REVHOLOGY

The Doctrine of the Inverted Whole

A formal but plain-language reconstruction

“I think human consciousness was a tragic misstep in evolution. We became
too self-aware. Nature created an aspect of nature separate from itself.”

Rust Contg, True Detective (after Thomas Ligotti)

15 June 2026



A NOTE ON WHAT THIS IS

What follows is a careful reconstruction of a single idea, set out so that its reasoning is
visible to anyone, with no symbols and no special training required. Laying a theory out
clearly is not the same as agreeing with it. In fact a patient statement usually does two
things at once: it shows why an idea is tempting, and it shows where the idea cracks.
Revhology is unusually good material for this, because it is both elegant and disturbing,
and because its weaknesses are as instructive as its appeal.

1. THE CORE IDEA
Revhology begins from one sentence:
Whatever nature does, left to itself, is good for the living world taken as a whole.

The name is built to hold the whole theory in three pieces. Rev, from reverse, names
the turn-around: ordinary human verdicts get flipped. A disease that kills becomes
good. A medicine that saves becomes bad. The self-aware mind, which we usually prize
above everything, becomes the one defect in the picture. Holo, from holographic, in the
older sense of whole or complete, names where value is supposed to live: not in any single
creature, but in the entire living system considered as one. -logy names the doctrine. So
Revhology is, quite literally, the doctrine of the inverted whole, or reversed holism.

The basic move has a long and respectable lineage. The Stoics urged us to “live according
to nature.” Spinoza spoke of Deus sive Natura, God or Nature, a single perfect system in
which everything follows by necessity and nothing is truly out of place. Taoism prizes
the way, the unforced unfolding of things, and warns against meddling. More recently,
Gaia theory pictures the biosphere as one vast self-regulating whole. Revhology takes
this familiar respect for nature and pushes it to a cold conclusion, then adds a dark twist
drawn from the pessimist tradition of Thomas Ligotti, popularised through the character
Rust Cohle: that the human mind is not nature’s crown but its single mistake.

2. THE ARGUMENT, STEP BY STEP

The theory rests on two definitions and one premise. Stated plainly, the conclusion then
follows almost on its own.

Definition 1: what “natural” means. Something is natural when it comes about through
nature’s own unguided unfolding, without being steered by a self-aware mind. A storm,
a predator, the slow work of decay, the spread of a virus: all natural. A vaccine, a city, a
dam built by people, a plan carried out on purpose: not natural, because in each case
a self-aware mind reached in and steered the result toward an end it had pictured in
advance.

A subtle but decisive point. There is an obvious objection waiting here, and the theory
needs an answer to it. Nature is the source of everything, including the human mind.
So why call the mind’s products unnatural, when the mind itself grew out of nature?
The answer is that “natural” here is not about where something ultimately came from.



It is about how something operates. Nature works blindly. It does not step back from
itself, picture options, and choose. A self-aware mind does exactly that: it stands back,
models itself, weighs ends, and decides. That act of standing back is the break. In the
theory’s own image, nature produced, in us, a part of itself that no longer behaves like
nature. The mind is from nature but is no longer of it.

Definition 2: what “good” means. This is the part that makes Revhology distinctive, and
it is more modest than it first sounds. The theory does not claim that natural things carry
some special glow of goodness that a careful observer could detect. It says instead that,
for the living world as a whole, to be good simply means to be what nature, left alone,
brings about. Nature is the measuring stick, and a measuring stick cannot mismeasure
itself. There is no higher court before which nature could be summoned and found

guilty.
Premise: only the whole counts. What carries value is the entire living world, not any
single creature within it. One life, one death, one stretch of suffering: none of these is the

unit that matters. Only the whole matters. This is the holism named in the title, and it is
doing heavy lifting, because it is what allows the theory to look past individual pain.

Putting it together. Now the conclusion arrives almost by itself. If being good for the
whole simply is being what nature does, and if nature does whatever it does without the
meddling of a self-aware mind, then everything natural is good, and the only things that
can fail to be good are the products of that meddling mind. That is the entire theory in
one breath. It is also the moment the reversal bites: our ordinary judgements are turned
upside down.

3. WHAT FOLLOWS

A theory should be judged partly by what it commits you to. Revhology does not hide
from its conclusions, so we should state them plainly.

A child dying of a disease. The disease is natural. The death is nature’s own doing. By
the theory, then, it is good for the whole. This is the hard case raised at the very start,
and the theory does not flinch from it. It does not say the death is pleasant or that grief is
mistaken. It says that, measured against the only standard it accepts, the event is good.

Medicine, sanitation, farming, engineering, the network you are reading this on. Each
of these is a self-aware mind overriding what nature would otherwise have done. Each
is therefore, by the theory’s lights, bad. Not clumsy, not risky, but bad in the deepest
sense the theory allows.

