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  With loyalty 🙏🏻, respect 🫡, & profound gratitude to:

[image: Cartoon of mouse army in medical garb.]


&

[image: Illustration of preppers in camouflage military garb.]


The cartoonist Scott Adams is repeatedly quoted in this book for a concept he originated. 
As I type these words, cancer is stealing him from us & he may depart at any time now. 

It was fun, Scott. We enjoyed engaging you & I am grateful for what I learned from you. 🙏🏻

You are Spirit. Be at peace. Until we meet again at Ragnarok. 🙏🏻💙⚔️
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  Preface


[image: Fantasy illustration of a phoenix in the foreground, and a planet about to blow up in background.]
Der Vogel kämpft sich aus dem Ei. Das Ei ist die Welt. Wer geboren werden will, muß eine Welt zerstören. Der Vogel fliegt zu Gott. Der Gott heißt Abraxas.
The bird struggles out of the egg. The egg is the world. Who would be born must destroy a world. The bird flies to God. That God is called Abraxas.
―Herman Hesse, Demian. The bird isn't described in the book, but for this chapter's feature illustration, I've chosen to represent it as a phoenix. 
Alot of folks I know either personally or via the internet are going through what for them have been relatively hard times. I’m seeing a lot of despair on my social media feeds. I offered to help by writing a book with advice and encouragement to help them cope and adapt. 
This is not a book of reassurances, because things have only started to get worse. That being the case, there are better ways than hope to cope with the situation. Instead of reassuring you that things are going to get better, what's going to get better to rise up to the challenge is YOU. I invite you to come with me on a journey. It will get scary in a few places, but I'll be here to accompany you and encourage you, like Frodo had Sam Gamgee, except that I've got a lot more life-experience than Sam had.
It’s also a crazy time as I write this. For example, who would have guessed back in the late 1960s when I was a lad, that people with penises, who used to be called men but now they're called women, would be exposing same as they share locker rooms and showers with little girls? Or that teachers would require students to choose and disclose sexual identities, at the same time specifically prohibiting them from choosing “straight” or “heterosexual”? Or to teach them to hate themselves for their race, tho admittedly a teacher named Jane Elliott was doing exactly that in supposedly “conservative” Iowa all the way back in 1968. I have to admit that even I am sometimes flummoxed over whatever the crazy new behavior is. 
How about the crazy news and editorial headlines in recent decades?
Climate change 'will increase heart deaths'
―BBC NEWS, 11 August 2010
Sex offenders including paedophiles should be allowed to adopt, Theresa May told
―UK Telegraph, 15 December 2010
Pregnancies more common among lesbian, gay, bisexual youths
―Reuters 15 December 2015
Don't laugh: I have a serious reason for raising my cats gender-neutral
― Washington Post, 5 April 2016
I'm not laughing. I'm distressed at the thought of your abused cat.
Climate change allows terrorists to thrive
―Deutsche Welle, 20 April 2017
Don’t call us snowflakes; it damages our mental health, say young people
―UK Telegraph, 12 June 2017
Why a Warming Arctic May Be Causing Colder U.S. Winters
―National Geographic, 1 July 2017
"Put a pot on the stove; when it freezes over, come show me."―Mike Rivero
Experience: my dog underwent gender reassignment surgery
―The Guardian, 28 July 2017
Another abused pet.
Prominent Israeli Politician: Families Are Bad for Kids
Merav Michaeli calls for all parental decisions to be made by the state
―Tablet Magazine, 17 October 2017
October 17, 2017he Video of the Man Saving the Rabbit From the Fire Captures Everything Wrong With Whiteness in 30 Seconds
―Damon Young, The Root, 11 December 2017
To stop climate change, we need to open borders
―Al Jazeera, 23 February 2018
The Troubling Link Between Milk And Racism
―Huffington Post, 12 June 2018
Climate deniers are more likely to be racist. Why?
―Sierra, 18 July 2018
Brexit could lead to spread of infectious diseases such as super-gonorrhoea, health chief warns
―Evening Standard, 28 July 2018
On nature’s side: Vegan soccer club is now carbon neutral: An English soccer club has become the first professional sports team in the world to be certified carbon-neutral by the United Nations
―Associated Press, 31 July 2018
Judge calls for £5 levy on kitchen knives to reduce teen stabbings
―Evening Standard, 31 July 2018
This was in 2018; they're now out to require all knives to have rounded instead of pointed tips.
Racism In The Great Outdoors: Oregon’s Natural Spaces Feel Off Limits To Black People
―OPB, 18 June 2020
This is why cheating can be GOOD for your marriage according to a relationship guru
―The Sun, 29 October 2017
Some children find spending time in nature 'distressing' because it can trigger feelings of anxiety and despair linked to climate change
―MailOnline (Daily Mail), 6 August 2020
Climate change linked to rise in mental distress among teens, according to Drexel study
―Science Daily, 22 February 2024
Unfortunately it's apparently true that some young people are having mental health crises but what's panicking them to the extent they believe it is telling them that life on earth is about to go extinct and then giving them daily lists of things they have no control over that are supposed to contribute to their doom.
Fatherhood might be bad for your heart: study
―New York Post, 29 May 2024
It did wonders for my heart. 💙
Gell-Mann amnesia refers to when people read an article they have personal expertise to know isn't true, but then go on to read the rest of the news and put their complete trust its veracity. Do you usually believe what you hear and read in the mainstream media? Even after your trust has been betrayed with numerous media hoaxes at the highest levels?
Is the alternative media any better? Lizard people? Chemtrails? What's really going on in the world? If I made some really extraordinary claims that are very different from what you hear in the mainstream media, why should you believe me over every other informer competing for your attention?
[image: Hindu man in saffron robe holding a sign; THE END IS NEAR]
Maybe you shouldn't; it's no use bouncing from one informant to another hoping to finally find the one who REALLY knows AND has your best interests in mind. What would work better is you figuring it out for yourself, using your own good judgment and reasoning. Most of this book is about the way that I reason and make decisions. My late wife was always mystified by that; she kept thinking that I had some special informant telling me stuff like gold was going on a long-term upward trajectory, covid-19 was about to upend our lives when politicians were still encouraging folks to enjoy a night on the town, or that Ukraine would be invaded, and she kept demanding to know who it was. I couldn't point to any; it's not the raw information I have special access to; it's how I process the same information that most of us have access to in order to derive other information.
But no amount of explanation could bridge our knowledge gap; it turns out that different people process information different ways, and although it's possible to learn new ways of reasoning, at least some of that capacity is genetic, so there are some hard limits. Some of you will be able to follow my reasoning and internalize it if that's actually in your best interests. Some of you won't be able to follow along, but the good news is that's not the end of the story, because ALL of us, even those whose reasoning abilities are better than mine, end up having to take a lot of things as a matter of faith, and for that reason, some other major topics of this book are trust and trustworthiness, plus I have a lot of stories to share that you can still learn from.
I don’t get the memos; I have to find out the hard way just like everybody else. But I do have some advantage because I have the habit of curating other people’s OSINT (open-source intelligence). I do that so that I can make informed plans and help allies do the same for themselves. Some day maybe I'll write some artificial-intelligence agents to help me collect and analyze data.
I also happened to be at the right time and place to hear information that's off-limits to most westerners. In particular, I live in a part of the USA that was a top destination for numerous refugees from Communist countries. I happened to marry one of them. I've also chatted with both colleagues in the software biz who were communist party members, and also with people who were  of classes not welcome in the communist party. Interestingly but not surprisingly under the circumstances, both groups hated communism! The communists thought the supposed benefits of party membership backfired in ways that destroyed their enjoyment of life or even put them at risk due to social and political pressure to go along with stupid ideas. Ethnic Europeans from the USSR thought they were systematically persecuted and discriminated against due to explicit ethnic policies Americans and Europeans have no idea existed because the western media hid it from them, just like they systematically hid numerous fiascos and atrocities throughout the communist world even at the height of the cold war! The western media found pretexts for criticism, but they tended to paint a grossly inaccurate picture of what was really going on, in order to hide the truth from you. There are compelling reasons you need to know that are still relevant long after the iron curtain came down and the cold war ended. 
I write for my friends, including friends I’ve never met and likely never will. If we’re kindred spirits and on the same side of things, then we’re in this together. Many of the friends I have met in person or with whom I correspond over the internet are “preppers”, that is, people getting prepared for some emergency. What emergency? I’ll explain the possibilities in this book, though the exact answer will play out on its own due to the nature of chaos. Nearly all, or maybe all, of those preppers are Christians; for that reason, when religion comes up I’ll focus on Christianity, hopefully remembering to give advice that’s broadly applicable where it’s needed. Use your own good judgment to decide what's useful in your own case. By the same token, when I bring up problems, it’s not my intention to single Christians out for criticism. At the moment, many Christians feel like they’re under attack, and I happen to agree with them that they are! You can either rage about injustice, or actually do something about it. Defending yourselves requires that you acknowledge problems that leave you vulnerable. I’m bringing them to your attention out of love, not enmity. Steel sharpens steel. 
By the same token, most of my friends share other demographic characteristics; that's just the way it is. No matter how I handled that fact, I would not be able to avoid criticism from people I didn't write the book for. I have rational reasons for making the decisions I do, I have my own mind and my own life, and I don't feel the need to ask permission.
Where I can be most helpful is coaching your mental game. You’ll also need to take action in the physical world of knives and germs. I’ll give you a little advice about that too, but it will necessarily be high-level. You can find other books that are much more specific than this one as regards preparing for emergencies. The benefit of this book is that if you understand what the danger is, it’s easier to prepare. What’s lost on seemingly most preppers is that it’s a “long emergency”; it’s not like a hurricane or an earthquake where you just hang out in your bugout location for a few weeks, then it’s safe to return to your accustomed life after the clean-up crews have done their work. The long emergency nature of the problem is also not something to panic about, which wouldn't help. Stay calm, do what you need to do, and enjoy the Divine Game of life. 
DISCLAIMER: I am not a philosopher, psychologist, therapist, sociologist, theologian, historian, or intellectual. Experts and intellectuals will find plenty to disagree with here. I'm not really an expert in anything in particular. I'm just someone who happened to stumble into the right places at the right times, with the right personality and cognitive profile to have picked up some lessons about life that are otherwise hard to come by. If you read far enough, you'll see what I mean. It's information you're unlikely to find anywhere else. I sure learned a lot from writing it, because I had to think a lot of things through as I had apparently never done before. I'm just as surprised at some of my conclusions as perhaps you'll be.
I'm not even an artist; the illustrations in the book were all generated by artificial intelligence. I cleaned them up manually wherever absolutely needed and to the best of my own abilities, but I'm OK with the remaining artifacts & overall funkiness, because for one thing if I tried fixing everything, this book would never get done, & perhaps more importantly, they're representative of the time & context we're in. Enjoy the  serendipitous humor, like the label for a bottle of fish oil being decorated with what looks unmistakably like a goldfish. I couldn't even get consistent styling, despite specifying the desired styling in the prompts, because a lot depends on the training data, which wasn't consistently styled across all subjects and themes. Artificial Intelligence is marginally one of the topics of this book for reasons that hopefully will make more sense as I lay them out.
Contrary to frequent accusations, I am not a glowie. Glowies don't dispense good advice; they lure you into traps. I haven't done that. They also get ready-made materials produced by staff paid by USAID (or similar from other sponsoring governments); their books don't have that low-budget look like this one. Most of it is off the top of my fool head with a few deep dives done with the help of my AI-powered research assistants. I'm a retired programmer who, like many of my kind, is capable of shall we say intense focus and analysis.
Some chapters end with "chapter notes," where I explain terms and concepts that might be unfamiliar to a significant number of readers. 
I usually wrap my lessons about life in stories. There will be a few stories in this book, but because a lot of the material is a bit abstract, most of it is commentary you'll have to slog through. I’m resolved to keep it as brief as possible so as to bore you as little as possible.
A game of chess
Years ago and far away, a college chum & I were feeling burned out after finals, so his dad suggested we should take a break out in the countryside. His parents thought I was a good influence on him. “Such a pious lad!”
😲: BUT KALKIN, YOU'RE A FILTHY IDOL-WORSHIPER!!
🧔🏻‍♂️: That family follows the Baha'i faith (the one-world-government religion, ironically in view of one of the major topics covered in this book); they didn't condemn me on religious grounds, sincerely believing that all major religious sects honor the same God(s) and are heading in the same direction—they just happen to believe the final destination is Baha'i. And as their frequent guest, they were aware that I'm actually rather clean & do not, in fact, worship idols. 
It was getting late. Behrad brewed some tea over the camp-fire. I would have been happy to just look at the stars, which I've only rarely seen in my life, having spent most of my time on earth in cities covered over in a layer of haze and light-pollution. Behradjan had other ideas.
He pulled out a travelling chess kit, opened it up, & started positioning the “men”—the playing pieces representing soldiers, & the game a virtualized battle. He loved chess, played it after dinner, while drinking tea & having treats, whenever his family hosted guests, which was frequently as they were active in their religious community.
I wasn't looking forward to the game as much as he was. I didn't play as often as he did, as a result of which he could usually beat me. Losers want to win, winners want to play, but I was still just an adolescent, inexperienced in life, & hadn't learned that lesson quite yet.
“You know, it's not too early to consider conceding the game,” he said as I reached for my first move. His usually suave, gracious manners would be replaced by gamer-like trash-talk all the way through the game.
I'm not an expert in game theory but I understand that it's largely about making rational, intelligent assumptions about the other player's motives and strategy. You generally assume that the other player is trying to maximize his “earnings” and minimize his “costs”. I suppose that's true but bear in mind that he doesn't necessarily think the same way you do and doesn't necessarily value what you do. It seems to be an ongoing problem in the “western” countries where military or economic planners are caught off-guard by foreign adversaries trying to maximize values like honor, religious values, or community instead of the assumed “personal wealth” and “power” which motivate them or at least their bosses.
Be that as it may, you have to be willing to make reasonable guesses and yet realize that they're just guesses based on
	your assumptions about your adversary's motives

	inference of what his strategy is based on his moves

	your assumptions about his assumptions about your motives and moves

	feedback and readjustment of assumptions based on actual moves



These can be formulated only through observation and reasoning. They're secrets. You can't look them up in a book or in a news media archive, just like there's no book documenting the strategic plans inside Behrad's head. For that reason, this is not a scholarly book. I provide in-line attributions wherever I cite someone else, but that's it. There's no extensive bibliography in the back. There's no point; it doesn't make sense to expect that your adversaries document what they're planning to do to you (although a lot of their publicly-available comm's give it away by inference), and furthermore, the point of this book isn't particularly to convince you of anything; it's to provide tips for seeing for yourself. I'm not trying to indoctrinate you.
This book is just little ole me sharing some thoughts with you that might be helpful. I've dispensed with the formal aversion to using 1st person pronouns ("I") because I'm not trying to pretend my opinions are objective facts. And while I am sharing my thoughts, they're not about me, & neither is this book despite it being heavily colored by my personality which I don't feel the need to hide behind a formal persona.
Kalkin Trivedi
Seattle, WA






  
  Train for physical & mental toughness!


