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	Introduction. The Word Was God, the Word Became a Killer

	The history of human cruelty rarely begins with the stroke of a sword or the launch of a rocket. It always begins with an idea—a flawless, logically sound, and luminous idea of the “common good.”

	Before lighting the pyres of the Inquisition, one must justify why the burning flesh of a dissident is pleasing to Heaven or the State. Before a gas chamber can be built, it must first be conceived in the halls of the mind. If we want to find the architects of the hell that humanity passed through in the 20th century—and into which it risks falling in the 21st—we must look not in the bunkers of dictators, but in the quiet offices of philosophers, the lecterns of theologians, and the studios of television hosts.

	We live in an era of monstrous paradox. A civilization that has reached the heights of technological progress, mastered the splitting of the atom, and learned to edit the genome, has proven powerless against the most ancient virus: a virus of hatred that is not airborne. It is transmitted through the word. Through the label. Through the stigma.

	Today, when we see clergymen on television calling to “burn” entire nations with heavy flamethrower systems, and “cult experts” declaring peaceful citizens to be “biorobots,” we are witnessing more than mere flashes of aggression. We are seeing a well-oiled machine at work. It is a complex, multi-level system that turns a neighbor into an enemy, a person into a target, and murder into a virtue.

	This book is an attempt to uncover this mechanism. 

	As prosecutor Gideon Hausner said at the trial of Adolf Eichmann: “Their blood cries out, but their voices are not heard. Therefore, I will be their representative, and on their behalf, I will proclaim this terrible accusation.” Today, these words are more relevant than ever.

	

	


Chapter 1. The Cradle of the Monster: From the Academy to the Altar

	To understand how words learned to kill, we must step back and return to the origins of European thought—to a world presented since childhood as a model of reason, harmony, and freedom. A world of philosophical schools, marble statues, and reflections on perfection.

	This is where we begin: in the sun-drenched olive groves of ancient Greece, where, beneath the shadow of white marble porticos, the most dangerous illusion of civilization was born: the conviction that violence can be a form of therapy.

	
	1.1. The Shadow of Plato: The Invention of Thoughtcrime

	We are accustomed to revering Athens as the cradle of democracy and Plato as the greatest thinker of antiquity. Yet it is in his later work, The Laws, that a chilling blueprint lies hidden—one that, millennia later, would find its way onto the desks of inquisitors, secret police chiefs, and modern “cult experts.” In the tenth book of this foundational work, the philosopher makes a radical shift: he moves the focus of justice from the act to the belief.

	Disillusioned by the chaos of democracy, the execution of his teacher Socrates, and the imperfection of human nature, Plato constructs a model of an ideal state—Magnesia. In this state, the good of the whole is placed immeasurably above the good of the individual. And the philosopher identifies the primary threat to stability not as an external aggressor, but as the “impious man”—a person who thinks differently from what the law prescribes.

	From the dialogue The Laws, Book X, 908E:

	“If anyone says or does anything impious, any person present must oppose it and report it to the authorities… If any official, having been informed, fails to act, any person wishing to defend the laws may bring that person to trial.”

	Here, Plato effectively legitimizes denunciation as a norm of civic behavior. The duty to report “impious” words or deeds is imposed on anyone present, and refusal to participate in this mechanism is treated as a violation of the law. In such a system, a person can no longer speak freely even among their own: any word can become grounds for denunciation.

	Plato proposes classifying those who do not revere the state gods, distinguishing between those who err out of ignorance and those who act out of malice. For the former, he designs an institution that can be confidently described as the prototype of all future “deprogramming” centers and psychiatric institutions for dissidents. He calls this place the Sophronisterion.

	The etymology of this word is deceptively noble. It derives from sōphrōn—“sensible,” “prudent.” Literally, it is a “House of Instruction” or a "House of Sanity." It sounds like a sanatorium for the soul. But let us look more closely at the original text to understand the mechanics of this “healing.”

	In The Laws (909A), Plato prescribes:

	“…those who have fallen into impiety through ignorance, rather than malice, shall be confined to the Sophronisterion for no less than five years.”

	Here we see the deprivation of liberty not for a crime, but for a belief. A person is punished not for harm caused, but for how they think and what they believe. From the standpoint of modern human rights, this constitutes arbitrary deprivation of liberty and a direct violation of freedom of conscience and belief.

