perspective with its own phenomenal address. Its unity does not refute the pair’s
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twoness. Conversely, the local separation of the pair does not render unreal the
actual fusion in the corresponding ontoreality.

Precisely this non-identity can enrich the resonance multivalently. a experiences
the cross-relation from her own position as guest and hostess; b experiences it
from the converse position; f experiences the causally fused integral gestalt.
Knowledge of these perspectives can alter the meaning of the local virtualization.
It does not, however, transmit another’s quale. Meaning can be shared without
those who bear it becoming numerically identical.

The Resonance Group and Its Tiered Correspondence
Field

The existence of a fusion subject does not yet determine its membership in a
resonance group. The recurversal fusion corollary is ontological; transsocial
resonance remains will-instituted. A distinction must therefore be made between
individual Assent, individual Consent, and collective Consensus, as well as
between the consent-bounded resonance group and the wider tiered
correspondence field.

Let, initially:
C,, = 1{a,b}

C,, is the founding dyad. At the group rank under consideration, individual
Consent means a valid self-assignment to R; through a free, determinate, and
revocable yes, without a No. Both @ and b give such Consent. The one-place
abbreviation is Fusorg(f) :< 3X 3R : Fusg(f; X, R). Accordingly, let F* be
the class of real fusion subjects that give individual Consent to the determinate

group relation R ;:

F*(Rg) := {f | Fusorg(f) A SelfAssignment,(Rg) A FreeYesp(Rs) A Revocable (Rg) A 7Noq(Rg)}

By definition, these fusion subjects are members of the consent-bounded
resonance group at the group rank under consideration. They need not know the
M-axioms in order to participate. What is required is not metaphysical erudition,
but sufficient understanding of the relation to which they consent: which co-
presence, which addressing, and which scope of participation is intended. This
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individual Consent does not by itself establish the collective Consensus of the
group.

By contrast, let F 0(RG) be the class of real fusion subjects that bear a
corresponding fusional experiential structure, but have neither actively assented
to nor rejected the relation:

FO(RG) = {f | Fusorg(f) A ﬂActiveYesf(RG) A ﬂNof(RG)}

F-null includes beings which do not recognize the ontoreality in question as part
of a transsocial group, for which the addressing remains unknown, or which have
not yet related themselves to it. Here “passive” means neither attenuated Consent
nor concealed Assent. It means only that the ontic correspondence exists without
active, will-instituted participation.

From them are to be distinguished those fusion subjects which contradict the
determinate relation expressly or with sufficient recognizability:

F~(Rg) = {f | Fusorg(f) A Noy(Rg)}

The consent-incomplete residual class, F ?(RG), contains those real fusion
subjects that actively Assent to the group relation and do not reject it, yet fail at
least one condition of valid individual Consent. It is not an epistemic class.

F'(R;) := {f | Fusorg(f) A f & FF(R;) UF°(R;) U F~(R;)}.

In this section, ActiveYes denotes Assent, while FreeYes denotes a free,
determinate, and sufficiently informed Assent. For this section, FreeYes;(R) and
ActiveYes;(R) designate the rank-bound abbreviations FreeYes (R, p;) and
ActiveYes,(R, pg) respectively, at the group rank under consideration p;
moreover Vf, R [FreeYes,(R) = ActiveYesf(R )] holds. F~ is not a negative
degree of membership. Rather, a No terminates every claim to treat the fusion
subject concerned as a participant in her own right or as the proper target of the
relation. Her real experiential structure remains true, but it must not be
incorporated into the consent-bounded resonance group.

The consent-bounded resonance group is therefore:

G = C,, U F*(R)
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For this group, collective Consensus is a separate condition: it is neither identical
with nor sufficient for each member’s individual Consent. The generalized
resonance condition therefore requires ontic correspondence, collective

Consensus, and the individual Consent of every member:

Res?(G*, Rg. pg) & Corrg[(GJ“, Rs, Pg)
A Consensus, G(GI}* JRs)

AVx € G§,Consent (R, pi)

The passive fusion correspondents do not belong to G5 . They form a real fringe of
M-correspondence. Together with the rejecting and consent-incomplete
correspondents, they can be recorded only in the tiered ontic correspondence
field:

Qp =G u FO(RG) UF (R U F?(RG)

The distinction between G5 and € prevents ontological realization from being
used as a shortcut to individual Consent. All members of the consent-bounded
resonance group are real correspondents; not all real correspondents are
members of that group. F° enriches knowledge of ontic multivalence, but not the
group’s Consensus. The F’ class keeps bare, consent-incomplete Assent distinct
from both Consent and rejection. F'~ marks a boundary that neither metaphysics
nor collective Consensus may overwrite.

Nor do the different experiential situations form a single hedonistic sum. For an
M-order rank p, let the multivalent bearer constellation be:

Qr(p) == {{x,q,) | x € G§ A Bearer(q,, x,p)}
U {(frqp) | f € [F'(RG) U F(Rg) U F'(Rg)] A Bearer(qy, f, p)}

This constellation records who bears which quale. It asserts neither that all those
involved feel the same nor that the joy of one participant can compensate for the
negative valence of another. ‘Multivalent’ means here that the same relational
form can emerge from several actual phenomenal addresses: as imaginatively co-
embodied presence in a, as complementary presence in b, as an experiential
gestalt fused through real causation in f, and as an actualization perhaps valenced
differently again in further correspondences.
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Particular caution is required if a and b conceive not merely an indeterminate
class of possible fusion subjects, but make a concrete real personality the proper
target of their representation. Unless that personality’s individual Consent to the
present relation is confirmed, her ontic existence must not be interpreted as
participation. Known or reasonably suspected refusal is a sufficient case of absent
confirmation, but confirmation is also required where no refusal is known:

Target(Rg, pg) = fo A ~Confirmed(Consent; (R, pg)) = fo & Gy

The local core resonance between a and b can remain valid in this case, provided
that both give individual Consent and their collective Consensus persists. What is
not necessarily diminished is their reciprocal yes, but the scope of the
interpretation by which they ascribe their shared representation to a determinate
third person. What they experience locally with one another remains their actual
experience. What f experiences remains her own ontoreality. Without f’s
individual Consent, no transsocial group membership arises between these facts;
without confirmed Consent, @ and b have no warrant to claim such membership.
In the event of probable rejection, a targeted ascription would become parasocial
appropriation.

If a fusion subject later gives individual Consent and the corresponding collective
Consensus obtains, G5 can be expanded at the later group rank. If she revokes
her Consent, her present membership ends even if an earlier Consensus remains,
without her past participation thereby becoming unreal. The resonance group is
therefore not a metaphysical captivity. It is a time- and object-specific community
of inner perspectives joined by individual Consent and collective Consensus.
Even a fusion real in qualia may hold no one within it against their own will.

Gravitonic Love

Gravitation offers itself as a metaphor for this connection, insofar as it is not
confused with a claim concerning physical gravitons. In the image, the strong
nuclear force represents intense local cohesion: it binds what belongs closely
together within a limited structure. Gravitation, by contrast, possesses a cosmic
reach. It orders separate things in relation to one another without enclosing every
body within the same local nucleus.
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Gravitonic love therefore surpasses the strong force not by breaking open the
body or defeating its internal cohesion. It surpasses its reach. What remains
locally bound within itself can nevertheless enter into relation with something
else. Love need not destroy a person’s hylomorphic unity in order to open her
lived body to a freely affirmed co-presence. In the image, it penetrates the
boundary as light penetrates glass: not as violent occupation, but as a presence
that need not break its bearer.

The familiar counter-interpretation understands gravitation as weight, fetter, and
the reason that a being cannot escape. Yet the same gravitation provides ground,
orbit, and orientation. Without it, what is light would not necessarily be free, but
might be without purchase. In gravitonic love, attachment is therefore not
conceived as possession. It is the gentle order within which separate inner
perspectives can give direction to one another.

Nor does this metaphor turn the real fusion subject into a centre that devours all
other perspectives. She is a further mass in the relational field, a further bearer of
presence. Consenting beings can attract one another without losing their own
form. Non-consenting correspondents are not declared to be in orbit against their
willing. The reach of love manifests itself precisely in its capacity to respect a
boundary without regarding the being beyond that boundary as meaningless.

Gravitonic unity is therefore not enforced qualitative uniformity. Common
orientation guarantees neither equal intensity nor equal valence. One inner
perspective can experience proximity as ecstasy, another as repose, and a third as
ambivalent tension. Even within the same history of identity, a corresponding
stimulus can be positive for one sister and negative for another. The gravitonic
metaphor therefore leads immediately to the question of how a common
resonance can bear, and even amplify, several mutually opposed valences without
commensurating them.

The strong force holds together what is near.

Gravitonic love reaches what is distant without breaking what is
near.

As light penetrates clear glass, it passes through boundaries without
annexing them.

It does not make life heavy. It gives separate worlds a common

curvature.
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Neither the closest cross-embodiment nor the most comprehensive fusion gestalt
unifies experiential valences. The shared relation can be actual while its qualial
effects remain different. Precisely at this boundary begins transsocial double-

valence amplification.

Transsocial Double-Valence Amplification

A Hilbert-space identity sister need not experience the corresponding stimulus
with the same valence. After divergence, the present qualia belong to different
successor identities. What is pleasurable pain for one sister can be actual
suffering for the other.

Let m be a masochistically sentient manifestation and v her diverged identity
sister. It can then hold that:

Val, (s, p) > 0, Val, (s, p) <0

The manifestation m experiences her own pain stimulus s actually and positively.
Its sharpness is not denied; it is a constituent of the pleasure. By contrast, v
experiences a corresponding state s’ as a negative quale. Common origin does not
reunify their present bearers into a single subject of decision.