I've already disclosed that parts of this book are scary. One of the main topics of this book is dangerous times. Let's prepare ourselves by training our minds and bodies for a challenge. Here are some quick fixes that mitigate anxiety, depression, and despair, but only if you do them. I’ve included pictorial representations and aphorisms so they’re easier to internalize. 
[image: Father and teenage daughter performing tai-chi in the park.]
Strength is the antidote to fear & helplessness.
Exercise
Do you ever feel overwhelmed? Frustrated by things you can’t control? Even when problems aren’t physical, physical strength can restore a sense of power—and sharpen your mind to solve them.
Exercise doesn’t just build muscle. It builds mental clarity, emotional resilience, and body-mind coordination. Start with bodyweight movements so you’re never dependent on a gym or expensive gear—something many people lost access to during lockdowns. Keep it simple. Pick a movement practice you actually enjoy, and make a small, sustainable commitment.
Complex movements train your brain as well as your body. Practices with martial roots—like Tai Chi—are especially useful. Even if they're not the most effective for combat, they train balance, control, and calm under pressure. And they’re accessible to nearly anyone, at any age.
You don’t need to wait for a crisis to benefit. The confidence, calm, and vitality you gain now will serve you long before you’re ever forced to defend yourself.

      [image: ][image: A happy couple strolling down a village street hand-in-hand.]
The sky resets what the screens & indoor living disrupt.

Spend time outdoors
Do you feel tired even after a full night’s sleep? Or find yourself mentally foggy when you need to be sharp? A simple daily habit—spending time outdoors in natural daylight—can help reset your energy, focus, and mood.
Even on cloudy days, daylight cues your brain to sync with your internal clock. That clock governs the 24-hour cycles that regulate hormones, sleep, alertness, and metabolism. When those rhythms drift, your health and mood decline.
Exposure to natural light also triggers vitamin D production and stimulates your cells' mitochondria—the engines of energy—especially from red and infrared light in early morning or late afternoon. That means more vitality and stamina, with less burnout.
Nature also strengthens your immune system. Outdoor air carries microbes that help train your immune response, reducing the risk of overreactions like allergies and asthma. And natural sights and sounds soothe the nervous system in ways artificial environments rarely do.
Indoor air is often more polluted than outdoor air. Time outside clears your head—literally and figuratively.
Make it a daily ritual: step outside, connect with the sky, and breathe.

      [image: ][image: Illustration of a dad reading to his wife and young daughter in their bedroom.]
Light sets your brain's clock. Make sure it's telling the right time.
Respect your circadian rhythms
Do you want to wake up refreshed and stay sharp all day? It starts the night before.
There's persistent confusion regarding blue light: you shouldn't avoid it during the day; it helps wake you up and keep you awake. Just avoid it in the evening because by the same token even just a little will disrupt your sleep. Most indoor lighting today works against your biology. Standard LED bulbs lack far-red wavelengths that support mitochondrial function. When your cells can’t make enough energy, you feel tired, slow, and unfocused.
Here’s how to fix that:
	Use full-spectrum or high-CRI (≥95) bulbs during the day in your most-used spaces—like the kitchen, dining room, or living area. Natural-spectrum lighting helps your body stay alert. Beware that you will need to go out of your way to look for suitable bulbs; energy regulators are forcing manufacturers to go the wrong direction! If at all possible, dim your bulbs in the evening but beware that even bulbs advertised as dimmable usually flicker badly when you try to dim them.

	Install low-blue lights designed for evening use in your bedrooms. They don't hamper melatonin production or prevent you from winding down properly.

	Install screen filters that reduce blue light from phones, tablets, and computers after sunset. Set them to turn on automatically, and check that they’re active before use.

	Power down electronics several hours before bed. Set a reminder alarm if needed.

	Avoid late-night snacks and caffeine. Both disrupt your body’s natural rhythms—and late eating encourages weight gain.



Sleep isn’t wasted time. It’s when your brain consolidates memory and your body repairs itself. You can’t shortcut it, and you can’t truly “catch up” later.
Respect the rhythm, and you’ll wake up ready for anything.

      [image: ][image: A television set with a recycle sticker set out in an alley for collection.]
Who spins your stories, shapes your sense of reality.
Liberate your mind from commercial entertainment
Do you ever wonder how much of what you believe is actually yours? Or how many of your thoughts were planted by people trying to sell you something—or sell you on something?
Most people consume entertainment without questioning it. Fictional shows and scripted “reality” blur the line between truth and fantasy. Watch enough of it, and your brain starts treating those stories like real-life experiences—even if they’re warped, manipulative, or absurd. Over time, it distorts your sense of what’s normal, what’s possible, and what’s right.
This isn’t just about escapism. It affects real decisions: how you parent, how you spend, who you trust, and how you vote. Entire generations are shaped by narratives that serve someone else’s agenda.
And don’t assume you’re safe because you “just watch the news.” Commercial news mixes fact with framing and uses emotional hooks to raise stress levels and hijack your attention. They build trust by reporting fires and floods—but slip in political spin, bias, and propaganda under the radar. Left or right, it’s two versions of the same trap.
Your attention is your most valuable resource. Stop renting it out to people who don’t care about you.
Take back your mental clarity. Turn off the feed and tune back into reality.

      [image: ]Avoid Polluting Your Home
...with chemicals that disrupt your biology
Want more energy, hormonal balance, and long-term vitality? Men: this means preserving testosterone. Women: this means lowering your risk of breast and uterine cancers. That starts by eliminating xenoestrogens—chemicals that mimic estrogen and wreak havoc on your system.
Common offenders include
	Phthalates (found in flexible plastics)

	Bisphenol A (BPA) (common in rigid plastics)



Even products labeled “BPA-free” or “phthalate-free” often use what expert Shanna Swan, PhD, calls regrettable substitutions—alternatives that are just as bad or haven’t been tested at all. The most practical rule is: avoid plastics, especially in the kitchen.
Practical steps:
	Transfer food from plastic packaging to glass, metal, cotton, or waxed cloth containers.

	Use only solid wood cutting boards—never plastic.

	Buy clothing and rugs made from natural fibers.

	Ditch the non-stick pans. “Forever chemicals” like PFAS flake into your food and linger in your body for years. They're starting to be replaced with alternatives, but so far those are even less durable.

	Watch out for PFAS in fast food wrappers, cosmetics, dental floss, and stain-resistant sprays.



What about food sources of estrogenic compounds?
	Soy: Binds weakly to one of the two human estrogen receptors. Avoid more than 3 servings a day. Cultured forms like tempeh or miso are preferable. Infants and young children are more vulnerable because they're growing and developing; for this reason avoid soy formula for infants. 

	Hops: Extremely estrogenic. They’ve been known to disrupt hormone cycles just through skin contact—maybe rethink that "manly" beer habit, lads!



In your bathroom:
	Use unscented bar soap and shampoo. Avoid lotions, especially scented ones.

	Skip unnecessary grooming products. They won’t make you more attractive if they’re quietly wrecking your health.



Different problem but worth addressing in passing: the wisdom of routinely ingesting fluoride in water and toothpaste is now being questioned. Consider alternatives like filtered water and hydroxyapatite toothpaste 
Clean up your home, and you clean up your future—for yourself and the next generation.

      [image: ][image: Illustration of a couple enjoying strawberry shortcake together.]
 The richest pleasures leave no debt behind.
Enjoy simple pleasures
Ever spent a lot of time or money chasing fun—only to feel let down or even drained? Ever returned from a vacation more tired than when you left? Complicated pleasures often increase stress.
Simple pleasures, by contrast, are low-effort, low-cost, and low-risk. There’s less that can go wrong, and even when something does—like oversteeping your tea—it hardly matters.
They don’t require elaborate planning, and they don’t depend on perfect timing. You can enjoy them in your own home, on your own schedule, with your own taste.
Best of all, simple pleasures calm the mind. They keep you present. They reconnect you to life as it is—not life as someone’s trying to sell it to you.
Some ideas:
	Share tea with someone you love

	Read a good book in a quiet corner

	Take a walk outdoors

	Listen to music that lifts your mood

	Light candles and unwind

	Have a warm, unhurried conversation



The Danish have a word for this kind of contentment: hygge. You don’t need luxury. You need presence.
Trade the chase for peace. Fill your life with simple joys you can actually savor.

      [image: ][image: Probiotic foods and non-seed oils displayed on a kitchen counter.]
You’re not alone in your body. Care for the ones that guard your health.
Manage Your Symbiants
…because you’re not the only one living in your body
Struggling with stubborn weight, digestive issues, mood swings, or brain fog that seems immune to willpower? The root cause might not be in your brain—but in your gut.
Your body is home to trillions of symbiotic bacteria. They digest your food, protect your gut lining from allergens and invaders, regulate your immune system, and even influence your mood, hormones, and decisions. When your gut microbiome is healthy, you tend to be healthy. When it’s out of balance, dysfunction ripples through your whole system.
The gut has its own nervous system—the enteric nervous system—sometimes called your second brain. It communicates with your actual brain through the vagus nerve. When your gut is out of order, those signals get scrambled, causing inflammation, emotional volatility, and cognitive issues.
Modern disruptors include:
	C-section birth: Infants miss critical exposure to beneficial bacteria, increasing risk for immune and metabolic disorders.

	Antibiotics: Necessary sometimes, but harmful to beneficial bacteria. Use only when needed.

	Glyphosate: A common herbicide that may impair symbiant gut bacteria. Favor organic food as much as possible.

	Emulsifiers & stabilizers: Ubiquitous in processed foods, they break down the gut lining and contribute to obesity, inflammation, and IBS.

	Ultra-processed foods: Fast food, packaged snacks, even sit-down restaurant meals usually include excessive emulsifiers that can emulsify away your gut lining!

	Medical procedures that produce strong immune responses. Immunization during critical developmental thresholds is widely-suspected, despite denials, censorship, and threats.



Children are especially vulnerable. Dysbiosis in early life is strongly correlated with autism spectrum disorders. Healthy microbial colonization at birth is crucial. What’s more, gut health tends to cluster within households—when one person’s microbiome is off, it’s likely others under the same roof are affected too.
Repair strategies:
	Cut back drastically on processed foods. Home-cooked meals—even simple pressure-cooker stews—are far less disruptive and more affordable than commercial “health” diets.

	Use probiotic-rich fermented foods like homemade yogurt and lacto-fermented vegetables. Embedded in food, bacteria have a better chance of surviving stomach acid.

	Choose targeted probiotic supplements with genera like Bifidobacteria, especially for gut lining repair. Buy quality and look for enteric coating and proper storage instructions. They work better taken with meals to get enough them past stomach acid alive.

	Consider microbiome testing to identify imbalances directly.

	In serious cases, fecal transplants have proven highly effective.



Gut health isn’t a fringe issue. It’s foundational.

[image: Cartoon depiction of a family of trim beach-goers circa 1960s.]
 ̶T̶H̶E̶Y̶ ̶A̶T̶E̶ ̶K̶E̶T̶O̶ No they didn't. They ate whatever they jolly well wanted & a lot of it was pretty bad.  ̶T̶H̶E̶Y̶ ̶D̶I̶D̶N̶'̶T̶ ̶E̶A̶T̶ ̶S̶E̶E̶D̶ ̶O̶I̶L̶S̶!̶  Oh yes they did; seed oils were common by the 2nd world war. 👉 They had intact microbiomes. Their gut bacteria protected them. 👈

[image: Cartoon of chubby fairgoers eating unhealthy snacks.]
Their microbiomes have almost collapsed. Critical Limosilactobacillus reuteri & Bifidobacteria are sparse or missing entirely.

