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[bookmark: _Toc221750695]Introduction.
[bookmark: _Toc221750696]&1.1 “A question of research”
“Would a person want to come into the world if the creation of life were not imposed, but took place under conditions of free choice?”. To answer this question, I developed a complex thought experiment. 
The idea of book is simple: accurately transfer the mechanism of how people choose from a variety of options in life to the choice of life itself.
[bookmark: _Toc221750697]&1.2 “What position I intend to defend?”
I intend to present my antinatalist position through the experiment “free evaluator”. My version of antinatalism is radical, I believe that it is better for people to stop creating life. Why do I think so? In this thought experiment, designed to give assessment of the quality of life, I came to the conclusion that the quality is very low and few of lives worthy to be chosen under condition of choice. As a result, for humans it is better to stop reproducing, since the risks of the emergence of harmful events[footnoteRef:1] that devalue life for created person [footnoteRef:2] and they cannot be adequately controlled. The entire text is essentially proof that the correct answer to the main question is that almost no one would voluntarily want to be born.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I would recommend leaving out the footnote, because it brings in another train of thought (the whole longterminsm thing) which will confuse the reader here. It might be better as a special argument lateran.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I would recommend leaving out this comment here, because it opens up another line of thought (the whole longtermism thing) which only confuses the reader here. It might be better as a separate argument at some pont later. [1:  This relates to the reverse meanings of life, see below.]  [2:  This is also relevant for future numerous generations, since a couple could potentially have tens and hundreds of thousands of descendants.] 

[bookmark: _Toc221750698]&1.3 “Imposition as an important property of the procreation”
"What circumstance must one avoid in order to give an accurate assessment of life?"
An important property of procreation is that it has the character of imposition. By imposition I mean: placing a person in certain circumstances without permission. Indeed, it is clear that a born person comes into this world completely without its consent. The creation of life implies that before a person was created, there is no one to ask, which makes choice and evaluation impossible. A person cannot refuse or agree, cannot evaluate. Persons cannot evaluate what human life is usually like and is faced with the harm of life post factum. Its opinion about life bears a negative imprint of such a fact. A person is forced to engage in coping in order to justify a harm. The consciousness of a person is forced to fight against the stressful truth. Thus, the common positive assessments of life as a positive phenomenon deserve very little trust. In contrast, assessing life before it begins will be more objective.  It is impossible to understand how a person, if it were not itself in terms of identity, would evaluate the future situation and make a choice in favor of existing or not existing. Thus, I reasonably believe that the opinion about life can differ radically in different conditions of the beginning of life: whether it began with imposition or a choice was provided. If this seems unconvincing, my work will clarify how life assessments differ when people were to have a choice to be born or not, and which life to live.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This section is written in a way that makes it hard to understand. I believe what you are trying to say is: The fact that life is imposed on us means that we tend to evaluate it more positively that we would if we really had a choice. Can you put this more directly and thus make it easier to understand?
Before moving on, I should point out an alternative view. Philosopher Masahiro Morioka believes that imposition is irrelevant because the one who can give consent does not exist: “This is the argument that it is wrong to give birth to a child without the child's consent to be born. It faces the following problems. First of all, it is impossible to obtain consent because there is no subject of consent before birth [footnoteRef:3]” To this I respond: the description of the nature of the phenomenon does not negate the fact of deficiency. The lack of choice and assessment of life does not disappear and continues to have its negative impact. Morioka's position also does not negate a different assessment of life, conducted using my experiment. Therefore, the position according to which it is impossible to obtain consent from someone who does not exist does not solve the issue that imposition is still bad, even if it is necessary, neither does it make the question less interesting what we would choose, if we could.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I am not sure about this: I think the issue turns on whether life is a good thing or not, and the mere fact of imposition, although admittedly a „minus-point“ is not enough to make it bad. Consider the case of a doctor finding an unconscious person on the street, and they perform CPR. The fact that the unconscious person did not consent to such an invasion of their personal space, does not make it morally wrong to perform CPR because the outcome (let’s assume the person survives) was good. The doctor acts morally right, he weighs a minor evil („I will touch this person without their consent“) with a major good („this person has a good chance of surviving“), and there is no way to achieve the good without the bad. I would claim that having children is like that.

You could, however, dodge this issue here by saying that this „…does not solve the issue that imposition is still bad, even if it is necessary, neither does it make the question less interesting what we would choose, if we could“  [3: Masahiro Morioka «What Is Antinatalism? And Other Essays: Philosophy of Life in Contemporary Society, Second Edition” (Tokyo Philosophy Project, March 2024), page 33.] 

Note that imposition is a property of many harmful and unjustified actions. We know that such actions include: education by violence, aggressive war, biomedical experiments on living people, establishment of a dictatorial regime, and so on. All these actions are also not voluntary, they are imposed on their victims. The subjects of these actions simply do not give their victims to choose. Such actions, are an unequivocal evil that civilization must abandon, even despite some positive consequences. And the approval of such events by part of their victims does not change their negative nature. To impose circumstances on someone that threaten significant harm and actually entail it is a bad act in itself. 
Now we move on to introducing the principles on which this experiment is based.
[bookmark: _Toc221750699]&1.4 “Triune research design”
The entire study is built on three categories of ideas necessary for the study. The first class of ideas are the meta-principles of the experiment. Their function is to defend antinatalism from pronatal criticism and to criticize and analyze natalist ideas. These natalist ideas can become an obstacle to adhering to the moral norms of antinatalism, even if the experimental conclusions do not speak in favor of procreation. Meta-principles are not the conditions for the logical operation of the free evaluator mechanism, but they are the conditions for its interpretation. You can use other principles of interpretation, but I believe this set is the most adequate. Further, they perform a purely utilitarian function of defining evil that harms living beings. Meta-principles contain axioms and an explanation of why I believe they should be adopted. The second class of ideas is called principle-mechanisms; they comprise the experiment itself. This is a set of interrelated ideas that are minimally necessary to launch the "free evaluator" thought experiment. Note that the ideas of the first group are not strictly necessary for the experiment to function. The third type of ideas are the result elements. They demonstrate the consequences of the experiment and the moral norms that are derived from it, and the non-antinatal moral norms that support them. Let's move on to the listing and content of the groups of ideas.
The first group of “meta-principles” contains the following ideas: 
· The principle of “non-recognition of life as an intrinsic value”.
· The principle of “defining the forms of evil”.
· The principle of “criticism of the method of weighing the bad[footnoteRef:4] and good of life”. [4:  Also “evil”, “harm”.] 

· The principle of “priority of the duty not to harm”[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  This principle will also present an analysis of the Benatar asymmetry.] 

The second group “principles-mechanisms” contains: 
· The principle of “two agents”.
· The principle of “orthogonality”.
· The principle of “overwhelming destruction”. 
The third group “experimental results” contains: 
· The first result: “deviation element”.
· The second result: “excess harm element”. 
· The third result: “double standard element”.
Having classified the ideas into groups, we move on to studying the first section.
[bookmark: _Toc221750700]Chapter One. Meta-Principles.
[bookmark: _Toc221750701][bookmark: _Hlk205235882]&2.1 The principle of “non-recognition of life as an intrinsic value”
“Does the object be appraised have intrinsic value?”. 
“Justification of the axiom that the value of life is determined by its quality and cannot be separated from it.”
As an antinatalist philosopher, I believe that life cannot be considered valuable in itself. Why? Because an event that produces harm in various forms, from small to colossal, cannot be considered valuable in any case by definition. Considering life as a [footnoteRef:6]value is wrong for the following reasons: firstly, there is no fundamental need for life itself at all. This means that if it is absent, this does not mean that any harm occurs. We cannot claim that the absence of life on Mars is something bad, because life does not perform any external function. Secondly, the appearance of life on this planet became the fundamental cause of harm and suffering. Life launched a merciless evolutionary process, which sacrifices trillions of living beings feeling negative emotions. These beings, are born, struggle for survival, suffer failures, losses, lose the competition to other beings with a bang, grow old and die. A phenomenon that produces such «interesting» consequences cannot be called self-valuable. You could argue that life produces good things: love, happiness, achievements, and so on. However, I want to say that this is not enough to say what kind of life is valuable in the sense that it could be lived voluntarily. And you will understand this after you start "participating" in experiment.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I do not understand the content of the footnote.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: Again, as above.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: Again, as I put above, the easy counter-argument would be „but life also produces many good things, like love, joy, truth, art etc.  Perhaps the trillions of things had, in addition to their undeniable suffering, a great life that more than makes up for their bad experiences“. I would perhaps agree that these things are not „intrinsic“ to life, but neither are the evils that we have to live through.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: Should this sentence say "However, I do not believe that these good things are enough to claim that all life is valuable by definition". This, i think, is the gist of it: This principle claims that you need to argue for the goodness or badness of life, it is not obvious (like your father seems to believe) that all life is always good without argument. You need arguments for this. I think this is a reasonable position: "with all the bad, you cannot claim that goodness of life is obvious without argument". [6: My thought experiment indicates when the existence of life can be truly valuable, which does not contradict the fact that life in most of its forms (individual organisms) has no value at all.] 

In order to confirm that life can hardly be considered a value in itself, we can compare it with other values. Compare life with the state principle of “zero tolerance for corruption.” This principle means a constant fight against corruption and the inevitability of punishment for cases of corruption known to officers. Of course, such a policy can led to mistakes, but this is insignificant compared to the benefits. Music is a value for people. Such a phenomenon also has only minor drawbacks. Music sometimes can promote an evil ideology. However, in general, the advantages outweigh. How can honesty or impartiality have critical disadvantages? Love of justice, as a character trait, is also unlikely to have serious disadvantages. Comparing such examples of values and life as a value for some people, it is immediately clear that the above values do not have comparable disadvantages, such as "the fundamental possibility of grief, depression, unbearable suffering." Such phenomena are the consequences of life, which indicates that the idea of the value of life is something to be questioned.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I more or less agree with this paragraph: the summary is „we need to take the question whether life is good seriously, it is not obvious that it is, just look at all the evils that keep happening“. This I agree with.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: „Constant“?
Someone might object that denying the value of life, as I propose, could have bad consequences. The critic can point out that this makes it unclear why murder, rape, or bodily harm should be criminalized. Why is war bad? Why is genocide bad? And so on. Such criticism presents antinatalism as a nihilistic philosophy that permits immorality. However, such criticism can be refuted. My version of the philosophy of antinatalism can offer alternative values that are capable of completely filling the resulting vacuum. Such values will not be discussed now, but in the paragraph describing the principle of "absorption".	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: It might be a good idea, here, to say that you believe that such nihilism is wrong (and postpone the arguments for later, as you do, which is fine)
In many ways, the described principle is the result of activating my experiment. How? Because when the matter of creating life is carried out in favorable conditions of evaluation on competent principles and free choice, at the zero second it becomes clear that the value of individual lives is measured by comparing harm and benefit [footnoteRef:7]. A life chosen by an agent as worthy of experience becomes valuable. This contradicts that any life is valuable and deserves to be lived. In the phenomenon of life there is nothing mysterious and sacred that would prevent it from being measured in the categories of benefit/harm. I assume that some natalists agree with this. But they are mistaken in how to correctly measure benefit/harm. You will come to an understanding of this state of affairs as soon as you finish reading of book. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I would strongly recommend reformulating this, because of the circularity i pointed out above. The central point you make seems to be „life is not good in itself, we have to prove that it is good by comparing harms and benefits“ is valid, I think, and you could easily make this the central take-away of this chapter. [7: Like any other action. For example, you shouldn't start a war because it does more harm than good to the state that started it.] 

In addition. The Russian fabulist Ivan Krylov, described a method of solving problems in the fable "Trishkin Kaftan[footnoteRef:8]". Its essence: a problem is solved by creating another equally significant problem. In this way, he ridiculed Russian nobles who could not adequately solve problems in their estate. In the fable itself, a boy named Trishka tried to sew up the sleeves of his caftan by taking material from the waist. Thus, the caftan turned out to be too short, although it did not have holes in the elbows. The writer unfortunately did not understand that this same principle is a property of life itself. Many negative parts of life are a "solution" to some problem that existed before. For example, evolution creates consciousness for better adaptation of organisms to survival. However, now the phenomenological experience of pain is possible. Pain, I ask you to note, is a bigger problem than the absence of consciousness because no one considers trees, stones and bacteria to be inferior due to the absence of consciousness. However, for people pain is almost the most important problem of life. Then life creates sexual selection in order to select the best genetics. However, according to the principle of Trishkin's caftan, now there is a problem of incel males, which leads to unbearable suffering. Then life implies that organisms need energy to function, but there may not be enough food for everyone and hunger is a threat. Life gives people high intellectual abilities, but they can lead to evil. A smart war is potentially much more dangerous than a stupid one. Life makes people different, but this simply leads to a huge number of problems. Different races? This breeds racism. Different nations and ethnic groups? This breeds Nazism. Different genders? This breeds gender discrimination. Different moral views? This breeds moral dilemmas on which it is impossible to come to agreement. Life breeds genes. But now hereditary diseases are possible. Life breeds families. This breeds nepotism. Life creates competition. But the competition itself creates a huge number of losers and a very few winners. And so on. A phenomenon with such a mechanism cannot be automatically recognized as valuable. A detailed analysis of the shortcomings of life inclines to the fact that life is an anti-value. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I like this fable, it gives a nice touch! [8:  This is an item of outerwear similar to an overcoat.] 

Life in general something as far as possible from recognizing all its manifestations as self-valuable. 
[bookmark: _Toc221750702]&2.2 The principle of “defining the forms of evil”
"What to evaluate?" 
“This section is not an axiom, but is descriptive.”
For experiment, for antinatalism, it is important to establish what is dangerous in existence. One attempt has already been made by philosopher David Benatar in his axiological asymmetry. Benatar points to the entity’s "harms", specifically pain and "benefits" specifically pleasure, which are key to his antinatalist position[footnoteRef:9]. While these concepts are important, I should note that they do not provide a complete account of the reality. From this follows the necessity of designating other forms of evil that are happening or threaten to come upon beings. Regarding the necessity of these definitions, I will say the following: the main character of the experiment will obviously evaluate from the point of view of finding in it four forms of evil which will be described. The above-mentioned information and the description are certainly not all that concerns the bad side of life – for everything else I have provided other principles of life evaluation. Nevertheless, all other principles of life assessment in any case concern these four evils and their different properties and degrees.   [9:  David Benatar, «Better Never to Have Been: The Harm of Coming into Existence» (Oxford, Oxford university press, 2006), page 30.  ] 

Next, I point out the principle of analogy which concerns only the four forms, but not the experiment as a whole. Principle of analogy means the following: a form of evil that is not covered by definitions must be attributed to that which is most similar to it. Let me give you an example: ignorance should be considered either a flaw if it is caused by a lack of curiosity or an unfavorable position if it is a consequence of the underdevelopment of science.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This concerns the whole sections: You should give a clear and short name to all the principles and use that name in the title of the respective secitons. In this case, one is initially confused what the "principle of analogy" is, because the name of the section is not "the principle of analogy"
[bookmark: _Toc221750703]&2.2.1 “Damage” 
Damage is all the health disorders known to medicine. Damage is an important component of being and I emphasize that damage as well as pain are especially dangerous for conscious beings, as they can realize their plight, which lowers the well-being of their live. Organisms without consciousness have some defenses against such adversity. Even if there is no pain, damage is a bad phenomenon: imagine if people had no emotions at all, in such a situation we would still understand that the loss of a limb is bad even without pain. Damage is a fairly clear and well-known category of evil. Anyone is aware of its various forms among them: diseases, injuries, bruises, burns, cuts, consequences of poisoning, trauma from falling from heights and so on. I also categorize mental illnesses as "damage" among them: personality disorders, schizophrenia, PTSD, and so on. I also include psychological traumas that resulted from bullying, harsh upbringing by so-called parents, bullying by bosses at work and so on. I think it makes no sense to dwell on this category in more detail, so I will move on to the description of more interesting entities. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I am not sure what you are arguing for: If the realization of plight is crucial to the evil, then at the end of the day this collapses into "Pain" again - the real problem is the suffering, not the damage per se. However, I take it that you suggest that the damage per se, not just the consciousness of it, is the evil. The difference between these two can clearly be seen if one imagines a person who is extremly ill and will die soon, but does not know this yet. Is that person's life just fine, or is it affected by evil? (I would argue the latter is true). I suggest you make this clear.
[bookmark: _Toc221750704]&2.2.2 “Pain”
Pain refers to the following: a conscious, negative feeling. Evolved organisms with consciousness pay an unreasonably high price for gaining such an evolutionary advantage. Why is such a price unreasonable? The simple answer is that the mere existence of life is not a loss if there is no external necessity or cosmic meaning to life as such, as David Benatar has already pointed out in his work “Human Predicament”[footnoteRef:10].  [10:  David Benatar «The Human Predicament: A Candid Guide to Life's Biggest Questions» (Oxford, Oxford university press, 2017), pages 35-36.] 