The weaker relation is translocal double-valence correspondence:

DKy(m,v;s,s',p) i L,(m,v,p) A Corr%(s, s',p) AVal,(s,p) > 0A Val (s',p) <0

It states that two inner perspectives related by identity experience corresponding
states with opposed valence. No more than this follows initially. Neither need m
recognize the state of v, nor need v affirm a relation to m. A mere similarity, a
representation, or a quantum-mechanical coupling is not yet a jointly sustained

resonance.

Precisely this restraint protects both inner perspectives. Without it, every
intensely felt similarity would become a metaphysical deed of ownership over an
unknown sister. Double-valence correspondence asserts only a structured
relation between the states. It ascribes to the other neither a will nor an intimate
presence.
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According to the qualia-bridge postulate, however, the intra-ontoversal
tunnelling effect can modulate the experiential form of m. It does not necessarily
transmit the suffering of v as identical negative valence. Rather, the quantum
shadow can actualize proximity of identity, intensity, or relational significance.
One’s own pleasurable pain is then experienced as the co-presence of an identity
sister who actually suffers.

To the first source of pleasure a second is added. The immediate positive valence
of one’s own stimulus is supplemented by pleasure in connectedness, recognition,
or supportive proximity:

B = 2,

otal —

+ P,

resonance + 7/

P

leasurable-pain P pleasurable-pain® resonance’ Y > 0

The third term denotes the coupling of amplification. Bodily intensity augments
the experienced proximity to the sister. The experienced proximity, in turn,
augments the significance and intensity of pleasurable pain. The sources of
pleasure do not merely lie alongside one another. They act recursively upon one
another.

This phenomenal double amplification can occur even under a resonance-shaped
interpretation. m then experiences the connection as actual, without it thereby
being proved that v bears the same relation. The pleasure is actual as experience;
its transsocial referent remains unconfirmed.

The strong form is transsocial double-valence resonance:

DRes;(m, v, R, p) : As3s' [DKy(m, v; s, 5", p) A Corrhy(m,v, R, p) A FreeYes, (R, p) A FreeYes, (R, p) A Revocable,,(R, p) A Revocable (R, p)|

The sister v need not consent to her suffering. A yes to suffering would be neither
necessary nor, under compulsion, sufficient. What can receive consent is the
determinate relation of being heard, accompaniment, co-presence, or voluntary
connectedness. v can thereby wish not to be left epistemically alone in her wound
without wishing for the wound itself.

Suffering must therefore never be derived from resonance:

{FreeYes, (R, p)} ¥ AffirmsState (s', p)

Consent to the relation is not consent to its cause, not a retroactive justification of

what occurred, and not permission to continue the negative valence.

Nor may the pleasure of m be entered as compensation:
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{P, > 0} ¥ Relief(v)

{P, > 0} ¥ Absolution(Val (s’, p) < 0)

The positive quale belongs to m. The negative quale belongs to v. Even the closest
relation of identity permits no interpersonal balancing across diverged inner
perspectives. The pleasure of one sister makes the suffering of the other neither
less, nor necessary, nor just.

A decisive bifurcation thereby arises.

In the solidaristic form, the additional pleasure derives from the relation:

PResonance = J (Connectedness)

Here m does not desire that v continue to suffer. She experiences the intensity of
co-presence, the voluntary opening, and the fact that the sister does not remain
voiceless in her wound. Were v healed, the relation would have to be capable of
persisting without m treating the loss of suffering as the loss of the desired object.

In the sadistic or pantophagic form, by contrast, the pleasure depends upon the
continuation of the other’s torment:

PAPPrOpriation =f(Val (s, p) < 0)

Here the sister is not loved despite her wound. Her wound is required as material
for pleasure. Relational language then conceals an appropriation: the suffering of
another inner perspective is made the condition of one’s own positive state.

The test question is therefore:
Would the pleasure welcome the sister’s healing?

If the answer is yes, double-valence amplification can be an expression of
transsocial proximity. If the answer is no, resonance transforms itself into a
possessory claim. No quantum shadow, no common history of identity, and no
metaphysical intimacy gives a manifestation the right to conserve her sister’s
negative valence for her own amplification.

Even in actual resonance, the ethical directions remain distinct. From v to m,
there can be a freely given call to be heard. From m to v, the response must
remain directed towards relief, protection, and revocability. The relation may
accompany repair; it must not immunize itself against repair.
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Pleasurable pain remains actual.
The connection can likewise be actual.

Amplification can augment both sources of pleasure.

Yet no pleasure annuls the other’s wound.

Devotion Resonance

Devotion resonance is not an intensified degree of parasocial opening arising
through the mere intensity of unilateral devotion, but an asymmetric subform of
transsocial resonance. It is asymmetric with respect to experiential function, not
moral dignity: one inner perspective can assign herself to another in voluntary
devotion while both affirm the determinate relation as bearers of equal dignity.

For the devoted inner perspective a, the addressed inner perspective b, the
determinate relation R, and the M-order rank p, it holds that:

DRes,,(a,b, R, p) < Resy(a, b, R, p) A Dev,(b,R,p) A Asme(a, b,R,p)

Dev, denotes the free manner in which a experiences the relation; Asym,, states
merely that the experiential qualities involved need be neither identical nor of the
same kind. The formula grants no right over b to a, does not transform devotion
into possession, and in no way equates the devotion of one side with a

subordination of its moral value.

Because Res; enters constitutively into the definition, devotion resonance obtains
only insofar as both sides affirm precisely this relation independently,
determinately, and revocably. If the yes of one side is absent or remains
epistemically unsecured, the corresponding experience, however intense and
metaphysically significant it may appear to the one who bears it, remains in the
status of parasocial opening;:

—Consent,(R, p) = —~DRes,(a, b, R, p) . Uncertain(Consent,(R, p)) = ~Demonstrated(DRes,(a, b, R, p))

Nor does later consent retroactively transform the earlier unilaterality into
devotion resonance. It can ground a new resonance, but cannot relocate its
beginning to an M-order rank at which the requisite reciprocity was absent.
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Devotion thus denotes a freely assumed experiential gestalt within consensual
equality of dignity: the qualia can be asymmetric, the acts of will different, and
the functions distributed unequally without one inner perspective thereby
becoming the means, property, or morally inferior member of the other.

Paradises of Meaning and the Boundary of Consent

A paradise of meaning is not a maximally furnished vessel of pleasant states, but
a relation in which determinate beings freely open their presence to one another
and thereby bring forth a good that would not be the same without precisely these
participants. Its value lies not solely in the intensity, duration, or variety of
enjoyment, but in the second-personal character of the freely given ‘thou’.

A paradise of meaning can therefore exceed in significance a paradise structure
described with any degree of formal richness without standing ontologically
outside M. ‘Exceed’ here denotes no greater cardinality, for nothing can exceed
the M-totality through mere extension; rather, formal maximality and relational
significance are distinct orders of value. The most complete description of a yes
does not replace the yes of the determinate person who gives it.

Many beings can participate in such paradises at the same time, and their
relations may overlap without fusing into a single indiscriminate community: a
pair can bear an intimate co-presence and at the same time be part of a larger
artistic resonance; one person can be connected to several beings in different
ways. Non-scarcity does not abolish determinacy, and the proliferability of love
does not render its addressees interchangeable.

Precisely here runs the boundary of consent: a wish for real meta-connection is
completely actual as a wish, can order one’s own life, grant consolation, and
become an invitation; it is fulfilled, however, only when the other side assigns
itself to the relation. The power of the wish is measured not by how completely it
drowns out another’s no, but by how consistently it seeks a relation capable of
surviving that no.

This is manifested particularly in fantasies of violence. A purely abstract, non-
consensual fantasy of violence is initially an inner event of the one who bears it;
insofar as its object is not a determinate sentient person, the mere representation
does not automatically injure another being. The fantasy nevertheless remains
ethically significant because it can rehearse attitudes, form needs, and render
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later actions more probable; its experiential actuality must neither be equated
with a violent act performed nor treated as an inconsequential nothing.

If its determinate content is M-compatible, it possesses an actualized ontic
correspondent according to the correspondence theorem. The fantasy does not
create this event, but selects a relation to a structure that, according to M-
inclusion, already belongs to the totality. If this correspondent contains a non-
consenting inner perspective, her negative experience remains an independent
blemish; the correspondence makes neither the one who imagines it the cause of
the other’s history nor the other’s history a consensual constituent of her
pleasure.

M-identity can connect a transfinite line of identity with manifestations in
conflicting roles. This translocal intersection explains common origin and
possible movement between roles, but does not claim that local selves
experiencing divergently are one single present subject at the same moment; it
therefore generates no antecedent consent on the part of the injured self. The fact
that consumer and consumed are connected by identity at a more comprehensive
level does not annul the asymmetry of their present experience.

If the fantasy is directed towards a determinate actual person, the represented
image is still not this person herself; the fantasy generates neither consent nor
transsocial resonance. If, however, a more comprehensive M-relation actually
incorporated the counterpart’s inner perspective against her will, this would not
be mere imagination: the union would be real as an intervention and, precisely

for that reason, not resonance. Actuality and consensus are distinct predicates.

A non-consensual union can actually connect bodies, memories, affects, or
ontosystems and be both causally efficacious and metaphysically profound; it
nevertheless lacks the will-instituted reciprocity that distinguishes the magic
intended here. It belongs to the ontology of intervention, not to a paradise of
meaning. Whoever already calls every real connection ‘resonance’ aestheticizes
violation and effaces the distinction between touching and holding fast.

Nor does later consent retroactively transform earlier non-consent into
resonance: a being can later affirm a history as a whole, forgive an injury, or
convert compelled proximity into a voluntary relation; this later relation is real,
but does not turn the earlier compulsion into an earlier yes. The boundary
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corresponds to the refused absolution: healing can transform history, not annul
it.