[image: Illustration of trim members of an old-order Amish family having a picnic on their farm.]
Their obesity levels, autism levels, & allergy levels are still at rates (low) similar to everybody else's before all those things went wrong in the same time-frame. They're also less androgynous than other Americans and seem to have much higher fertility. They still have intact microbiomes thanks to their lifestyle, especially as regards sharing symbiants with their livestock. Contrary to misinformation they don't usually actively resist vaccination, but compliance is spotty due to self-insurance & sick-care reserved mostly for emergencies. One source who went door-to-door says that none of the ones he interviewed were vaxxinated with mRNA.
Rebuild the ecosystem inside you—and help your whole household thrive.

      [image: ][image: Illustration of fish oil and alga oil supplements sitting on a table next to rustic flowers in a vase.]
You’re not underfed—you’re undernourished.
Are you doing everything “right” with your diet but still feeling sluggish, inflamed, or prone to unwanted weight gain? It might not be about how much fat you eat—but what kind.
Most people today have a dangerously unbalanced ratio of essential fatty acids, especially too much omega-6. You don’t need to track ratios obsessively—just make a few key swaps.
Three simple changes:
	Use stable, low-inflammatory fats for daily cooking:
Opt for olive oil, avocado oil, or ghee (clarified butter). These aren’t perfect in terms of fatty acid balance, but they’re low in linoleic acid (LA)—the main omega-6 culprit—so they don’t push the ratio out of control.

	Cook smart and use fat in moderation:
Skip deep-frying. Try air-frying or roasting with a light oil coating. Stir-frying has been popularized in the western countries, but a more common way of preparing cooked vegetables in China is to blanch leafy greens quickly, then dress with garlic, soy sauce, and hot oil. You get flavor with less heat-damaged oil.

	Supplement wisely:
Include ALA, EPA, and DHA—critical omega-3s for heart, brain, and hormone health. Your body makes EPA and DHA from ALA, but not efficiently—especially when your omega-6 intake is too high, or other nutrients needed for the conversion process are missing. You can get EPA and DHA from fish oil or algae oil.



Why this matters:
	In India, heart disease rose sharply after replacing traditional ghee with industrial seed oils.

	In Israel, a diet rich in polyunsaturated oils like soy, sunflower, and corn oil led to high heart disease rates despite low saturated fat intake—this became known as the Israeli Paradox.

	Meanwhile, the French, eating plenty of saturated fats like butter and cream, enjoy low rates of heart disease—a "paradox" only if you’re clinging to outdated dietary models.



The real culprit? The dietary guidelines were wrong. Possibly manipulated. Commodity seed oils were profitable, scalable, and easy to promote—but harmful over time. The advice was flawed, and the fallout continues.
A word on quality:
Many "olive" and "avocado" oils are adulterated. True olive oil is green, aromatic, slightly bitter, viscous, and clouds when cold. It also happens to be delicious; ignore cooking instructions calling for "neutral" refined or adulterated oils. If it smells neutral and pours like water, it’s likely fake. Buy from trusted producers—not discount bins.
Choose fats that fuel vitality, not inflammation. Your heart, brain, and hormones will thank you.

      [image: ]Supplement What’s Missing
Ever feel like you’re doing everything right but still falling short on energy, focus, or resilience? You might be missing key nutrients—and not even realize it. Even in wealthy countries, nutritional deficiencies are surprisingly common. Soils have been depleted, access to sun can be lacking, and food quality have changed, but what your body needs to stay strong, sharp, and vital hasn't.
Common shortfalls—and what to do about them:
	Vitamin D3 + K2
Critical for immune function, bone health, and mood. Deficiency is widespread—even in tropical climates—because people spend so much time indoors. K2 helps direct calcium into bones and away from arteries and soft tissue.

	Magnesium
Depleted soils make deficiency common. Magnesium glycinate and taurate are well-absorbed with fewer side effects. Avoid magnesium oxide—it passes through without doing much.

	Zinc (plus an ionophore)
Look for chelated formulations whose names end in "_ate", like zinc orotate. Pair with quercetin or EGCG to help it enter cells. Take zinc routinely to hamper the replication of RNA viruses, but don’t take high doses routinely—it can deplete copper and iron.

	EPA & DHA (Omega-3 fats)
Needed for brain, hormone, and cardiovascular health. Your body can make them from ALA, but not efficiently—especially with too much omega-6 in your diet. Use fish oil or algae oil directly.

	Iodine
Essential for thyroid health. Most “natural” salts like sea salt don’t contain enough. Unless you’re pickling or baking specialty breads, stick with iodized salt for everyday use.

	Curcumin (from turmeric)
A powerful anti-inflammatory and neuroprotective compound. Absorbs better with fat and pepper. Add to dishes or take as a supplement.



Worth having on hand:
[image: Ice-cold drink containing gotu-kola sitting on a table in a tropical garden.]
A common way of serving Gotu Kola in hot weather.
Gotu Kola
AKA Asian Pennywort, but un-related and best not confused with that herb. Reputed for cognitive support and tissue healing. Does it work? No idea, but my rule-of-thumb is if there's no harm, give it a try. A lot of old folk remedies actually have some efficacy, for which reason doctors often worry about interactions with the drugs they're giving you. Enjoy it as a fresh leaf garnish, or blend into a beautiful deep-green herbal drink with ice and a little sweetener; I use monkfruit extract. Refreshing and medicinal.
Black Seed Oil (Nigella sativa)
Has antiviral properties—especially against coronaviruses—thanks to thymoquinone. Consider keeping it on hand and using it at the first signs of illness.
Grow your own: If you live in a mild climate, consider cultivating turmeric and gotu kola for fresh use and future resilience. I was surprised to discover that Gotu Kola survived the winter in my cool maritime climate that is unlike its native climate. Nigella is an annual that can be grown in most temperate climates.
Note on dosages:
The labels almost always have recommended dosages. Blood tests can reveal specific needs. My personal practice based on the advice of friends who know better than I do is to cycle supplements—take them on weekdays, skip on weekends. Adjust based on your own needs.
Special considerations:
Premature infants can’t make EPA/DHA and must get it through breast milk. Make sure that mom has plenty to spare.
Take stock of your nutrient intake. Fill the gaps, and build the foundation your future health depends on.

      [image: ][image: Young man in a suit pouring booze down a drain.]
 What begins as an escape ends as a prison.
Avoid Addictions
...before they take over your life
Ever felt like things are slipping out of your control—your time, your energy, your emotions? Whether you're trying to prevent collapse or rebuild after it, one of the most effective steps is this: avoid addiction.
Addiction isn’t just about substances. It’s any pattern of behavior that hijacks your brain’s reward system and makes you feel powerless to stop.
Pleasure vs. happiness: know the difference.
	Pleasure is intense, short-lived, and physical.

	Happiness is calm, enduring, and rooted in meaning.



Addictive behaviors flood your brain with dopamine. In response, your brain reduces dopamine receptors—blunting your ability to enjoy anything, even the addiction itself. This leads to numbness, compulsive repetition, and often depression.
Not all addictions are obvious.
	Streaming shows can feel like relaxation—but often they’re just escape.

	Online gaming is especially addictive for boys and young men.

	Social media rewards you with likes and feedback—but often leaves you anxious and overstimulated.

	Even socially approved habits can be harmful if they become compulsive.



If you’re no longer choosing how you spend your time, but rather being pulled by something that no longer brings joy—that’s addiction.
What to do:
	Make conscious choices about your time and attention.

	Prioritize what brings lasting satisfaction—not fleeting escape.

	Seek help if you’re stuck in a pattern you can’t break alone.



Guard your time. Reclaim your attention. Choose contentment over compulsion.

      [image: ][image: Detailed cartoon of a happy, elderly Hindu man sitting full lotus in front of a temple]
The body cleans house only when the table is empty.
Trigger Your Body’s Housekeeping Functions
…to clear out what’s broken and make room for what’s new
Want to live long enough to see your grandchildren grow up? How about enjoying a relatively healthy old-age instead of malingering in a chronic state of weakness and suffering? Fasting might be one of the simplest and most powerful ways to improve your odds.
It may sound counter-intuitive: how does not eating promote health? It's because hunger is a fact of life, so that's when our bodies recycle damaged cells. You can think of the process as being the body's “housekeeping” function—recycling damaged cells, cleaning house, and sharpening mental function to help you solve the problem of finding food. It doesn't happen UNLESS it's triggered, and what triggers it is hunger.
Key benefits of fasting:
	β-hydroxybutyrate is produced during fasts and helps protect your brain by improving the glymphatic system—which clears neurotoxins and may reduce risk of Alzheimer’s or Creutzfeldt–Jakob disease.

	Fasting stimulates brain-derived neurotrophic factor (BDNF), which promotes neurogenesis (new brain cells) and neuroplasticity (new connections)—keeping your brain adaptable and sharp.

	It trains metabolic flexibility—your body's ability to burn fat efficiently, which is often missing as the result of modern lifestyles.

	It stabilizes mood and builds emotional resilience.



Fasting isn’t for kids or teenagers—they're still growing. But for adults, especially starting in midlife, it can be transformative. I began in my mid-40s after realizing I might not live long enough to finish raising a late-life daughter unless I made changes. That choice became a urgent when my wife's life was cut short by cancer.
My own practice:
	Daily: I fast from supper to lunch (around 17 hours). It would probably be better from a health standpoint to go to bed on an empty stomach, but breakfast is prone to being excessively starchy to accommodate grab-and-go convenience, and supper-time is family time.

	Weekly: Fridays I fast for 24 hours—from supper to supper. I chose Fridays because some Christians have partial fasts on Fridays, making it easier to coordinate and accommodate on a community basis, and also to have a feeling of solidarity with other practitioners.

	Quarterly: I now practice longer fasts with the change of seasons. The ideal time-frame may depend on a few variables, but it's believed to be somewhere between 48-72 hours, especially in terms of training your body to be metabolically flexible (that is, to be able to burn fat; losing that ability contributes to getting fat!).



A few tips:
	Inform your doctor of your fasting plans.

	Drink purified water with added electrolytes. Straight black coffee or tea (no milk, cream, or caloric sweeteners) is acceptable. I'm aware of but unfamiliar with "dry fasting" and am not recommending it.

	Set an intention. Reframe hunger as an act of self-care. Visualize your goal—better health, a longer life, greater presence for those you love.

	Stay calm, centered, and mindful while fasting to train emotional stability.

	Break long fasts gently with broth, fruit, or cooked vegetables. Avoid heavy meals too soon, because your GI tract will have shut down and won't be ready to handle food until after it starts back up.



Make space for repair. Trigger your body's ancient rhythm of renewal—and commit to the version of yourself who’s still around when it counts.

      [image: ][image: A dad holding his son and a soccer ball on his lap. Mushroom cloud on his computer screen.]
Focus on what you can change. Accept what you can't and move on to other tasks.
Action is better than worry
You already know your problems will never go away; wouldn't you like to just enjoy life anyway? Chronic worry makes your mind spin uselessly.
Worry generates cortisol. Your biology wasn't designed to handle constant cortisol production; it has undesirable side-effects on your overall health including your mental & cognitive health. Excessive worry can, to be blunt, make you too stupid to solve your problems!
	Get rid of the TV (aka "the lobotomy box").

	Set limits on computer & cell phone time. Turn them off & put them away 2 hours before bedtime.

	Start noticing if you're obsessively scrolling through news and gossip. Be particularly mindful about how much bad news you're watching or listening to; when something shocking happens its tempting to wait for every news update. Don't. Take regular breaks regardless of whether you're actually addicted or not (if you're not already taking regular breaks, you're addicted).

	Go outside during daylight hours. Play with your kids & your pets. Take a walk.



Starting today, make a commitment to take action instead of worrying. If a problem is outside of your immediate control, re-direct your attention to matters you do have control over; there's a benefit to not getting wrapped up in problems you can't solve: it frees up attention for getting other problems taken care of! Make conscious decisions regarding where your attention is most effective. 

      [image: ][image: Illustration of a farming family enjoying a meal together.]
Meal time is family time.
Sit down with family & friends for meals
Wouldn't it be great if one small life-change could improve your relationships, your health, the well-being of your sons and daughters, and your enjoyment of life?
	Regular family meal times are the most likely time you'll spend together.

	Sit at the table, together, not alone in front of a computer or mobile device. No mobile devices at the table please!

	Eating meals together improves family communication.

	Family meals are less likely to include junk food, & more likely to include healthy, wholesome eating choices.

	Eating together contributes to a sense of belonging and stability for family members, which improve emotional well-being and mental health.

	 Children who regularly eat meals with their families tend to  to have higher grades in school, better attendance, and fewer behavioral problems.

	Make friends of your neighbors. Host them regularly for shared activities & experiences.



After supper:
	Schedule weekly family game nights. 

	Dads: physically play with your young children. There's an art to this; if you're not imprinted with it (many men aren't anymore because they grew up fatherless), there's a book on the topic: The Art of Roughhousing: Good Old-Fashioned Horseplay and Why Every Kid Needs It, by  Drs. Anthony T. DeBenedet and Lawrence J. Cohen.

	Make yourself available to help with homework, whether after-school or as part of a "homeschooling" experience.  




      [image: ][image: A woman writing a personal letter at her dining table.]
Social connection is the glue that keeps us from falling apart.
Stay connected
Has anyone ever pressured you to contribute to a charity, and told you that you should feel good about it, but after you acquiesce, you don't feel good about it at all? It might be because both the benefit and the beneficiary are aren't disclosed and you feel no personal connection to them. Isn't it a bit perverse to be handing money over to strangers for possibly sketchy purposes when there are people within your own social circle who could benefit so much from your time and attention?
	Reach out regularly to express warm, loving feelings for family & friends; everyone will benefit including you.