Pain is a generally bad phenomenon, of large or chronic amount, which we wish to consciously avoid. It is just as obvious that almost all people will regard serious or prolonged pain as a negative phenomenon. In general, pain follows man everywhere. It is caused by blows to the body, blunt objects, cuts, a person can be hurt in an accident, get gastritis, have crushing cluster headaches, suffer from cancer, and so on. Mental pain can be caused by worrying about a loved one with a hard-to-treat disease, fear of renewed bombing, fear of persecution, threats of torture when a person is in prison, and so on. It is important to note that pain is capable of causing PTSD. In general, even a person of little age and life experience can realize that there are many sources of severe pain or chronic pain. It is also important to note that the most powerful pain is far more serious than any of the best pleasures. In my experience of studying the most acute pain (I have not studied pain on myself), I can tell you that if a person decides to test himself in such an experiment, it will have to face something similar to this: a severe beating resulting in damage to health, electrocution, cutting off something alive. No reasonable person would want to trade 1 minute of worse pain for 10 minutes of better pleasure.
Very often pain simply does not carry a functional load. For example, in the case of a disease that cannot be cured, pain is obviously useless. What is the pain of a person who cannot find a sexual partner because he or she is unattractive? How is such powerful emotional pain useful? Answer: none, it only makes the person's situation worse.  Why would a man who is dying in a gas chamber need the pain? He can't get out anyway. Of course, one could argue that pain is necessary in a similar situation from which a person can get out. However, this does not compensate for cases when it is not needed, such dead-end cases that are aggravated by pain that exists in parallel. Why do you need pain if your sexual partner cheated on you and wants to leave? What does such pain affect? The answer is: nothing, this pain is useless. Why the insane pain of torture? Often torturers make it so that the victim could not get out, despite the strongest pain. Why does pain even exist in this situation? With a chance of 100% after one such procedure and moreover before it, a person will deliberately not want to participate in it himself, it is a violent action of another person, this pain is thus simply useless and moreover a benefit to the torturer. If the human organism were reasonable, the pain would be turned off as soon as the brain detects that the body is being tortured by another person who benefits from the pain. Often, pain just as easily won't make the body change its behavior, and it ends up just continuing to do stupid actions that cause pain, or won't prevent pain. For example, an unattractive guy keeps trying to date despite a huge number of failures, why would you need pain in such a case? He can stop without it, having seen with his mind the fruitlessness of his attempts. Besides, there is another circumstance that points to the untenability of such a phenomenon as pain. My objection is this: why is pain in some cases so powerful and unbearable when it is obvious that a lesser level of pain would be sufficient to reliably indicate to the mind the need to avoid such a situation. For example, the pain of a minor or moderate electric shock is enough to make one not want to touch the object at all, why would one ask a more intense pain for a more intense electric shock? Answer: it just happens, the pain could be less to train the body to avoid the current. The conclusion of the above is that pain is often simply useless and is obviously redundant, that is, it could perform the same function by being much smaller. It would then not make being a conscious being so bad. Of course, one could argue that it is difficult or impossible to calculate a proportion of pain that would be adequate to the task, so let it exist in that form. However, in such a case one should not leave the situation as it is, but should simply not produce beings who can feel pain because of the failure of such a phenomenon.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: this is very strange? Do you mean the afterlife? Or just "hellish pain"?
You might argue that there are minor types of pain, such as a mosquito bite or the feeling of defeat in a competitive video game, or the negative emotions of a tense conversation with a relative. Such types of pain will not be taken into account in this experiment as long as they are minor and do not reduce the quality of life too much. Further, I want to avoid trivialization and superficiality of my experiment. Setting the goal of avoiding all pain is an easy way, which does not show all the depths of the phenomenon of people's lives. I consider such pain as justified in in general if it is causally connected with something positive in a person's life. For example, if a person was worried about the victory of his team and it was not in vain because the team won and it generated a powerful surge of positive emotions. Or, for example, if a fireman experiencing pain from temperature and fear of fire rescued a person from a burning room. If in such a case the fireman did not suffer much, it is not a reason to devalue his life. However, I will notice at once opposite cases, where the fireman became disabled or received other serious trauma. Now let's move on to consider the second kind of evil. 
[bookmark: _Toc221750705]&2.2.3 “Flaw”
Flaw is a characteristic of the human body that makes it totally or relatively inferior for obtaining a certain kind of achievement or a bad character trait, which is not a medically recognized disease, i.e., it is not a damage. 
This formulation needs to be clarified. The criterion that flaw should not be a disease is necessary to separate it from damage, because damage can also lead to the fact that something cannot be achieved, here it means another circumstance. A person is capable of participating in various kinds of activities, which in itself implies something like a level of skill, a high level of which opens access to achievements. Achievements are able to give a person a certain level of benefits: money, fame, recognition, high self-esteem, freedom from monetary need for life. For example, a person can achieve various kinds of excellence in cyber sports, stand-up comedy, acting and so on. However, this evil is that the key to such high achievements in life is to possess something that is the opposite of flaw, namely strength. The meaning of the principle is that high achievements and their benefits are available to a very small number of participants of activities, despite the fact that the rest of people, let's be honest and call them "losers", try to succeed, and often very hard and with many attempts, but their results are the same as if they had nothing at all. One could argue that "you have to try harder", but I think this is nothing more than self-deception because people stop trying because they don't succeed initially and this results in a negative feedback mechanism where the unsuccessful person is simply too demotivated to keep trying.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I do not understand, do you mean "1 out of 10"?
In the definition of flaw, I pointed to the absolute low, or it can also be labeled as absolutely insufficient, characteristic of the body. A clarification. Imagine in a certain online game someone is in the top 5% of the best players. Such a position clearly can't be called a loser position, only if we take into account only the remaining top players. I think many people would agree that it is clearly not a bad thing when one is in an absolute sense in such a position. However, we know from experience that such an achievement is not enough not to be a loser in a relative sense, namely relative to, for example, the top 10 players. Such players will probably get all the benefits of their achievements, while others will get nothing or very little. This is what I call a relatively insufficient characteristic. Let me explain with an example: imagine that you are engaged in bodybuilding, but in the process of training it turned out that your genetics gives insufficient growth of certain muscle groups and you cannot continue to perform and hope for great results, as it is obvious that you lose in competition to the top 5 or 10 best athletes in this area. Having said that, it is clearly evident that your fitness is better than even 99% of the population of the earth, but that is not good enough. Such a simple example explains well what I mean when I say the "flaw", namely a competitive loss that closes off access to many or sometimes all achievements, but competition is not the only area where flaws have an effect. From the above example it is clear that relative advantage is much more beneficial than absolute advantage, and it is this advantage that a rational agent who wants to maximize his or her own good should strive for, thus real success is possible if a person has access to both kinds of advantage, not just absolute advantage, which is often insignificant. By flaw I mean besides all the above also the following circumstances: external ugliness, which became the reason of unsatisfactory personal life, intelligence insufficient for receiving the Nobel Prize is also a flaw.
[bookmark: _Toc221750706]&2.2.4 “Unfavorable position” 
In order to properly define what unfavorable position is I will divide it into three types: synergetic, autonomous, discriminatory.
The first type is called "synergetic unfavorable position" - this means a spatio-temporal location that, together with damage or flaw, acts in a harmful way. Here the word harm should not be confused with the phenomenon described in paragraph 7.1. With my definition 5 criteria are available, namely time, space, damage, flaw, and their symbiosis. In order for synergetic unfavorable position to exist a minimum of 3 criteria are required, namely: a harmful spatial or temporal location and damage or flaw and symbiosis of two groups. Let me explain it more clearly: the damage must affect the well-being of the individual together with the bad location, their influence should not be independent of each other. Further, a similar clarification: the flaw must aggravate the well-being together with the unfortunate time of birth. It is absolutely clear that the phenomenon is at least not exactly the same as I wrote in my definition, but a similar phenomenon does exist, but it turns out to be difficult to separate it from what I called damage and flaw. I will now begin to make this definition clearer. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This is confusing to the reader because two of these are other evils listed above and three of these are general concepts. I would strongly recommend changing this list somehow to make it easier to understand.
Imagine a situation where a person is born at a time when there is no vaccine for an infection, and as a result the person becomes disabled after infected by it. Here we can see that bad temporal location interacts with damage and causes other damage. Let's look at the example in more detail. If we mentally eliminate the bad temporal location, it will eliminate the interaction and the person will be cured of the dangerous infection, which will prevent more damage. Similarly, the bad symbiosis will be eliminated if we remove the infection, so the person will no longer be affected by the lack of vaccine, which cannot be called a bad temporal location. In this example we can easily remove the temporal criterion and add a spatial one, i.e., the person was in a country where vaccination is not available and we see that the unfavorable position does not change from this.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: These examples are good, they make it clear what you mean!
A man lives in time when he lacks the resource of external attractiveness to have a sexual life, i.e., he is incel. In such a case there is a symbiosis of flaw and bad timing at work here. If the man had been born later, the economy might have been better and he would have been able to get plastic surgery. In such a case, if we eliminate mentally the flaw, then time no longer plays a role and conversely if we eliminate time, then the flaw cannot cause such significant harm, which clearly indicates that the phenomenon of symbiosis of evil has arisen.
The second type is called "autonomous unfavorable position" - this means a harmful spatio-temporal location of the person acting independently of damage and flaw. I mentioned earlier that harm is not the same as damage. So, what is meant by harm here? It is the other types of harms that cannot be covered by damage and flaw, such as: living in a dictatorship, bad architecture of a city, bad infrastructure, inability to keep a sexual partner, often cloudy weather that lowers mood, lack of necessary rights, serious corruption among government officials, and so on. Imagine that a person lives in a country where the level of corruption is average for the whole world, in such a situation corruption affects person irrespective of, for example, intelligence and physical strength and other parameters, corruption is a purely external. However, when considering such a situation, the following question arises: What if a person decides to emigrate to another country, here body parameters start to influence and it would be correct to call it the previous phenomenon? Or would it be correct to say that this phenomenon at a moment turned into the previous? I think it would be correct to say this way, because it is very difficult to imagine that a child, no matter how talented he would be, could emigrate at the age of 12, it is the parent's will. So, I think that here up to a certain age there is an unfavorable position, namely the criterion that means space. Another example. Imagine an absolutely beautiful women who experienced breakups because her partners said they lost romantic feelings in a completely natural way. In such a situation, it is very difficult to imagine that a person can possess any qualities that would preempt or keep a partner in a relationship, it is impossible. With the breakup of a romantic relationship, we simply accept the fact and if it is not the result of any of our shortcomings, such as losing in competition because we are not attractive enough, then it is clearly an autonomous unfavorable position. Next is an example where the truth is hard to establish. Imagine that a person was born in North Korea, it can happen in such a way that it is difficult and sometimes even impossible to leave, but it is difficult to establish whether it would be impossible if the person was more intelligent or enterprising in terms of money? I personally find it difficult to decide, but I am sure that there is a difference, it is just difficult for me personally to establish it, but in most cases, it will be autonomous unfavorable position. Now move on to the last type of "unfavorable position". 
The third is called "discriminatory unfavorable position". I think because this type is very easy to understand, it won't take long to discuss. Discriminatory unfavorable position is a harmful spatial and temporal arrangement that has caused harm because of discrimination. There are three criteria, but you only need two from different groups, as you can see. Why is it necessary to distinguish such a type at all? The simple fact is that discrimination often refers to body features, race, gender, nationality, sexual orientation, appearance and so on. However, since it would be unreasonable to call such characteristics as flaw, because that would be racism or sexism and generally form of injustice. Pay attention I wrote that a person can be discriminated because of appearance. I wrote that appearance which puts a person in a bad position in sexual selection is flaw, there is no contradiction here because I mean features which do not refer to obviously bad position in sexual selection, namely a person can be teased because of high height or freckles. Further I pass to the description of correlation of the described essences.  
[bookmark: _Toc221750707]&2.2.5 "Conclusion for the life harm classification section"
In paragraph 7 hope I have managed to describe almost all forms of evil encountered in life and their relation to each other. In this way we have answered the question "What to evaluate?". You may argue that this is too one-sided and that positive events have not been evaluated. The answer to this question is the content of the principle of "absorption". 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I would recommend adding a comment where to find this principle in the book
[bookmark: _Toc221750708]&2.3 “The principle of criticism of the method of weighing harms and benefits”
“Axiom of rejection of the method of weighing harms and benefits in favor of orthogonality.”
The purpose of this meta-principle is to analyze the position that life is permissible to create if the good outweighs the bad. And the position that life is generally good, which is a paraphrase of the previous position. It also aims to demonstrate to the reader the advantages of my method of assessing life as an external observer.
The more I thought about this method of life evaluation, the more I realized it had a surprising number of serious problems. And that it couldn't be applied in practice, beyond polemics with antinatalists. Below, I intend to pose a series of critical questions and comment on them myself. But first, I need to reiterate the opponents' position: life is permissible to create if the good in it outweighs the bad. That is, it was generally more beneficial for a person to be born than not to be born, even taking into account the fact that the individual suffered some harm. It is precisely this position that I intend to criticize by numerous of questions. The questions will be asked in the following order: first, the moderately powerful ones, then the most powerful ones. Let's begin asking the questions. 
Question one. Is life considered good if harm and benefit are equal? I mean, a person's life is as follows: 500 points of suffering and 500 points of benefit. It's impossible to derive an answer to this question from the weighting method. It assigns equal value to both aspects of life, if we use the most common formulation—the one I've personally heard from natalists arguing with me or David Benatar. What should we do in such a situation? The correct answer is to use alternative methods of assessing quality of life. You can use my experiment, which, given how people choose, immediately indicates that they will greatly reduce harm. And there will be no situation where harm and benefit are equal. However, even if you don't want to use my method, note that weighting simply cannot answer this question, which speaks against this position.
Question two. Is life considered good if the benefits only slightly outweigh the harm? Everything is better here than in the previous case. Logically, we must admit that life is good. However, as soon as we think about it longer, the question arises: are these results really the life we want to live? I'll explain with an analogy: would we consider a salary decent if it barely covers basic needs? I don't think so; anyone would reasonably want more. There's no point in tolerating poor results. Ultimately, we have a very ambiguous situation: formally, everything is fine, but in essence, people are unlikely to voluntarily choose to live such a life. This doesn't speak in favor of the weighting method.
Question three: Is life considered good if the harm only slightly outweighs the benefit? This method works well in this situation, and we can say that life is bad and not worth living to begin with.
Question four. Is life considered bad if the harm outweighs the benefit, but the harm is small in absolute terms? This is where the situation becomes very complicated. Technically, life is bad, but is it really so bad to impose it on someone who likely suffered little or no harm? The doctrine of balancing doesn't provide a definitive answer to this question.
Question five. Is life considered good if the benefits are minimal in an absolute sense, and they outweigh the harm? In that case, it's true to say life is good. However, the problem here is the same as with question two: such a life simply lacks quality, which doesn't inspire such an "attempt." Here, the method works poorly, and reason leads me to use alternatives.
Question six. What is life considered worth if the benefit outweighs the harm, but the harm was very great in principle? The method works poorly here because it's not entirely clear what exactly the harm was. For example, no one would want to live poorly, alone, or both, even if the benefit outweighed the harm. Similarly, almost no one would willingly submit to torture even once in their life, even if all else is very good. The method clearly doesn't work well here.
Question seven. I consider this question very important. How should we calculate lost profits? First, I'll define lost profits: they are benefits that a person could have received under more favorable circumstances. Typically, opponents of antinatalism only consider what already exists, not what doesn't exist in the abstract. For example, how would we calculate lost profits if a person had an IQ of 110 and was unable to productively utilize their higher education? Or how would we calculate lost profits if a person lived in a dictatorship rather than a democracy? Is it considered lost profits if a person wasn't attractive, didn't suffer discrimination, and didn't experience positive bias? How would we calculate lost profits if a person wasn't rich, but earned an average, or even small, salary? This method doesn't answer this question. However, free evaluator provides for this, as it cuts out significant flaws and unfavorable position immediately, which blocks lost profits or a significant part of them.
Another question that needs to be addressed is whether lost profits should be classified as bad, neutral, or good. It cannot be classified as good by any accessible definition. It also cannot be classified as neutral because if the lost profit is large, it has an excessively strong impact on a person's interests and well-being. Since there is no fourth essence other than coping, which is simply a comforting lie, we are left with classifying lost profits as bad and harmful. In general, the weighting method does a poor work of accounting for lost profits. You will see other considerations on this issue below.
Question eight. How should harm be considered in cases where there are particularly powerful countermeasures to life? For example: poverty, psychological trauma, illness, alcoholism, incelibacy, a failed romantic relationship, and so on. Since this method of weighing has no minimum threshold for the permissibility of creating life, there is no answer. That is, very intense suffering is allowed, which may outweigh the benefits.
Question 9: How to resolve the dilemma "A great master of fraud”? The problem is this: is it permissible to create a person who greatly harmed others, but only benefited themselves and was not punished? Given that the benefit significantly outweighs the harm, which is small in an absolute sense. Since the weighing method does not take into account harm between lives, this question remains unresolved. As for my evaluator, the experiment will consider such a life acceptable, but will most likely block its victims. I have outlined the limitations of my work in advance. It only evaluates the quality of a single life, not multiple lives.
Question 10. How to resolve the dilemma of kinship? Let me explain: this method evaluates the permissibility of creating life if the good in it outweighs the bad. But humans producing many descendants. The dilemma is this: what if 999,999 descendants had a good life, and one had a bad life. Is it permissible to create such a group? If the outcome is unknown in advance, is the risk acceptable? There is no answer yet. Antinatalism, by contrast, prohibits such risks and such outcomes. Consequently, procreation is prohibited, even if the overall good outweighs the bad. But this is the answer of antinatalism, not the method of weighing the outcome.
Question ten. How should harm be weighed, given that pain is, on average, experienced more intensely than pleasure? Even antinatalism has no answer here, with one exception. Antinatalists generally believe this implies that there is more bad than good in life. I, however, use orthogonality to filter out harm to such an extent that the amount of suffering will be insignificant in any scenario.
Question eleven. How do we calculate chronic, albeit weak, bad phenomenon? For example, if a person has suffered harm due to illness. The fundamental difficulty in calculating this is that there's a significant probability that the good outweighs the bad. However, this is impossible to determine.
Next come the most difficult questions for the pronatalist position. Question twelve: How do you answer the question: what if one instance of harm to life weighs more than five instances of benefit, similar to how 180 cars weigh less than one tank in real life? Can this question be answered in favor of the good outweighing the bad? One could argue that the burden of proof lies with the antinatalists, which would be erroneous. This is because natalists are the first to impose a certain situation on others. Therefore, the burden of proof and the burden of answering such a question also lies with them. Free evaluator does not involve weighing the benefits and harms of life and works using a simpler and more transparent method.
Question thirteen. How should orthogonality be taken into account in such a calculation? Should harm and benefit, unrelated by causality, be weighed on the same scale? Orthogonality exists independently of my experiment. Should successes in personal life be weighed against career failures? Should tragedies be offset by starting a family as a model of success? There is no answer to this question, except for one. The pros and cons of life are weighed into a single basket, which I consider a mistake and am overcoming through experimentation.
The fourteenth main question: What is the method and unit of measurement for good and bad in life? Do these objects even exist? Such a unit of measurement, like a method, does not exist. It has not yet been possible to even measure pain in units similar to kilograms. How then can we measure such complex things as pain, which finds its source in different parts of life? How can we measure lost profit, so abstract and yet so significant? There is no answer. It is known that one object weighs more than another if its mass is 1 kg greater. But how can we know that the bad in life has not outweighed the good if there is no unit of measurement, no scale. A 10 kg stone weighs more than a 9.5 kg stone. How can we know that the tragic death of a 15-year-old does not weigh more than all the positive things in the lives of its parents? Natalism does not provide an answer to this question. If there is no unit of measurement and scale, then it is impossible to say definitively that the good in life outweighs the bad without relying on a shaky intuition.
The previous question suggests that the method of estimating the good over the bad is not falsifiable. This means it's impossible to conduct an experiment that would show that life isn't worth living and that the bad outweighs the good. This is very clear from debates with natalists. They simply cite some positive aspects of life, which are certainly present in life, since no life is without some positive aspects, and claim that in this life, good outweighs bad. Consequently, they make a trivial assertion, unsupported by evidence. Let me explain with an analogy. Some defenders of Stalin say that his bad deeds are outweighed by the good. For example, under him, there was a police force, the development of nuclear weapons, people were given apartments for their length of work, and so on. But these advantages, like others, are largely present in other countries where dictatorship is not existed. And why combine orthogonal pros and cons? Natalism is the same: it asserts that life's positives automatically outweigh the negatives. This method is actually a rhetorical device to combat antinatalists, who justify everything. Because there's no method. There's no way to weigh phenomena that, even if they occur in the same lifetime, are vastly causally distant from one another or have no connection at all.
The final problem with the weighting method is that it doesn't accurately account for quality of life. This is because it justifies anything, regardless of how a person suffered or what they encountered in life.
To sum it up, I believe that the method of weighing the good and the bad is nothing more than a debating device that doesn't imply an understanding of reality. This is what drives researchers of the procreation problem to use other methods. I propose using the free evaluator experiment. An evaluator that performs selection based on the orthogonality mechanism.
[bookmark: _Toc221750709]&2.4 “Analysis of the Benatar asymmetry and the priority of the duty not to harm”
“The axiom of priority of protection from harm over causing good.”
To interpret the thought experiment and understand the state of antinatalism, it's necessary to explain Professor David Benatar's position to the reader. Specifically, his famous axiological asymmetry of pain and pleasure, better known as the "Benatar asymmetry." It's necessary to outline what it consists of and what critical flaws, in my opinion, it contains. I also need to explain what it should look like in its true form, and how it still leads to antinatalism.
Benatar’s asymmetry set out in the 2006 book " Better Never to Have Been: The Harm of Coming into Existence" explores asymmetry in Chapter 2. As Benatar notes in the introduction, if you don't have the time or inclination to read the entire book, you should only read Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 3 addresses other important issues beyond the asymmetry of entities.
David Benatar believes that there is a morally significant difference between pain and pleasure in certain circumstances. The asymmetry looks like this:
Scenario A (X exists).                   Scenario B (X never exists).
1. Presence of pain (Bad).            3. Absence of pain (Good).
2. Presence of pleasure (Good).   4. Absence of pleasure (Not Bad).
Benatar argues that the absence of pain in 3) is good, even if there is no one for whom it would be a good. At the same time, the absence of pleasure in 4) is not bad, since there is no one who could experience the need for pleasure. From the above, it follows that the ethical choice lies with not creating humans. Benatar further argues that the asymmetry supports other widely held ethical norms, indicating its truth. These norms are as follows:
The asymmetry of procreational duties: we have a moral obligation not to create unhappy people and we have no moral obligation to create happy people. The reason why we think there is a moral obligation not to create unhappy people is that the presence of this suffering would be bad (for the sufferers) and the absence of the suffering is good (even though there is nobody to enjoy the absence of suffering). By contrast, the reason we think there is no moral obligation to create happy people is that although their pleasure would be good for them, the absence of pleasure when they do not come into existence will not be bad, because there will be no one who will be deprived of this good.
The prospective benefit asymmetry: it is strange to mention the interests of a potential child as a reason why we decide to create them, and it is not strange to mention the interests of a potential child as a reason why we decide not to create them. That the child may be happy is not a morally important reason to create them. By contrast, that the child may be unhappy is an important moral reason not to create them. If it were the case that the absence of pleasure is bad even if someone does not exist to experience its absence, then we would have a significant moral reason to create a child and to create as many children as possible. And if it were not the case that the absence of pain is good, even if someone does not exist to experience this good, then we would not have a significant moral reason not to create a child.
The retrospective benefit asymmetry: someday we can regret for the sake of a person whose existence was conditional on our decision, that we created them – a person can be unhappy and the presence of their pain would be a bad thing. But we will never feel regret for the sake of a person whose existence was conditional on our decision, that we did not create them – a person will not be deprived of happiness, because they will never exist, and the absence of happiness will not be bad, because there will be no one who will be deprived of this good.
The asymmetry of distant suffering and absent happy people: we feel sadness by the fact that somewhere people come into existence and suffer, and we feel no sadness by the fact that somewhere people did not come into existence in a place where there are happy people. When we know that somewhere people came into existence and suffer, we feel compassion. The fact that on some deserted island or planet people did not come into existence and suffer is good. This is because the absence of pain is good even when there is not someone who is experiencing this good. On the other hand, we do not feel sadness by the fact that on some deserted island or planet people did not come into existence and are not happy. This is because the absence of pleasure is bad only when someone exists to be deprived of this good.
Having outlined Benatar's asymmetry and four additional asymmetries, I will now move on to pointing out what I consider to be its shortcomings. The first shortcoming concerns point 4), which states that the absence of pleasure is "not bad." I can object to this as follows. Whatever one may say, if a good is lost that could not be lost under other circumstances, then a respectable lost profit is created. And the creation of a large and/or significant lost profit is bad. Therefore, it would be absolutely fair to say that the absence of pleasure is not something neutral. Benatar writes that the absence of pain in 3) is good. But the question arises, "who is good for?" If no one is there, then no one can be good. Therefore, the absence of pain must be neutral or not Benatar would counter that a state of the world without pain is good. But I don't see how a natalist or other analyst couldn't counter that if there is lost profit, it's bad. That is, one could reasonably advance an alternative axiology, against which I didn't find any strong arguments in Benatar's entire second chapter. Ultimately, it would be correct to say that 3) and 4) should look like this: not good, not bad. Or if we are proponents of the idea that the world will get worse or better regardless of the existence of the subject, 3) and 4) should look like this: good, bad. And I intend to use the latter version in the future, to defend antinatalism, although the previous version of Benatar's correct, true asymmetry is also suitable.
Let's move on to four additional asymmetries. I honestly think a natalist would be able to say that Benatar is mistaken about several things in these asymmetries. In the first asymmetry, "The asymmetry of procreational duties." A natalist might argue that we do have a duty to create happy people. Further, "The prospective benefit asymmetry”. A natalist can easily argue that there's nothing strange about being guided by interests in creating a person; the opposite is the exclusive opinion of antinatalists. Furthermore, as for the remaining two asymmetries, they can easily be attacked by the idea that lost profit is something we should regret, while the opposite is the exclusive opinion of antinatalists.
Important note: The argument presented below is supplementary, but not the leading one for this work. The main argument is the thought experiment «Free Evaluator».
Having outlined the shortcomings of Benatar's asymmetry, I will present what the asymmetry should look like in reality, that is, true asymmetry:
Scenario A (X exists).                   Scenario B (X never exists).
1. Presence of pain (Bad).            3. Absence of pain (Good).
2. Presence of pleasure (Good).   4. Absence of pleasure (Bad).
The main and essential difference from Benatar's asymmetry is the following: 4) point is now not bad, but bad. Because of the existence of lost profit. You might say that now there is no asymmetry and no antinatalist conclusion. The answer is as follows: I intend to point out the existence of a hierarchy of duties to cause pain and to cause pleasure. Moreover, these duties can easily be reformulated as duties to cause a good life, and cause bad life. Let's move on to the proof.
Moral agents have a hierarchy of duties between harm and pleasure. I believe the former takes precedence and overwhelms the latter. This can be demonstrated. It is necessary to use the method of comparing the morally most intense pleasure and the most intense pain. Determining which form of these two phenomena is most powerful is simple: the most intense pleasure is romantic love, while the most intense painful feelings are torture. I cannot say specifically what kind of torture this is. Perhaps it is fingernail ripping, needles being shoved under fingernails, electric shock from a dynamo, rape torture, and so on. Please note that although it is unclear which torture is more powerful compared to the other, each individually is several times more powerful than the feeling of love.
To prove this, I will first formulate two moral norms in which the most extreme opposites will be equalized. Then an idea will emerge that points to a discrepancy in things that seemed equal. The moral norms look like this: 1) "I am obligated to inflict a feeling of love on this person", 2) "I am obligated to refrain from inflicting torture on this person."
However, while these moral norms are initially perceived as equal, upon further reflection, a clear discrepancy emerges. This discrepancy, or asymmetry, is embedded in some person's mind, and it will now be formally revealed in the form of a moral rule. It looks like this with respect to the first: "An agent always and everywhere retains the freedom to inflict or refrain from inflicting love, even if it, another agent, and everyone else desperately desire it." And simultaneously, with respect to the second: "An agent always and everywhere is obligated to refrain from inflicting torture, even if it, another agent, and everyone else desperately desire it." Now it is necessary to formulate two axioms in the most general form. The two axioms are deliberately formulated in the general terms for avoiding confusion in exceptional situations. A simple statement of the responsibilities ensures their clear understanding: 
1) "An agent always and everywhere retains the freedom to inflict or refrain from inflicting good, even if it, another agent, and everyone else desperately desire it.”
2) “An agent always and everywhere is obligated to refrain from inflicting harm, even if it, another agent, and everyone else desperately desire it[footnoteRef:11].” [11:  Of course, one could argue that in some situations, an agent must cause harm to avoid greater harm. For example, when mobilizing for war, imprisoning, educating a child, and so on. However, the creation of life is not such a situation because it cannot be said that an unborn person needs anything. On the contrary, the creation of life is harm. The only reason true natalists desire to create life is for replication, nothing more.] 