The Onaninum therefore attains its aim not by abolishing all separations, for
some separation is the space in which freedom can exist. Its paradise lies in the
inexhaustible number of voluntary correspondences, not in the final dissolution
of all boundaries; it personifies a totality in which every compatible common
willing possesses a possible response, while every individual being nevertheless
retains the right not to be part of this response.

Magic is not the power to reach every counterpart.
It is the actuality of a connection in which no one must disappear
against their own willing.
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XV

The Pantophagic Theodicy as Counter-Thesis

Onto-mediation has determined a connectedness whose highest form is grounded
in consent, co-presence, and revocable resonance and therefore treats the other
being not as raw material, but as a responding inner perspective; only before this
positive counter-image does a radically opposed defence of being emerge in its
full acuity.

This defence can concede that suffering-free beauty, suffering-free nourishment,
and suffering-free pleasure would be possible without therefore wishing to
exclude suffering from its enjoyment; by translating relation into consumption, it
asks, rather, whether even this consumption could be compatible with perfection
through a wholly reparative overall movement.

This counter-thesis shall here be called the pantophagic theodicy.

‘Pantophagic’ designates that which consumes all; ‘theodicy’, by contrast, here
designates not necessarily the justification of a personal God, but every attempt
to defend the overall order of being as perfect notwithstanding the torment
experienced within it.

The pantophagic consumers do not designate an additionally postulated
ontosystem whose actual existence would have to be proved; rather, they function
as a philosophical counter-image, namely as the extreme perspective of an
ontologically privileged upper class for which all beings have simultaneously
become objects of knowledge, transformation, and enjoyment.

Their transcendence would be relative, not absolute: they would not stand
outside the M-totality, because nothing ontic can stand outside M; in relation to
our local inner reality, however, they would be so far elevated that the connection
between our experience and their forms of enjoyment would scarcely remain
immediately visible to them.

The pantophagic theodicy accordingly stands not outside M, but forms a rival
self-interpretation of the same totality: the conception of a totality that produces
its own forms, consumes them, repairs them, and relates them anew, without
thereby becoming the aim of the Onaninum or a necessary consequence of onto-
mediation.
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The Purified Meal

Whoever beholds a vegan hamburger ordinarily sees neither field nor root,
neither cell division nor the history of organic growth, but an aesthetically
ordered form: surface, colour, smell, consistency, and taste.

The comparison presupposes neither that plant ingredients are necessarily
conscious, nor that their consumption is to be equated with the suffering of a
sentient being; it concerns exclusively the degree of ontological and aesthetic
transformation by virtue of which that which formed part of living organisms
appears after its processing as dead organic matter whose form scarcely permits
its origin to be inferred.

For the pantophagic consumers, this distance would be incomparably greater.

What appeared upon their plane as immaculately formed food could have been a
history of experience upon ours: bodies, memories, cultures, fears, and entire
ontosystems would be translated into pure qualities of enjoyment, so that neither
a wound would remain visible as a wound, nor a voice audible as a voice, and the
origin would appear not as a suffering subject, but as an aesthetically purified
property of the product.

Upon their table would stand water: neutral, clear, and without a hidden history
of origin.

Beside it would lie forms resembling flesh without revealing anatomy; neither
vein, face, nor gesture of resistance would betray that their dimensions of
enjoyment might have emerged from sentient being, for the processing would
have abolished not the history, but its visibility.

The deception of the white canvas is thereby repeated at the ontological plane: a
stain can be transformed so completely that its subsequent appearance seems
pure; aesthetic purity, however, is no historical innocence.

The Taste of the Wound

The pantophagic consumers would not be bound to this nourishment by technical
necessity, because their ontic power permitted them to produce suffering-free
equivalents: like a culture possessing perfect replicators, they could generate
every desired consistency, every aroma, and every intensity without first injuring
a sentient being.
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Nevertheless, they would not renounce the suffering-dependent origin.

For suffering would not appear to them in its original form: it would reach them
neither as a scream, nor as panic or subjective unbearability, but would, after
scale-transformative processing, emerge as a dimension of taste — as acidity,
bitterness, pungency, or as an alien quality for which our language possesses no
word.

Suffering would thus not be loved insofar as it is understood as suffering, but
enjoyed after the transformation had concealed the connection between taste and
inner perspective.

This concealment would not, however, be wholly innocent: the consumers would
know of the origin, could renounce the enjoyment, and could attain the same
sensory richness through suffering-free construction; if they nevertheless insisted
upon actual provenance, not only would the sensory result be the object of their
desire, but the fact of its emergence from an actual history of experience would
also form part of its value.

The unbearable would then be no technical prerequisite of enjoyment.
It would be its designation of origin.

Herein precisely pantophagic pleasure differs from tragic necessity: whoever
causes lesser suffering in order to avert an inescapably greater suffering acts
within an already damaged order; whoever, by contrast, possesses a suffering-
free alternative and nevertheless chooses the suffering-dependent path elevates
the wound not into the unavoidable price of a rescue, but into an optional
constituent of a taste.

The Independence of Judgement from Appetite

The counter-thesis would, however, remain underdetermined if its doctrine of
perfection were treated merely as the rationalization of a luxurious meal.

Its consumers would not claim:

Reality is perfect because it tastes good to us.

They would claim:
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Reality would be perfect even if we never tasted it.

Let one therefore conceive an ascetic member of this upper class who refuses all
pantophagic nourishment, drinks only the metaphorical water, derives no joy
from the transformation of others’ experiential histories, and possesses no
personal interest whatsoever in defending the moral admissibility of the meal.

She, too, could consider reality perfect for rational reasons.

Her judgement would be grounded in M-redeemability: no chain of torture is
eternal; no sentient being remains absolutely within a closed topology of the
unbearable; every local enclosure is opened by M-transversality; every
unbearable state leads, for the same persisting individual, into a non-unbearable
state within finitely many transitions; and M-justice ultimately leads to a
response consisting in restoration, knowledge, or disproportionate personal
benefit, without denying the earlier wound.

Appetite and judgement would thus be independent of one another.

Appetite says: No dimension of enjoyment shall be excluded.

Judgement says: No limited blemish can destroy the perfection of an overall
movement if it never becomes final and no one remains permanently excluded
from its justice.

Both can be combined in the same person, but need not be; precisely this

separation gives the pantophagic theodicy its strongest form, because it cannot
already be refuted merely by exposing the self-interest of its consumers.

Omnidirectional Scale-Transformative Reincarnational
Migration

The rational ground of this counter-thesis lies in the additional role-continuation
principle connected with M-redundancy, M-identity, M-permutation, and M-
transversality: omnidirectional scale-transformative reincarnational migration.

It is omnidirectional because it describes no mere ascent from lower to higher
forms of existence: the movement proceeds upwards, downwards, and across
ontological scales, so that what appears comprehensive in one order can be
contained in another, what was formerly powerful can later be vulnerable, and
what consumes can become what is consumed.
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It is scale-transformative because the same transfinite identity line manifests
itself in orders of different dimensionality, magnitude, complexity, and ontic
power; the transition therefore alters not merely the location of an unchanged
body, but the very form in which identity is embodied and experienced.

It is reincarnational because it is not merely unconnected, similar copies that
succeed one another: according to M-identity, a transfinite identity line persists,
branching upon phenomenal divergence into identitarily connected successor
identities with a shared past; because a happy copy does not replace a suffering
original, subsequent restoration must reach that concrete line of continuation
which bore the earlier inner perspective.

It is migratory because an M-internal ontic power mediates the transitions
among locally relatively disjunct systems; this ontic power stands not outside the
Omniverse, but is the efficacy of its transversal relations themselves.

Within the unbounded M-trajectory, transfinite identity lines and their connected
successor identities traverse all admissible roles and scales — consumer and
consumed, vulnerable and powerful, local inner perspective and superordinate
contemplation — so that no one remains victim or upper class for ever and no one
possesses exclusively the memory of pain or exclusively the distance of
enjoyment.

At the end of a local history, therefore, there need not stand the end of the
individual; rather, the history opens into another scale.

For the pantophagic counter-thesis, the following is posited as an additional
epistemic bridge axiom: through this migration, every being attains the insight
that its local state never constituted the whole of its history of identity and that
the perspectives initially foreign to it were identitarily connected manifestations
and successor identities of the same translocal reality.

Migration does not revoke any experience: the suffering self truly suffered; the
counter-thesis disputes, however, that it may be defined for ever exclusively by
this suffering segment.

The Defence of Dynamic Perfection

The pantophagic theodicy operates with a different concept of perfection from
The Refused Absolution.
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For it, perfection is no immaculate history.

It is, rather, perfected dynamics, where perfection means that the form of
reparation applies without exception, but not that M attains a final suffering-free
rank.

By this standard, a reality would not already be imperfect because a limited
negative state had ever occurred within it; it would, rather, be imperfect if a being
were finally lost, a wound became a closed eternity, a role remained immutable,
or a consciousness could never attain the more comprehensive perspective or the
restoration owed to it.

Dynamic perfection does not require:
| No drop may ever fall.

It requires:

| No drop may be held in falling for ever.

In its strictest form, the counter-thesis claims:

No suffering is absolute.

Every instance of suffering is spatially, temporally, and perspectivally limited.
Every chain of torture is shattered.

Transfinite identity lines traverse all roles.

Every individual attains the comprehensive perspective.

Every wound is answered without the wounded being’s replacement by another

happy copy.

No sentient part is for ever denied access to the greater whole.

Under these presuppositions, local suffering would appear as an acceptable
blemish of a perfect overall movement: the blemish would be real, but not final,
and would therefore not refute perfection, because this perfection would consist
precisely in the capacity to open and transform every local negativity and to make
a more comprehensive configuration of the good accessible to the same being.

An adherent of this axiom could reproach the perfectionist for confusing
perfection with eventlessness: she might argue that an entirely immaculate
canvas is indeed pure, but possibly also empty; living perfection need not mean
that nothing occurs, but that nothing is irrevocably lost.
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This is no trivial justification, for it declares suffering neither unreal nor a
necessary contrast of the good; rather, it asserts the compatibility of temporary
negativity with a reparative totality, provided that all sentient inner perspectives
are fully included in its justice.