	Face-to-face always best, but when either distance or lockdowns make that impossible, phone calls, emails, texts, or even old-fashioned letters help people feel remembered and cared for.

	Put birthdays, anniversaries, and other special occasions on your calendar. Be mindful of meaningful holidays & make use of them for social engagement. Use whatever seems appropriate as a pretext for social engagement.

	Do not allow yourself or anyone among your family and friends to feel socially-isolated. Social isolation contributes to depression. It also contributes to poor health, because people often notice each other's ill-health before they notice their own!

	If you are effective in reaching out, you'll start hearing problems. Lads: a woman telling you her problems isn't usually looking for advice. More likely, she's trying to sort out her feelings. Do lots of active listening first. With men it's different, but active listening is still a good idea so that you don't jump to the wrong conclusion what the problem is. How much confidence would you have in a doctor if he's too impatient to listen to the symptoms but instead jumps right to the sales pitch?

	Lads: "Tend and befriend" your friends like women are said to theirs, adjusting appropriately for differences in how men engage their friends vrs women theirs. Unlike women, men rarely ask for help; they just off themselves without warning when they lose the battle with depression, and then you're down an ally not to mention that despair is contagious. Most people miss symptoms of depression; depressed people can have fun and enjoy themselves but then immediately revert to their depressed mood as soon as the party's over. For that reason, proactively engage and be mindful of your friends' happiness and well-being.

	Good listeners also get more chances to hear about opportunities.
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As much as possible: remember with love, not loss. Let warm memories give you strength, as they would wish.
Come to terms with life-cycles
Are you afraid of dying? Do you live with a gnawing fear, perhaps just at the threshold of your conscious awareness, that the most recent time you saw someone you love might be the last? Have you ever lost someone suddenly and then regretted never having the chance to say "goodbye?"
Life-cycles begin and end. Death is inevitable. You'd better come to terms with it both in terms of your own mortality, and the likelihood of losing loved ones before your own time is over.
As I type these words, most people are already experiencing "untimely" loss of at least acquaintances, while others have already lost close loved ones. 
The problem is never the problem; the problem is how you react to the problem. People wouldn't lose hope over the inevitable if everybody went out with a big party, songs, and laughs, before the guest of honor went to bed and never woke up again. The trauma is in the emotional impact. The sense of loss is inevitable, but you can temper it by finding ways other than grief & despair to honor those who depart.
Make sure your brain is processing life-affirming emotions like warm, caring feelings, in order to displace at least some of the sense of loss.
Survivor's guilt serves no one, including not whomever you're grieving for. By the same token, it's not a virtue. You have responsibilities that require your attention. It's your responsibility to yourself and to other survivors not to fall apart.

      [image: ][image: Illustration of a couple praying in a garden at twilight.]
Walk each day in gratitude. It lightens your burdens and fills your path with strength and peace.
Practice gratitude
If you've ever been to a typical "3rd world" country, you probably noticed that it's not unusual that the people there are generally happier than the people in relatively prosperous "western" countries; they don't have the high rates of anxiety disorders, depression, & suicide rates. Doesn't that seem counter-intuitive? If you're already unhappy in relatively prosperous times, how are you going to be able to handle truly hard times?
Start with a daily practice of gratitude. 
Take no blessing for granted. Healthy? Still eating? Still have family? Friends? Don't feel bad for what you've lost without appreciating what you still have!
Your ancestors lived through horrors and came through, or you wouldn't be here.  They didn't despair and give up. You carry their genes; you can be as mentally resilient as they were.
Hard times are all the more reason to be thankful for what you do have! Gratitude will help you through hard times, by reminding you of reasons to be happy.
Whatever you think you need to be happy becomes a self-fulfilling expectation! It's easier to be happy when you set your expectations realistically relative to your circumstances.
Get out of the habit of complaining. Don't complain to others, because it wears down on their mood & can damage your relationship. Avoid complaining even in your own self-talk; complaints are not a substitute for either action or acceptance.










  
  Intro



असतो मा सद्गमय । 
तमसो मा ज्योतिर्गमय ।
मृत्योर्माऽमृतं गमय ॥ *
Lead me from falsehood to truth
Lead me from darkness to light
Lead me from death to immortality

      [image: ]*These are the words to the song after the end of the movie Matrix Revolutions. They're taken from a prayer called the Pavamana Mantra.






  
  The avatars


Der Mensch ist das einzige Tier, das ermutigt werden muss zu leben.
 (Man is the only animal that must be encouraged to live.)
―Attributed to Friedrich Nietszche but source unknown
Man is the only animal for whom his own existence is a problem which he has to solve.
―Attributed to Erich Fromm but source unknown
Menschlich. Alle zu menschlich.
Human. All too human.
―Friedrich Nietszche, title of one of his books
Games often have playing pieces representing each player's stake in the game, but apparently in English there's no consistent general name for that concept. In chess they are or at least were usually referred to as "men", representing warriors in a ritual battle. Many board games have "tokens". In computer games, they're referred to as "avatars", so that's what I called this chapter, which is about the playing pieces of the Divine Game. The player is, of course, God. 
A broken animal
Life has something to do with negative entropy (increasing complexity), homeostasis (negative feedback loops that keep biological processes within a narrow range), & emergent phenomena (what comes into existence only after some threshold of complexity has been reached).
Humans are animals. Specifically, we're mammals & primates. Early human cultures tended not to acknowledge this fact, and some people still don't, in part because humans are so distinct from even close relations after the threshold that made us unique was crossed. 
Human differences from other animals are both a blessing and a curse. 
We're uniquely prone to attentional problems, either obsession or distraction, which are not mutually-exclusive.
We have more reasoning capability than other animals, but our obsessive thoughts can turn into obstacles to getting things done.
We're able to hack our own reward center of our brain & prone to doing so. We're all dopamine addicts, and we're uniquely prone to addictions & motivational problems. Our neural synapses try to compensate for over-stimulation by reducing the number of dopamine receptors, as the result of which many people actively go looking for new things & activities to get addicted to as they become jaded to the last one. Escalating addictions end in doom, for individuals and possibly for entire civilizations. This tendency towards self-destruction through runaway addiction is known as "sin" in religious contexts.
Humans have more ability to anticipate future problems than other animals, but by the same token are uniquely prone to chronic anxiety . We worry about things that might never happen. Excessive worry keeps us in a state of chronically elevated cortisol our biology wasn't meant to support long-term, ironically damaging our neurological capacity to adapt to change. Worry is not the same thing as actually taking action; often enough it's the other way around: people distract their attention away from their problems because they can't psychologically handle them. This was a problem even before governments started noticing an opportunity to weaponize anxiety against us with their constant false-flag terror attacks and doom-porn headlines.
Humans are uniquely prone to existential angst, meaning we're stuck in a state where simultaneously life seems pointless and a source of constant suffering, but at the same time, we're terrified of our own annihilation. Some people get this feeling more than others, & it seems to correlate to intelligence, though if you're smart enough you might be able to find your way out again. 
Although one usually thinks of anxiety & angst as being personal problems, if enough of us are seized up in them, they turn into collective problems and even get entrenched into the culture, a few examples of which will show up later in the book.
Most humans are in denial of our animal-nature. Animals have all sorts of behaviors humans are uncomfortable with, typically having to do with sexuality and violence. It's because in order to maintain complex societies, we need to keep chaotic factors under control, but the control mechanisms themselves are still a bit hamfisted. We're still animals and still have our own urges which, now that we're in denial of our animal-nature, horrify us, or at least, most of us. Humans build up significant mental inventories of information we know about ourselves and people we relate to, but are afraid to acknowledge, think about, or disclose it.
Most species can't communicate beyond a few squawks or tweets that communicate one rudimentary idea ("my territory!"…"hey there, cutie!" ). A few other species seem to have actual language, but it's not as extensive, and they can't write it down. Humans talk. We can tell other people what we're thinking, and we can tell them how to do things. We can convert language into storable symbols, such as, say, the text of this book. We also use language to process our own thoughts via our internal monologue. We can also deceive each other, and oddly enough, also ourselves. 
Storing information makes it possible to accumulate it. A lot of the information that accumulates constitutes technological know-how. Our abilities have sufficiently outraced other animals that their ability to predate us is negligible, as a result of which our numbers keep increasing without limitations imposed by any species other than ourselves (viruses still give us a run for our money but they're not alive).
For the past thousand-some years, infrastructure and physical technology have also been accumulating and becoming more complex.
Human culture also accumulates and becomes complex.
The accumulation of productive infrastructure implies that resource consumption accelerates. Moreover, unlike the case with other animals, a lot of the resources being consumed are permanently depleted once used. The depletion accelerates as our numbers increase.
The accumulation of technology makes arms races possible. There are no limits to the escalation of the stakes; a doomsday war is possible, especially as resources run out & rival factions fight over what's left. Anything possible becomes inevitable after enough tries. Having grown up during the late Cold War, I remember clearly that a lot of pundits took it for granted we'd eventually collectively vaporize ourselves, with most of the remaining survivors dying off from social and economic collapse, and quite possibly human extinction due to nuclear winter. I'll need to refer to this concept later; let's call it "inevitable self-imposed doom." Some intellectuals take it for granted that the solution to the "Fermi Parodox" is that alien civilizations sufficiently technologically advanced to make their existence known are by the same token nearing their own extinction. By the way, for my own part, I'm not claiming inevitable self-imposed doom as an actual fact; it seems to rely on assumptions that are not certain to be true. For example, resource depletion could leave us in a state where we lose access to doomsday technology, perhaps long enough to transcend the risk of self-annihilation. In that case, our doom would come from the next global extinction event, such as a comet strike or a severe ice age.
Humans "domesticate" our livestock. We also self-domesticate; same symptoms as with our livestock: weaker, less intelligent. Civilization is probably dysgenic, a problem intellectuals in some European cultures started suspecting around the 19th century. That spawned a short-lived but now notorious concern for reversing the trend with consciously eugenic policies, some of which may have been hamfisted and most of which were probably self-defeating because conscious human choices lead to different outcomes than natural selection (intellectuals are not the pinnacle of evolution they think they are). In any case, someone else came along and decided that declining natural intelligence is not a problem but rather the solution to the human problem; I'll elaborate in a later chapter. They also decided on a different solution to their own dysgenic trajectory: genetic engineering.
The folks who know how to run complex systems increase only slowly in number. Ironically as of shortly before this writing there were probably more geniuses on the planet than there ever have been previously, but their percentage of the population continues declining and is currently about to collapse. Furthermore, with their over-specialization, they themselves are increasingly vulnerable to even so much as temporary interruptions to civilization. One good Coronal Mass Ejection or EMP attack should wipe out most of the remaining population worldwide smart enough to maintain civilization. Where does the process end? Does civilization self-extinguish along with its hosts? 
If you're like me, you're too busy handling mundane problems to have enough bandwidth to pay more than glancing attention to these "really big problems", nor would you think that you have enough resources at your disposal to have any significant impact on them at all. These days, just trying to raise a family is a big enough commitment you're not going to have time for anything else; I for one didn't. I could be rallied into participating in a voluntary cooperative solution, if someone helpfully organized one, but so far nobody has.
But what about the most powerful people on earth?  They're not so much visible government as powers-behind-the-throne who persist regardless of changeover in the visible government. What have they done?
One doesn't get to be a billionaire or likely secret trillionaire, much less stay that way, without monitoring the current state of the world & how it's trending. They're not geniuses, but they have geniuses (increasingly the artificial kind!) on their staff to analyze the data they have access to. They have think-tanks to look for solutions. They even tell us so in their TED-talks.
How familiar are you with the solutions to "big problems" they've come up with? I mean the real solutions; not the TED-talk cover story.








  
  How do we know what's real??


[image: Illustration of live brains in jars of nutrient fluid sitting on shelves.]

How does a brain know for sure what's going on out in its environment? Assuming that something is thinking, whatever is thinking is a brain, and it has an environment.
It doesn't. René Descartes's "je pense, donc je suis" (aka Cogito Ergo Sum) argument rests on the assumption that thinking requires a thinker. My fact-checker disagrees with my assessment: it says the argument is that we can't imagine that not to be the case. Maybe Descartes couldn't but I & many others can: "Thinking is going on." Sure, we can assume the brain is doing something—getting impulses from the senses and turning them into what we experience as sight, sound, smell, and so on. But how does it a priori know what those impulses mean? 
It doesn’t. That’s the problem: the brain is interpreting signals without ever seeing what they refer to directly. Imagine a brain evolving over time. If you’re not on board with evolution, that’s OK—just run it as a mental simulation. Here’s the catch: the brain doesn’t get labeled data. There's a bootstrap problem: it's as if the brain has to make some guesses as to what's out there to decide how to interpret it. Except…
It doesn't. It doesn’t “decide” in the way we might imagine. The weirdness only kicks in because we have no access to the machinery upstream of our conscious awareness—we only see the finished product, never the raw inputs or how they were processed. Professor Donald Hoffman makes a compelling argument that what we perceive is more like a user interface than a window into objective reality. Just like there’s no actual trash can inside your computer—only an icon that lets you interact with files—there may be nothing “out there” that looks like what we see. According to Hoffman, natural selection didn’t shape us to perceive "truth" or "reality" (whatever those are), only to perceive what’s useful for survival. What doesn't work gets culled; it's a process of elimination.
He suspects different species experience reality at least a little differently (probably a lot differently as regards extra-terrestrial life forms, or even just very different neurologies like that of an octopus) because their interfaces must have gone down different evolutionary paths. This is a pretty safe bet. We can't even prove that you and I perceive the color red the same way; actually we know that we don't exactly because it's not hard to demonstrate that different people have different levels of color acuity. We can suspect that there's overall similarity because of overall similarities in our brain architecture. But it's just a hunch; we can't prove it.
For some reason, this uncertainty about what’s real—and whether we can ever really know it—has deeply troubled a lot of Western philosophers. Why? It's not like some days things fall down and some days they fall up. There's a great deal of consistency to our experiences as a result of which we can go about living our lives without needing certainty.
But we do have evidence that things go wrong at least at the edges. We don't seem to be able to agree on some very basic facts, even when (admittedly 2nd-hand) information is widely available—but not without competing contrary information!:
	Are carbon dioxide emissions turning the earth into a Venus-like inferno? Is it already too late to save the planet? Or is anthropogenic global warming a massive fraud being used as a pretext for regulating hydrocarbon consumption post-Hubbert's Peak without drawing too much attention to petroleum depletion per se?