	Plato further specifies the conditions of this confinement:

	“During this time, no citizen shall have access to them, except for members of the Nocturnal Council” (ibid., 909A–B).

	This is targeted social isolation. An individual is removed from their ordinary life and deprived of contact with family and loved ones. As a result, they are left alone—face to face with the system, with no opportunity to hear another voice or receive support from outside.

	Isolation is used here not to protect others, but as a means of influencing the individual to abandon their own beliefs.

	Plato adds:

	“…the participants of the Nocturnal Council shall exhort and converse with him for the sake of saving his soul.”

	Only a single group is permitted to visit the prisoner—those endowed with the exclusive right to speak, explain, and “heal.” This is neither a dialogue nor an exchange of ideas, but a one-sided imposition of an acceptable worldview.

	The individual is shown which understanding is considered “correct.” Gradually, they are left with only one version of what is happening—the one spoken by the very people on whom their fate depends.

	In such conditions, the prisoner is left without any inner support. When there is no alternative perspective and no possibility of doubt, their own thoughts grow increasingly faint. They do not so much adopt the imposed point of view as gradually lose confidence in their own. Freedom of thought does not disappear immediately—it is eroded day by day, until the person begins to doubt not the words of others, but themselves.

	If “healing” fails to produce results, Plato formulates the final decision:

	“When the term of imprisonment expires, let whoever proves himself to be reasonable be set free and live among other reasonable people. Otherwise—that is, should he deserve such punishment again—he should be put to death.”

	The very concept of the “House of Sanity” implies that the prisoner is sick. Their belief or disbelief is not a matter of free choice, but an illness—a madness that the state is obliged to cure, even against the patient’s will. This is a direct precursor to punitive psychiatry and the rhetoric of modern anti-cult activists, who declare adherents of new religious movements to be “zombified,” devoid of critical thinking, and effectively incapable of independent judgment.

	But what if the therapy fails? What if, after five years of isolation and conditioning, a person refuses to abandon their beliefs? Plato is uncompromising. Humanism ends where the threat to the uniformity of the state begins. For the “incorrigible,” the philosopher provides a final solution: the death penalty.

	Let’s imagine the fate of such a person. Let’s call him Glaucon. He did not kill, steal, or betray his country on the battlefield. He simply refused to offer a sacrifice to Apollo, because he believed in a different cosmogony or considered the gods to be a poetic fiction. He spent five years confined in a stone cell, listening to nightly exhortations from the Council elders, who insisted his mind was ill. And when he emerged into the light, having remained true to himself, he was killed. Not for what he had done, but for who he was.

	In the dialogue The Laws, Plato writes:

	“No free person shall ever come near such a man; he is to receive the food assigned to him by the guardians of the laws from slaves. Upon his death, his body shall be cast out unburied beyond the borders of the land. If any free person should bury him, any who wish may bring that person to trial for impiety.”

	If we translate this from the language of philosophical law into the language of everyday life, the meaning is unmistakable.

	First, complete social exclusion. The individual is forbidden from communicating with other free citizens. No one can visit him, speak with him, or offer support. This is enforced solitude—not as a consequence of a crime, but as a form of punishment for his beliefs.

	Second, the deprivation of human dignity. He is not even permitted to receive food from his equals; he is fed by slaves as a pointed reminder of his fall in the hierarchy. This is more than isolation; it is deliberate humiliation, designed to show that, in the eyes of the state, he is no longer a human being.

	Third, punishment that extends beyond life. Even after death, the person is denied the right to burial. His body is discarded like carrion, like something that has lost its value. In the ancient world, this meant not just death, but the final and definitive dehumanization: the erasure of memory, name, and place among the living and the dead.

	Fourth, the prohibition of compassion. Not only is the “impious” man punished, but also anyone who shows him humanity. The act of burying the dead—an act of mercy—becomes a crime. This means the state controls not only actions, but also compassion and even the final gesture of human respect. This is not punishment for harm done to others. It is the erasure of a person—in life and after death—for refusing to think and believe as prescribed by law.

	From Plato’s perspective:

	“The lawgiver will not be reproached by the gods. Therefore, let the law be as follows: no one shall possess shrines to the gods in private homes. If anyone is found to possess such shrines or to worship in private rather than in public, provided the offender—whether man or woman—has committed no grave impiety, let whoever discovers it inform the Guardians of the Laws. They shall order the private shrine to be moved to a public place and punish the offender until compliance. However, if anyone is found to have committed an impious act—not out of childish ignorance, but with the deliberate intent of an adult—whether by erecting a private sanctuary or by offering sacrifices to certain gods in a public temple while not ritually pure, they shall be sentenced to death.”