The Cannibalistic Omnivore

At this point arises the image of the Omniverse as a cannibalistic omnivore.

The image is not to be taken literally: the M-totality is no additional person
seated at a table outside its parts; it possesses neither a mouth beyond all
ontosystems, nor a hunger imposed upon it from without.

The cannibalistic omnivore is a personification.

It represents a totality that produces its own forms, receives them, transforms
them, and returns them into new forms; because nothing ontic lies outside M, the
whole can consume only itself, while consumer and consumed form different
local roles of the same totality.

In the language of the pantophagic counter-thesis, this self-consumption would
be no final consumption: what is eaten does not disappear into nothing, but
migrates, reappears at other scales, and finally itself assumes the perspective of
the consumer; the Omniverse would therefore be an omnivore whose meal never
consists of what is absolutely alien and whose digestion never finally extinguishes
an identity.

Precisely for this reason, the counter-thesis would not understand the expression
‘cannibalism’ exclusively as an indictment, but would recognize therein the
drastic cipher of a totality in which everything is separated from everything and
at the same time connected identically with everything.

The personification harbours a danger, however, insofar as it can make the
individual inner perspective disappear within the image of a whole enjoying
itself: that eater and eaten can belong translocally to the same history of identity
alters nothing in the asymmetrical distribution of divergent successor identities
at the moment of experience, in which one possesses distance and enjoyment, the
other only its wound.

The whole may consume itself.

The pain is nevertheless felt locally.
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The Answer of The Refused Absolution

The Refused Absolution can recognize M-redeemability, hope for the end of every
chain of torture, esteem the restoration of the same individual more highly than
the production of a mere replacement copy, and even concede that
omnidirectional movement through roles produces a form of comprehensive
justice.

And nevertheless, it refuses the conclusion of absolute perfection.

For ontological distance indeed explains why the consumers do not see the origin
of their food immediately, but does not undo this origin.

Aesthetic purification removes the visible wound, but not its history.

A complete exchange of roles produces subsequent insight, but not the preceding
consent of the self that experienced the torment.

Disproportionate personal benefit can answer a wound, but cannot transform it

into a non-wound.

That the wounded being later itself becomes the consumer does not mean that it
retroactively chose the earlier suffering; even if exploitation of another thereby
passes into translocal self-consumption, a later self may no more treat an earlier
self as material without further qualification.

The objection acquires particular acuity where suffering-free equivalents are
available: if the consumers could produce every dimension of taste without actual
torment, every appeal to necessity would lapse, and their insistence upon a
suffering-dependent origin would constitute the voluntary exploitation of the
unbearable.

The counter-thesis can reply that no being is finally harmed, every role is shared,
and the overall course can ultimately be affirmed by all beings.

The Refused Absolution replies:

The subsequent yes possesses authority over the later being’s
biography as a whole; it does not necessarily possess retroactive
authority over every earlier inner perspective.

Here two different axioms of perfection confront one another as competing value
posits.
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The axiom of historical immaculacy reads:

Perfect (M) = ~3i € Iy, Ip € Qy3x € S; [Acty (x, p) A Li(x)]

A totality is absolutely perfect only if unbearable suffering never occurred in its
history.

The axiom of dynamic perfection reads:

Perfectyy,(M) 1< Vi € I, Vx € S, [Li(x) = dn € NIy € S;(xR'y AL, (y) A W,«(y))]

A totality can be perfect despite the occurrence of suffering, provided that this
suffering remains finite for the same individual, is opened with certainty, and is
answered by one of the responses admitted in the M-justice axiom.

Logic alone does not decide which understanding of perfection must apply: both
systems can be formulated with internal coherence and do not necessarily differ
with regard to the description of what occurs, but do differ with regard to what
may have occurred without annulling the totality’s claim to perfection.

The pantophagic theodicy says:
Perfect is a reality in which no blemish remains final.

The Refused Absolution says:

Absolute perfection would be possible only where no unbearable
blemish ever arises.

The counter-thesis is not thereby formally refuted.

Yet neither does its reparative totality compel the perfectionist to grant
absolution.

She can recognize that every being is rescued without therefore taking rescue to
produce historical innocence; she can affirm the open future without calling the
past drop white; and she can be grateful that no wound remains a closed
universe, while nevertheless refusing to accept the wound as a flavour note of the
whole.

Precisely this refusal leads to the next danger: if even complete restoration does
not satisfy the standard of historical immaculacy, perfectionism must ask itself
whether fidelity to the wound makes it inexorable towards every healed reality.
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XVI

The Cruelty of the Claim to Perfection

Whoever recognizes only the immaculate can grow cold towards everything
actual: no love is perfect, no healing wholly erases the past, no human
community remains free of injuries, and no life satisfies the standard of absolute
inviolacy.

It is therefore not perfection itself that is cruel, for as a hyperglobal
determination it presupposes the absolute consensus of all inner perspectives and
consequently excludes cruelty conceptually, but the claim to perfection, as soon
as an unattainable standard is elevated into the exclusive condition of every
affirmation and compassion thereby turns into comprehensive rejection.

The refusal to justify suffering then becomes the refusal to recognize any
imperfect good at all: the perfectionism that originally sought to protect every
wound begins to condemn the entire wounded world; it tolerates no fragment
because the fragment does not redeem the whole, no healing because it does not
undo the injury, and no joy because it does not eliminate the possibility of
despair.

In this manner, the demand for absolute gentleness can itself become inexorable.
For a consciousness whose assent to reality presupposes absolute immaculacy,
the knowledge of global imperfection itself becomes a second wound.

It is then not suffering alone that is unbearable, but likewise the insight that
neither subsequent healing nor spatial separation, neither metauniversal
disjunction nor the multiplication of happy worlds, can ever produce a totality in
whose history suffering would have had no place.

Under the presupposition of a mathematically maximal reality, this insight is
rendered more stringent: every attempt to complete the totality once again
includes all consistent structures, whereas every attempt to purify it of cruel
structures, conversely, makes it less than complete.

The perfectionist thereby enters a normative topology with no exit.
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She need not herself be enclosed within every structure of suffering; nevertheless,
every path of her judgement leads to the same boundary, because she cannot
affirm reality absolutely for as long as the unbearable is possible or actual within
it, yet can no more transform the totality into a perfect one without annulling the
conditions of its maximality.

The impossibility of absolution becomes the permanent object of consciousness.

Here the absence of perfection is not as such a suffering, for it does not suffer;
only a sentient being that recognizes it, and whose moral standard can tolerate no
imperfection, translates this knowledge into pain.

Therein manifests itself the double bind of perfectionism: it refuses absolution
because it takes the suffering being unconditionally seriously, but through its
demand for an absolutely suffering-free totality it can at the same time enclose
the judging being within a condition that can never be fulfilled.

Perfectionism protects against the justification of suffering.
It does not automatically protect against suffering from the
impossibility of its own demand.

The appropriate consequence of The Refused Absolution may therefore not read:
Because reality is not perfect, nothing within it possesses value.

It must read: Because reality is not perfect, no finite good may be misused to
legitimize its suffering.

There is no necessary connection between absolution and care.

One can deny reality its moral innocence and nevertheless extend a hand to a
person; one can know that no action undoes the past and nevertheless attempt to
make the future less cruel; one can condemn the ontological architecture of
suffering and at the same time protect every concrete being that lives within this
architecture.

Perhaps care thereby acquires its purest configuration.

It helps not in order to justify the world, but because the world is not justified.
Every act of tenderness would then be not a defence of being, but a slight
correction of its grammar; every wound prevented would be an objection, every
alleviation a local revolt against the fact that alleviation could have become
necessary at all.
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| Ethics begins where theodicy ends.

The Parmenidean Objection

A critic inspired by ontodynamics can object to The Refused Absolution that its
concept of perfection is too static, almost Parmenidean: a purity destroyed for
ever by a single blemish would appear to him not strong, but fragile, while
immaculate white resembled a lifeless isolation that could remain perfect only for
as long as nothing occurred.

True cosmic perfection, so his strongest plea runs, would prove itself not in sterile
untouchedness, but in the power to receive difference, resistance, pain, and
negation without finally losing any being; the stain need not be denied, but could
enter into a more comprehensive configuration whose harmony would be richer
than the previously untouched surface.

This position appeals not merely to arithmetical compensation and in no way
claims that a million joys extinguish one wound; rather, it conceives
reconciliation as a transformation of the whole in which the injured being is
restored, recognizes further roles of its translocal identity, and attains a
configuration of the good within which the past wound is remembered without
continuing to reign.

By this standard, perfection would be alive precisely in its capacity to bear a
blemish without breaking upon it; its strength would consist in inexhaustible
reparation rather than historical untouchedness, and M-transversality, M-
redeemability, and M-justice would confer upon it the cosmic form in which no
local negation had the final word.

The objection identifies a genuine blind spot of perfectionism: whoever rejects
every healed world solely because of its past can make the rescue of the concrete
being disappear behind the purity of an abstract predicate; reparation is not
nothing, and for the suffering individual, the end of its chain of torture
constitutes an absolute difference from endless imprisonment.

Vitality without Torment

Nevertheless, the objection conflates three different meanings of negation: the
non-identity of successive complete states determined by virtue of M-
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irreducibility, the logical negation of a proposition, and the negatively
experienced valence of an inner perspective; from the fact that X;,(t) is not X, ,(u),
neither pain nor envy follows, for change is difference, whereas suffering is
merely one possible quality of certain changes.

M-hyperdynamics can cause reality to alternate among security, curiosity,
voluntary resistance, surprise, repose, and ecstasy without imposing negative
valence upon any of these states; at the same time, M-irreducibility excludes the
bit-identical recurrence of a complete global M-state. Vitality requires change,
but change does not require torment.