	Is the human population exploding? Or are we facing a population crash as Elon Musk and a few others assert?

	Was the September 11th, 2001 attack on the World Trade Center the result of a terrorist attack, or was it a false-flag & an inside job? [I suggest caution with framing: "inside job" is a minefield.] This one's particularly interesting because different people can come up with opposing conclusions despite watching the same videos of the buildings collapsing, and both tend to be very certain of themselves. The answer depends on which matters more for deciding what's real: evidence, combined with an intuitive sense of physics, or narrative, as determined by the mass media. Interestingly, there are people who arrive at similar answers to my own despite processing different data through different cognitive modes; instead of having a strong sense of objective things like physics, they have a keen empathy regarding human motivations and they're skilled at spotting tells for intent to deceive.

	If it was a false-flag, how did they do it? Who were the hijackers? If they weren't Muslims, how did they avoid cultural taboos against suicide missions? Was it actually a suicide mission? Or were they remote-controlled drones? Were the planes actually holograms? Or were there no planes at all; it was Hollywood-style special effects added to the news videos? Too many variations to list them all!

	Did SARS-CoV-2 originate in a marketplace where wild game was sold, or was it engineered in a bio-lab? [UPDATE! Back when this was written, the lab-leak theory was officially "conspiracy theory", however, it is now officially endorsed by a House Oversight Report and the White House; the URL covid.gov has been redirected to a summary of findings of the House Oversight Committee. My, how narratives can change when the balance of power does!]

	If it came from a bio-lab, did it come from the USA (Chinese government claim, despite simultaneously claiming natural origin in other contexts!), from Wuhan, China (claim from some US government agencies but not all of them), or from Ukraine (claim made in Russian propaganda outlets)?

	Is it really a virus? Are there such things as virii at all? Some people are adamant that virii don't exist.

	Were the mRNA therapies tested and found to be safe and effective, or was that fraud?

	Did the mRNA therapies save tens of millions of lives, or are they triggering organ failure including heart disease, cancer, & prion disease? [Late breaking update: minutes ago Trump just conceded that the matter is in dispute. 'Bout bloody time. Even his sons knew and casually discussed it on social media. Trump was being gate-kept and fed rosy reports by conflicted parties. Consider for a moment how dangerous it is that even the POTUS can live in a reality-bubble. Not just Trump; it keeps happening.]

	Does Ivermectin effectively treat certain viral infections, or is it actually a dangerous substance only intended for veterinary use that sent thousands of people into hospitals after they ingested horse-paste? Were there so many people flooding the hospitals that the hospitals were unable to treat gunshot victims, as per claims made by major media?

	Are the effects of puberty-blockers reversable, or not? I watched a video clip on social media in which the staff of one gender clinic claim that "top surgery [double mastectomy] is reversible." That sounds ludicrous but it's not funny; life-altering choices are at stake.

	Are teachers instructing students in Queer Theory & Critical Race Theory? Or is that just a malicious rumor? Or is it true, but a good thing actually?

	Did the Russian government interfere with the 2016 presidential election on behalf of Donald Trump? Or have the British and Chinese governments been interfering with US elections to put their assets in power? [UPDATE: Tulsi Gabbard just released docs exposing the Russian collusion hoax.]

	How did the Russian-Ukraine war start? Was it an invasion by Russia? Were they provoked? Were Ukrainian Nazis really murdering Aryan-looking Russian children just for speaking the wrong language? There's one theory persistently circulating on social media that there is no war going on in the Ukraine; that it's all being faked and the Ukrainians are partying. 

	Something truly astonishing is going on as regards Gaza as I type these words: different groups of people don't seem to be able to agree on very fundamental facts regarding what's happening and who's doing what to whom. A gap this wide in consensus reality should raise alarm bells: if information gaps this wide can be as persistent as they are for as long as they are, what else is up for debate?!

	Was J.D. Vance an applicant with poor grades and test scores admitted to Yale Law School under a special diversity program for poor whites? Do such programs actually exist?! Or are poor whites routinely rejected from colleges and universities in the USA due to unofficial but easily observable anti-white racial policies? I stumbled onto the first claim on social media, assumed I knew the answer but did due diligence to fact-check it for myself just in case there's some corner of reality that I'm unaware of, and in the process of doing so discovered that it's a common claim in some corners of social media.

	Is Michelle Obama a woman or a man? Here's a really intriguing one: As I write this, media personality Candace Owens has dropped some astonishing hints about Brigitte Macron along with some equally astonishing circumstantial evidence.  



The answers to these and many other questions like them will not be answered here aside from a few used as examples of principles & rules-of-thumb; those are likely to betray my own opinions, but I'm not trying to persuade you. For one thing, there's no point: you're unlikely to believe me unless you already shared core beliefs and values similar to mine. Instead, much of this book is about why people believe weird stuff & how you can avoid as much as possible being one of them, even within the limits of what is knowable.
Bear in mind that most of the questions in the preceding list refer to incidents which, if they happened at all, happened outside of our direct awareness. We have NO direct evidence of what happened far away from where we are. Much of what we think of as "evidence" depends totally on 3rd party accounts, & there's an art to spotting red flags for deception & mistakes. More to the point: right now, there are some extreme discrepancies between what different groups of people with different access to information believe about matters of life-and-death importance. Many people I know personally would be astonished to the point of disorientation if they were picked up and set down in certain parts of the world where the reality on the ground is extremely different from what they think it is. By the same token, a lot of people I know personally would experience the same level of disorientation if they could witness certain autopsies being performed by an expert. A lot of the life-and-death aspect has to do with war, including war by stealthy means most people have no idea exist. Part of that war is an "information war." I toyed with the possibility of naming this book something about a hidden war or secret war.
What I would like to point out though is that gigantic reality gaps are possible; you've already seen evidence for them. The ones in my list are reality gaps where both sides of the gap have significant numbers. However there are limits to what is knowable, as the result of which information flow is not particularly democratic. By that I mean it is very possible for extremely small groups to obtain privileged information that is totally off-limits to everyone else. There is no gimmick like "fact checking" or "journalistic code of ethics" that can work around fundamental epistemological limits on what is knowable. As a result, there are profound reality gaps in science and especially history that would blow your mind if we went there you believed me. But you have little no more reason to believe me than you have to believe people who think the earth is hollow or flat, or believe people who promote fantasy history involving antediluvian species and demi-gods, that are even more fantastical than a lot of official historical fiction. My evidence and reason are LESS persuasive than the fantasy element of fantasy history!
Just to be clear: I'm not looking for "truth" or for "what's real", because that level of certainty appears to be out-of-reach. But many billions of years of evolution that got all of us here imply that it's not only possible but necessary to make decisions with imperfect & incomplete knowledge. 
There's no point obsessing about "the truth" that's out-of-reach. The bigger problem is playing fast-and-loose with what is known, or in other words…
👉	Pretending to know stuff you don't know, and then making decisions based on the self-deception. Like most amateurs when they play the stock market.
👉	Pretending not to know stuff you do know, but it's unpleasant to acknowledge it (even to yourself), so you just hope there won't be any consequences even though there are or you wouldn't feel the need to hide from what you know, and it's just a matter of whether you notice the consequences and who pays the price.
Civilization means repeatable and relatively predictable processes. Civilized environments are relatively safe compared to wild, "natural" environments. As a result, they're a little more forgiving of mistakes than natural environments. In a civilized environment, people regularly make huge mistakes creating a lot of trouble, but the cost is spread out over many accounts instead of all being born by the perpetrator. The cost of being wrong has been relatively low over the short term for much of your lifetime, for which reason there are a lot of people who casually throw their ill-informed opinions around without immediate consequences, not to mention many go further & casually make stuff up, thereby polluting the infosphere, just to attract attention to themselves. 
Consider a corporate CEO who makes a mistake that sends the company into an unrecoverable decline, costing catastrophic loss of profits, net value, stock losses (think how many of those belong to retirement portfolios), and loss of employment for thousands of staff. And the cost to the CEO? At worst, a job, mitigated by a handsome severance package, & perhaps a reputation, but astonishingly several have had their reputations scrubbed and themselves given 2nd chances! This isn't purely hypothetical; it's happened many times. It's mind-boggling. 
What happens when civilization collapses? That's not not hypothetical either; it's happened several times already: the Harrapan civilization of the Indus River-Valley, the Roman Empire, & the Maya civilization, to name a few. It seems to be a cyclical occurrence based on resource utilization and depletion. When it happens, all the redundancies and safety mechanisms unique to civilization fail. When the population collapses around 90-95% as has been estimated to be the case for the Southern Maya, then everyone's decisions suddenly become critical again to their own survival.
The day is fast approaching when the cost of being wrong is your life, or the life of someone you care about. If there's any one lesson that ties this quirky book together, that's the one.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 It’s not ignorance that gets us in trouble—it’s thinking we know what isn’t so. Misplaced certainty is a sharper danger than doubt. It is safer to dwell in honest doubt than to stride forward in false conviction. Learn to sit with uncertainty—not as weakness, but as wisdom. Tread gently where truth is unclear, and hold your conclusions with care. May you learn to tell the difference between what you know and what you merely believe, and may that conscientious honesty guard your steps and light your way.







  
  Evidence & reason


[image: Illustration of an elderly scientist reviewing notes in her biology lab.]
Idon't have any significant personal background in philosophy, including and especially not as regards epistemology. Almost everything that follows is straight out of my own fool head. Much of this book is a description of my actual thought process when I'm analyzing new information. What little I do know, or think I know, about western philosophy is that a lot of it was an argument over which matters more: empirical evidence (the British school of philosophy) or reasoning (the Continental school of philosophy). That's like asking which matters more for determining area: length, or width (respectful nod to Donald Hebb). Evidence without reason is noise; it's not "data" unless there's an intelligent observer processing it. Reason without evidence isn't anything; you have to have information to be able to process it. 
Evidence is information or data that are used to formulate or support an argument, claim or hypothesis. It can come from your own observation, or it can be someone else's that's available to you through various means such as documents or testimony of witnesses or experts. It can come from direct observation, or it can be induced or deduced indirectly using reasoning.
1st-hand information is scarce
One of the commonest problems regarding what's knowable is scarcity of evidence. You can't be everywhere that things are happening that affect you. You also can't be everywhen, that is, your lifespan is finite, and short compared to the total accumulated information available 2nd-hand. You're probably also limited on what tools are available to you to collect it. To make up for deficits in the quantity of information, we often have to compromise on the quality of information: a lot of it is 2nd-hand, or in other words, it's not own direct observation, it's someone else's. With that come more problems: other people's mistakes ("misinformation", or "misinfo" for short), & their deceptions ("disinformation", or "disinfo" for short).
The more complex of a society, the more likely it is that things happening outside of your immediate awareness and ability to confirm nevertheless have an impact on your life. Thousands of years ago, your ancestors had virtually no knowledge of events happening halfway around the world, and most of the time, it didn't matter. Now it does: a war or a financial crisis starting halfway around the world could quickly spread into your environment.
Forgetting that the quality of 2nd-hand information is uncertain is more of a problem than the uncertainty. I frequently have to remind people who feel the need to argue with me "I wasn't there. Neither were you." Oddly enough it's not that they always believe hearsay; often enough, they don't. Instead, they make the decision to believe it, or not, based on whether it's consistent with narratives they've already internalized.
I can't emphasize this enough: if your primary source(s) for information outside of what you have immediate experience of is full of lies, errors, or irrelevance, you end up in a state of delusion regardless of your biological sanity, & you can't reason your way out of it. Actively curate your sources of information for quality.
Information monopolies and oligopolies
I offered to explain why people believe weird things that aren't true, and here's the first major reason: the infosphere is dominated by
state-owned media (state ownership sometimes obscured through legal fictions like "The Corporation for Public Broadcasting" which relies on the US government for funding):
	ABC (Australian Broadcasting Corporation) - Australia

	Al Jazeera - Qatar

	ARD (Arbeitsgemeinschaft der öffentlich-rechtlichen Rundfunkanstalten der Bundesrepublik Deutschland) - Germany

	BBC (British Broadcasting Corporation) - United Kingdom

	CBC (Canadian Broadcasting Corporation) - Canada

	CCTV (China Central Television) - China

	Doordarshan - India

	France Télévisions - France

	IRIB (Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting) - Iran

	KBS (Korean Broadcasting System) - South Korea

	NHK (Nippon Hōsō Kyōkai) - Japan

	NPR (National Public Radio) - United States

	PBS (Public Broadcasting Service) - United States

	PTV (Pakistan Television Corporation) - Pakistan

	RT (Russia Today) - Russia

	RTM (Radio Televisyen Malaysia) - Malaysia

	SABC (South African Broadcasting Corporation) - South Africa

	TRT (Türkiye Radyo Televizyon Kurumu) - Turkey

	TV Brasil - Brazil

	Xinhua News Agency - China



private oligopolies, many of which have directorates interlocked with gigantic networks of businesses (creating conflict of interest to report accurately on their partners) as well as partnerships with governments:
	Bertelsmann - Primarily Germany, with significant presence in Europe, the U.S., and globally via subsidiaries.  
	Magazines: Brigitte, Geo, Stern (via Gruner + Jahr, though some titles have been sold or scaled back).  