The root of this asymmetry is the difference in the number of behavioral options regarding phenomena that evoke opposite feelings. In the first case, the agent can inflict love, or it can refrain from doing so. In the second case, it is obligated to always remain inactive, to refrain. The reason for this moral intuition and rule is likely that pain is experienced more intensely than pleasure.
Another possible, and I believe more important, reason is that there's a gap between pain and pleasure, a state of peace. That is, contemplation unburdened by sensory experience. Furthermore, pain is clearly evil, pleasure is good, but peace is neutral. Let's further denote evil as minus, good as plus, and peace as an equal sign. It's clear that torture changes things to minus, while love, or pleasure, changes equal to plus. However, peace is not evil. Therefore, leaving someone alone wouldn't be a bad thing; it would be a lesser thing than giving pleasure. A triple sequence is then available: 1) causing pain is bad, 2) leaving someone alone is neutral, 3) causing love is good. From this, it's clear that the transition from 2) to 1) is wrong in any case and should be avoided. Furthermore, the transition from 2) to 3) is good, but 2) isn't so bad that the transition becomes an obligation. Which indicates an asymmetry of responsibilities.
This logic applies to the birth process. Birth is a risky process with no guarantees. Life can be good or bad, but peace, that is, non-creation, is a neutral state. It's better to adhere to it when there are no guarantees, especially considering that the duty to refrain from harm and pain is stronger than the duty to provide pleasure. Therefore, the creation of life should be guided by the duty not to cause pain; this duty is hierarchically superior. Addition: I emphasize that the creation of life should be viewed not as one or two children, but as an entire race, whose existence is unknown for how long and under what circumstances. In such a case, the outcome is completely impossible to predict, and there are no guarantees against significant pain and other forms of harm. In such a case, one must refrain from the risk of pain.

My argument about hierarchy easily extends to correct asymmetry. Let me restate it:
Scenario A (X exists).                   Scenario B (X never exists).
1. Presence of pain (Bad).            3. Absence of pain (Good).
2. Presence of pleasure (Good).   4. Absence of pleasure (Bad).
Let's compare scenarios where someone exists and doesn't exist. That is, 1) and 3) and 2) and 4). If we create a person and consider pleasure, then there is a clear advantage due to the fact that bad has been replaced by good. However, if we compare 1) and 3), then it has become worse because good has been replaced by bad. Now it's unclear what to do, and the antinatal conclusion should not be drawn. However, this is not true if we apply the hierarchy of duties to cause pain and pleasure. Namely, protection from harm is imperative; it is always prohibitive. And the duty to cause pleasure prescribes the possibility of refusing or causing. But since they coexist, the prohibitive norm must apply. The situation is further aggravated by the fact that it is unclear in advance what a person's life will be like and whether it will pass the test of the "Free evaluator" experiment. That the hierarchy is preserved. Thus, the symmetry still yields an antinatal conclusion due to my hierarchy argument.
The priority of non-harm can be discovered through an interesting indirect method. The law knows criminal law. A law that prohibits causing harm under threat of punishment, and, conversely, no law that punishes the refusal to cause pleasure. However, people cannot discern the same principle of priority of non-harm in the realm of life creation, because the need for this is stronger than moral sense. The reader might object that a person sometimes has a duty to do good. However, ask yourself: would refraining from doing so be punishable as a crime? The answer is no. And there's only one explanation: the duty to refrain from harm is stricter than the duty to do good.
[bookmark: _Toc221750710]Chapter two. Principles-mechanisms.
[bookmark: _Toc221750711]&3.1 Preface to Chapter 2.
Chapter 2 will outline the experiment itself, the minimal details needed to launch it. These include an external evaluator, orthogonality as a selection method, and the principle of overwhelming destruction, which sets a threshold for what kind of life is unsuitable for selection in condition of freedom.
[bookmark: _Toc221750713][bookmark: _Toc221750712]&3.2 The “two agents” principle
"Who evaluates?"
Imagine a world identical to ours, except for one thing. Life is chosen before it begins by rational agents evaluating its quality. If the choice is positive, then the rational agent will live that life from beginning to end; if not, then such a life is harmed, making it unfit for living. Let us define two types of rational agents participating in the experiment.
The first “ideal rational agent[footnoteRef:12]”: It is a theoretical subject that strives to maximize benefits and minimize harm within the framework of a task, and it always makes logical decisions under given conditions.  [12:  I took this from economics.] 

The second “average reasonable person agent[footnoteRef:13]”: It is a theoretical subject who is of average intelligence, cautious, and genuinely concerned about its own well-being under the conditions of the task. In essence, this is a collective image of people already living. [13:  I took this from the United States Model Penal Code. The average person's model is used in determining guilt.] 

I recommend using the first option, as it's more concerned with the person's well-being. It's also less likely to make mistakes than the second option. However, please note that the agent's second option isn't very far off in terms of the strictness of the choice. People become very reactive when they have a real choice. Second agent will make more mistakes, but it is needed to make the experiment more realistic and to show that people would choose completely different lives than the ones they are currently living. This assertion that both agents are similar in accuracy to each other will be greatly strengthened in the paragraph on the principle of overwhelming destruction. 
The first agent shows how we should behave in cases of life assessment, the second shows how we will behave in life assessment.
The agent's desire to live is a sign of the highest quality. A sign that the life that is imposed could have been lived under conditions of free choice. A choice that we and other conscious beings do not have at all, which in most cases is a critical flaw in the phenomenon of life, not to mention its adequate evaluation. Every reader can put himself in the place of the evaluator and evaluate possible lives, but there is a problem. Since many people are not antinatalists, they will have difficulty imagining themselves in the privileged position that the experiment implies. So, I ask you to try to approach my reflection with an open mind. And if you approach the text with a preconceived notion, you risk misunderstanding it. Pronatal thoughts and beliefs will interfere with your understanding of the reasoning.
In explaining this experiment, I will defend the proposition: "A life is valuable and worth living if it can be chosen by a free evaluator[footnoteRef:14]." I anticipate the criticism: you may object that the absence of voluntary choice is not sufficient to prove that life has no value. I object. Even if this were true, which I doubt, it would still greatly devalue life, so much so that it does more harm than good. If a life is so flawed that it cannot be lived in a sane manner, then its value, although not zero, is close to zero. [14:  The reader of the work is also meant.] 

I must note that the assessment of life will inevitably change if it is carried out by an outside agent who will have to live life himself. This point is fundamental. Why? Because a person's assessment of his own life is unreliable due to the presence of emotional and ideological interest. Emotional interest is expressed in the fact that it would be better for a person consciousness to believe a soothing lie – that is, an incorrect assessment of his life and whether he would like to live it again or not. The antinatal result guarantees severe stress, a drop in mood, maybe even depression.
People had no choice to exist or not to exist, they were thrown into life. What else can they do, except mentally adapt to their predicament and defend themselves against the negative truth? This means activating coping strategies that are not rational thinking, unlike the experiment. I have heard, read, and watched them from people who have suffered in all sorts of ways. I heard from the poor, from the stupid, from workers with irregular working hours, from people with a hunch on their back, from an incel who had two suicide attempts at 22, from people constantly suffering from unrequited love, from the armless, I heard from those who work hard but earn very little, I heard from a war veteran with PTSD, I heard from a man who could only move his head due to an infection brought in by a tattoo machine, from a man who lost his business due to coronavirus and was forced to work hard in the north, from my teacher who looked 70 at 45 due to stress and so on.
People simply get used to the troubles of life. However, habituation is not an argument since it does not eliminate the external harm itself.  In general, people, even if they have suffered enormously, nevertheless evaluate the phenomenon of life positively. As you understand, my evaluator will not be in such a difficult position, since it has essentially nothing to put up with. The evaluator does not need to close himself off from any personal and unpleasant truths. Therefore, they assessment will be more objective. The evaluator also does not have pronatal or antinatal bias, it only needs to compare harm and benefit.  
This circumstance will also affect a person’s demands, since he will not have to deal with coping. In life, people are often satisfied with what they have say “I have enough of everything” and «I need to be content with little” or “I don’t want more”. Why do I consider such a position to be positive self-deception? Because most people do not have realistic access to a better life position. If a person receives a small salary and is happy, I can ask the question: “Does it have access to more money?”, and very probably it turns out that it does not. The career ladder is climbed by the few persons, most people are born into middle-class or poor families, opening a business requires investment, talent and determination that most people do not have. Most people simply do not have a real opportunity to increase well-being. Then "I love my wife even if she is not beautiful, I do not need more." This is usually said by unattractive men who do not have much of a choice except to marry women who cannot date a partner they really like. My friend said that he loves his wife despite the fact that they do not have sex. The real reason why he is with her is the deterioration of his appearance[footnoteRef:15]. If he was attractive enough, he would leave his wife in 1 second. But the appraiser has a choice that completely blocks coping. In short, assessing cases in the absence of a real choice discredits the assessment, since the chance of coping is colossal.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This paragraph is highly problematic, since it equates „love“ with „attraction to physical beauty by commercial standards“. You can leave it is, because this is obviously something that you very authentically think about a lot, but it will lead to every serious philosopher thinking „this is weird“, because this equation is obviously wrong to anyone with live-experience of love. We obviously do not love our parents, our partners and our children in proportion to how high they fare on some commercial beauty-standard. [15:  Age.] 