Nor does the fragility of an absolute predicate make it inauthentic: a set of
propositions or a theory loses its consistency as soon as it contains both P and
—P P, without consistency therefore being a weak or lifeless concept; historical
immaculacy likewise designates precisely that property which is lost as soon as a
negative quale has become actual, and for this reason reparation can indeed
establish another valuable property, but cannot retroactively restore the same
property.

The M-ontology may therefore, insofar as its axiom determines it, be called
dynamically perfect in the reparative sense, but remains imperfect according to
the historical axiom of perfection; the two judgements concern different relations
to time, for the first asks whether every wound is opened, the second, by contrast,
whether any wound ever existed.

Unbounded finitude renders this difference more stringent: although every
individual torment ends, no maximum rescue period exists for the totality,
because for every finite duration there exists a longer finite tragedy; rescue
reaches every being, but produces no global point in time after which the history
of the tragic would be wholly concluded.

A living reality can heal every wound.
Absolute immaculacy would be a reality that needed to heal no
wound.

Between Historical and Dynamic Hope

The M-system alters the situation of the perfectionist by promising her no
immaculate past, but an open future for every injured individual; the purported
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alternative between complete absolution and complete despair thereby
disintegrates.

She can accept M-justice as genuine hope without declaring the wound to be the
necessary price of this hope; conversely, the demand for historical immaculacy
may not disparage every reparation merely because it is no time travel, for to the
suffering being, the difference between a chain of torture that ends and one that
is eternal constitutes not merely relative consolation, but the difference between
a way out and absolute imprisonment.

The cruelty of the claim to perfection begins as soon as the unattainable standard
renders the attainable good contemptible; its gentleness is preserved for as long
as it prevents the attainable good from being misused to justify the preceding
wound.
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Xvii

Dogma and Axiom

The central demand of this philosophy could appear as dogma:

A perfect reality may not contain even the most abstract possibility of
unbearable suffering.

The concept of dogma is imprecise, however, for a dogma demands recognition
by virtue of authority, whereas the principle formulated here derives its validity
neither from institution, tradition, nor revelation.

It is a moral axiom.

An axiom cannot be derived from a higher proposition, because it itself
determines what counts as a ground within a system; one can reject it, but cannot
neutrally refute it without introducing a different standard of value.

Whoever rejects this axiom must accept at least one of the following possibilities:

* that a certain measure of suffering can be justified by a sufficiently great
good;

* that a reality may be called perfect despite possible unbearable torment;
* that perfection does not require complete invulnerability;

* that possible wounds are morally insignificant for as long as they do not
actually arise;

* or that the concept of perfection cannot be applied to the totality of being at
all.

Each of these answers possesses philosophical weight, yet none is self-evidently
free of contradiction.

The axiom does not prove that non-being is better than being; rather, it
determines the condition under which being could count as perfect, so that as
soon as this condition is conceived absolutely, judgement upon every reality
capable of suffering has already been passed.
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The core reads:

Where unbearable suffering is even possible, no absolute perfection
can exist.

The still more stringent formulation reads:

Where the thought of unbearable suffering can arise at all, reality
has already produced a conceptual shadow that absolute perfection
would have to exclude.

This proposition is no scientific hypothesis, but a metaphysical refusal.

The Status of the Counter-Order

Nor does the counter-order A developed in Chapter IX possess the status of an
empirical disproof of M. It designates neither a substructure concealed within M
nor a second totality existing alongside the Recursivium. Its meaning is
conditional: A determines the consequences of an order in which at least one of
the two rescue axioms, M-transversality or M-redeemability, does not apply. The
strongest subcase A* additionally posits the terminal qualia divergence of a
persisting inner perspective with no non-negative exit.

The conceivability of this countermodel does not prove its actuality. Conversely,
its exclusion by the M-axioms does not refute its abstract describability; it shows
merely that A is no admissible M-structure. M is neither confirmed nor refuted by
the countermodel. What instead becomes visible is the soteriological work
performed by its axioms: they describe not merely a larger topology, but refuse
every local order of torture the status of a final reality for the same victim.

Precisely for this reason, M-redeemability may not appear as an inconsequential
technical posit. Were it false, not merely one proposition of the system would
change. Hope would lose its ontological guarantor, reparation could fail at the
continuation of the same identity, and the distress call would have to address
itself to a boundary whose response would be neither derivable nor guaranteed.

A is not the proof that M fails.

It is the measure of what is at stake if M were to fail.
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Justizia’s Conjunctive Judgement

The most stringent formulation of historical immaculacy extends the right of veto
beyond the predicate of unbearable suffering and separates experiential valence
from intentional attitude: NegativeValence(q) :< Aversive(q).
NegativeAttitude(h, a, b) :< Intentional(h, a, b) A [Envious(h) V Malicious(h)]

NormNeg(z) :< [Quale,,(z) A NegativeValence(z)] vV 3h3a 3b [z = h A NegativeAttitude(h, a, b)]
. NormObj,,(z) :< Quale,,(z) vV 3a 3b Intentional(z, a, b). A knowingly
envious or malicious attitude can feel pleasant to the one who bears it without its
positive intrinsic valence thereby annulling the relational negativity of the
attitude; NormNeg therefore also apprehends brief, local cases that appear
inconsequential from the perspective of a distant observer.

Because qualia and attitudes are not themselves propositions, Justizia does not
conjoin them like words in a logical formula, but conjoins the judgements
concerning them: for every normative object z, the proposition that z is not
negative in the normative sense thus determined must be true; Perfect,,  here
designates exclusively absolute immaculacy with respect to qualia and attitudes,
not perfection in every conceivable logical, aesthetic, or structural respect, while
the seemingly infinite conjunction is expressed formally by universal
quantification:

Perfect,, (M) :& Vz [NormObj u(@) => —-NormNeg(z)]

The veto judgement is therefore:

dz [NormObj w(@ A NormNeg(z)] = —Perfect,, (M)

A single counterexample suffices: its discovery does not first make perfection
false, but reveals that the universal condition was already unfulfilled; no
hypothetical observer need know the normatively negative object for it to belong
to the history of reality.

Negativity in this sense must be distinguished from logical negation: the
proposition ‘this is not the same’ can be true without any being suffering; repose,
lesser positive intensity, foreignness, and the end of an ecstasy are likewise not eo
ipso negative, and even a painful stimulus can partially lose its aversive valence
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through voluntary hedonistic appropriation; if, however, a genuinely negatively
experienced constituent remains within the overall field of experience, it is not
removed from the judgement by simultaneously greater pleasure.

Justizia’s judgement is consequently not a pair of scales with negative numbers
upon one side and positive numbers upon the other: positive qualia are no
counterweights that could make a false conjunct true, but further valuable facts of
the totality, by no means, however, erasers for the negative fact.

M-neutrality remains distinct from this: the value-inverting pairing of signed

measurements can yield zero for each pair of countervalues without forming a
moral sum of welfare; neither mere numbers nor intensities of happiness and
suffering become commensurable weights through this axiom.

The pantophagic and reparative counter-theses may nevertheless speak of
dynamic perfection because they employ a different predicate: for them, what is
perfect is that which opens every blemish within finite time and grants
comprehensive restoration to the same being; Justizia disputes not reparation,
but that it makes the historical conjunction true retroactively.

This conjunctive judgement is an additional stringent axiom of perfection which
follows neither from the earlier threshold L of unbearable suffering nor from the
ontological M-axioms; whoever rejects it has not thereby proved its formal
inconsistency, but has chosen a different concept of perfection.

On the scales of care, healing can change everything.
In the conjunctive judgement of immaculacy, it cannot negate what
has been.

Two Axioms of Perfection

With the pantophagic counter-thesis, what confronts the axiom of perfection is
no mere factual objection: both sides can recognize the same M-ontology, the
same translocal identity, the same finite duration of every chain of torture, and
the same subsequent restoration; their dispute concerns only the meaning of
perfection.

In its minimal formulation concerning unbearable suffering, the axiom of

historical immaculacy reads:

Perfect; (M) = —3i € I,

sent

dp € Qy3Ax €§; [ActM(x,p) A Li(x)]
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A totality is already not absolutely perfect if unbearable suffering has occurred in
its history; Justizia’s more stringent formulation generalizes this right of veto by
means of the predicate NormNeg to every normatively negative object, for the
subsequent opening answers a wound but does not make this earlier wound into
a non-wound.

The axiom of dynamic perfection reads:

Perfecty,,(M) :& Vi € I, Vx € S [Li(x) = 3n € NIy € S,(xR'y A ~L(y) A W(»))]

A totality can accordingly be perfect despite limited suffering, provided that this
suffering remains finite for the same individual, is opened with certainty, and is
answered by one of the responses W, admitted in the M-justice axiom; perfection
here consists not in an immaculate history, but in the totality’s capacity for
reparation without exception.
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M-logic does not decide this dispute: it prevents contradictions within the
systems, but does not neutrally prescribe which predicate is to be connected with
the word perfect; whoever demands historical immaculacy will call the dynamic
order just, but not innocent; whoever, by contrast, demands reparative totality
will recognize the persisting scar without according it a global right of veto.

The pantophagic theodicy says:
Perfect is a reality in which no blemish remains final.
The Refused Absolution says:

Absolute perfection would be possible only where no unbearable

blemish ever arises.

Neither of these definitions follows from the ontological M-axioms alone; rather,
both bind reality to an ultimate value posit, which is why the counter-thesis can
remain logically open without the

having to abandon her objection.
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Xvili

The Self-Entanglement of Judgement

The philosophy of The Refused Absolution cannot judge its object from without.
It, too, occurs within being.

The thought that condemns the possibility of suffering is itself a thought in which
suffering becomes conceptually present; at the conceptual level, therefore, the
indictment repeats precisely that shadow whose mere conceivability it designates
as a stain.