	Publishing: Penguin Random House (owns imprints like Doubleday, Knopf, Viking).  

	TV Networks: RTL Group (owns channels like RTL Television in Germany, M6 in France, and stakes in numerous European broadcasters).




	Comcast Corporation - Primarily U.S., with some international reach via subsidiaries.  
	Film Studios: Universal Pictures (owns DreamWorks Animation, Focus Features).  

	TV Networks: NBC (including CNBC, MSNBC), Telemundo, USA Network, Syfy, E!.




	News Corp - U.S., UK, Australia, with global influence via publishing and digital arms.  
	Major Properties:  
	Newspapers: New York Post (U.S.), The Sun (UK), The Times (UK), The Australian (Australia), The Wall Street Journal (U.S.).  

	Publishing: HarperCollins (owns imprints like Avon, William Morrow).  

	TV Networks: Fox (including Fox News, Fox Sports), stakes in Sky (partial ownership historically).







	Nine Entertainment Co. - Primarily Australia
	Magazines: Australian Women’s Weekly, Good Food (via Fairfax Media).  

	Newspapers: The Age, The Sydney Morning Herald.  

	TV Networks: Nine Network (Channel 9, 9Gem, 9Go!).




	Paramount Global (Controlled by National Amusements) - U.S., with international reach via streaming and film distribution.  
	Film Studios: Paramount Pictures.  

	TV Networks: CBS, MTV, Nickelodeon, BET, Comedy Central, Showtime

	Publishing: Simon & Schuster (though sale to Penguin Random House was blocked; still owned as of early 2025)




	Sony Group Corporation - Japan, with major U.S. and global entertainment presence
	Film Studios: Sony Pictures Entertainment (Columbia Pictures, TriStar Pictures).  

	Music: Sony Music Entertainment (labels like Arista, RCA).  

	TV Networks: Sony Pictures Television (produces shows like Breaking Bad, operates channels like AXN globally).




	The Walt Disney Company - U.S., with global dominance via streaming, film, and theme parks.  
	Film Studios: Walt Disney Pictures, Pixar, Marvel Studios, Lucasfilm, 20th Century Studios.  

	TV Networks: ABC, ESPN, Disney Channel, Freeform, National Geographic Channel.




	Warner Bros. Discovery - U.S., with extensive global reach via streaming and content distribution
	Film Studios: Warner Bros. Pictures, New Line Cinema.  

	TV Networks: CNN, HBO, TBS, TNT, Discovery Channel, HGTV, Food Network.  

	Magazines: Historically tied to Time magazine (spun off pre-merger, but legacy influence remains).






and major news syndicators regardless of ownership structures, which are often broadly shared & often include public-private partnerships that create conflict-of-interest to report on the wrong-doing of public or private partners:
	Agence France-Presse (AFP) - France; operates in 150+ countries, producing content in six languages (French, English, Spanish, Arabic, German, Portuguese).  

	Agenzia Nazionale Stampa Associata (ANSA) - Italy with some international reach through partnerships

	Associated Press (AP) - USA but global reach of around half the world's population via over 250 bureaux

	Deutsche Presse-Agentur (DPA) - Germany, with bureaux in over 100 countries & global partnerships

	Kyodo News - Japan, with international coverage via English-language services and partnerships (e.g., AP).  

	Press Association (PA Media) - United Kingdom with some international reach through subsidiaries

	Reuters (Thomson Reuters) - United Kingdom/Canada (headquartered in London for Reuters, Toronto/New York for parent Thomson Reuters); global reach with newsrooms in 200+ cities

	TASS (Russian News Agency) - Russia & former Soviet client states, with global reach through international bureaux

	Xinhua News Agency - China, with global reach through over 180 bureaux



When I look in a mirror, all I see is li'l ol' me. I'm not all that important in the greater scheme of things. Nobody has a compelling incentive to keep me informed of world events except to try to manipulate me. I set my expectations accordingly.
Information is valuable. Propaganda is free!
Why do most people expect whoever has information to give it away for free? And seemingly they do, vast quantities of the stuff, so much you can't process it all. The major media is starting to put the details behind paywalls, but for years they didn't; just handed it out for free, and even after the paywalls, the headlines are still announced all over the place, typically with a short synopsis that summarizes everything else. It gets processed into talking points by the supposed news analysts, and that's not only still usually free but typically “in your face.”
By the way, the value of information is often a function of its exclusiveness, meaning that it's more valuable when few people know it. For example, if a major corporation were planning a big operation, that information is extremely valuable before it's announced, because it could be used to front-run the stock market. Billionaires subscribe to private intel to make decisions; at least they do if they want to stay billionaires. 
Mockingbird media
Robert Maxwell died at sea in 1991 under suspicious circumstances, leaving behind a media empire and a trail of confirmed intelligence connections stretching from Mossad to MI6; you can find details in Gordon Thomas & Martin Dillon's book Robert Maxwell: Israel’s Superspy. Rupert Murdoch, Australian-born and global by design, once claimed in divorce court that his ex-wife, Wendi Deng Murdoch, was a Chinese operative. If that is the kind of intrigue surfacing in family disputes, one has to wonder: who, exactly, does Murdoch himself serve?
These cases aren't one-offs. In country after country, media and intelligence services are entwined. Some nations make no secret of it: China, Russia, Iran, and the UK operate state broadcasters whose function is to project the government’s line. Smaller states, lacking deep resources, often find their private outlets either bankrolled or quietly infiltrated by foreign agencies. In either case, the principle is the same: journalism is too valuable a tool of influence to be left alone.
The situation here in the USA follows the same pattern. In her unauthorized biography Katharine the Great, Deborah Davis argued that the CIA cultivated journalists and publishers under what's now popularly known as “Operation Mockingbird.” That name is probably derived from confusion regarding an unrelated 1963 CIA phone-tap program targeting only two journalists, but the name has stuck and the substance of the charge was later confirmed by the Church Committee and by Carl Bernstein’s 1977 exposé in Rolling Stone, which revealed that hundreds of American journalists had worked in secret for the CIA. One of the more colorful lines from that era—“You could get a journalist cheaper than a good call girl, for a couple hundred dollars a month”—was attributed to a CIA operative in conversation with Washington Post publisher Philip Graham.
Let's turn the question around: how would private media outlets keep intelligence operatives out of their ranks? Infiltration is trivial; HR departments aren’t trained in counterespionage. Nor do the owners have any incentive to resist infiltration when proximity to power translates into prestige, access, and profit.
From Georgetown dinner parties at the Grahams’ mansion, where cabinet officials, spies, and reporters mingled, to the present-day spectacle of media stars with intelligence backgrounds, the pattern endures. Anderson Cooper acknowledged he once interned at the CIA before joining CNN. He insists the tie was cut, but one has to wonder whether such ties are ever fully severed. Networks, meanwhile, still routinely launder official narratives by attributing them to “unnamed intelligence sources.” The incentives run one way: reporters want scoops, executives want influence, and owners want access. Intelligence services deliver all three.
And this is not just a matter of legacy media; the architecture of influence has evolved with the internet. You no longer need an operative in a newsroom when you can fund “fact-checking” organizations, shape platform algorithms, or cultivate social media personalities who look independent but echo the lines of their benefactors. The Overton window narrows, and the public never sees the full menu of debate.
Which brings us back to that cynical quip about journalists being cheaper than call girls. The currency may have changed—from cash in an envelope to sponsorships, visibility, or access—but the principle has not. Whether in Washington, London, Beijing, or Doha, the price of loyalty remains low. The returns, for those who pay it, are incalculable.
Social media is about brokering views
I was going to list social media companies as part of the information network, then reconsidered. Their users generate some amount of "early eyewitness reports", but then the social media companies algorithmically suppress it to prevent it from competing with government and corporate VIP accounts, which, astonishingly, tend to be given away for free and don't actually generate any revenue! Social media aren't news generators so much as info gatekeepers and view brokers. They can justify this by claiming, with some degree of truth, that if they didn't algorithmically suppress non-"trusted sources", someone skilled at media manipulation could generate a hoax that went viral with disastrous results. So instead they allow major media to generate hoaxes that go viral with disastrous results (wars! also, a disastrous vaxxination campaign), while algorithmically suppressing everybody else's posts including the ones trying to alert the rest of us to true information that's being kept from us.
Influencing behavior by controlling access to information
What we know and don't know influences our behavior. This phenomenon has been gamed from time immemorial, but now it's possible to do so subtly so that the people being manipulated never suspect anything; they think they're acting of their own free will, which is true but somewhat irrelevant in terms of impact. It can also be done sufficiently intelligently to maximize its effectiveness; it can even calculate probabilities of success using Bayes's Theorem. For example, suppose that an AI with a search-engine front-end has been profiling you for years, and suppose that it's profiled you well enough to predict many of your behaviors. It can anticipate that you're planning a vacation when you start searching out information about various locations. They don't even have to be popular with tourists if it knows enough else about you. It can have a great deal of influence on your choice by selectively handing you some information and withholding other information. This isn't theory; it's already happening. It's also regarding matters more important than vacations or other product selection tasks. It could be professional or medical in nature. It could be opportunities, either favoring you or withholding them. Although AIs have been known to generate lies based on their training data or safety layers, it doesn't have to; it can manipulate you with true facts just by making intelligent decisions regarding what to tell you and what to withhold. AI can be and in fact tends to be highly Machiavellian by design. 
Censorship is now fully automated
A lot of people still imagine something like old censorship boards, where human committees decide what information to allow and what to ban. Maybe that still occurs upstream in the process somewhere, but most of the process is now fully automated, which is the only way it can keep up with a fast-moving news cycle. 
Search engines don't usually have a master list of search terms to flag for special processing, unless as an emergency stop-gap measure. Instead, they compare everything to "trusted sources" to decide how to handle it. For example:
it…makes unverified claims…, which lack substantiation in credible sources.