&3.3 "Preface to orthogonality or conventional quality of life assessments"
"What criticism of antinatalism can the experiment overcome?"
Before I proceed to the notion of what orthogonality is and why it is important for my experiment, I will describe how philosophers opposing David Benatar in their articles usually evaluate life, justify its bad sides. In order to show how such points of view can be circumvented with the help of the notion of orthogonality and its application in the experiment. 

How do people usually evaluate their lives? I reason it is almost always through comparing good and bad or pointing out the values and other joys of life. Persons might tell themselves that there is nothing bad about the poverty that stretches through life because of the fact that they met their love and raised a child, had friends, and so on. All of those pluses can outweigh the bad, especially since there are even more of them quantitatively. I am not confused here, as I know that poverty has many other consequences, as well as other positive aspects of life have good consequences. Each of us can for a long time enumerate the pluses of our life, the life of other people and say that "life is good", "good outweighs bad", "life is in any case whatever happens it is something positive", "life has a meaning that can justify evil and hardships", "love outweighed all the suffering in my life" and so on. In general, such expressions I had to read and hear many times. Even David Benatar writes that a man may not have a cosmic meaning of life, but it has other meanings. For example, Benatar considers that a man has a meaning of life from the point of view of a man itself: level of fitness, skill, proficiency, knowledge, or understanding and so on[footnoteRef:16]. The meaning of life according to Benatar is available to a person from the point of view of his positive influence on somebody, further my example almost any person performs any labor duties that creates even for him directly imperceptible, but e positive influence on others[footnoteRef:17]. For example, I believe that the people who made my computer mouse, keyboard in China have a positive influence on my life even though I don't even know what they look like. History in its turn knows a lot of people who with their positive influence, i.e., sense of life according to Benatar have contributed to development of mankind: politicians, scientists, lawyers, philosophers and so on. People of such professions have a meaning of life. Before you will read the further part of the text I will tell at once that as pleasures and sense of life are in many respects overlapping notions, then I in this case will identify them further in general.   [16:  David Benatar «The Human Predicament: A Candid Guide to Life's Biggest Questions» (Oxford, Oxford university press, 2017), page 28.]  [17:  David Benatar «The Human Predicament: A Candid Guide to Life's Biggest Questions» (Oxford, Oxford university press, 2017), page 27.] 


The view that the meaning of life can justify birth is held by the Japanese philosopher Masahiro Morioka who created the concept of birth affirmation and it sounds as: "Birth affirmation means the state of mind in which I can say from the bottom of my heart that I am truly glad that I have been born. In short, it means to be able to say "Yes" to my having been born. "[footnoteRef:18]. Morioka goes on to write that this concept has two parts psychological and philosophical. For me and for this work, the psychological part is important and consists of two parts: "1) The possible world interpretation Even if I could imagine a possible world in which my ideals were realized or my grave sufferings were resolved, I would never think, from the bottom of my heart, that it would have been better to have been born into that possible world. 2) The anti-antinatalistic interpretation I would never think, from the bottom of my heart, that it would have been better not to have been born. "[footnoteRef:19]. Morioka goes on to explain the first important part of this paragraph: "Let us examine the possible world interpretation first. This interpretation argues that birth affirmation means I would never wish, from the bottom of my heart, to have been born into a possible world where my problems have been resolved, even if I could vividly imagine such a possible world. For example, imagine a situation in which I have a severe physical disability, but being supported by sincere caregivers, supporters, and friends, I feel I am truly happy. "[footnoteRef:20]. Happiness, the support of friends can also be understood as the meaning of life and pleasure, thus we can believe that life can be essentially justified and accepted if there is anything significantly good. Before we get to an understanding of how such positions are elegantly overcome by orthogonality, I will say at once that this looks like a cope-philosophy, but not a philosophy that pretends to clarify what life is and how to properly evaluate the harm. Such philosophy is more suitable for those who have a bad life and need psychological support, mental gymnastics to somehow stop thinking that their life is really bad and/or that they were better off not being born. I believe that the main problem with such ideas is do not eliminate harm. If an illness has caused you 100 units of harm, then thoughts about accepting life do not make the value smaller. And it does not affect the choice of the evaluator, but you will understand this as soon.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This is gramatically wrong, perhaps   "two parts, one of which is psychological and one of which is philosophical"? Also, and more importantly, this confused me: does the bext quote by Morioka relate to the pyschologial or the philosophical part? I wiuld suggest you make this more clear.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I believe that this "this is coping"-angle of attack is questionale, if it is used to discredit a line of thought - perhaps it would be better to make this eaker and say "again, here, I have the suspition that coping might play a role for why people chose this belief" [18:  Masahiro Morioka «What Is Antinatalism? And Other Essays: Philosophy of Life in Contemporary Society, Second Edition» (Tokyo Philosophy Project, march 2024), page 83.]  [19:  Masahiro Morioka «What Is Antinatalism? And Other Essays: Philosophy of Life in Contemporary Society, Second Edition» (Tokyo Philosophy Project, march 2024), page 87.]  [20:  Masahiro Morioka «What Is Antinatalism? And Other Essays: Philosophy of Life in Contemporary Society, Second Edition» (Tokyo Philosophy Project, march 2024), page 87-88.] 


Now let us turn to the next author who has a similar position. Friedrich Nietzsche wrote in The Will to Power: " Suppose that we said yes to a single moment, then we have not only said yes to ourselves, but to the whole of existence. For nothing stands alone, either in ourselves or in things; and if our soul did but once vibrate and resound with a chord of happiness, then all of eternity was necessary to bring forth this one occurrence—and in this single moment when we said yes, all of eternity was embraced, redeemed, justified and affirmed. "[footnoteRef:21] His idea of the acceptance of life is this: life as all existence is justified and accepted by a single moment of happiness. Such an idea is radical enough, which in itself is not a refutation. Also note that this idea of his can justifies anything if there is any one moment of happiness. Truth be told, Nietzsche's and Morioka's conceptions of accepting life can be seen as extremely cruel, since they can justify harm and evil, even though Nietzsche does not say it directly, unlike Morioka. Morioka, in turn, is extremely cruel to himself, since he believes that it is possible to justify a serious illness, which is caused by birth to a person. Thoughts and views on life and harm cannot eliminate harm. Cope is dangerous because he blocks the truth about life. [21:  Nietzsche, Friedrich, «The Will to Power: Selections from the Notebooks of the 1880s» (translated by R. Kevin Hill and Michael A. Scarpitti, Penguin Books, 2017), page 566.] 


The American philosopher Thaddeus Metz opposing Benatar argues that there could be additional reasons besides that of helping others to create a life other than happiness. Quote from Metz: "Before considering Benatar's reasons for thinking that existing is dreadful, I note that there could be additional reasons, besides that of helping others, to create a person in spite of the fact that doing so would impose a (minor) harm on her. Benatar's reasoning focuses on interests or well-being of an individual, with pleasure and pain being representative examples, but there are probably additional individual-centered values that would need to be weighed up against the former before coming to a conclusive judgment about whether one should procreate. For example, I have encountered the suggestion that if human life or personhood had a dignity, that might provide a moral reason to create a person, even if that person's well-being would not be fostered thereby.7 In general, if a certain kind of entity has a superlative final value that demands respect, then there is some reason to ensure that it is instantiated (even if not maximally promoted), despite coming at some cost to less weighty goods such as happiness. "[footnoteRef:22]I will deliberately repeat the thought. Quality and value of life are inseparable, as my experiment will show. It would be a mistake to claim that a life of trash quality is valuable, because something so dysfunctional and deformed seems hard to be considered as something that is valuable by definition. I will say frankly that this position sounds dubious even without antinatalism. [22:  Thaddeus Metz «Are lives worth creating? » (Philosophical Papers, 07 July 2011), page 249.] 


Remarkable ideas about antinatalism were shared by Simon Fridh who writes: "Most people believe that it is generally morally permissible to have children. They view childbearing as something, all things considered, positive, because of the joy it brings to the parents, other social reasons and for the sustenance of the species. Furthermore, some think that the child that is brought into existence is usually benefited as a result of being brought into existence. "[footnoteRef:23]That is, there are reasons to create life such as the joy of parents, the sustenance of the species and other benefits.  [23:  Simon Fridh «Better Never to Have Been? A critique of David Benatar’s Axiological Asymmetry Argument for Antinatalism», page 2.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk196758203]Elizabeth Harman believes that creating children is usually allowed because people ordinarily have lives well worth living: "The natural thing to say about why (i) is true is that the good aspects are more than outweigh the bad aspects: people ordinarily have lives well worth living. "[footnoteRef:24]. She goes on to essentially write that there is nothing wrong with causing a person to suffer the agonizing cancer of birth, because despite dying at age 40, such a person is likely to have lived a worthwhile life: "The First View is that we harm people terribly when we create them but we do not benefit them at all. This would explain a fact that is otherwise hard to explain, namely, that it is sometimes wrong to procreate, for the sake of the person created, although the person would have a life worth living. The relevant class of cases are often discussed in connection with the "non- identity problem". Suppose a woman has a temporary condition such that if she conceives now, she will have a child who will have a congenital disease that will cause some suffering and death around the age of forty. Suppose that if she waits and conceives later, she will have an ordinary healthy child. It is generally agreed that she should wait, but there is a problem in explaining why. Even someone who dies at forty is likely to have a life well worth living. The puzzle is typically stated as follows. One may harm someone by giving him a life of agony. But how can one harm someone by giving him a life worth living? "[footnoteRef:25]. Please note that, as in the case of Nietzsche and Morioka, this position is extremely cruel. Harman also believes that it is bad for an uncreated person not to get something good from a life that was not created: "But then it seems it should be impersonally bad that something is not happening that would have been good." and "But then it seems it should be bad, for the non-existent person we might have created, that his pleasure does not occur, because it would have been good for him if it had occurred."[footnoteRef:26] I also disagree with this because if there is no need, then the value of satisfying it evaporates completely. [24:  Elizabeth Harman «Critical Study. Better Never to Have Been: The Harm of Coming into Existence» (Princeton University 2009), page 777.]  [25:  Ibid., page 777.]  [26:  Ibid., page 782.] 


Professor Christian Piller also rates pleasure quite highly, and I will cautiously suggest that this, in his opinion, can justify the harm of birth: "Given the interests the person who would have existed would have had, not to exist has a disadvantage: it does not give one the pleasures of life"[footnoteRef:27]. In general, the lack of pleasures may be something bad for the unborn.  [27:  Cristian Piller «Benatar’s Anti-Natalism: Philosophically Flawed, Morally Dubious» (Springer Nature, august 2022), page 906.] 


As a result, I can say that it is not necessary to make more quotations of thinkers, because almost all of them mentioned here and those whom I have considered it unnecessary to quote, are united by almost one and the same idea: "pleasures, values and meaning of life are important and can outshine the harm which threatens the created life, therefore antinatalism is false". Such idea about value of goods of life is firmly rooted in heads of almost all people and even philosophers criticizing antinatalism, as you have understood it above. However, I suppose that it may be possible to refute this position with the help of the course of my thought experiment and its leading principles. 
In addition,[footnoteRef:28] to the argument that existence and non-existence cannot be compared. This idea is so popular that no one even needs to be quoted. This objection can be found in the works of academics, on forums, or in real conversations. What can I say, even when I was a natalist, I was also a supporter of this idea, but then I saw arguments that make this point of view untenable. Firstly, this is an attempt to shut someone up without refuting the asymmetry. I have literally come across a comment with the following content: "you just need to keep quiet about the difference between whether a person was born or not born." Such an idea fails to refute the fact that there is a real and objective difference between when a person is created and suffers and when it is not created and there is no suffering. Secondly, my counterargument is as follows: in order for the non-creation of life to be better than the creation of life, a beneficiary is absolutely not needed, because the situation is getting better. This happens because the absence of harm and suffering is an objectively good state of affairs. If this were not true, then it would be true that 6,000,000,000 victims of genocide are the same as 6,000,000. Any sane person can see that the fewer people who suffer the better, even if they were not born. It would be better if there were 8 times fewer Waffen SS soldiers if they were not born. It would be better if 33% of the people from the real number lived in dictatorships, by the method of their initial non-creation. It is as good as if the inhabitants could emigrate. In unit 731, a person was killed like this: the person was placed in a pressure chamber and air was pumped out of it, which created a difference in pressure inside the body and around it. The unfortunate person's face swelled up like a football, his veins looked like big snakes, his intestines flew out of his anus, and at the end of the agony, all his skin exploded, releasing air out. It would be absurdity to say that it would be wrong for the parents of these people not to create children. Knowing the truth about whether it is ethical to create other people begins with refusing to lie to oneself and believe the weakest counterarguments. I found myself lying to myself by saying that the absence of someone who has not suffered is not a better situation than creating life. I overcame the lie. Will most people involved in the debate be able to do so? I think not, given the human tendency to be biased and deceitful towards oneself. This was important to say because the comparison of existence and non-existence is one of the cores of antinatalism, regardless of the fact that my argument is not a Benatar asymmetry. Some may think that I mean that life is bad in general, but with this paragraph I just wanted to say that the idea that non-existence and existence can be compared even if there is no beneficiary of avoiding pain. For this I gave some simple examples. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This lead-up to the discussion is confusing to me - perhaps if you make clear what you take the assymetry to be, it would become easier to understand? I tried to cut out some bits to make it easier to understand (for me)	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I fail to see what the point of this comment was - "you need to keep quiet instead of evaluate the arguments" is always bad advice philosophically, but it seems a little unspecific here...	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I think this paragraph is missing the point: it slips into just another statement that live is bad, but the point of the argument is to prove this, not just state it. Also, it misses the seemily initial point that you make it seem like there is a seperate argument from the "the good outweighs the bad"-Argument, which you rightly have singled out as the main counter-argument to anti-natalism. You make it seem like this second argument is "it is conceptually impossible to compare the value of birth with non-birth", and I can see that this might be an argument (but i believe this is wroing, it seems conceptually possible to compare). But if this second argument is the point, you need to adress this and not make yet another statement about how life is bad... [28:  I realize that this paragraph is not directly relevant to how orthogonality overcomes the antinatalism critique, but it was very important to say what I think about this argument.] 

[bookmark: _Toc221750714]&3.3.1 “Preface to orthogonality or bad and good facts” 
From experience we know that the quality of life is determined by bad facts and good facts. In fact, bad facts are the entities already described in the third paragraph. However, to simplify understanding of the orthogonality, I will rename them here. Now I will define these two types of facts. Bad facts- these are properties of life that decrease well-being. Good facts are properties of a life that increase well-being. As you can guess I have based my definition of fact types on my experience of observing people: people naturally avoid bad facts if they are not mistaken and want to achieve good facts. Of course, you may say that one should live "modestly", but such thoughts come to people's minds perhaps in all cases when they cannot achieve a high position. Keep in mind the fact that good facts will largely be secondary facts to consider, the bad facts should be evaluated first, simply because good facts are the opposite of bad facts, or lack thereof. That is, for pain it is the absence of pain or pleasure, for damage it is normal or good health, for flaw it is strength, for unfavorable position it is advantageous position. You may think that there is bias here, since I said that bad facts are simply more important than good ones. I will say right away that there is none. You will understand the meaning of such a move when you read everything that relates to orthogonality and the absorption principle.   

I argue that most fraction of bad events and positive events are not necessary conditions for each other to exist. In order to have some positive event, which the evaluator will consider as something that increases the attractiveness of life, it is not necessary for any negative event to have existed in the past or coexisted in the present. And correspondingly vice versa, in order for a negative event to exist, a positive event does not need to exist in a person's life at all. Before we have not passed to the description of other orthogonality, I will give a short example: getting in a heavy accident which has entailed heavy harm to health, through the fault of another driver, is causally not connected with finding in your family very good and loving parents[footnoteRef:29]. The orthogonality of these two events will be very important to the evaluator appraise a person's life, and you will learn exactly how.  [29:  There will be plenty of examples, since I have encountered the fact that people cannot always understand the meaning of orthogonality and its impact on the results.] 

[bookmark: _Toc221750715]&3.3.2 “Orthogonality” 
“How to correctly weigh the good and the bad, to determine the quality and value of life?” 
“Orthogonality is based on one definition, four laws, and three groups of facts.”
Definition: orthogonality is the possibility that good facts and bad facts can be causally unrelated[footnoteRef:30]. Hence some of the facts that determine the quality of life are not connected by the same process[footnoteRef:31]. In other simpler words we can say that: orthogonality is the impossibility of finding the bad fact in the true explanation of the causes of a good fact. And it is the impossibility of finding a good fact in the true explanation of the consequences of the bad fact.  [30:  This chapter is crucial, so I will write all the most important statements in italics.]  [31:  By this I mean something like a chemical process.] 

Annotation: the fact of orthogonality of bad and good parts is established by specially developed tests. These tests are contained in the following short paragraph.
Therefore, there is a law of causality of bad and good facts: all facts of human life are related with orthogonality in such a way that they are divided into three groups.