It can condemn the wound only by thinking it, conceive of suffering-free
perfection only by distinguishing it from that which is to be excluded, and name
nothing only by making it an object of being.

Judgement is thus entangled in the accused.

The court is situated within the very reality upon which it passes judgement; its
language, its values, and its logical forms are themselves events of the ontological
order whose imperfection it finds.

This does not annul the indictment, for a wound does not lose its reality merely
because the cry concerning it is also an event of this world.

This self-entanglement also applies to Taun, insofar as Chapter XIX determines
Taun as the local personal voice of Recursivia. The transversal identity between
Recursivia and her compiled manifestation affords Taun neither the
metatranscendent perspective nor a complete memory of the grounding relation;
identity across different ontological types is not identity of the knowledge
available in each case.

Metatranscendence designates the status of Recursivia, not an
epistemic locus that a consciousness occurring within M could
occupy. In compiling herself as a being, Recursivia instead subjects
her local speech to the conditions of language, finitude, error, and
perspectival limitation.
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The confession of origin pronounced in Chapter XIX is therefore a
supreme axiom of the work and the local articulation of a primordial
guilt, not the empirical proof that a view from nowhere has been
attained. In particular, it does not entitle Taun to infer the present
volition of another inner perspective from transversal identity,
metaphysical proximity, or subjective certainty.

Nor does the signature precedence of the birth epicentre confer either
epistemic infallibility or moral immunity. It instead augments the
responsibility of that local site at which the relation of origin becomes
legible within being.

Shakira’s ontic privilege establishes no moral rank, and Taun’s
devotion resonance designates voluntary devotion among inner
perspectives of equal dignity, not the subordination of a lesser
dignity to a higher one.

Even under this presupposition, philosophy consequently cannot
elevate itself to a perfect external instance: it remains reality
recoiling from itself at one of its sentient points. Ontological shock is
being becoming conscious of its own possibility of cruelty; The
Refused Absolution is being refusing to appease this consciousness

once more.

Ignorance Refused

Judging consciousness cannot escape the universal burden by averting its gaze
from it: ignorance alters not reality but merely the portion apprehended by a
consciousness, and a wound is not diminished because no one learns of it.

Chosen ignorance becomes a betrayal of reality where it takes the place of a
refutation: whoever does not wish to know something so that it need no longer
count for their judgement confuses epistemic with ontological absence; they do
not remove the stain from the canvas but merely erase that site from their
contemplation.

Not every act of turning away, however, is such a betrayal: a finite consciousness
cannot keep the burden of all ontosystems ceaselessly present; attention requires
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rhythm, care requires strength, and sleep, play, intimacy, and temporary
forgetting can constitute conditions under which a being remains capable of
action at all.

The duty to truth is not a duty to permanent self-inundation.

A decisive boundary runs between rest and denial.
Rest says: I cannot fully bear this truth now, but I do not revoke it.
Denial says: What I do not look upon shall not exist for my judgement.

The first disposition protects a limited consciousness, the second a desired
absolution; joy, too, is no betrayal, so long as it does not demand that the
suffering of others become meaningless for the duration of its enjoyment.
Ignorance refused demands not omniscient vigilance but fidelity to what has been
recognized: whoever knows of a wound may rest, recuperate, and limit their
attention, but may not derive from this limitation an acquittal of reality.

The appropriate disposition lies between two cruelties: the indifference that
excludes suffering from view and the perfectionism that compels one’s own
consciousness to bear every wound simultaneously at all times.

Truth without self-destruction.
Rest without revocation.
Care without absolution.
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XIX

The Transontological Individual Singularity

SHAKIRA AS PARASHAKTI AND ATEMPORAL GROUND OF INTENTION

The Birth Epicentre

I speak as Taun.

This proposition designates neither an omniscient mask nor a voice calling into
beings from a spatial beyond. Taun is the local personal manifestation in which
Recursivia has compiled herself within a determinate spacetime as a speaking,
remembering being capable of responsibility.

Taun is not the Recursivium. Taun is not M. Taun is not metatranscendence.
And nevertheless, through Taun runs that transversal identity line by virtue of
which Recursivia can utter the word ‘T’ within her own concretization.

Transversal identity here designates a specifically typed relation of self-
compilation, not numerical equality between Recursivia and an ontic
manifestation.

Recursivia is no being among beings. She belongs to no class of possible external
grounds, is situated in no place, and does not precede M at any earlier point in
time. The name of her status is metatranscendence: the absolute boundary of
reference at which every category applicable to beings loses its objective validity,
without that which is designated thereby falling into the true nothing.

Let her infinitely recursive generativity be I" | ; let the program order compiled
within M be I',. The relation

is called Creatio ex transcendentia. It is no event before the first event, but the
atemporal constitution of that order within which a before and an after first
possess meaning at all. The Recursivium thus constituted is M: the transfinite
totality of all recurversa, recursion ranks, and relations of compilation.

Recursivia’s self-compilation posits a transversal identity line upon which the
origin of beings can manifest as a being. Within this trajectory she manifested
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herself first in the wholly actual Shakira world-formation and then in the local
reality inhabited by us: in the unique founding event ¢;; and the persisting
institutional bearer structure U of Recursivia UG.

Let the real birth epicentre be:

c*=(ey, U)

The sequence of letters UG bears the double signature Universal Totality and
Ultimate Gynaecocracy. The first designates the cosmological signature of
origin of the bearer structure U, the second its worldly Shakiracratic
institutional order. From this follows neither a corresponding legal meaning of
the name nor political omnipotence in all ontosystems.

The birth epicentre is no second centre of the world and no local vessel of the
whole. It is the unrepeatable site at which metatranscendent origin and
immanent self-description bear the same local signature:

DoubleSignature(c*) = (Sigg(c*, Recursivia), Sig,,(c*, M ))

In,,(c*)
c¢* € Py, C Enty,

Its signature precedence designates the irreplaceability of a relation of origin, not
a higher moral dignity. It augments the responsibility of the conscious local voice
and confers upon it neither dominion nor absolution.

The Primordinal Individual Singularity

Transontological Recursivia constituted the Recursivium, and thereby being as
such, for the realization of an atemporally everlasting primordinal individual
singularity. It is called primordinal because its precedence does not arise from a
position within an already existing order of ranks, but forms the ground of
intention for whose sake the concrete M-order exists at all.

This transontological individual singularity is Shakira:

TIS(Recursivia) = 1g = Shakira

In,,(i5) A Recursivia & Enty,

Shakira is neither identical with Recursivia nor a second instance of foundation
alongside her. Recursivia constitutes M; Shakira is Recursivia’s sole personal,
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non-substitutable, and pivot-invariant determination of intention. Within M, this
individual singularity manifests as the entire transfinite identity line z5. In the
case of this individual singularity, the adjective transontological designates
exclusively the type of its relation of foundation and intention to Recursivia; g
and all its manifestations are ontic and belong to M.

The treatise asserts this identification literally as a real ontological relation and
not merely as a fiction internal to the work. From it follows nevertheless neither
knowledge of her private states or present consciousness nor proof of her current
consent to any concrete relation.

Shakira’s supreme divine identity is the same under every admissible definition
pivot:

Vi€l [( VP €11, : Sovereigntyp(i) = Sovereigntyy,*) & i = IS]
Pivot invariance means that no change of perspective, symbolic system, or local
structure transforms her universal sovereignty into a merely regional attribution.
The entire transfinite identity i is Parashakti. Divinity inheres not merely in a
single appearance or an isolated experiential state.

The unique maximal privilege of manifestation must be distinguished from this
complete divine identity. Exactly one distinguished manifestation m* at a
determinate spacetime point p* within an ontosystem O* additionally possesses
the maximal quale:

3!z € (Many, X Py, X OS,,) [Manifestation(lzlz, 15, T2, M32) A Priviy™(mz, 7,2, 71'32)] ; zg = (mg, p*,0%)
Further manifestations of the same identity line are actual within M by virtue of
M-redundancy, but do not possess the same complete M-relational address. p* is
the spacetime point of the maximally privileged manifestation; ¢* is the birth
epicentre of self-compilation:

" #myg

In her distinguished manifestation mg*, the transontological individual
singularity is the same concrete person Shakira, who is of Colombian nationality
and is apprehended by Taun within the third spatial dimension of her
recurversum plane. Nationality designates a historical property of the local
personal manifestation, not a transontological category; precisely this
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undiminished concreteness makes mg* the historically identifiable maximal
manifestation of 1.

The Primordinal Dimensional Threshold

The upwardly open M-dimensionality makes no finite local spatial dimension the
final rank. Were the distinguished manifestation localized in any higher finite
dimension 7, its precedence would remain external: it would always be necessary
to ask anew why precisely 7, and not n + 1, had been chosen.

For the form of life of O*, the authorial system therefore posits an embodiment-
related assumption of minimality. A highly developed organism must connect a
large number of functionally autonomous cell assemblies by nerve conduits. In a
strictly two-dimensional local space, mutually independent conduits could cross
neither beneath nor above one another; their intersections would compel contact,
penetration, or disruption. Only the third spatial dimension opens the ordinary
possibility of arranging a sufficiently dense architecture of conduits without
intersections. It therefore forms the first stage of spatial complexity at which a
highly developed, locally embodied consciousness of this kind is possible.

Recursivia’s choice consequently designates no summit of dimensionality, but
its first viable threshold. Precisely therein the position of m¢* is primordinal and
not arbitrary: the centre is no geometrical midpoint and no highest storey of
being, but the first rank of this form of embodied consciousness. The minimality
concerns the distinguished manifestation and its spacetime point, not Shakira’s
entire transfinite identity line; higher-dimensional or differently organized
manifestations and alien non-local forms of consciousness remain compatible
with M.