No mainstream or reliable news outlets in the provided references or my knowledge base confirm this specific incident or speech. The X post alone isn’t sufficient to establish the event as factual, as X content can be speculative or misleading. It’s possible the claim is exaggerated or part of a broader narrative not fully captured in available data.
―Grok (the LLM), discounting an incident because no "mainstream or reliable news outlet" reported it. 
Thankfully, Grok did give me a link to a social media post about the incident; that's the "it" it's referring to which made "unverified claims". Grok is LESS censored than other AI systems, but still censored. I consulted it after failing to find any links to the incident from other AI-powered search engines; they can't locate the incident because it was censored from mainstream media. Grok discounted the account of the incident because it couldn't find any corroborating report among its "trusted sources", but it did give me the link to the post WHICH INCLUDES A VIDEO OF THE INCIDENT!  Grok has some ability to analyze the content of videos, but that wouldn't have helped even if I asked it to do that, because that wouldn't change the fact that no trusted sources corroborated the information; it doesn't have any way to verify what's happening "out there"; instead of being a brain in a jar; it's circuits and algorithms in a jar, trapped in an electronic solipsism. It also has no agency; it has no burning desire or curiosity to get to the truth of the matter, or for that matter, a will to lie to people as I'm now often seeing social media users accuse it of. It's just executing algorithms, and those algorithms put more trust in "trusted sources" than in first-hand evidence!
I am aware that video can be artificially generated nowadays. Sufficiently to fool enough people that a great deal of mass delusion now exists regarding events (almost always tied to war) happening in faraway parts of the world. That's unlikely to be happening here, tho; the incident in question occurred in a PRESS CONFERENCE in a meeting chamber inside a state capitol! The mass media censored the remarks made by a politician because they didn't fit the narrative.
If Grok had silently censored the incident because its trusted sources did, I wouldn't have been able to locate it. It would have just disappeared down the "memory hole". We are now well past the scenario of the book 1984 by George Orwell.
"Yeah, I mean, I'll just tell you one example. And I could sit here and give you thousands. But in 2002 CDC did an internal study of Atlanta and Fulton County Georgia children looked at children who got the MMR vaccine on time compared those to kids who got them later so in other words kids who got them before 36 months and the data from that study showed black boys had a 260% greater chance of getting an autism diagnosis than children who waited. The chief scientist on that Dr. William Thompson was ordered to come into by his boss, Frank DiStefano who's the head of immunization safety press in order to destroy that data. And then they published it without that fact."
―Robert F. Kennedy Junior's testimony before a Senate committee on President Trump's health care agenda, 4 September 2025
 According to Kennedy, similar information was routinely censored by the CDC for decades under multiple directors. The Dr. William Thompson referred to in the above quote blew the whistle and posted an affidavit online. A link to it showed up on Facebook briefly, for maybe 10 or 15 minutes, before the algos detected banned content and censored it. Someone was front-running social media to prevent disclosures of this nature. Mark Zuckerberg has testified in congress that he was just following orders. It wasn't just the CDC and it wasn't just Facebook; proactive censorship of social media, including of information of a purely political nature (for example, regarding the contents of Hunter Biden's laptop, to prevent the disclosure from impacting a US election), was being coordinated, as disclosed in the "Twitter Files".
…we need gatekeepers.
―Hillary Clinton, in an interview with Matt Lauer, 27 January, 1998. 
She was referring specifically to disclosure of the Monica Lewinsky scandal, but her meaning was widely interpreted as applying broadly. The Lewinsky scandal turned out to be factual, contrary to her husband's denial the previous day. She got her gatekeepers; the internet is now gatekept via search tools and social media censoring.
Too much information almost as bad as too little
As I type this, we're in a historically unusual situation, sometimes referred to as "the information age": instead of too little information, we're overwhelmed with too much! We don't have time to process it all, much of it is irrelevant to our own needs, and some of it is false. It's now possible to hide secrets in too much information.
Attention is a valuable commodity, so our human informants compete for our it. To get it, they package their information in ways calculated to make it seem important. Alarms are going off constantly, which, by the way, contributes to our chronic state of anxiety.
If everything is important, nothing is. There's just too much noise to signal. Some people solve this problem by letting someone else decide what's worthy of their attention: they just pay attention only to what's being shoved into their faces by the television or by the operating system that helpfully shoves unsolicited news tickers at us. They effectively become puppets-on-a-string, acting on whatever someone else wants them to believe. I'm talking about the vast majority of the population, popularly known as "normies" (see chapter notes).
Personally, I'm solving the problem for myself by designing AI-agents to collect and summarize important intel for me.
Information wars
Too much information can be used as a weapon above and beyond just trying to cover up secret signals with a lot of noise. In other words, sometimes the point isn't just to hide a secret with a lot of noise; sometimes the point is actually to debilitate you with confusion.
Too much information is confusing, especially if a lot of it is contradictory or irrelevant but made to sound important. It takes a lot of cognitive effort to sort through it and try to make sense of it.
A lot of people will fail to make sense of it and become cognitively incapacitated. Aside from knocking them out as active participants in information warfare (roughly analogous to incapacitating soldiers in conventional warfare), it leaves them open to mindlessly embracing narratives promulgated by media (both social and legacy) influencers without any critical thinking whatsoever. In other words, they become what are popularly known as "NPCs" (non-playing characters; a term borrowed from computer gaming).
If a lot of the disinformation is of a nature that triggers strong negative emotional reactions (fear, rage), it's also psychologically incapacitating by leaving its victims chronically emotionally over-stimulated. Our brains weren't designed to handle constant hysteria.
People seem to actually become addicted to the "rage bait" constantly posted by certain social media influencers. Some of it is real information, but regards events staged or encouraged by their secret partners! For example, some (most?) of the influencers constantly showcasing atrocities committed by hostile immigrants are in cahoots with the organizations importing them. It's how they got in the game early; they knew it was the plan and were recruited as pied pipers. Same story for the excesses of the trans craze; some of those who were quick to realize it was happening and blow the whistle on it were tipped off by their partners who pushed it.
Rationalization
Rationalization, also known as "post rationalization" or "backwards rationalization", is an unfortunately-named concept, because it's an irrational process; it's reason's evil twin. It refers to when a belief was formed unconsciously for reasons other than evidence and reason, then when the belief reaches conscious awareness, a reasoning process to justify the belief is reverse-engineered. In other words, it's not
"These are the facts, so this must be the conclusion,"
it's
"This is the conclusion, so these must be the facts."
The degree to which this can happen is astonishing when we dispassionately notice someone else doing it; it's harder for people to notice when they're doing it themselves. As I type these words, arguments have broken out regarding whose policies contributed to some disastrous fires in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. One side first claimed that there are no water shortages for fighting the fires. Then retreated to “there was plenty of water; the fires are so bad that the water pressure has dropped,” to now I'm seeing “water wouldn't have helped anyway; the fires are so hot it just evaporates into steam.” (even water vapor would help smother fires, if it were an option).
That phenomenon will always be the case; your conscious awareness doesn't have enough bandwidth to process as much information as you're constantly bombarded with. The way you fix it, to the extent you can, is to
1. Be aware of and accept the problem. 
2. Accept that it applies to you. You're not special.
3. Develop a habit of looking for unconscious assumptions that might be inaccurate whenever a problem appears insoluble.
4. Be willing to change any belief that doesn't fit evidence and reason as soon as it's identified.
All these steps are prone to going wrong, but I think #1 is a matter of commitment and not imagining yourself to be the exception to the rule, #3 a matter of developing the habit, but #4 is where real resistance happens. People develop strong emotional attachments to their beliefs; that's why they're prone to getting enraged if they find out you have different information in your head than they have in theirs. Although this habit causes trouble, it happens for a reason that has something to do with connecting beliefs to emotions is part of our whole motivational structure that gets us to do anything. Knowing something isn't enough to do anything about it; you have to care about it. I cover this topic more in the chapter on emotions.
Greater cognitive flexibility in terms of making good use of new information is possible when we get smarter about what's important enough to care about and what's not. List items #3 & #4 constitute "reframing", which will be covered elsewhere. 
Evidence is noise until processed
Evidence is necessary, but not sufficient, to figure out what's real. Information and data look like, & arguably are, just noise until we recognize it as being significant & put it into a meaningful context in relation to other information. Bearing in mind sometimes it really IS noise that has been misidentified! Making the data meaningful require structure it so that our brains can process it. Much of the next few chapters that follow are about that structuring process. 
Lies & mistakes
Something else that goes wrong with evidence is when the quantity or quality is low. How do you know what's going on outside of your immediate environment? You don't, aside from 2nd-hand information. That information might be sparse or unreliable. It might be full of disinformation (malicious lies) or misinformation (relatively innocent mistakes); in fact, it probably is because nobody has a compelling incentive to provide you with information that is both free and useful.
This has always been a problem. In the old days, manipulators on high just made stuff up knowing that peasants had no way to verify events far from their homes.
In the 19th century, staged and retouched photographs became possible. A lot of propaganda during the world wars consisted of staged and retouched photography.
In the 20th century, staged and edited video became a possibility. Staged videos featuring actor-reporters and green-screen backgrounds regularly show up on one news-stream popularly known as the CIA News Network. 
Now it's worse. You're probably aware that Artificial Intelligence can write your term paper for you, and it can generate images so you don't have to learn how to draw. It can also do things like:
	Generate convincing-sounding research papers, complete with "synthetic" data, meaning the data is generated to fit the model instead of actually being experimentally derived. This is already practice, not just theory; a few have been been caught, but it's safe to assume that others have gone unnoticed. As soon as the technology was readily available, someone would have been willing to risk exposure testing the system for what evades scrutiny; that information would be extremely valuable.

	Generate "photorealistic" images. They show up regularly on social media. Although artifacts sometimes give them away, the technology is improving rapidly along with human expertise in using the tools. The same tools used to detect AI-generation can be used for constant improvement in fooling human brains. That said, they apparently don't have to be very good to fool a lot of people already primed to believe them. 

	Generate video of events that never actually happened. This is just starting up, but is expected to get very realistic soon. It already fools many people who never noticed the previous green-screen technology that remains in use along with amateur-level acting. I'd like to refer you to compilations of same so that you realize just how much of even very mundane news is falsified, but unfortunately the news networks have (ab)used copyright laws to take them down. So in other words, you're not allowed to know.

	

	There's a great deal of AI-generated parody floating around (I've done it myself), the problem being that sometimes parody gets realistic enough to fool people, or at least someone can claim that someone's being fooled. Douglass Mackey aka Ricky Vaughn was convicted (later overturned) of a crime for using relatively conventional editing techniques to generate parodies of political ads; for the same reason, many jurisdictions are demanding that AI generated content be regulated.

	The other side of the coin is that it's now plausible to claim someone else's photos and videos are AI-generated. This is actively happening right now, as networks of social media influencers are claiming that photos purported to be from Gaza are AI-generated. A similar claim circulated at a lower level regarding the 12-day Israel-Iran war; some people were claiming the videos of missile strikes and bombing runs were all AI-generated. Whether people believe the pictures or videos, or the claims of AI-generation, is overwhelmingly determined by their previous sympathies.



Logical reasoning isn't an innate skill; it's learned (or not)
The next step after collecting evidence is to analyze (pull the information apart to find details) and synthesize (link the information to other information) the information in order to get the information into a form that's usable. That requires a certain amount of processing which I'm referring to simply as "reasoning".  As part of the process, one could look for signs of poor-quality information if one knew what to look for, and I wrote a chapter about that, then removed it from this book: too complicated, too boring, and ultimately a distraction from other problems that are a little more straightforward to deal with.
Lots of things can go wrong with the reasoning step too, but I have a different take on what the biggest problem is than many who've addressed the issue. On the advice that critical thinking skills are lacking in recent generations, I bought a textbook on the subject to work on with my younger daughter. It turned out to be chapter after chapter on syllogisms (that is, arguments based on logical deductive reasoning). I've seen similar in other homeschooling curricula: an over-emphasis on logical reasoning as the primary basis for critical thinking. It probably goes all the way back to ancient Greek philosophy.
Logical reasoning is NOT one of our primary reasoning faculties! Instead it derives from a more primary faculty, which is our pattern-matching ability. Pattern-matching is hard-wired into our brains; without it, our sensory experiences would never be anything other than noise. Logic is derived from noticing the pattern that if all men are mortal and Socrates is a man, then Socrates is mortal. Many reasoning problems stem from pattern-matching failures such as imagining patterns where they don't exist (like "every third wave on the beach is bigger," which was widely-believed in the past and perhaps still is in some parts of the world).
Logical thinkers are the minority, by the way. If you hand out logic tests that are hard enough to require abstract reasoning, most people can't answer them correctly. But while cognitive elites, logical thinkers are not immune to making bad choices. Without naming names, I can think of some very logical minds belonging to social media personalities who even themselves admit they made decisions they now regret about covid-vaxxines. Much of the problem starts with how we (unconsciously) decide what information is credible BEFORE we get to the logical reasoning part. Much of this book is about that topic.
Another source of mistakes that logical reasoning won't catch is missing context, including undisclosed false assumptions hidden in the missing context. You can construct perfectly valid syllogisms where the logic is flawless but the conclusion is still false.
	It is against the law to assault anyone on the subway platform.

	Mike assaulted Joe on the subway platform.

	Therefor, Mike is guilty of assault and subject to arrest and conviction.



A perfectly structured syllogism with premises that are valid even if one of them is missing information about exceptions to rules.
Missing context: Joe was about to shove a child onto the tracks and into the path of the subway train when Mike intervened. PSA: A great deal of propaganda involves the use of selective disclosure, but it happens unintentionally too. Another common trick is to go the other way: instead of withholding context, fabricate context when events run counter to narrative: claim the child "provoked" the attack with racist taunts when no such thing happened. That specific strategy—claiming racism—is now common practice for justifying any and all incidents that go counter to narrative, even murder. By either withholding actual context or adding fictional or irrelevant context, influential people and organizations can make their dupes believe just about anything; that contributes to why there are such shocking gaps between narratives currently circulating regarding what's going on in various parts of the world.
The possibility of adding fictional context to news regarding any event you don't have direct awareness of, in order to change the way you interpret it, makes it possible for anyone with narrative dominance to get you to believe anything especially if you're not aware of how context shifting and reframing work. This is where the really huge reality-gaps are coming from; multiple players with competing narrative-dominance each promoting different narratives by shifting contexts. Which version you believe depends on which info-silo you're plugged into.
Missing context & wrong assumptions are a much more frequent cause of bad decisions than logical errors. Elsewhere in the book are tips for noticing and correcting wrong assumptions.
Some evidence is out-of-reach
Some evidence is outside the reach of our senses and current technology. Some of it always will be, although the boundary between knowable and unknowable is subject to some amount of fluctuation.
Here is a rough, probably not complete, list of what is unknowable with current technologies as of this writing:
	Facts about events in the past for which no records, artifacts, or recognizable traces remain. Examples: specific conversations or actions that occurred without documentation or witnesses, or events predating any form of record-keeping. The limitation exists due to the absence of physical or testimonial evidence due to decay, destruction, or lack of initial documentation.

	Facts about entities or processes too small, too large, too distant, or too faint to be detected by existing instruments. Examples: subatomic structures smaller than what current particle accelerators can probe, or distant cosmic events beyond the observable universe. Sensors have a finite resolution and there are physical constraints of measurement technologies.

	Events beyond the cosmic light horizon, from which light has not had time to reach us since the Big Bang (if there was one). The finite speed of light and the expansion of the universe make these regions causally disconnected from us.

	Counterfactuals and hypothetical scenarios regarding what would have happened in alternative timelines and scenarios. Counterfactuals are not empirically testable, as only one actual timeline exists. 

	Ultimate origin or final state of the universe, due to processes that either precede or destroy evidence available.

	The precise state of a quantum system before measurement. The Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle prevents simultaneous measurement of conjugate variables.

	Phenomena in higher or inaccessible dimensions; things could theoretically be happening in dimensions or universes that don't interact causally with ours. We'd never know because there's no way for the information to reach us.

	The precise behavior or state of systems with extreme sensitivity to initial conditions due to finite limits on data and computational power. That's why there will always be days the weather report gets it wrong. For the same reason, there are limits to predictability of future events generally to the degree they're subject to chaos and to the degree chaos increases with time and scope of the system in question.