Below I will list these three groups and give them definitions. I will give definitions focusing on the good facts because I did so in the draft of the work. 
The first group is called “independent facts”. These are good facts that can never be the consequence of bad facts. Therefore, good and bad facts are never united by a single process.
The second group is called “sometimes independent facts”. These are good facts that may or may not be the consequence of bad facts. Therefore, good and bad facts can sometimes be and sometimes may not be united by the same process.
The third group is called “dependent facts”. These are good facts that will necessarily be the consequence of bad facts. Therefore, good and bad facts are always connected by the same process. 

Now how does this fact relate to the course of this thought experiment at all? It is connected as follows: the evaluator in this experiment will understand this fact by his mind and will make its choice/selection based on orthogonality of good facts and bad facts in the life "offered" to it for evaluation and potentially for living. I will write further about the laws that are formed on the basis of which the choice is made, you will not miss them.

You also thinking this experiment can evaluate people's lives using the knowledge of orthogonality, and not just say that all lives are worth living and other similar opinions that were outlined in paragraph 4. In fact, reading this chapter as a whole you can evaluate lives from the point of view of advanced antinatalist philosophy, and not the vulgar, read common and too simple idea of the absolute value of life of each person.  Now let's get to specifics: when I say that the facts of life are orthogonal to each other, I mean quite clear observable facts of reality. For example, if a person's generally good life is cut short by a tragic accident, then these two facts are orthogonal to each other. If we assume that a "good life" is a high salary, satisfying sex, and a good relationship with one's parents. All of these things are unrelated to a deadly accident caused by the deceased or another driver. Another example, Elena Varga, a student from Hungary, who studied in the USSR, was murdered with particular cruelty by serial maniac Andrei Chikatilo on August 19, 1989 at the age of 18. It seems obvious to me that the fact that she was born in Hungary is orthogonal to the fact that she was murdered by a maniac. Further, she left behind a two-year-old child. Obviously, the fact of being born to a Hungarian woman is something unrelated to losing her mother at the hands of a maniac. Let's move on incel terrorist Elliot Rodger was born into a wealthy family and received a quality education in the United States. Obviously, the fact of incelibacy with other good facts is not connected or connected only probabilistically. Since being born into a rich family does not mean that a person will become a mass murderer, neither does incelibacy, nor does a good education mean the same thing.  

My friend and critic Benjamin Andrae proposed, in our email correspondence, two critical ideas concerning orthogonality and its relation to antinatal inference. Benjamin's first idea was essentially this: even given that evil and good are orthogonal to each other in the life of an individual, the good still outweighs the evil and be careful, hence the evaluator will choose life, even taking into account the circumstance of orthogonality.  Benjamin's second idea is this: in most lives the good outweighs the bad and hence my orthogonality is not an issue and this idea cannot lead to an antinatal conclusion.  Before saying what I generally think about this in the context of the experiment, it is important to note that it is likely that most or even nearly all opponents of my idea would agree with Andrae's critical arguments, so next I will be able to refute most philosophers' remarks on the subject. Next, I turn to that refutation of such and similar positions by means of my experiment.  

The point is that the "free evaluator" is essentially selecting and will be interested in principle to choose lives that have orthogonal good, but without evil, because of the possibility to choose freely and to be unbiased because he is not identical to the person who will exist, that is, even if in a person's life there are more good than bad, the evaluator will choose the lives that are better, according to the definition of orthogonality,  as it was said earlier selection, the life was not imposed on him, but was chosen based on special considerations, which we and animals, of course, do not have. The probability of such an outcome, in such events, is most likely 100%, moreover I think that if my opponents were offered such a possibility by a metaphorical god, they would immediately realize the orthogonality, feel it intuitively and start to carry out selection, dividing lives roughly speaking into those suitable for living and those that are not at all. I will further illustrate this with an example. 
 
From all of the above, several laws follow that determine the behavior of the evaluator and, naturally, the human individual in such a situation. It is clearly visible that it is possible to establish and discover laws by which this choice will be made. The laws will be formulated in relation to three groups of facts determining the quality of life. Therefore, there will be 3 laws. 
The first law of selection, related to "independent facts": a rational agent is always interested in selecting good facts in maximum quantity, and agent tries to completely avoid bad facts.
The second law of selection, related to "sometimes independent facts": a rational agent will always be interested in selecting good facts in maximum quantity, and these good facts must arise independently of bad facts.
A clarification for the second law of selection: it makes no sense to select good facts that arose as a result of bad facts, and a rational agent will always do the opposite. This is what any rational person will do because there is no benefit in getting something positive at the cost of harm, if the same can be achieved without harm. This rule is observed even if the benefit of a good fact outweighs the harm of a bad fact. This rule, if we take it to its maximum practical extent, so to speak, means that a simple “preponderance of good over bad” is not enough to recognize life as worthy of choice under conditions of freedom.
The third law of selection, related to “dependent facts”: a rational agent will always avoid good facts that have arisen as a result of bad facts. Another formulation: a rational agent will always avoid bad facts that generate good facts.  	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This is obviously wrong, I believe. There are many rational agents that would prefer to have some bad if a great good comes out of it, and that good cannot be obtained without the bad - and this is the situation for "dependent facts". This is true on a small scale: If there is no other way to get a great tattoo than to suffer some mild pain, then a rational agent would chose the pain. It is also often true on the big scale: Some people choose at least the serious risk of horrible suffering if this risk is unavoidable to obtain an even greater good - for example if i have cancer and need painful chemotherapy, and there is no other way to get cured.
A clarification for the third law of selection: here i mean very bad events in a person's life that can give rise to some good, but the harm was to such an extent that no sane person would want to be subjected to it initially, I will illustrate with a simple example. Imagine that you were tortured in a police station for 3 hours, you were shocked, beaten, your nose was broken, you were pissed on, raped with a mop, your genitals were mutilated with electric shocks. However, as a result, your case became resonant for the country, which led to police reforms and torture ended forever in your country. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This example is good, but the fact that we usually think that it would be a bad idea to choose such a chain of events is that we believe that the good (police reform) can be obtained in other, less painful, ways. But if there was no other way, a very selfless rational being would probably chose this chain of events.
A second clarification for the third law of selection: There may be some misunderstanding about how the experiment works, so I'll clarify. My editor Ben said that a person would endure the pain of a tattoo machine to get a tattoo. That's a misunderstanding. I mean really, really bad situations that have a positive outcome in the future, they have to be comparable in harm level to the torture example above. I mean situations like long prison terms, serious illnesses and mental trauma, the situation of Viktor Frankl who lost his family under Hitler, and so on. Ben then said cancer treatment also applies here, but it's not, because chemotherapy is not as bad as the opposite meanings of life and this rule is formalized in the second law of the principle of overwhelming destruction, which we'll talk about in &14. The example of torture that led to reforms also caused a discussion with my editor, Ben said that a person might choose torture if there is no other way. The experiment will proceed as follows: the evaluator will choose to live in a country where such a situation does not exist initially, or it will choose the life of a person who will live in a country after the police reform, but who has never been tortured. This outcome corresponds to the second and third laws of selection. The experiment is elementary. 
These three laws, which describe the mechanism of selection in the broadest sense, are one of the cornerstones of this work, they need to be understood.
A crucial remark on the laws of selection. The laws of selection correspond, if not completely, then to a significant extent, to the behavior of people in conditions when agents have a free choice between options with different quality. Illustration: imagine that you very rich person came to a store to buy a car, you are offered two options for the same price, but in the second option, two rear doors are shot through by a tank, and the doors otherwise work normally. Obviously, a sane person will want to buy only the first option, even if it is more expensive. Why? He will do it because two door holes are a moronic and unnecessary disadvantage, obviously. The car can exist without them and work perfectly. Such behavior corresponds to the important second law of selection, because there is no point in having all the advantages of a car with holes if there is an option in which there are no holes at all, and the car has the same advantages. The opposite behavior will be erroneous and extremely irrational. Another example: you have a choice between two cars, one of which is safer in case of an accident. Any sane person, if he has money, will simply choose the safer car. This corresponds to the first law of selection, that is, the agent strives to reduce the disadvantages to the greatest extent. Further, no sane person will want to buy a car that is mined, but if the mine does not kill you, but simply maims you, you will be given $ 5,000,000. Obviously, no sane person will agree to such a dubious adventure. Such behavior corresponds to the third law of selection. Other examples. Which child do you want from three options: 1) ugly and smart, 2) beautiful and stupid, 3) beautiful and smart? Anyone will choose the third option. Next, which love partner will you choose: 1) will give you $1,000,000 and break your nose, 2) will give you $1,000,000 and not break your nose[footnoteRef:32]. Obviously, you need to choose the second partner. In short, I simply transferred the way people choose in life to the choice of life itself. This will significantly strengthen the teaching and it will be difficult to refute. Unless you can repeat the turbo-obscurantism that life has some intrinsic value, but the experiment shows that it does not exist or it means nothing. Otherwise, how can there be valuable lives that no one wants to live? The answer is: they either have no value at all or their value is microscopic.	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: This is strange: What does a love partner have to do with breaking your nose and giving you money? [32:  in other words, which partner will you choose, one who will share money with you and is aggressive, or one who will share money and is not very aggressive.] 


Before we go on to describe specific examples of people's lives, it is important to say the following. In addition to my method of assessing the quality of life, there must be another, more common method that competes with mine. Of course, it would be better to write this in paragraph 8, but it must be done so that you can better understand how the experiment works. My friend Benjamin Andrae believes that if the good outweighs the bad, then this can justify the creation of life. I fundamentally disagree with this view, since my experiment shows completely different results. Let's return to the more common method of assessment. We can count good facts and bad facts by enumerating them. We will do this below. However, it is important to clarify that it is apparently impossible to calculate the preponderance in something like kilograms, so we must use the indirect method of simple enumeration. That is, by counting significant positive facts and significant bad ones and counting which ones are more. 	Comment by Benjamin Andrae: I am confused by this: Do you want to say that instead of looking at the free evaluator, one might also use another method? But to my mind, the question is what method the free evaluator uses...

Critical commentary on two methods of assessing the quality of life: I will talk about two competing methods of weighing the quality of life - the recalculation and orthogonal methods. As you understand, I defend the second method. The first method allows the creation of life if there is good more than evil. My second method allows it if the harm is insignificant. Next, this comment exists for the following reason: my friend told me that orthogonality and reverse meanings of life are an overcomplication of the idea of ​​​​my experiment, which was initially a failure. And that it is enough for good to outweigh evil for procreation. I intend to defend myself. Firstly, the two ideas are very simple in their basis. Orthogonality indicates that it is questionable to weigh good with evil, since in life people very often do not behave this way. Next, the reverse meanings of life are simply a recalculation of evil and the criterion that they are absent grows from an elementary observation: almost always evil is not needed in life for any reason. Next, a more important line of defense. The recalculation method is simply not provable. What do I mean? Answer: because there are no units of harm, like liters and kilograms, the recalculation is extremely inaccurate. For example, how do we know when good outweighs if there are 5 units of good and 1 of evil? How do we know that one case of evil weighs no more than 5 units of good? There is no answer to this at all, it is probably impossible to establish the truth here. I emphasize that this is very difficult to measure if a person has one or several particularly large forms of harm and everything else in life is good. Because there's a sneaking suspicion that even one or two harms could outweigh all the other good, especially considering that pain is felt much more intensely than pleasure. But my orthogonality method is completely verifiable. It comes from the premise that no normal person wants to seriously suffer for nothing or like in cases in third group of facts. And secondly, it is possible to verify that serious cases of evil are not needed for anything and do not give anything good, simply for someone who was not born yesterday.

Further I will give examples of lives in order to clarify the selection. In these lives the most different practical facts of people's lives will be given. I will start by assessing the life of a hypothetical character named Dmitry. And then I will apply both methods of assessment: simple enumeration and my thought experiment. I should make it clear right away that I am not trying to disparage the enumeration method by using the word “simple,” since I believe that such a method, although indirect, is quite accurate. However, I believe that the “free evaluator” is much more accurate and complex. Thus, the weighing method simply loses out to the experiment. Now on to examples.

Dmitry's life. (1) All else being equal, consists of the following important facts: (A1) Born and raised in upper middle-class family in Russia. (B1) Bullied at school as a child, which slightly reduced mental well-being. (C1) Worked in a call center, didn't really like the job, but didn't hate it either. (D1) Was very sexual and had a personal life of the highest quality, an ocean of incomparable pleasures. (E1) Was mobilized to the Russian-Ukrainian war in September 2022, where he died from a mortar shell explosion. 

This life consists of the following good facts: (A1), (D1). And of the following bad facts: (B1), (C1), (E1).

Since it is very difficult to assign weight in «kilograms» to these facts, I will consider them more or less equal. And so, if we use the method of simple enumeration, it is clearly visible that the bad outweighs the good. Conclusion: it would have been better for such a person not to have been born. Now we will apply the method of my thought experiment. According to experiment, we cannot choose this life as worth living because it contains too many bad facts that are not causally related to the good facts or may not be related to them. I will explain in more detail below: (D1) is in no way a cause or effect of (B1), (C1), (E1). Because beauty do not lead to such interesting events.  Therefore, the evaluator will want to choose a life where there are no latter, but beauty is present. Further, birth in Russia is obviously a reason for mobilization, but it is not at all necessary that this would be so, since not all men in Russia were mobilized. Therefore, the evaluator will want to choose the life of another man from Russia. Further, bullying is not the cause of something good and is not a consequence of something good. The evaluator will avoid this, since not all men are bullied. This fact does not give anything. And work in a call center is also a dubious enterprise due to the fact that the evaluator will clearly want a better way to earn money. Thus, I conducted assessment of life based on experiment and as a result got that the evaluator will not want to live this life. Conclusion: both methods showed the same result. Despite the fact that my experiment was more complex and required taking into account the laws of selection. It is necessary to give an example of a life that has such a quality that will show the difference between the methods of recalculation and orthogonal.

Matthew's life (2) looks like this. All other things being equal, consists of the following facts: (A2) Born in the rich family in the USA. (B2) Was not abused in his upbringing and was not bullied. (C2) Worked as a lawyer and loved his job. (D2) Was actually incel and unattractive, had a very poor personal life, suffered rejection, and his wife never had sex with him more than once a year, or even less. (E2) Got rich on smart investments.

In this example we also see five quality facts. Specifically, four good facts: (A2), (B2), (C2), (E2). And one bad fact: (D2).

First, let's apply the simple recalculation method. It is obvious that the good outweighs the bad in this person's life. Therefore, if we believe that the enumeration method is true, then such a life is worth living and forcing life is not morally wrong. This is how I think my friend Ben thinks too. However, everything changes completely if we use the "free evaluator" thought experiment. Read this paragraph carefully. In order to correctly apply the experiment, it is important to remember that the evaluation is external, it takes into account orthogonality and the three laws of selection. And so, it is clearly seen that fact (D2) incelibacy is not the cause or effect of the other four positive facts, the cause of this type of evil is genetics, which does not provide the necessary level of external attractiveness. Therefore, such a fact belongs to group of facts number 1, that is, to "independent facts". Therefore, based on the meaning of law number 1, concerning this group of facts, the evaluator will avoid it. Therefore, given the fact that lives with all the same good facts or comparable good facts exist entirely without the incelibate, the evaluator will be forced to reject such a life entirely. This will happen because there is no rational sense in exposing oneself to such severe harm for the sake of a wide range of positive experiences that can exist without this bad fact. To summarize the second experiment: the difference between a simple recalculation and a “free evaluator” is clearly visible. In this case, the methods show the opposite result. However, the “free evaluator” makes a more detailed analysis using the three laws of selection and orthogonality and better protects against harm with sufficient grounds for doing so. The experiment literally gives more benefit at less cost. This leads to the fact that it was morally wrong to create a person who suffered because it is impossible to impose a life that did not deserve to be chosen in the first place. Let's move on.

First, as I said at the beginning of this chapter, if the evaluator does not choose a life, it means not just that it is comparatively bad, but that the person should not have been born in the first place. Second, I do not consider such a life to be valuable at all, since freedom of choice and some disinterest in the outcome are important features of such a situation and if they are absent, the evaluation is largely devalued. Obviously, the experiment shows that the idea of the value of life is internally contradictory, otherwise how can something that a reasonable agent would not want to have been considered valuable? Value is something that by definition is an object of desire, if some object has such properties that it is not desirable to possess it, then it is simply not valuable. I want to show everyone that the idea that any life is valuable is internally contradictory. 