	The key phrase here is the opening: “The gods will not reproach the lawgiver.” It does something crucial: the law is declared valid in advance, not because it is just, but because it has already been sanctioned by the gods. Consequently, challenging the law becomes not merely inconvenient, but dangerous and impious. You are no longer arguing with a person; it is as if you are arguing with heaven itself. What does this give the authorities? Moral superiority.

	The sequence that follows is highly revealing: “the gods do not reproach—therefore, let there be such a law.” Argument is replaced by command. There are no arguments, no deliberation, and no attempt to foresee consequences. If the highest authority does not object, the norm can be imposed.

	This immediately reveals the next layer of the mechanism: “One shall not possess... in private homes.” This is the erasure of the boundary between the private sphere and the state. The law enters a space that was previously considered inviolable.

	What does a home mean to any person? It is the place where they live their own life, maintain personal habits, and think or believe without witnesses. Plato asserts the opposite: the home becomes subject to the law—and a religious law at that. In other words, the state gains the power to regulate not only public space, but also the most intimate sphere. For the average person, this means one simple and disturbing thing: even in my own home, I am not completely safe.

	The law then goes further: “If it is discovered... or secretly worships...” The word “secretly” is crucial here. It shows that the authorities are concerned not only with public actions, but also with what a person does without witnesses. Punishment is triggered not by harm done to others, but by practicing the “wrong” form of faith—a private deviation from the established norm. Control extends to beliefs, habits, and rituals that take place out of sight.

	“Let the one who notices this inform...” — this turns people into the nervous system of the state. At this point, the law ceases to be purely state-based and becomes a social mechanism. Plato does not merely permit denunciation—he makes it normative and obligatory. Anyone who notices a violation must report it. This is the moment that becomes truly frightening in everyday life. Not because there are guardians of the law, but because there is always someone nearby who can notice. Conversations become more cautious. Neighbors become more dangerous. Trust between people begins to erode.

	It is also important to see how the authorities proceed: “They shall order the transfer... and punish the offender until they comply.” What does this mean for the individual? Coercion instead of persuasion. The law does not seek to explain; its goal is to break resistance. The mechanism is simple: a violation is identified, a command is issued to do “what is required,” and punishment continues until you comply. Truth is not the issue here. The law seeks obedience.

	Finally, the last layer emerges: “If... an impious act... they shall be sentenced to death.” This is the ultimate sanction. Crucially, “impiety” here is defined not as violence against others, but as a violation of a religious norm—the ritual “impurity” of a sacrifice. In other words, the death penalty is imposed not for killing or attacking, but for crossing the line of permitted belief. For the average person, the message is perfectly clear: an incorrect ritual, an incorrect practice, or the “wrong” faith can be declared a capital crime.

	Here, in the fourth century BC, we see the crystallization of a method that would become the “gold standard” for both totalitarian cults and anti-cult systems. Consider this algorithm:

	
	● Power speaks in the name of God. 



	
	● Private life becomes a zone of control, and beliefs become a subject of surveillance



	
	● Society is transformed into a network of observation.



	
	● The right to truth is concentrated in the hands of the state, and dissent is declared a sign of error and illness.



	
	● Disobedience is broken through punishment, isolation, and the deprivation of liberty for one’s beliefs.



	
	● And ultimately, the death penalty completes this chain, in which violence is justified as concern for the “salvation of the soul.”



	Plato’s Sophronisterion is not just a prison. It is an early model of coercive “good,” in which the state claims the right to decide which thoughts are permissible and which must be corrected or destroyed.

	It is here, in these philosophical dialogues, that a virus is born—one that will later mutate into the fires of Torquemada and the gas chambers of the twentieth century. The idea that there are “right” and “wrong” thoughts, and that the state has a sacred right to regulate what happens inside the human mind, became the most terrifying legacy of antiquity.