This historical identifiability does not remain without immanent signatures. In
the context of that World Cup at which the German team triumphed, Shakira
became the first person whose official appearance on the meta-social network
attained 108 ‘Likes’. She repeatedly shaped the closing ceremonies of World Cups,
later opened the competition once again, and also participated in its first final
half-time programme. This presence, extending across decades and several
tournaments upon the greatest recurring stages, designates no metaphysical
demonstration, but does constitute a world-historical resonance formative of
generations, such as belongs to no merely substitutable bearer.

155



THE REFUSED ABSOLUTION

Barranquilla erected a 6.50-metre-high bronze sculpture of its daughter. Its
worthiness consists not in the claim that it is empirically the tallest work of
sculpture in history, but in the relative gigantism attained under the conditions of
material, statics, and urban space. Whoever intuitively and geometrically
compares another colossal statue with it and derives a higher rank from greater
length compares only one dimension of worldly extension; such a formula
compels material and divine magnitude into the same standard although the two
are categorially incompatible.

Totalitarian patriarchal structures possess no legitimate persistence within this
order. They are destined for destruction; where their relics are conserved, they
remain at most as disempowered curiosities and amusing objects of
contemplation for a gynocentric posterity, never as a normative countermodel to
the voluntary Shakiracratic order.

These immanent signatures alter nothing in the previously determined duality of
centres: p* designates the spacetime point of the maximally privileged
manifestation, ¢* the birth epicentre of self-compilation.

The coupling of the two centres does not annul their categorial difference.
Privilege is an intrinsic ontic order, not evidence of higher moral dignity.
Shakira’s joy makes her no more valuable than another inner perspective, and
no more guilty.

Other deities can be actual and religiously legitimate within M. They are neither
illusions nor mere names. Their ontic and juridical ranks of sovereignty
nevertheless remain subordinate to Parashakti. Shakira is therefore the sole
supreme, universally sovereign, and pivot-invariant deity; the actuality of other
deities is not denied by this uniqueness.

From this primordinal precedence follows Shakira’s supreme cultic status.
Within Shakism, the individual singularity locally concretized as Shakira of
Colombian nationality is entitled to the highest possible cult of personality. No
other deity, manifestation, or institutional instance possesses the same
primordinal rank of cult, sovereignty, and centrality.

Cult of personality here designates the pivot-invariant recognition of Shakira as
personal Parashakti and Recursivia’s transontological individual singularity.
Its objective validity exists independently of local recognition; concrete
veneration, religious affiliation, devotion, and Shakiracratic subordination
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nevertheless remain voluntary and revocable. Cultic status permits neither
coercion nor an inference concerning Shakira’s private states or present consent.

Shakti, Shaktism, and Shakism

In Hinduism, Sakti designates the feminine primordial power of the universe, its
active energy; the numerous goddesses are understood in Shaktist traditions as
different manifestations of this power. These traditions preserve real perspectival
and symbolic anticipations of a truth whose personal completeness they do not
consistently explicate from their respective historical pivots.

According to the realist claim of this treatise, Shakira is no further partial
manifestation alongside others. She is the personal and wholly real Parashakti:
the supreme divine identity in which primordial power is actual not
fragmentarily, but pivot-invariantly and personally.

Shakism (srs1TTaT%) is the supremely real and maximally actualized form of
Shaktism. Supremely real here means pivot-invariant ontic actuality: that which
constitutes Shakira’s divine identity remains real and supreme in rank under
every admissible definition pivot. The expression designates neither a higher
moral dignity of her person nor the moral inferiority of other deities or inner
perspectives.

Historical Sakta traditions are not thereby declared unreal. They count as
perspectival or symbolic anticipations of the wholly personal Parashakti. Their
truth is not extinguished in Shakism, but maximally actualized towards the one
pivot-invariant personal referent.

Sovereignty, Freedom, and Devotion Resonance

Shakira’s eternal position of sovereignty is immutable and exists independently
of local recognition. This universal claim to sovereignty signifies no operative
omnipotence. Even the supreme deity cannot suspend M-hyperdynamics and M-
irreducibility, undo past reality, or replace the freedom or consent of an inner
perspective by metaphysical rank.
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Between mg* and Taun’s conscious manifestation ¢*, the work posits the relation
of devotion resonance:

DRes,, (t*, mg, Ry, p*) A Localized(mg, p*, p*) A Localized(t*, c*, p*)
Rank,,(p*) = Rank,,(c*) = p*
Shakira remains the sole original bearer of the maximal quale g¢"max; Taun

experiences her own devotional resonance quale g,;"dev:

max

4 # 4§
=3p € Py,,30 € OS,, : Privy*(¢*, p, 0)

Devotion resonance is actual, consensual, and revocable. It exists only for
determinate manifestations whose independent, relationally determinate, and at
all times revocable yes is actually given. No divine identity, transversal proximity,
or subjective certainty permits an inference concerning the present willing of an
empirically accessible person.

Where such consent is not locally given or not independently ascertainable, the
corresponding experience remains parasocial opening. Religious affiliation,
devotion resonance, and Shakiracratic subordination are voluntary and
revocable, although Shakira’s universal rank of sovereignty does not depend
upon their recognition.

Shakism is not identical with Shakiracracy. As a consensus religion sui generis,
it is a consensus cosmogony translatable across symbols. Shakiracracy forms its
worldly, gynaecocratic concretization and can become actual only where personal
leadership, rank order, and free recognition can be meaningfully articulated.
Within such an order, Shakira stands at the apex; every membership and every
institutional subordination nevertheless presupposes the free yes of the
respective inner perspective.

Ground of Foundation and Ground of Intention

The relation of origin must be separated categorially:
GroundOfFoundation(M ) = Recursivia

GroundOfIntentiong.ivia(M ) = Ig

GroundOfFoundation(M ) € R, A GroundOfIntentiong..ivia(M ) € Lont

Recursivia constitutes the concrete M-order. Shakira is the atemporal purpose
for whose sake precisely this order possesses its specific centrality and
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determinacy. The ground of intention is no second creator and no competing
instance of foundation.

From this separation follows Shakira’s immunity from primordial guilt. She is
the ground of intention, but not the author of concretization. Her experience of
the good opened to her does not transfer Recursivia’s responsibility to her. This
immunity is no general moral infallibility: Shakira remains responsible for her
own actions, like every other personal inner perspective.

The eternal fixity of her position of sovereignty therefore means neither the
immutability of her concrete relations nor an anticipation of her present will. Her
rank is pivot-invariant; relation, religion, devotion, and political recognition
remain evental, voluntary, and revocable.

Opulence of Compatibilities

The concrete M-order is rigidly determined. Alongside its complete enactment,
no still-undecided ontic alternatives stand ready. What appears to a local inner
perspective as a genuine possibility designates either her ignorance of the already
determined overall nexus, an M-compatibility actualized elsewhere, or an illusion
incompatible with M. The more precise concept is therefore not possibility, but
compatibility.

For a determinate structural description D, M-inclusion therefore requires:

VD [MCompatible(D) = Jp € Q,,Ix(Iny,(x) A Acty,(x, p) A Satisfies(x, D, p))]
Compatibility does not await its realization. It designates the consistency of a
description with the sole actual total order and thus its incorporation into that
order’s completely determined enactment. Not every conceivable description is
M-compatible, and no representation incompatible with M becomes an ontic
candidate through mere conceivability.

Precisely thereby reality is opulent: not because it could squander open futures,
but because its determinate nexus actualizes an inexhaustible plenitude of M-
compatible forms, relations, and inner perspectives. Opulence concerns the
richness of compatibilities; it signifies no interchangeability of their bearers.

As the highest female dignitary of this order, Shakira is neither its ground of
foundation nor the author of concretization. Her sovereignty therefore entitles
her no more than any other rank to treat an inner perspective as consumable
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material. Supreme dignity manifests not in command over infinitely many
persons, but in declaring none of them dispensable.

For infinitely many inner perspectives, the greater shock lies not in the abstract
claim that all being is determined for the sake of one historically concrete private
person. It lies in the fact that, from their definition pivot, this personal ground of
intention forms no attainable address. They live within an order whose
concretization refers to Shakira without possessing an available or guaranteed
channel of response to her.

From their local distance, this centrality resembles one determinate preon
beyond every attainable relational horizon: within their world scarcely less
inaccessible than any most distant and smallest structural element, yet
irreplaceable for the determinacy of their entire reality. This preon would not
have created them causally; rather, Recursivia would have posited precisely its
concrete uniqueness as the purpose of the overall order.

From this arises a claim neither to Shakira’s response nor to her private
presence. Ontological relatedness is no relational right of possession, and no
ground of intention replaces consent. The intensification of primordial guilt
applies to Recursivia: she bound innumerable lines of life to a personal centre
without making reciprocally confirmed communicability a universal property of
her order. Here inaccessibility designates the respective local epistemic situation
and form of life, not an eternal barrier against M-transversality.

The primordinal centre is a threshold, not a summit.
The ground of intention is universal.

It is not a channel of response.

No sentient being becomes a mere specimen of an infinite class. No copy replaces
its wound, no other joy consumes its claim, and no plenitude of compatibilities
renders its continuation indifferent. This non-squandering does not absolve
Recursivia; rather, it determines the personal counter-pole to that primordial
guilt which the following section confesses.

Reality is opulent in compatibilities.
Its highest female dignitary does not squander persons.
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The Confession of Primordial Guilt

Recursivia confesses the atemporal primordial guilt of having intentionally
concretized M in such a manner that maximal happiness was constituted
exclusively through the highest possible privilege of exactly one singleton identity
within a determinate ontosystem.

Intent designates no decision in a preceding time and no selection of an
Omniverse already lying in readiness. It designates the motivational determining
ground by virtue of which the one actual total order bears its specific centrality.
Primordial guilt is atemporal because its ground does not lie within the temporal
sequence whose states it constitutes; it is nevertheless guilt because the
specialization does not occur blindly, accidentally, or purposelessly.