The practical instruction: do not interfere. Since only nature’s own course counts as
good, the right stance is restraint. Do not reach in. Let the world unfold as it would
without us. This is the gentle, quietist form of the theory, close to the Taoist idea of acting
by not acting. It is worth being clear about what it is not: it is not a call to do anything
active, and in particular it is not a call to hasten anyone’s end. It is only a call to stop
steering.



4. WHERE THE THEORY COMES UNDER STRAIN

Stated at full strength, Revhology is tight and unsettling. But the same clarity that makes
it powerful also makes its fault lines easy to see. There are six.

Strain 1: it may say nothing. If “good for the whole” is just another way of saying “what
nature does,” then the grand claim that whatever is natural is good comes close to saying
that whatever is natural is natural. The startling line, that a child’s death is good, may
be only a solemn restatement of the plain fact that the death was natural. A definition is
not a discovery. The theory risks dressing a tautology in the robes of a revelation.

Strain 2: the squeeze. This is the central one. The theory quietly wants two things that
pull in opposite directions. It wants nature to be plain, blind process, with no aims of
its own, because that keeps the theory honest and free of mysticism. But it also needs
the self-aware mind to be genuinely separate from nature, because that is what makes
a vaccine count as unnatural rather than as just one more natural event. Here is the
trouble. If nature really is nothing but blind process, then the mind is blind process
too: neurons and chemistry obeying the very same laws as a storm. And in that case a
vaccine is as natural as a virus, the special status of the mind evaporates, and the whole
theory collapses into “everything is good,” which tells us nothing. To stop that collapse,
the theory has to insist that the mind truly stands outside ordinary nature. But that
is a heavy, almost mystical claim, and it is exactly the kind of extra furniture that the
plain-process picture was supposed to do without. Revhology needs nature humble and
the mind exceptional at the same time, and it is very hard to keep both.

Strain 3: from “is” to “ought.” Grant every fact about what nature does. A further
step is still needed to reach “and therefore it is good” or “and therefore we should not
interfere.” Noticing what happens never, by itself, tells you what ought to happen. This
is David Hume’s old observation that you cannot squeeze an “ought” out of an “is.”
Revhology tries to dodge the problem by folding the “ought” into its very definition of
good. But smuggling a conclusion into a definition is not the same as earning it. The
gap is still there; it has only been painted over.

Strain 4: it undercuts itself. This happens in two ways, and both are fatal in spirit.
First, the theory’s one instruction is “do not interfere.” But choosing to hold back is
still a self-aware mind making a deliberate choice, and deliberate choice is exactly the
unnatural thing the theory condemns. So obeying the theory is itself an unnatural act,
which the theory must rate as bad. You cannot follow it without breaking it. Second, the
theory itself is a piece of careful, self-aware reasoning, a product of precisely the kind of
mind it calls a defect. By its own measure, Revhology is unnatural, and therefore not
good. It saws off the branch it is sitting on.

Strain 5: the whole over every individual. The claim that only the whole has value,
and no single creature does, is asserted rather than argued. It is the hinge that lets the
theory call a child’s death good. Thinkers who have examined this “the system is all
that counts” move in environmental ethics have warned that it can turn cold to the point
of cruelty; one well-known critic labelled it, pointedly, a kind of environmental fascism.
Why the whole should outrank every living thing inside it is never explained. It is simply



required.

Strain 6: where exactly is the line? The entire theory rides on a clean split between the
self-aware mind and the rest of nature. But the line is blurry. Is a beaver’s dam natural
while a human’s dam is not? The theory says yes, because the beaver does not step back
and deliberate, but that only pushes the question onto which animals deliberate and
how we could ever tell. Is a person breathing natural while a person cooking is not?
What about habit, instinct, language, or a future artificial mind? Every verdict the theory
issues depends on a boundary it cannot draw sharply.

5. WHAT IT WOULD TAKE TO REPAIR IT
Each strain points to a repair, and each repair carries a price.

To survive Strain 2, Revhology would have to give up plain-process naturalism and
supply a real account of why self-aware minds stand outside nature. That is a large
metaphysical bill, and paying it makes the theory far less modest than it first appeared.

To survive Strain 3, it would have to stop defining good as “what nature does” and
instead argue for why nature’s course deserves our allegiance. But any such argument
appeals to something beyond nature, a value or a reason, and that reintroduces exactly
the standpoint the theory was trying to deny.

To survive Strain 4, it would have to exempt itself and its own counsel from the charge of
being unnatural. The cleanest available move is to treat the theory as a ladder one climbs
and then kicks away: you use the reasoning to reach the view, then discard the reasoning.
But that concedes that Revhology cannot be a stable thing one simply believes and lives
inside.

The honest verdict. Revhology is internally elegant and genuinely unsettling, and its
founding premise, that the whole rather than the individual is the seat of value, is a
serious position with a long history. Yet the theory is strongest as a provocation and
weakest as a creed to live by. Its central identification of the good with the natural either
says nothing, if nature is merely blind process, or says far too much, if the mind is
mystically set apart. And in the end it forbids the very act of believing and following it.
It turns our values around with real force, and then, true to its name, it turns around on
itself.