	
	1.2. Roman order: Law Above Conscience

	If the Greeks gave the world a philosophical justification for intolerance, the Romans turned it into a precise legal formula. The Roman Empire operated on a simple principle: what works is permissible. It had little concern for the subtleties of metaphysics, but it cared deeply about order. Religion in Rome was not a matter of personal salvation or mystical experience; it was a civic duty—a contract between society and the gods. Pax Deorum—peace with the gods—was believed to guarantee the empire’s prosperity. Anyone who refused to participate in state cults was seen as a threat to the security of society as a whole. Such a person was not just a heretic; they were a political saboteur.

	Marcus Tullius Cicero, a brilliant orator and lawyer, in his treatise De Legibus (“On the Laws”), formulates a principle that would hang like a Sword of Damocles over religious minorities for centuries. He writes:

	"Separatim nemo habessit deos neve novos, neve advenas, nisi publice adscitos; privatim colunto quos rite a patribus acceperint. Ritus familiae patrumque servanto."

	Translation: “No one shall have separate, new, or foreign gods unless they are publicly recognized; in private, one may worship only those deities whose cults have been inherited from their ancestors according to established custom. Let the rites of the family and the ancestors be preserved.”

	This concise Latin formula lays the foundation for the concept of religio licita—“permitted religion.” The state takes on the role of licensing spirituality. A god exists only when it has been recognized by the state. Anything outside this boundary—superstitio—is an unauthorized and dangerous religious practice in the eyes of the Roman state and its elite.

	This mechanism worked flawlessly until people appeared in the empire for whom loyalty to Heaven outweighed loyalty to Caesar: the early Christians. They did not worship the emperor or take part in state festivals.

	It is important to understand that holidays in Rome were not like modern secular dates—they were not “anniversaries” or formal days off. They were sacred political acts in which religion and the state merged into one. During these ceremonies, sacrifices were made and rituals performed in honor of the gods believed to guard Rome’s fate: Jupiter, the supreme god and guarantor of law; Mars, the patron of war and imperial expansion; Juno, the protector of the state and marriage; Minerva, the goddess of order, crafts, and reason; and Vesta, the guardian of both the household and the state hearth. Over time, the cult of the emperor’s genius was added to this ritual system, giving power itself a sacred dimension. Participation in these ceremonies was seen as a civic duty, inseparable from belonging to Roman society.

	Early Christians deliberately remained outside this system. For them, there was one God—not tied to the city, the empire, or political power.

	From the Roman point of view, Christians rejected the gods who, in Roman belief, ensured order, victory, and the very existence of the world. That is why they were accused of “hatred of the human race” (odium generis humani).

	Notice the distortion that occurs at this stage. A group preaching radical love is accused of hatred. Why? Because their otherness is perceived as aggression. Their refusal to blend into the collective is interpreted as arrogance and hostility. This is a classic case of labeling—the first step toward dehumanization.

	By the middle of the first century, Rome was ruled by a man whom ancient authors describe without illusion. Nero was not so much interested in governing the state as in spectacle and excess.

	The Roman historian and senator Publius Cornelius Tacitus, describing the events of the first century AD, records not rumors or legends, but how the Roman ruling class itself saw what was happening. He does not hide the fact that shortly before the fire that destroyed a significant part of Rome, scenes took place at the emperor’s court that he presents as an extreme expression of moral decay. A few days before this catastrophe, Nero publicly entered into marriage, taking the role of the bride:

	“Nero himself, defiled by every kind of lust, both natural and unnatural, left no abomination untried with which to crown his depraved existence; except that a few days later, with all the rites of a lawful marriage, he became the wife of a certain Pythagoras, one of that herd of degenerates. A

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.3. Saint Irenaeus and the Hunt for Gnostics: 
The Birth of the "Heretic"

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
		
				
				
		

		
				
				
		

	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				Technique #2: biological framing

				
				
		

		
				Technique #3: constructing moral compromise narratives

				
				
		

		
				Technique #4: constructing an “enemy map”

				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
				
		

		
				
				
		1) identify the danger
 2) expose the “mask”
 3) present the opponent as an impure or dangerous type
  4) equip the reader with “means of refutation”
  5) reinforce the boundary between “us” and “them” 



				
		1) identify the “sectarian threat”



		

	

	
	
	
	1.4. Martin Luther: From Reform to Pogrom

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	● Plato gave us the idea of correction through violence and isolation.



	
	● Rome supplied the legal justification: the state stands above conscience.



	
	● Irenaeus gave us the image of the internal enemy, more terrifying than the external one.



	
	● Luther gave us the language of dehumanization and a concrete program of pogroms.
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