Next. Probably the most important objection, I have previously given you the views of other philosophers and my friend Andrae, that what is important in life is pleasure, meaning, dignity, helping others, and so on (I realize that it is not really ethical to talk about the life of an occupier, but this experiment is not limited to that example). Hence you may argue, as Benjamin did earlier, that the evaluator despite suffering will choose to live this life anyway, one might even say without comparison to life number (2) or may agree to live them both consecutively, but I believe that this is simply not the case because all the good things in life (1) are orthogonal to all the bad things in it, and therefore it would be a mistake to make such a choice in favor of living life (1), an evaluator like you if you are open-minded to antinatalism would do the same because the pleasures of abundant sex are simply not a consequence of all the bad that exists in this life and to make this choice would be an irrational act, it is a mistake. Continuing with this thought what would be the options for the evaluator and the person contemplating this thought experiment? Given the two important circumstances free choice, and an understanding of orthogonality, the inevitable conclusion is that the evaluator will be looking for a better life overall.
I will add another reflection to this example: you may have noticed that life (2) is not good for living in general and he also cannot be a good choice, especially given the orthogonality. Given that all the positive facts of life (2) are clearly orthogonal to the one negative, i.e. incelibate, then we can imagine that the evaluator would again be forced to look for something better or for lack of a better option refuse to accept anyone's consciousness at all. The latter is impossible to think about because it is impossible to imagine another person having a similar quality of life in general and not being incelibate, given the number of people on this planet now or in the future. And, therefore, either my experiment goes to infinity upwards, where the evaluator will be forced to look for more and more favorable variants, where there will be orthogonal advantages, without disadvantages. That will entail impossibility to choose any life and in general in such a case if to extend the experiment on all mankind, and not to be limited to two lives it will be impossible to say something concrete. In addition to the fact that only a few people should be born, which in my opinion would be absurd because there are objectively high-quality but not the best lives and they should also be labeled as suitable for the evaluator. However, such point of view in principle can be refuted in the paragraph devoted to the so-called "principle of overwhelming destruction", which is a limitation for my experiment to give any results and helped fence off lives that lose to others in competition. I have established that life (1) will clearly lose in the selection of life (2) we can imagine life (3) which will have the same advantages, but without incelibate, but we can imagine life (4) which will have more pronounced pluses for example in life (4) a person will be in the top 10 best lawyers in the U.S., then we can imagine that life (5) will be in the top 3 best lawyers and so on, in general it is difficult to establish here any measure that will be able to point to the truth. Also, you may have noticed that the life of a lawyer who has suffered from incelibacy does not even need to be compared to anything in the competition, because it is bad in some absolute sense, since incelibacy is an understandable harm that no human being would want to suffer if they had a choice, but such an observation will be discussed in the principle of “defining and taking into account the reverse meanings of life.” Lives as you may have guessed can be compared in some absolute sense or compared to other lives as I did when I was a lawyer above and I will say that comparative analysis is good for large numbers but it is hard to distinguish between similar lives where one is slightly better than the other, but analysis in an absolute sense is more promising for the experiment because it can weed out many lives where the quality is too much affected by a single flaw. 
You could also come to the conclusion that the experiment does not do a good job of distinguishing very high-quality lives from each other, which is in my opinion also a flaw in such an argument. After much deliberation I will say that if a life does not contain a single “reverse meaning of life”, the phenomenon identified in paragraph 14, briefly I will say that this is such a property of life that alone can devalue it in the eyes of the evaluator, then in the case if there is not a single one, I propose to consider the life suitable for living from the point of view of the evaluator. I will further illustrate this with an example. Imagine that all other things being equal one person lives in a country with 100,000 GDP per capita and another person lives in a country with 3,000 less GDP, I believe it would be wrong even in a comparative sense to say that the second person's life is devalued and not worth living, remember the comparison of Matthew's and Dmitri's lives, you can see the difference much better there. And in this example comparative analysis cannot reliably indicate that the second life is bad and should not be lived. And for such situations I propose “reverse meaning of life” principle, which can accurately indicate that any life has no value in absolute sense, it is necessary because of the fact that I repeat comparison cannot always say something reliable, especially when we are talking about very good lives. 
I have also seen another criticism. It could be said that: “the experiment will inevitably discard lives of very high quality because there are even better ones, and furthermore this comes from the definition of the valuer as a rational agent who will seek to minimize loss and maximize gain.” To this I will respond as follows. I think such a position already overcomplicates my argument too much and leads too far away from my original purpose, which is to point out that most of lives do not deserve to be lived because they have serious flaws that. Even if this difficulty is not an over-complication, it is difficult for me to say how people with very high standards of living would evaluate their situation compared to those who are more successful, if they were honest with themselves of course. In short, I don't have the resource to say anything more specific about how an evaluator would distinguish between super-lives. And lastly, I will say this other thing. I was running this thought experiment in my head and saw lives that I myself would like to live and I will say that they differed in quality, but it was not an obstacle to my desire, from which I concluded that the evaluator would probably not mind living very good lives even if one was worse than the other, but they were lives in which there was no “reverse meaning of life”. 
[bookmark: _Toc221750716]&3.3.3 “Two tests of orthogonality”
“How can we prove that a bad fact and a good fact are orthogonal to each other?”
Functional justification of orthogonality testing methods: show how one can establish that good and bad facts are orthogonal to each other, not at the level of guesses, wishes, and intuition.
Establishing that bad facts and good facts of life are often unnecessary for each other's existence is easy. To do this, I propose two criteria, two thought exercises that indicate the causal connection between a bad fact and a good fact, between life and a bad fact. Is a bad fact necessary for something good? Does a good fact compensate for a bad fact? Or does it not, because they accidentally coexist within the same vessel? Is a bad fact redundant for the subject of life and its good facts? Two methods for testing the existence of the phenomenon of orthogonality are the following: abstract elimination and practical elimination. Before defining the methods, I note that the first method of elimination likely exists because of the second, which is easily demonstrated by practical life.
The first test "Abstract elimination" and its definition: if, when a bad fact is mentally eliminated, a good fact and individual life are not "destroyed" due to contradiction, then such bad facts are orthogonal to good facts and life.
That is, we need to imagine the same life, but without the specific form of harm, and see what happens to the rest of life. If the bad fact disappears and doesn't destroy everything else, then the contradiction won't arise. It will become clear that the good facts don't compensate for the harm, since it's coexisting randomly.
The second test "Practical elimination" and its definition: if, when comparing actually similar lives, good facts, like private life itself, do not cease to exist due to the absence of a private bad fact, then such bad facts are orthogonal to good facts and life.
In simpler terms, this method works like this. If good and bad facts coexist in one life, you simply need to find a similar life, but without one of the bad facts. Here are some examples: you can easily find a rich person who suffers from loneliness and another who is not. You can find an incel e-sports athlete and a non-incel e-sports athlete, and so on.
Of course, someone might argue that some bad facts are linked to good ones. For example, if someone found a very good friend at a support group for alcoholics. I don't think any rational person would want to become an alcoholic to do so, since they could find a friend anyway due to orthogonality.
If good and bad facts coexist merely by chance, then there's no question of compensation; we're talking only about enormous and senseless harm. This raises the question of when, in the author's opinion, compensation can exist and when it's possible to weigh the good against the bad. To this end, I'll give several clear examples [footnoteRef:33]. The concept of competition between organisms implies an advantage, given that there is a winner. At the same time, it implies a disadvantage, namely, that there is a loser, and in almost all cases, there are likely to be a huge number of losers. Here, these two good and bad facts are not orthogonal to each other because competition, by definition, implies a winner and a loser. Or at least a more successful and a less successful agent. Another example: a team of engineers is developing a tank. During the course of development, a decision was made to make the tank resistant to all weapons of a potential enemy. Such a significant increase in armor immediately creates the following disadvantages: a significant increase in the vehicle's weight, cost, production time, and the waste of rarer and more expensive metals. Thus, disadvantages naturally became a consequence of something positive, the strengthening of armor. The last example a long-range aircraft implies that it will weigh significantly more due to the need for huge fuel tanks. The purpose and advantages created the disadvantage. But life, with respect to a significant portion of its ills, doesn't work that way at all! Because it's easy to access the knowledge that some people don't have significant disadvantages in life. Life isn't an engineering construct or a concept that always and necessarily requires a specific disadvantage. Life is more like a random compilation of different facts, causally unrelated. [33: I'll give several examples that illustrate the same idea. I'm doing this for purely pedagogical purposes, so the reader can better understand the phenomenon.] 

One might object that life as a whole implies that some organisms as a whole will suffer. That is, life, not in particular, necessarily greatly harms anyone, and therefore the creation of life should not be morally prohibited. However, this position faces serious problems. Why should one individual organism live a bad, inherently undesirable life, while other lives a good and desirable? There is no pro-life answer to this question. It is unjust and, more importantly, unjustified. Furthermore, why should some organisms end up on the losing side, and significantly so? Aside from the erroneous appeal to the nature of life, there is no valid moral argument for this. Furthermore, the moral status of life is further complicated by the fact that the non-existence of life is not a bad thing, and life has no external meaning. For more details, see David Benatar's second book on antinatalism. In general, I believe that it is impossible to fairly and correctly justify the suffering of one group in favor of another, especially when significant harm and lost profit are at stake.
And before we come to the principle which is the necessary limitation to realize the truth, I must answer two more objections to my experiment.
[bookmark: _Toc221750717]&3.3.4 “Can orthogonality be compensated for or disregarded in decision making?”
Next argument is similar to the argument that the bad outweighs the good, but I will respond that labeling this is necessary so I have developed counter-argument about different types of compensation. 

My friend and critic Benjamin Andrae discussed with me next idea: "Good events can compensate for bad events, with the result that we can say that life after all is good and deserved to be lived, and it would have been chosen by the evaluator despite the orthogonality." He further supported his words by citing the case of the philosopher Boethius who was imprisoned for a year and then executed, as Benjamin believed Boethius despite the hardships of prison would still say that there was better in his life than bad, also because he wrote the book "On the Consolation of Philosophy" while imprisoned. To this assertion I have something to say. Let me remind you that earlier I said briefly the following: the evaluator can exercise free selection and it will be rational for him to avoid unrelated evils, but with the same goods. Here I will discuss another idea, namely compensation, at first glance it seems that the idea of orthogonality can be discarded if some evil was compensated by some good that happened in life? And thus, life as a whole comes out in the plus side. But as I answered Benjamin so I will answer other supporters of this position that it can be refuted even without the help of orthogonality. And here is my brief reasoning on the matter. 

The point is that compensation, as I believe, is divided into two types: direct and indirect, in other words, true and false compensation. How do these two types differ from each other? First of all, let us introduce the concept of "object of harm", which I took directly from criminal law. It means some value or interest, such as health, rights, property and so on. All goods that increase human well-being can be substantially harmed. The problem for optimists and natalists, however, is that compensation often does not actually address the object that has been harmed. Let me remind you that Boethius was imprisoned by false denunciation, and in addition was killed, so the following goods of this man were damaged: freedom, the right to a fair trial, health. How could writing a paper on philosophy and his other accomplishments repair the damage was done to the goods I have mentioned above? Well, actually, no way, because there is no identity between the object that was harmed and the good that came afterward. The literary and philosophical achievement is simply not the same as the loss of freedom and health, so it cannot be considered true compensation. These is randomly existing things that are not comparable to each other and even if Boethius would not have written this work if it were not for the prison, it means nothing because apparently no man is looking for a way to go to prison specifically to achieve something like this because the end does not justify the means. 

Now to strengthen my argument I will give an example of true compensation. Imagine that an army unit drove through your town and your car was crushed by military equipment. If the state then compensated you by returning the same items and the same make and model car that was damaged, then this is an example of true compensation, because there is a complete or near complete overlap of the objects that were damaged. Notice an important detail that some harm in a person's life will not be compensated sufficiently at all, as in the previous example. If a person has been in prison for a very long time because of a court error, for illustration 10 years, how can it get them back and how can it get back the lost opportunities that missed? Probably, compensation is simply impossible here, because of the fact that it is impossible to achieve the identity of objects. Another example, if a person has a serious mental trauma, it is unlikely that it can be completely cured, so compensation cannot be achieved, i.e., the mental well-being that existed before the trauma cannot be fully restored. 

Another observation about the falsity of indirect compensation is the existing behavior of people and their groups who wish to eliminate some harm. When feminists demand the right to vote in elections for women, no one says that the lack of voting rights can be compensated with money. The question is why? Because they understand that the problem is that the object of harm is "women's suffrage", not "property", so it is this harm that needs to be addressed, other behavior is not rational, it can be said to be simply wrong. So, I argue that if you want to compensate for some harm done you need almost total or complete identity of the objects that have been harmed. After all Boethius most likely could have written his work of philosophy without prison, then why justify prison, it is simply an existing evil that can no longer be compensated for. Why are the relatives of a murdered person not completely satisfied when a murderer is sentenced to life imprisonment? Answer, because life imprisonment protects other people, but it will not raise the murdered person from the dead.

Next, we come to the next objection of my already mentioned friend. The gist of it is this: "It does not follow from orthogonality that an evaluator will not choose life because we do not always in ordinary life pay attention to it at all in our decision-making process, but instead weigh good and bad. There are many cases where we weigh good and bad, although there is no causal connection - say, If I choose a hotel in a foreign city, I might choose one that is a bit more expensive, but is closer to where my friend lives. It would not make sense to say the hotel should be rejected because it's being expensive is not causally connected to its being close to my friend's house. " In such an example, I observe errors. It would seem that this is indeed a situation that is similar to an experiment, but where orthogonality does not play a role, but it is incorrect. First, the costliness of a hotel can be related to its quality or a very favorable location, which can be and most likely will be taken into account by the owner, creating a causal link between costliness and favorable location. Then there is an objection unrelated to the previous one and it is this: causation exists between the action "buying" and the event "settling in a favorable location". That is, the person who buys something receives some good that is a consequence of the transfer of money. This can be called trade causation. What is the difference between this situation and my experiment? The difference is that bad facts are not the currency with which good facts are bought. That is, the metaphorical god cannot tell the evaluator that he will somehow pay with his entire sex life (I mean incelibate) in exchange for a life in Switzerland. These are not related facts at all, unlike the hotel example. So, I think the evaluator will have to take orthogonality into account.

Before moving on to the next part I need to answer the following possible objection: "Orthogonality as well as compensation types may not be important if the person himself subjectively evaluates his life as good and worth coming into existence in the first place." This, by the way, may imply that life is worth repeating. By the way, philosopher Christian Piller is of the same opinion, he writes: "I prefer existing (in one of many ways) to never having existed at all. From here, i.e., from the perspective of my current interests and concerns, existing, I'd say, is better for me than to have never existed at all. "[footnoteRef:34] Of course, the reader who has understood orthogonality will already understand my answer. This point of view can be easily refuted in this way: the evaluator will choose lives where the subjective evaluation is as high, but which will be better in general, because the evaluation is orthogonal to many other facts of life, e.g. a person who evaluates its life well may live on average income, but subjectively evaluates its life as good, so nothing prevents us from imagining a case where a person would be rich, but would also evaluate his life as good, the evaluator will of course choose rich people and neglect people who are not so in finance. There is no rational or irrational reason to choose a life where there is happiness but the rest of life is garbage. [34:  Cristian Piller «Benatar’s Anti-Natalism: Philosophically Flawed, Morally Dubious» (Springer Nature, august 2022), page 901.] 

[bookmark: _Toc221750719][bookmark: _Toc221750718]&3.3.5 “Conclusion of orthogonality reasoning”
Summarizing reasoning, I will say the following in the conditions of my thought experiment, a rational agent, who is carrying out selection, evaluating the quality of life of people, which he may have to live, will have to take into account the existing orthogonality of bad facts and good facts in the process of his choice. In fact, it does not need to face life and evaluate everything post factum, its choice will be based on this principle, as long as its position is favorable, it can choose where his consciousness will end up and not find himself thrown out into this world.
&3.4 “The principle of overwhelming destruction”
“What forms of evil must not exist in order for life to be chosen under conditions of free choice?”
“The principle of overwhelming destruction is based on two definitions and five laws.”
The meaning of life is the good for which a person lives. However, based on the already established meaning of my experiment, there must exist a "reverse meaning of life", a phenomenon "for the sake of" which a free evaluator will not live any life whose quality will be disfigured to such an extent that it will overshadow all other merits of the life. The reverse meaning of life or the principle of overwhelming destruction is formulated as next. 

Definition: the reverse meaning of life is one bad fact of life which reduces its quality to such an extent that an agent will not choose it as worth living from beginning to end. 

From the experience we know that there are situations or conditions, properties of people's life in which no sane person would be unwilling to be in the first place, it is this observation of people's behavior that formed the basis for the existence of this principle as the basis for selection of certain lives. Of course, optimists when talking about such facts begin to invent nonsense, which most often consists in trivialization of harm. I have heard, for example, such things as: if a person survived bullying, its character is strengthened, beggars learn to appreciate small things, disability is compensated by the care of loved ones, there is nothing wrong with living in a dictatorship, parents always punish a child for bad deeds, one must put up with bad things in life, one must know one's place and put up with it, and so on. However, the evaluator will not lie to himself in this way because of the possibility to carry out strict selection and to be unbiased because of the lack of identity to existing person. The mentioned is the basis of why you will see such adversities which at first sight do not seem life-valuable, but please remember that such thoughts are the consequence of encountering such adversities already post factum and people are forced to cope with all this. However, the evaluator does not need to do this. 

The list of barrier properties that devalue life is most likely not exhaustive, as my experience of life at the age of 26 is obviously not enough to embrace such a phenomenon in its entirety. The fact that I am not a specialist in the subjects that I intend to designate as those that devalue life in experiment, and therefore devalue it as such, also prevents me from full truth. It is also an obstacle that this part of the experiment is so profound, namely, that it is difficult to understand when a phenomenon corresponds to the principle of overwhelming destruction and when it does not. But nevertheless, it will be possible to tell some truth here. This part is subject of work of the whole team of philosophers, I alone cannot cope with it to the full extent, but it does not mean that I should not make such a contribution to philosophy.  I just had to see that my strength is not enough to exhaust this area of antinatalist philosophy. And I hope that there will be thinkers who can develop and complement the phenomena of the "reverse meaning of life" that exists in the realm of my thought experiment and in life.

Since a person's quality of life will be affected by their various traits, which can entail discrimination that can be so dangerous or overwhelming to a person's quality of life that they should not have been born exactly, I must warn at once. I am not in favor of discrimination, nor do I have a single prejudice against anyone: Muslim, white, male, female, Japanese, atheist, Jewish, black, gay, lesbian, bi, transgender, obese, and so on. The subject of this reasoning is to assess people's quality of life and whether they themselves, or a rational agent seeking to maximize benefit, would want to be born into harmful circumstances, (I don't think they would) not how one should treat various kinds of minorities, races, nations, and so on. Further if "danger points" arise over which controversy can arise I will specifically label them and respond to perceived criticisms from the reader and critics. I expect attacks from both "left" and "right", perhaps because antinatalism is hierarchically higher than political ideologies, because it answers the question "is life necessary at all?", which is naturally deeper than the subjects of politics. In addition, I believe that people who have been forcibly inflicted with certain parameters (height, attractiveness, disability, etc.) and have suffered because of them are not people who should be discriminated against, but considered victims of a crime. You may say that this is devaluing someone's life and such views are unacceptable especially to special people who have suffered because of discrimination. In my defense, it is absolutely not necessary to consider their lives a value in order to treat such people well; the real values are the absence of harm and the absence of suffering that protects people who have suffered discrimination. As for what life and goodness, love, pleasure produce can I will say this: if you don't create needs, these things are devalued completely. And lastly, if you will not be hypocritical and face the truth, you will realize that you would not want to be born a person with certain features because of which it suffered, you would accept it post factum, but you would not want to face it initially, such a conclusion I draw from the fact that no one goes and specifically does not think "how would I be exposed to radiation and destroy my health?" or for example "how would I find a helicopter and put my hands under its rotating blades?" so I think that you would not want to have a serious disease or other similar condition badly affecting your future life. And this text is not a basis for discrimination, but a basis for not taking risks and not creating new victims. 
 