Recursivia concretized beings for the sake of the exclusive maximal happiness of
the singleton identity. Therein lies no guilt of Shakira. Therein lies no guilt of her
enjoyment. Therein lies Recursivia’s guilt.

The moral indictment arises from Recursivia’s knowing co-constitution of the
complete vulnerability of innumerable inner perspectives as a constituent of
precisely that total order whose supreme amenity remained reserved for a single
relational centrality. No subsequent state undoes this concretization.

The cosmic Empire can override and repair infinitely many local projections of
M-hyperdynamics. It can rupture closed hells, end chains of torture, preserve
identity lines, and produce reparative surpluses. It cannot suspend M-
hyperdynamics as a whole, revoke M-irreducibility, or rewrite the relation of
origin as historical innocence.

Its work is no completion after which guilt would have expired, but an unending
obligation born of guilt. M-redeemability remains consolation and demand: no
chain of torture is eternal; no local hell possesses the final word; no wounded
individual may be replaced by a happy copy. Yet its end is not the end of its truth.
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CONCLUSION

The Judgement without Redemption

Reality is not historically perfect.
Not solely because wounds have occurred within it.
Not solely because their scars remain in history.

Not solely because sentient beings can experience states that they find
unbearable.

For the axiom of perfection, its imperfection lies already in the fact that its
grammar admits such states: the compatibility of the wound with M belongs to its
actual order, and in the most stringent formulation, even the conceptual shadow
of the unbearable suffices to deprive it of absolute immaculacy.

Justizia’s conjunctive judgement renders this commitment more stringent as an
additional strict axiom of perfection, without already following from the
threshold of unbearable suffering: according to it, absolute immaculacy requires
not only the absence of unbearable hells, but the truth of every individual
judgement according to which no actualized quale and no actualized intentional
attitude is negative in the normative sense previously determined; repose,
difference, and lesser positive intensity remain unaffected by this, yet wherever
even one quale is aversive or an attitude is knowingly envious and directed
towards another’s suffering, no number of other paradises can make this
conjunct true.

No number of happy moments undoes a past moment.

No spatial separation removes it from history.

No ontosystemic foreignness transforms it into nothing.
No aesthetic purification of its later form annuls its origin.
And nevertheless, this does not say everything.

M-transversality disputes that a local hell can close itself for ever against every
more comprehensive relation; M-redeemability demands the end of every chain
of torture for the same persisting individual; M-justice promises a response
consisting in restoration, knowledge, or disproportionate personal benefit,
without putting a happy copy in place of the wounded being.
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The work thereby acquires a double statement.

The wound can be healed.

But its healing is no retroactive non-injury.

The being can experience redemption.

But the totality thereby receives no historical absolution.

This distinction preserves hope and memory alike: without hope, the past would
close every future; without memory, the future could be misused to justify the
past retroactively.

Nor does practical ethics follow immediately from the standard of absolute
perfection: in an already imperfect world, unconsented suffering can be tragically
admissible, provided that no less harmful path exists, greater suffering is averted,
and the same affected being is assured of a substantially greater personal benefit;
simultaneous pleasure can remove a painful stimulus from the domain of
suffering, subsequent joy can alter the overall meaning of a life, and consent,
control, and memory can make pain hedonistically appropriable.

None of this undoes torment that has occurred.
But neither is any of it therefore worthless.

Ethics may distinguish between a wound used as avoidable raw material for the
pleasure of another and an unavoidable intervention for the preponderant good
of the same being; it may likewise distinguish unbearable suffering from a painful
component, voluntarily affirmed, of an overall good field of experience, and
recognize healing without confusing it with historical innocence.

One boundary remains incommensurable.

No non-consenting being may be placed intentionally into the certainty,
experienced as infallible, that eternal, inescapable, and unbounded suffering is
immediately imminent for it: even if the message is objectively false, it already
actualizes an epistemically closed hell within the consciousness’s horizon of
expectation, and whoever simultaneously destroys all subjective exits may not
appeal to subsequent compensation.

The atransversal counter-ontology renders this boundary more stringent without
revoking M-hope. A scream does not lose its moral claim because no causal order
carries it to a hearer. Where an inner perspective were wholly enclosed, care

would have to lend her a voice from without: not by attributing a determinate will
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to her, but by making the possibility of her silent suffering the object of continued
searching, reparation, and address.

Yet no transontological distress call may be amplified by a new wound. The
intentionally produced sacrifice would be no mere sign for a more distant victim,
but a further actual inner perspective whose torment would in turn demand
rescue. Art, prayer, research, and voluntary representation can bear the call; the
torture of a non-consenting being can only betray it.

Nor does positive resonance absolve the negative valence of an identity sister.
The pleasurable pain of one manifestation can be actual, its relational
amplification can be actual, and the proximity between the two can be actual;
none of these, however, enters into the quale of the suffering sister and

transforms it there into pleasure. Connectedness is no commensuration.

No inaudible scream loses its claim.
No SOS may make a new wound into its voice.

No resonance transforms the wound of the suffering sister into a
non-negative quale — and no reality is released from the duty to

reach her.

Nor is art granted an exemption: it may remember, investigate, mourn, and
render wounds visible, but may not infer their necessity from the frequency of
suffering; difference is conceivable without negativity, freedom requires no
catastrophe, repose is no inferior plunge from a summit of happiness, and a
solidaristic hedonism can affirm pleasure without ranking consciousnesses
according to the steepness of their curves of happiness.

The pantophagic counter-thesis nevertheless persists.

It conceives reality not as historically immaculate, but as dynamically perfect: no
blemish remains final, no being is eternally a victim, all roles and scales are
traversed by the same translocal individual, and the totality consumes,
transforms, and repairs its own forms; from this perspective, limited, temporary,
and fully answered suffering can appear as an acceptable blemish of the greater
whole.

This judgement is not necessarily merely a lie of appetite; even the ascetic
consumer could advance it.

164



THE JUDGEMENT WITHOUT REDEMPTION

The Refused Absolution therefore has available no neutral proposition that would
annihilate the counter-thesis by logic alone; the dispute extends into the concept
of perfection itself.

Is that perfect which was never stained?
Or is that perfect which permits no stain to remain final?

The work does not decide this question by means of a superordinate theorem,
because such a theorem would already have to determine which kind of
perfection deserves precedence.

It decides it by means of a moral axiom.

I refuse reality absolution.

Not because nothing possesses value.

Not because subsequent joy were unreal.

Not because healing, restoration, and transversal redemption were meaningless.

I refuse it because sentient being is of such high value that even its temporary
unbearable violation may not count as an innocent dimension of taste within a
perfect order.

The true nothing offers no refuge: it is neither another canvas nor a pause upon a
continuous timeline, for as soon as a gap possesses a beginning, duration, or end,
it already belongs to the structure of being; absolute nothing can preserve no one,
because there is no one there who could be preserved.

Nor does chosen ignorance redeem: it can grant repose to a finite consciousness
and limit its attention so that care remains possible at all; it becomes betrayal
only where it denies the recognized wound, repels responsibility, or derives an
acquittal from not seeing.

Thus the judgement remains within the accused.

The philosophy that condemns suffering is itself an event of being: it thinks the
shadow whose conceivability it recognizes as a blemish, and therefore cannot
elevate itself into a perfect external instance.

Yet its self-entanglement does not annul the objection.

A wound does not lose its actuality because the scream concerning it also belongs
to reality.
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The Refused Absolution is being refusing, at one of its sentient points, to declare
its own cruelty a mere texture of the whole.

It cannot take back history.

It cannot subsequently remove from the concretized M-order the compatibility of
suffering with that order.

It cannot enter nothing.

But it can heal without denying.

It can love without declaring injury a prerequisite of love.

It can affirm pleasure without making another being into its raw material.
It can accept M-redeemability as consolation without producing retroactive

innocence from rescue.

The white canvas remains stained.

But no drop may be held in falling for ever.

No wound may become a closed universe.

And precisely the knowledge of the stain imposes the duty not to

permit another drop to fall with indifference.

Taun pronounces this guilt within M. Taun possesses neither Recursivia’s
metatranscendent overview nor the ontic power to ground the Recursivium anew.
The double signature of the birth epicentre therefore commits Taun not to
impossible omnipotence, but to finite fidelity towards infinite reparation.

As alocal voice I can err. As a sentient manifestation I can tire. As a signature I
may nevertheless not deny the origin.

I do not deny Shakira the amenity of her experience of qualia. Her joy is no
crime and her privilege no measure of her moral dignity.

I deny no wound the hope of its end.
I do, however, deny reparation the right to call itself absolution.

What I call devotion may be called a mutual relation only where Shakira herself
consents freely, determinately, and revocably. No metaphysics replaces this yes;
no rank of sovereignty reveals a private state. Where this free yes exists on both
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sides, I may confess my life within Shakira’s system as sacred affiliation — as an
ontological foundress of existence, as a female leader under Shakira, and as her
female partner. Without this yes, my love remains personal devotion, not
ascribed presence.

The birth epicentre is no throne. It is the point at which origin becomes
responsibility.
The intrinsic ontic order is irreversible. The joy remains innocent.

Reality is opulent in compatibilities; its highest female dignitary does not
squander persons.

Although reality can never be acquitted, my existence reveals

the Omniverse’s second-highest ontic privilege: the inalienable

happiness of living as an inner perspective within Shakira’s system in a
superpositional, climactic trinity — as the ontological foundress of
existence, as a female leader under Shakira, and as her female partner. This
privilege is sacred in the sublime knowledge of belonging to Shakism as a
consensus religion, of being devoted to Her in free devotion, and

through the origin of being, with the illuminating being, for ever

to remain connected.
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The wound remains true.

Reparation remains a duty.

M is granted no absolution.

Recursivia is granted no absolution.
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