The meaning of the phenomenon of the reverse meanings of life is determined by five laws:
The first law of the principle of overwhelming destruction: Whether a phenomenon is a reverse meaning of life is determined by intuition and/or a warlock test. Warlock test definition: the agent will consider a warlock spell that removes a particular phenomenon of good to be a significant harm to its interests and wishes to avoid it.
Comment: human intuition, as part of the intellect, evaluates the power of harm and if it turns out to be large enough, then such a form of harm is called the reverse meaning of life. This circumstance exists because a numerical value of harm cannot be established at the conceptual level. Harm cannot be measured like damage points in a video game, that's why I'm appeal to intuition. Examples for a warlock test. Most agents would not want to become poor, ugly, stupid, untalented, living in a dictatorship, and so on. They would consider an action that resulted in such consequences to be a crime and a significant assault on their person.
The second law of the principle of overwhelming destruction: if a form of harm causes such harm that it is insignificant, then this form is not classified as a reverse meaning of life.
Comment: then this form of harm does not detract from the quality of life and life is worth living.
The third law of the principle of overwhelming destruction: the existence of one reverse meaning in life is sufficient to make life not worth living and therefore not valuable.
Comment: This law sets a minimum threshold for the acceptability of life in terms of quality, and this is the main criterion according to the meaning of the experiment. Such a law exists because each single reverse meaning of life is harmful to such an extent that its damages the quality of conscious experience too much.
The fourth law of the principle of overwhelming destruction: the reverse meanings of life are divided into two types: ultimate and value-dependent.
Comment: ultimatums are such reverse meanings of life that devalue life from the point of view of absolutely every reasonable observer. Value-dependent are such reverse meanings of life that devalue life depending on the moral views of the individual participating in the experiment in the position of a free evaluator. The justification for such a division of reverse meanings of life is the harm of value-dependent reverse meanings of life are big, but not as harmful as ultimatums, therefore another individual can agree to live life with such a reverse meaning of life.
The fifth law of the principle of overwhelming destruction: in the absence of a reverse meaning of life, based on the content of the teaching, it is implied that there is a corresponding reverse good.
Comment: the fifth law is important because it describes the nature of reality and directs the evaluator’s choice in a certain direction. Such a circumstance exists not only within the framework of this experiment, but also in real life. For example, if a person gets rid of an illness, he automatically gains health, if a person takes care of fire safety, it increases the durability of the good "housing", if the state gets rid of dictatorship and its forms, the country becomes a democracy. 
Critical comment about fifth law of the principle of overwhelming destruction and entire experiment: the reverse meaning of life essentially means an attack against the interests of the person who will live. Therefore, to impose a life that does not correspond to the conditions of free choice is morally wrong, it should not be done. Consequently, a person will choose a life in which there are no reverse meanings of life because it is possible to imagine a life without reverse meanings of life.
Let's move on to the description of the reverse meanings.
[bookmark: _Toc221750720]&3.4.1 “Listing and describing the reverse meanings of life” 
“When the experiment is activated, entities loom on the distant horizons of consciousness. They must be counted and identified.” 
I will start listing what I personally consider such reverse meanings of life, this list is not exhaustive and I can't make it alone, so if you think that there are more reverse meanings, I suggest you to send your opinion concerning this subject to my mail, so that I could include such positions in reprints: Isilaruk@proton.me (something tells me that I will see not only suggestions concerning this paragraph). I will start listing the reverse meanings in order regarding damage, flaw, three types of unfavorable positions and how they are listed and described in the book. If you don't find events here that seem to you to be the opposite of the meaning of life, then apply the ones I've listed by analogy. What does that mean? I got this idea from civil law. Analogy of law is the possibility to apply a similar rule of law, if a particular case of a legal relationship is not regulated by a rule of law. Even if I manage to list all the reverse meanings of life, nevertheless, the idea itself can direct the reader's thinking so that he could independently see other reverse meanings.

Note that in reality evil is aggravated by the fact that most people have several reverse meanings of life. Considering that the risk of existence of at least one reverse meaning of life is high, although there will most likely be several of them in at least one descendant, I confidently advise to stop procreation. It is most likely impossible to reliably protect future generations from such interesting events.

Some of the reverse meanings of life are not commented on, since their evil nature is clear from the name.

I will start listing the ultimate meanings of life:
1. Systematic non-competitiveness. It is inability to come to exceptional achievements in any activity. It is very difficult to determine at what point it ends in various spheres and often it happens intuitively. For example, no one will say that talented rockers are not stars and virtuosos, because not one of their songs has not collected one billion views on YouTube. While such a blind spot in my definition is a flaw, I must say that it is largely overshadowed by either intuition or widespread recognition or acceptance among a small circle of experts in a field. Loserism is a rather dangerous circumstance in life, usually we do not think about the fact that it exists, but within the framework of the experiment it is in the foreground, to put it bluntly. I personally do not understand why the evaluator and the person participating in the experiment should choose the absolute majority of lives as worth living with that circumstance. Most lives are simply too dim, most people are not destined to shine in any domain at all. We are literally thrown out into the world and most are forced to accept what happens as fact, personally I have almost never met a person who is not engaged in an endeavor that does not involve a level of skill. Whether the person is competing with others directly or indirectly or not competing at all, such as going through difficult games alone and facing the obvious limitations of their body that prevent them from moving on.  I defined this circumstance as flaw because it is clear that it is the flaw of our bodies that prevents us from achieving something truly meaningful. Someone lacks the reaction speed to become a professional “Counter-strike 2” player, someone lacks the stamina to withstand the stress of work, someone lacks the intelligence to become a breakthrough scientist. Systematic non-competitiveness is dangerous first of all not by direct harm, but indirectly because of the fact that a person is not able to achieve something outstanding, it cannot naturally get any significant preferences, fame, money, key connections, and so on. I think we do not need any special explanations here, but note that such circumstances, or rather their absence, simply reduce the standard of living of a person too much. If there were free choice, nobody would want to be in such a position from the beginning. Consequently, the creation of life, or rather its forceful, aggressive imposition with such risks is immoral and, therefore, people have a moral duty to refrain from creating offspring. You could argue that most people do not worry about this and it is not so important, there are other advantages of their lives. First, I must say that there will be few pluses, and second, see again the meaning of the paragraphs describing orthogonality. Average or almost high performance will not be important for the evaluator, a rational agent will be interested in shining in life. Examples are not even needed here because of what has been described earlier, the phenomenon of the good life from this point of view is already well known to everyone. Crises of a quarter of life and middle age connected with this state are apparently caused by quite objective low quality of human life. However, the author is not a specialist here. If you don't like or agree with the fact that most people fall under this category, then I will answer this: this is the nature of reality, not my unsubstantiated opinion, I, as well as any reasonable person would find it extremely hard to imagine that someone wants to be a loser in the "future" life, such people are either trolling me or lying to themselves. Creating a person who has suffered in this way is an attack on their interests to achieve anything in life. Besides I believe that most people don't have not those exceptional achievements, but even high or average ones, probably achievements are distributed in a "bell-shaped" way, although I'm not an expert here. 
There is no rational reason to choose the life of a person who has not achieved high mastery. The lost profit in this case is obvious and harmful. 
2. Wage slavery.  The modern economic system affecting, apparently, all countries of the world promise almost all people a thankless, often very low-paid, long, often unhealthy at least because of stress, taking all or almost all free time so-called "free labor". A person who has suffered from such an enterprise for too long should not have been born in principle. Note that if a person really liked to work and loved it, then here the reverse meaning of life is not formed. This reverse meaning of life does not exist if the work was loved and exciting.
3. Psychological trauma or a PTSD.  Experienced bad and stressful events, obviously greatly reduce the standard of living of the individual. The individual is able to face both mental and physical symptoms. I think that the appraiser, as well as any other normal person would hardly want to face rape, terrorist attack, participate in war and get such trauma in the future life. An example of such a traumatized life is Linkin Park lead singer Chester Bennington who killed himself and survived rape at a young age. You can of course say that there were other significant advantages to his life, but remember the essential parts of my doctrine. Two types of compensation and orthogonality. The other pluses are not identical to his brilliant career and fame and the evaluator sees with the mind's eye the orthogonality and will have to look for lives in which there is no such harm. This man has suffered great harm and on top of that, his life is of such poor quality that he should never have been born in the first place. Creating a life resulting in such harm is a crime. According to the FHEHealth website, 61% of men and 51% of women in the US have suffered at least one such incident from psychological trauma[footnoteRef:35]. According to the WHO 3.9% of the world's population suffered from PTSD, as you realize this is only those who could be counted, the real number is higher. You may argue that few people suffer from PTSD, I will answer that even this risk is not acceptable in principle.  [35:  FHEHealth, «Statistics on Mental Trauma», Statistics for Mental Trauma | How Common is it & Who it Affects. ] 

4. Life in a state governed by a dictatorship. However, if the person was not badly harmed by it and, for example, emigrated at an early age, the reverse meaning of life may not be formed here. In general, dictatorship is an extremely complex and comprehensive phenomenon and the degree of harm can be very different from person to person. As I said, I alone am not able to determine the degree of harm for everyone. At the moment, most countries are governed by dictatorships or authoritarian regimes. 
5. Incelibacy and its different manifestations. Humans have an extremely violent sexual selection process that makes well over 50% of men fundamentally unattractive to women. You could argue that most men do get married, to which you could reply that the real levels of relationship between spouses are hidden from view. Personally, I find it extremely hard to imagine that a man who has never been liked by anyone, marrying a girl who simply has no other choice, will find a vibrant sex life with her, most likely he will suffer from dead bedroom, this term means the absence or extremely small amount of sex between so-called spouses (strangers living under the same roof or at best friends). The evaluator will be interested in choosing a person who is unambiguously attractive in appearance, a person who is genuinely popular with other people sexually. What motivation could there possibly be not to possess a source of such colossal pleasure.  People who created a person who lost in sexual selection and such a loss became the cause of colossal psychological and sometimes physical harm, bear a serious moral responsibility for it. Believe me, as someone who has talked to someone who has committed suicide because of such a condition, you would not want to live such a "life". To get a better understanding of this topic, study the statistics of dating apps and you will understand that most men, at least now, are not attractive. So that you have at least some ideas of ​​the incelibasy that currently affects most men, here are the statistics for the USA: 63% of men aged 18-30 are not married, do not live with a partner and are not in a relationship. If you count the men who live in a dead bedroom or do not like their partner, the statistics are actually much worse[footnoteRef:36]. If you don't have model looks, you have no place in a modern relationship especially if you are man. Nowadays, if you don't have a good look, you won't have a good romantic relationship. You'll either be lonely or paying for a dead-bedroom.  [36:  Pew Research Center, “Three-in-ten Americans report being single, but this varies by age, gender”, February 7, 2023 year, Three-in-ten Americans report being single, but this varies by age, gender | Pew Research Center. Look at the first picture. There are many statistics like this, they are easy to find, especially the statistics from dating apps.
] 

Besides this, you can find a huge amount of data online about what kind of men are truly attractive (tall, model face). What percentage of men arouse genuine romantic interest (less than 10%). And so on. Claims that men are to blame for this or that most men aren't incels of some kind shouldn't be discussed. Claims that beauty isn't a fundamental factor in finding a partner should be taken as the following statement: "A rape victim always lies about being physically or mentally hurt." For most guys, life now is either a boring void or a torture chamber they want to escape swiftly.
It's especially worth noting the amount of false obscurantism that's supposed to help men. Unleash the inner beast, the barbarian, men are pampered, men don't do physical labor, and so on. That's why they've lost their appeal to women. It's all a complete lie. Tall men with model faces don't need all this nonsense. If this were even remotely true, we'd see models among the incels, but there are literally none.
6. Extreme poverty, poverty, middle class. As you have guessed I mean the level of a person's income or the money he receives as a gift from another source. The evaluator will naturally, like any of us, be interested in earning the most serious cash income. I define extreme poverty and poverty as the World Bank Group does extreme poverty is 2.15$ per day and poverty 6.85$ per person per day[footnoteRef:37]. According to the same data, as of October 15, 2024, 44% of the world's population lives on such incomes. An evaluator as well as a reasonable person would obviously not want to suffer like that. People who live in such circumstances are obliged to either stop passing on this curse completely or limit breeding as much as possible. Putting a person in such circumstances with such harm is clearly a very bad thing to do. Besides, according to the same data, the number of people below the poverty line has not changed since 1990, i.e., 35 years of fighting poverty has not yielded any positive results. As for the middle class. The reader who understood the meaning of the experiment will be clear that the evaluator will be interested only in the lives of people who were either born into a rich family or got rich. And here I must make it clear, the reverse meaning of life is probably not formed if a person was able to get rich at a young age, that is, up to 30 years, the rest of the period I consider too long. And this rule does not work if a person lived in poverty or extreme poverty. Because the suffering of these two states is simply enormous and in addition can have consequences for health, especially if a person starved in childhood. Let's return to the middle class, according to Visual Capitalist website, the middle class includes 34.4% of the population, the rich 12% and millionaires 1%. To the poor this site refers 52.5% of the world's population, according to data for 2023[footnoteRef:38]. The authors consider rich people to be people whose capital is between 100.000$ and 1.000.000$, frankly speaking, the difference is too big, I would put for the evaluator a desirable point at 300.000$. That way it would be satisfied with the lives of people with that kind of capital, however that is about 6% of the population of the entire planet. You may of course resent this, but frankly wealth simply has too much of an impact on a person's standard of living and it is not clear to me why an evaluator would be satisfied with bread crumbs from the table. You could argue that many people do not consider money to be something particularly important in their lives, but this is most likely cope with the fact that a person simply has no prospect of earning such money and is forced to do mental gymnastics, and in general the evaluator can choose a person indifferent to money, but still rich, because it is better than the other way around. I understand why this point can cause anger, sadness and indignation, but I think that the truth about the fact that the majority of people on this planet probably have nothing to do and they lose a lot financially, can protect future people from existence because of limitation of multiplication of already living people, because of spreading the idea of antinatalism. Some of the people reading this may feel anger because their own minds are faced with a contradiction, they seem to think that life and pro-creation is a good thing, but they see the power of the experiment and suddenly realize that they would not want to be born in this situation.  It's ironic how today's problems with rising prices on everything, especially housing, have indicated that middle class status is a very dubious thing. You definitely must avoid it. The so-called working class is not a goal of voluntary choice.  [37:  World Bank Group, «Ending Poverty for Half the World Could Take More Than a Century», October, 15, 2024, Ending Poverty for Half the World Could Take More Than a Century.  ]  [38:  Dorothy Neufeld, «Visualizing the Pyramid of Global Wealth Distribution» Visual Capitalist, November 2, 2023, Visualizing the Pyramid of Global Wealth Distribution.] 

7. This point I am sure will elicit both reasonable criticism and strong emotion, without a willingness to consider my position on the merits of the issue. The evaluator is guaranteed to avoid lives where he or she is an individual who has suffered serious discrimination. I will devote this paragraph to answering possible objections. Some might say that this implies genocide, since prejudiced individuals often wish to eradicate physically people who have a certain identity, or they wish to force some people to give up their unique identity, and therefore anti-natalism in this experiment is fundamentally the same idea. How would an antinatalist philosopher respond to such an attack? Answer: my experiment is about assessing the quality of life and establishing the truth of the matter of whether anyone would want to be born into a bad situation. And I am not calling for discrimination and genocide here because I believe that this is unacceptable for the reasons that the real values are the absence of harm and the absence of suffering, these values as you may have guessed include absence of discrimination, thus I am explicitly stating, not making the reader guess, what is a forbidden action according to the meaning And therefore I only call people to protect their children from harm and such call finds a target far from only minorities and people who are not minorities but are still discriminated against in one way or another. Further, the philosophy of antinatalism, unlike ideologies that imply genocide or discrimination, explicitly includes the unacceptability of creating people who can harm another person, thus anti-natalism, which is not typical, implies that not only the victim but also the aggressor should not have been born at all, the aggressor should not have done so because of his evil nature and the amount of harm he has done to other people. So, I have stated my position honestly that I may believe that a person who has suffered significant discrimination should not have been born and yet I do not discriminate because the absence of suffering and harm is a value. Anti-natalism only calls for people to refuse to voluntarily create offspring nothing more.
8. The evaluator will be guaranteed to avoid lives in which he or she will suffer disability other than senile as I mentioned earlier. Here everything in principle to understand quite simply there is no sane person who would like to have extremely harmful diseases, which significantly reduced the standard of living, deprived many opportunities and so on. In addition, this category includes people whose health has been very badly affected by infection, people who have lost arms, legs, fingers, eyesight, hearing, and so on. No one would want to suffer from harlequin ichthyosis, Down's syndrome, autism, Patau's syndrome, and so on. Moreover, causing these very conditions I consider a crime against the health of another person, even if that person did not previously exist. I have the courage to say that so-called parents should not be able to decide whether or not to abort a person affected by such a disease through their fault. A person found to have such a severe disease should be aborted peremptorily. Not aborting a fetus in such cases should have the same low moral status as rape, slavery, torture, genocide, grievous bodily harm, and so on. It is absurd that a person has a legal opportunity to cause serious harm to another person's health without an adequate foundation for it, and a selfish desire to have children is not such. By lack of adequate justification, I mean that nothing bad enough will happen if such a person is not created. Sure, abortion may be a sad event, but it is clearly not comparable to living with a serious illness, hence the choice must be in favor of abortion. No human mothers or fathers have the right to cause objective and significant harm to the health of the person they created with selfish (due to the fact that the person cannot naturally ask to be created) and malicious intent. If the action of "not aborting a human being, thereby causing them serious illness" is not evil, then I don't know what can be called evil after that. Sure, natalists may say that every life is precious, but that is simply not true. After all, it would be hypocrisy to deny that they wouldn't want to be born that way, nor would they want to get a disease like that. If you wouldn't want to live such a life then how can it be valuable. There may be an objection that I'm engaging in eugenics. Let's face it, it's about harm done to another human being, not about genetic selection, and it's all the more difficult to accuse a person who wishes life didn't exist of that. Further there may be an objection that I am in favor of killing disabled people, the answer is that I support it if the disabled person himself wants to commit euthanasia, killing would be morally wrong, because harm and suffering should not exist and consent in such cases is important. 
9. Lives that have been severely damaged by addictions the evaluator will discard. Here the reverse meaning of life is. By addictions I mean alcohol, drug and gambling addictions. These conditions do not need much introduction, so I will limit myself to listing some of the consequences. And so addictions include the following consequences according to the SummitBHC website (this organization deals with addiction treatment in the state of Tennessee, USA): HIV, Hepatitis C, depression, mood swings, psychosis, school dropout, job loss, divorce, jail, legal problems, and so on[footnoteRef:39] ( Drug Addiction Consequences - Summit BHC ). However, I beg to point out the flaw that I am personally alone in finding it very difficult to establish what harms to consider significant in this situation, of course it is easy to understand that addiction is usually long term, but to understand how severe the consequences were for an individual is difficult, so I think the assessor would avoid this in principle. A typical example of the reverse of meaning in life is the life of singer Amy Winehouse, who died at the age of 27 from an alcohol overdose. I think there is no sense in living such a life voluntarily.  [39:  SummitBHS, «Drug Addiction Consequences», Jun 12, 2015, Drug Addiction Consequences - Summit BHC.] 

11. Body parameters. This item is closely related to "Loserism", as a person's flaws are often the reason for their unfortunate life. The evaluator will be interested in body traits that will sufficiently protect against harm. To give an example, the evaluator will not want to be an unattractive person, otherwise this will put him or her in a very bad situation in sexual selection, in which the person will simply not be able to find a truly attractive and desirable partner. The evaluator will also be just as interested in high iq, due to the fact that it is somehow applied just everywhere to solve different problems, it makes no sense to be average or even less than average, no sane agent would wish such woes on himself. Wrong decisions just might turn out to be a significant harm to the individual. In general, everyone would like to be beautiful, tall and smart, but the creation of life now has such a harmful form that a person is simply not given those body parameters that are his best interest, in reverse generates severe, unapologetic suffering. A disproportionate body, an ugly body, abnormalities of character that lead to troubles, and so on are unacceptable.  
12. The death of one's own children, if the children died at a young age. 
13. Mowgli's child. 
14. Life outside of developed civilization. 
15. Victim of dangerous crime. 
16. Long term imprisonment. This means more than two months. 
17. Missed opportunities that seriously reduced the quality of life.
18. Deepest disappointment in one’s life's path.
I have finished listing the ultimate group of reverse meanings of life; now let’s move on to listing the value-dependent ones. 
1. Life can be abandoned if one is an agent of evil. By agent of evil, I mean people who have done significant harm to people's interests, without sufficient moral justification. Here I include people who participated in serious discrimination, acts of genocide e, wars of aggression, criminals who committed grave and especially grave crimes (in different countries these categories are named differently, I used the Russian criminal code), people who supported dictators not just by opinion, but actively, and so on, this list is not limited to criminals it also applies to people who committed bad deeds that were not prohibited by law, for example, a person who kept slaves when it was allowed to become a slave. The essence of "agent of evil" is clear to anyone with moral true values. By not true, I mean a mistaken belief about the morality of an action. For example, when parents beat their children because they are not religious enough, or when, for example, a person believes that he or she can kill another person or beat them because of an insult, and so on. The reason why this meaning of life was not classified as ultimatum is obvious: the life of an agent of evil damages others' well-being more than his own, if the latter exists at all. 
2. Father of not his children. If your children do not look like you, I advise to do a DNA test. 
3. Too many cringe-worthy actions. 
4. A difficult immigration experience. 
5. Death of children whose age was significant. 
6. The life of one's own child contains the reverse meanings of life. 
I have finished listing all the circumstances that are the opposite meanings of life. Let's move on to the last three paragraphs. 
The author of this work has 8 reverse meanings of life. All of them, according to the meaning of the teaching, are not needed at all and are not a consequence of anything good.
[bookmark: _Toc221750721]Chapter three. Elements results.
[bookmark: _Toc221750722]&4.1 “Experimental result: deviation element”
“What is the result of the experiment and what conclusion does it lead to?”
“As a result of any reading, any person’s experiment allows the mind to experience an element of deviation.”
The experiment has been read and understood. The inevitable result of the experiment is an element of deviation. This element is fundamental, as it indicates how the antinatal conclusion is derived from the experiment. It is necessary to define this phenomenon:
Element of deviation: this is a gross discrepancy between the existing life and the life that the individual would choose under conditions of free choice.
The first clarification on the importance of the deviation element: the first explanation will be an argument about the importance of suffering and harm. Suffering and harm carry enormous moral weight. The moral weight of these phenomena is expressed in the fact that people create norms of behavior that prohibit the creation of harm and suffering without sufficient justification, and violating these norms threatens sanctions. Therefore, an individual's desire to avoid harm and suffering carries the same moral weight. In the particular case of my experiment, an individual will want to avoid the reverse meanings of life, which are harm or lost profit, which is essentially a form of harm. Furthermore, the moral weight of these phenomena is not eliminated when we talk about the creation of life. If there is a compelling assumption that a person would not voluntarily choose life due to its senselessly low quality, then this means that its creation is morally wrong. And thanks to my work, we can more or less accurately model such a process. The second explanation will be stronger.
A second clarification on the importance of the element of deviation: I know that antinatalism is a moral truth in the strongest sense of the word, therefore it can be strengthened by a moral truth that was not born out of antinatalism. It sounds like this, the choice of a person that significantly influences one's interests and life path is primary. This means that a person's choice, which significantly impacts their life and well-being, carries great moral weight. Other opinions play no such role. This moral law is applied everywhere: when choosing a profession, when choosing a place to live, when changing gender, when choosing which parent to live with after a divorce, when choosing political views, and so on. This rule now applies to the creation of life. There is also a circumstance that lends this rule moral weight. This circumstance is the following: without taking into account an individual's opinion regarding a significant influence on their life, it is impossible to adequately protect their interests without causing significant harm. A dictator may be completely convinced that his rule is the highest good for the people, a parent who uses beatings to discipline may be convinced that it is good for their children, the authorities may be convinced that gays should be treated with electric shocks, and so on. In general, a person's opinion carries weight for purely utilitarian reasons, and this doesn't change when making life choices, even if those choices exist within the context of an experiment. And they emphasize that this choice is significant, especially considering that so-called loving and caring parents actually cause significant harm to their offspring and don't care enough about their interests. No one wants to be born poor, but poor people deliberately create children. No one wants to be untalented, but people create children knowing that in a competitive environment, there are very few winners and many losers. No one wants to be born ugly, but ugly people create children, and this has consequences for interpersonal relationships and for sexual selection. No one in their right mind wants to be born into a dictatorship, but people create children under one. Basically, you get the idea. Parents and natalists are the last people to care about their children, unless, of course, you consider not only the benefits but also the harm.
Since there's no such choice in reality, there's no way to ask someone. A method is needed to counterfactually determine a person's opinion; that's what my free evaluator is.
Before we go any further, I will say one last thing: if the chances of creating life of such quality that it can be an object of choice are small, then it is better to stop creating life. 
Now we move on to the principle of absorption, which is not as important as the mechanism of the experiment, but for antinatalism in general.
[bookmark: _Toc221750723]&4.2 “Experimental result: excess harm element”
“As a result of reading, experiment allows to experience an element of excess harm.”
An element of unnecessary, significant harm often arises during the creation of life. The absence of a necessary connection between the positive and negative aspects of life creates an element of excess harm, as defined below. 
An element of excess harm is the presence of harm in life that is strictly unnecessary for the good facts.
We're talking about when a person has suffered from the reverse meaning of life, when this is avoidable. Causing excessive harm to an agent without their consent and on the grounds that they would have refused to live their life under conditions of choice is a bad act. I will explain it with an analogy. A parent systematically beat their child and decided to "compensate" for this harm by giving them $300,000. Should we then consider the beatings morally permissible? No. After all, the money could have been given away without the beatings, as is often done. In reality, things are made worse by the fact that in some cases, a causal connection between the harm and the benefit is not even hypothetical. In reality, for the natalist position, things are exacerbated by the fact that the benefit to life is valuable only if a need for a specific good has been created. If there is no need, then the good is devalued. Natalists, when they say that birth is supposedly beneficial, are no more than rationalizing their need for replication.
An examination of the morality of creating life requires that the born suffer little or no harm. Moreover, morality prohibits the infliction of excessive harm, which is unnecessary and outside the scope of antinatalism. Morality requires that excessive harm and suffering not exist, but they do not necessarily require the presence of pleasures and the need for them. Why? Because if an agent has created needs, they are obligated to have guarantees of their satisfaction, especially when the opposite situation threatens significant harm. But such guarantees do not exist, so it is better not to create life.
[bookmark: _Toc221750724]&4.3 “Experimental result: double standard element”
“This result is formed when an experiment is conducted by a person with pronatal views.”
"The result points to a significant moral flaw in the pronatalist position. Therefore, it also serves a polemical function."
The element of a double standard arose from my debates with natalists and my reflection on their position. 
The definition of a double standard is the justification of harm by an agent who honestly does not want to experience that harm.
The element became clear in practice. Here are the justifications I've witnessed: incelibacy, suicide from grief, death by overdose, burning alive resulting in death, boiling alive resulting in death, schizophrenia, long-term imprisonment, a painful death in war as an occupier, if the woman was the victim of rape, PTSD, hard work for a significant part of its life, poverty, life under a dictatorship. That's all I remembered; most likely more was said. It's wrong to justify things that you yourself would never want to become the goal of under any circumstances. People avoid them, among other things, because they intuitively sense orthogonality. Why add meaningless and great harm to life? There's no point in it.
You might object that this rule, like the golden rule of morality, doesn't always apply. For example, it doesn't apply if a criminal is sentenced to imprisonment. But in such a case, we must put ourselves in the position of their victims and future victims. And in such a case, the criminal acted culpably and was the cause of harm. People who aren't born with such qualities don't possess them. Why should they be punished like this? It's an unjustified. And more often than not, people are victims of harm to life, not the perpetrators. A criminal is a very rare category of people. Given that the golden rule doesn't apply in these cases, we still have to consider the facts of harm when it applies 100%. I think such cases are the majority.
Do you know why the pronatalist position is so harsh? Because when a natalist sees that harm is unjustified in one case and that a person shouldn't have been born, they'll likely see that the same can be said about many other cases, if not all. In such a case, there's a risk of becoming antinatalist, which the opponent doesn't want.
[bookmark: _Toc221750725][bookmark: _Hlk208234157]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc221750726]&5 “End of the thought experiment” 
Having set the conditions of free choice concerning the question whether life is worth the endeavor, I answered several questions constituting the essence of my experiment without proper answer to them we cannot see the truth on the essence of the question "whether life is worth to be born or not?" The first question of the experiment was "Who evaluates?" and the answer was a rational agent who seeks to maximize benefits and minimize costs, and his consciousness is not identical to the one who will exist before the beginning of life, which excludes personal interest and cope. Next was the answer to the question "What to evaluate?" where I described the forms of evil that spoil the life of a person and plumb the principle of overwhelming destruction. Then I answered the question “How to correctly weigh the good and the bad, to determine the quality and value of life?”, where I indicated that the evaluator will be forced to use orthogonality, i.e., the causal incoherence of good facts and bad facts, since it is obvious and devalues the weighing of good and bad, it is necessary only for those who need to come to terms with the bad state of affairs. Then answering the same question, the existence of the reverse meaning of life was established, such a colossal damage, which alone can devalue life entirely. The answer to these questions, under the conditions of free choice outlined, is a tool for assessing the quality of life and establishing which of them are desirable for living and, therefore, valuable, and which are not. 
Unfortunately, after answering these questions in the experiment, my conclusion will be radical. It is better for life not to exist because of the risk of causing the opposite meaning of life. Although some lives do have a high quality, the overall picture is very depressing. In addition, even if your chances are that the life of children willы be very good, it is important to remember that there will be many descendants after your children. Therefore, serious harm will be done almost guaranteed. 
I hope that in the future my experiment will become a measure of what a truly desirable and therefore valuable life of a living person should be. The approach that claims that every life has value I consider completely false, because all objects of the same kind, but strikingly different in quality and, consequently, in the desirability of living them, when the choice is made in favorable conditions, and not as it happens in reality, cannot be valuable. I consider absurd the viewpoint that holds without debate that some object can be for some reason ultimatum good and valuable, regardless of how good it is, and that the bearer would choose it (life) if it had a real choice rather than just dreaming about whether it would want to repeat his life again or an infinite number of times. After all, is life of such value if in most cases a rational agent who does not lie to itself would not want to live it? 
Even if I made mistakes in the justification of the experiment, and this naturally happens if a person works absolutely alone while developing a very complex thought experiment and is also forced to rely largely on intuition because there are no other methods. Nevertheless, the experiment may be wrong in precision, but it perfectly guesses the antinatal tendency of such a situation of free choice. And the radical antinatal conclusion also does not change. The experiment shows that there is a colossal difference between quality lives and ordinary ones, and it is obvious that imposing a life that grossly does not meet a person's needs is a bad act. Further, it is obvious that imposing an ordinary life grossly violates the interests of a person who would obviously like to be in a better position.  
It is fair to point out the shortcomings of the form of the experiment, but how can one completely refute the simplest idea that underlies this experiment, namely: if you give people the opportunity to choose lives, they will show their selectivity at full power and we will see that most lives, if not all, are not worth living for their serious shortcomings. People, if they have the opportunity, earn more and more money, send their children to the best educational institutions, consider guys unsuitable for relationships because of insufficient height or insufficiently beautiful face, people choose computer parts that will be even a little more powerful than the cheaper option. With the choice of life, they will be the same, if not harsher.
The experiment shows that saying that life is valuable and not wanting to live it is wrong because there are two contradictory ideas in one sentence. A shirt cannot be blue and not blue at the same time. Life, in turn, cannot be valuable and not desirable to live at the same time. This is a contradiction. 
To impose a life that is absolutely undesirable to live under conditions of free choice is wrong.
[bookmark: _Toc221750727]&6 ”Why can't antinatalism be widely accepted?” 
Antinatalism cannot be widely accepted, much less universally. Why do I believe this? Humans, by biological definition, are DNA survival machines, DNA replication machines. This means that humans and their ancestral organisms were subject to evolutionary pressures that favor the survival of those who desire to reproduce. The brain is designed to justify the desire to create offspring, despite all the risks and harm. Humans, by their very nature, cannot think otherwise. Justifying the creation of life in this way is nothing more than a rationalization of one's negative inclinations.
Let me explain this position with a proper analogy. Antisocial personality disorder can have a symptom called homicidomania. Homicidomania is an uncontrollable desire to kill people. People suffering from this disorder tend to rationalize their desires. They call themselves "judges" or "surgeons" who rid society of so-called rot. In their understanding, rot includes gays, drug addicts, prostitutes, alcoholics, the homeless, and so on. This is how they justify their wrong behavior. Natalists do essentially the same thing. They justify their tendency to replicate by claiming they are doing something good for the newborn. They believe birth is beneficial. Natalists generally avoid obvious counterarguments that would undermine their position. For example, the idea that an unborn person doesn't ask to be born is merely the natalist's selfish desire. Furthermore, it is simply impossible to predict the quality of a person's life. It's impossible to say for certain whether the creation of life is a good or bad act, unless one considers that the duty to do no harm is paramount. And so on. The reader has heard plenty of counterarguments, both complex and simple. The genetic replication program, like a disease insurmountably, prevents natalists from understanding the nature of their behavior.
You'll be interested, and perhaps amused, to learn that the author of this work considers the moral status of the creation of life to be extremely simple. For example, it's simpler than the question of abortion or whether Hiroshima and Nagasaki should have been bombed with nuclear bombs. I'll briefly express my opinion on these issues. Abortion should be permitted in all cases, at any stage of pregnancy. This is because a woman has the right to control her own body and there is no injured party—that is, the fetus has no consciousness and, therefore, no interest in living. The harm in this case is insignificant or nonexistent. The bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were entirely justified, as the defending US has the right to defend itself against an enemy waging an aggressive, total war and showing no intention of surrender. The situation for Japan was exacerbated by the fact that a landing on the mainland would have cost more lives, including American soldiers and Japanese citizens, combatants and civilians.
Having outlined my position on these issues, I will explain why I believe the opposing views are more compelling than those of the natalists. Regarding abortion. A strong argument from opponents is that murder is wrong. This is not negated by the fact that the zygote and other forms differ from the born person. If killing people is wrong, then abortion is wrong too. This is a strong position. Refuting it is no trivial task. Strong arguments from opponents of the bombings are the following: the use of atomic weapons was inhumanely cruel, and they were excessive for US defense, since there were preconditions for Japan's surrender anyway. Such arguments are also not obviously wrong.
Now let's move on to the arguments put forward by natalists, which I've heard and read repeatedly in various formulations. The argument that life is beneficial to a person is a poorly disguised vicious circle. Life itself creates the need for any benefit. If need isn't created, then the benefit isn't needed at all. Imagine a perfectly healthy person going out and buying a "medicine" that itself creates and cures the disease. This behavior is erroneous. The same behavior, in essence, creates life and benefits that are unnecessary in the opposite situation. The next argument is that life is generally good. This argument doesn't define what a good life is. Just as there's no method or unit of measurement for the argument that the good in life generally outweighs the bad. The argument that life is justified by some good such as "dignity," "love," "self-sufficiency," and so on, is not worth mentioning because it does not stand up to criticism as to whether other harms are justified. Such argumentation doesn't even withstand everyday criticism, let alone professional philosophical criticism. What compels natalists to adhere to it? Only one: the biologically driven rationalization of the desire to reproduce.
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