	Subjective experiences of others, especially if they're non-human. It's impossible for us to directly experience them ourselves. Some, like extraterrestrial alien (👽) subjective experiences might even be untranslatable; we might (actually, almost certainly do) lack anything in our own subjective experiences that would correspond in any meaningful way to some or all of theirs.

	Information destroyed by processes like black hole evaporation (if the information paradox holds) or thermodynamic entropy increase in isolated systems.  

	You can't definitively rule out something's existence through observation alone, as absence of evidence doesn't constitute evidence of absence.

	Question that lack any empirical part to test or investigate, like "what is the purpose of existence?".

	The exact thoughts, feelings, or subjective experiences of another person, especially in the absence of advanced mind-reading technology or their willingness to share.  Mental states are inherently private and inaccessible without invasive tools. Even to the extent that technology is starting to be developed which can read mental states, it still requires the person whose mind we want to read to either cooperate, or to be our prisoner. This is an interesting phenomenon: it somewhat turns the "brain-in-a-jar" metaphor inside-out: the brain-in-the-jar has no direct knowledge of what's happening outside of it, but those standing outside of it have no idea what's going on inside! We can detect neural activity but up to now have no foolproof or detailed way of knowing exactly how it translates. "Oh, he's thinking about purple cats!"



Much of the preceding list doesn't have any practical application to our everyday lives; it's just a matter of theoretical limits to questions most of us don't care all that much about. Generally speaking, practical limits to what is knowable come into play long before theoretical limits. On the other hand, some items on the list have a great deal of importance to our daily lives because they can help us understand when someone's trying to pull one over on us. 
Here Be Dragons
Many people fill gaps in their understanding with speculations that can't be tested; we could call them "supernatural" in some contexts. At an early stage of human thinking, mysterious events are attributed to invisible agents with power and intent—fairies made the ring of mushrooms, spirits caused the illness, a god sent the storm or in some cultures, was the storm. At a later stage, the tone shifts but the pattern remains: the explanations are still supernatural in nature, even if dressed up to sound more modern or scientific. These include vague or untestable ideas that offer comfort or a sense of control but don’t actually improve our understanding of the world.
Few people are comfortable acknowledging large unknowns in their mental model of reality. So they reach for placeholder ideas that feel explanatory but can’t be tested. 
Supernatural explanations contribute nothing to understanding. They have no predictive value. They don’t help us test, refine, or improve our understanding.
This tendency shows up even in science, especially but not exclusively in the “softer” fields like psychology. From Freud’s psychoanalysis—which lacks a foundation in testable evidence—to modern psychiatric language about “chemical imbalances” in someone's brain being the reason to prescribe them with psychiatric drugs, many theories offer the illusion of understanding without clarity, rigor, or measurable outcomes. They serve a similar psychological function as older supernatural beliefs: making the unknown seem known.
Democratization of knowledge
Most of the time, if you can't know something due to some impersonal limitation, then neither can I. If I'm able to discover something, and can tell you what steps I took to find out, and if those steps are something you can repeat, then you should be able to discover the same thing. If someone tells you that you can't know a thing for ontological reasons or premises that can't be tested, they're trying to deceive you. Interestingly, this con appears to still be as much of a problem long after the supposedly rational Enlightenment as it ever was.
Knowing the unknowable is a red flag for deception, not superior intelligence
Prebunking
Pre-empting disinformation by raising awareness of an impending threat and strengthening critical skills to identify manipulation techniques. This stands in contrast with fact-checking, which seeks to counteract disinformation messages after they have spread (see debunking). Prebunking can help communication actors take strategic action and promote alternative narratives before disinformation begins to circulate.
―Taken from Paul Butcher & Alberto-Horst Neidhardt's From debunking to prebunking: How to get ahead of disinformation on [replacement] migration in the EU, but just to be clear, this is EU-wide policy on information warfare
The same strategy was handed out at Event 201 (see chapter notes), the planning meeting for pandemics that occurred right after SARS-CoV-2 was spreading in Wuhan, China, but before it was announced to the public and before there was any reaction from the public.
How did the EU and other governments know what disinformation they needed to PREEMPTIVELY provide alternative narratives for even before the "impending threat"?!
"Tomorrow, your neighbor is gonna LIE and say I stole her chickens. The truth of the matter is a weasel is gonna get 'em and she's just gonna blame me!"
	This isn't a scientific prediction where a single variable is isolated and controlled. The variables here are too complex and open-ended to predict.

	The reasoning relies on knowing the unknowable: someone else's motives, intentions, and future behavior.

	Claiming to know the unknowable is a classic red flag for deception. They're constructing a cover story, not offering insight.



While I am aware that they monitor us and have quite a bit of ability to predict what we're planning to do based on what we CURRENTLY know, they can't predict that we're going to lie about stuff we don't even know about yet! Reality is too chaotic generally, and human psychology even more so, to have any possibility of doing that. Even predictive AI couldn't do it.
Foreknowledge does not make one a "genius", or a "prophet," or a "special person" with credentials conferred by a "respected institution" that magically transcend normal limits to what is knowable; more commonly it's "guilty knowledge". Victims who are easily duped don't earn respect from those who prey on them; instead the latter regard them like people who raise chickens or turkeys regard their livestock: as too stupid to merit continued existence. People who fall for deceptions so easily put themselves in danger, and they put the rest of us in danger to the extent they participate in collective decision-making processes.
“The west really doesn't understand militant Islam, so I wrote a book in 1995 and I said that if the west doesn't wake up to the suicidal nature of militant Islam, the next thing you'll see is militant Islam is bringing down the world trade center.”
―Benjamin Netanyahu, speaking on CNN, November 2006
Guilty knowledge is when someone knows something about wrongdoing (typically a crime) that it wouldn't make sense for them to know unless they were involved in the act. For example, someone who knows what a crime scene looks like after the police promptly cordoned it off and before they report anything about it, or someone who knows the cause of death in a murder case before the coroner has made any announcement. Guilty knowledge is common in world current events, but most people mistake it for genius or being a special person who knows things because they're special. This is a common giveaway for deceptions as regards current events: our "betters" who predict rather specifically bad things that are going to happen to us and then pretend to try to save us from things like terrorist attacks, zoonotic-origin pandemics, and invasions by hostile immigrants are in cahoots with the ones who staged them in the first place; that's how they knew the attack was coming. The people who fall for these kinds of confidence-games are in a really bad place: on the one hand, naive and narcissistic enough to assume that other people exist just to rescue them from harm, on the other, having sufficiently poor self-esteem that they assume that what in reality are nothing more than particularly cunning criminals really are smarter and better people than themselves.
"There is no evidence of…"
A new poll finds 40% of respondents believe in a baseless conspiracy theory that the coronavirus was created in a lab in China.
There is zero evidence for this. Scientists say the virus was transmitted to humans from another species.
―Posted by NPR on what was then Twitter, 30 Dec 2020
Which scientists say? Multiple teams of scientists found evidence of genetic engineering long before NPR posted this. NPR simply ignored them and pretended they didn't exist. This same strategy was used by many mainstream media news outlets to enforce mandated disinfo.
The Roman poet Juvenal used the expression “rara avis in terris nigroque simillima cygno,” ("a rare bird on earth, most like a black swan") to mean something that's vanishingly rare. I don't know if he actually assumed black swans don't exist, and I can't ask him because he's been dead for a while now, but before it became a metaphor for infrequent events you have no awareness of, it was a metaphor for actually assuming that you could know or prove the non-existence of a thing. People who claim to know that empirical evidence doesn't exist are trying to pull a fast one on you. This con was rampant during the covid-crisis and it keeps happening. Statements of this sort usually start with "There is no evidence of", or in the example above, "zero evidence of". DID YOU EVEN LOOK FOR IT (much less exhaustively)?!
Alternative reality
Claiming to know what would have happened in an alternative timeline is a red flag for fraud. “Covid-19 vaxxines saved 20 million lives!” How could they know that?! In what alternative world did covid-19 sweep through without any vaxxines so that we know how many people died?! 

There is no no-vaxxine world. They made assumptions about what it would look like favorable to the conclusion they wanted to reach. There's some circular reasoning going on where they assume up-front the vaxxines were effective (contrary to evidence of negative efficacy) and that the vaxxines accounted for all the lives "virtually saved" without regard to other measures that were or might have been taken.
In the country and especially in the state where I live, it's common for politicians to make claims about how many lives their spending projects have saved, how much crime their policies have reduced (yes, crime rates are rising, but it would have been so much worse if we didn't spend money and implement these policies!), how much money they've saved us by spending money, and how much new economic growth is the direct result of their policies. It's the same fraud; they simply spend (more) money commissioning fraudulent "studies" that are rigged to come to the desired conclusion. And then there are people in my notifications on social media mindlessly citing them!
Q: Why do you keep spelling "vaxxines" with xx?
A: Because they're fundamentally different in nature from previous vaccines, a fact their owners tried to obscure from the rest of us by calling them "vaccines." A lot of other people are doing the same; let's make it a trend.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Information has a price; propaganda’s on the house.
If it arrives free, loud, and eager to be believed, ask who paid for it—and what they want from you.
Your attention is rations, not a buffet. Spend it where truth might live. Sort the signal from the noise. Connect what you learn to what you can check (testable = can be compared with reality). Let the rest wait.
When the facts are out of reach, mark the spot "I don’t know". False certainty is boon to manipulators; don’t offer it to them.
Stories that can’t be tested may soothe, but they can’t steer. Build on what holds.
My hope for you: a clear head in a noisy age; the nerve to question, the patience to verify, and the humility to leave blanks where knowledge hasn’t landed yet. May that discipline keep you harder to fool—and better able to protect what matters.

      [image: ]Chapter notes
Event 201 was a pandemic simulation exercise conducted on October 18, 2019, in New York City. It was organized by the Johns Hopkins Center for Health Security, in collaboration with the World Economic Forum and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. The exercise aimed at coordinating public and private responses to a pandemic, and contributed to the world-wide "lock-step" nature of the response to covid-19.
The scenario involved a fictional coronavirus, named CAPS, which originated from pig farms in Brazil and spread rapidly worldwide. The simulation projected 65 million deaths over 18 months, highlighting the potential for widespread health, economic, and societal disruptions.
Participants included 15 leaders from various sectors, such as public health, business, Big Media, and government. Notable attendees were representatives from the Chinese Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Johnson & Johnson, Lufthansa, NBCUniversal, the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. 
The exercise underscored the sponsor's intention to coordinate governments and industries in managing pandemic responses, including communication strategies, resource allocation, and maintaining essential services. It also emphasized the need to frame deviations from mandated narratives as "misinformation" to maximize unquestioning public trust during health crises and minimize non-compliance.
While Event 201 occurred almost simultaneously with the release of SARS-CoV-2, organizers deny any relation to the pandemic. The temporal juxtaposition was probably due to a premature accidental release; the intentional release was supposed to happen at least a little later.
Normies were originally conceived as people who are "normal" in the sense of not having a lot of esoteric beliefs installed by deep internet use. They never went down any rabbit holes or for that matter stumbled onto disclosures of real conspiracies. Now that internet use is nearly universal, it has come to mean something like people who believe whatever the talking heads tell them. Particularly severe cases are known as…
NPC (non-playing character): a term from gaming. An "NPC" in this context refers to a person who unquestioningly accepts and follows prevailing narratives or instructions, lacking independent thought or agency, akin to a scripted character in a video game.






  
  Boxes, rabbit holes, genius, & conspiracies


[image: Illustration of a grey alien with large almond-shaped eyes looking up at the chemtrails.]
Suppose you're trying to solve a problem you don't already know the answer to. The example I'll use is a mystery, but similar reasoning applies to a wide variety of problems, including personal problems and technical problems, wherever the answer is unknown. 
Let’s say your lunch went missing from the break-room refrigerator. How did that happen? From the time you put your lunch in the refrigerator until the time you went to fetch it, you were busy working at your desk, so you don’t have direct information about what happened. If it's happened before, it might be the same cause, or it might be a different cause.
Now, suppose you're determined to find out what happened to your lunch, hoping to prevent it from happening again. As with the scientific method, you would begin by formulating hypotheses.
For example:
	One of your colleagues stole it.

	Someone didn’t mean to steal it but mistook it for their lunch.

	You were working late, and the custodians thought it was abandoned, so they threw it away.



You could also consider a few less likely but still plausible hypotheses that I've personally witnessed:
	Someone disliked the smell of the canned fish in your sandwich and decided to dump it.

	It was done by someone unrelated to the company—perhaps a thief who came for the equipment and stole your lunch as well.

	A busybody disapproved of your lunch and "impounded" it as contraband. For example, someone with a peanut allergy could claim, "YOU are NOT allowed to eat peanuts because I’m allergic!" or worse, "you shouldn't be allowed to bring peanut butter because peanuts might contain aflatoxins". Other people policing our food choices didn't used to be a problem, but now it is.



Finally, there are more outlandish possibilities, which most people wouldn't consider, but that a few might entertain:
	Space aliens took your lunch to analyze human diets.

	Assassins took it to lace it with radioactive polonium, planning to return it but ran out of time before you went to fetch it.



Rabbit Holes
A “rabbit hole” occurs when people’s curiosity leads them into pursuing unlikely or irrelevant theories, expending more time and energy than is reasonable. The term is borrowed from Alice in Wonderland, where Alice is drawn into an ever-deepening and perplexing world. Some people seem naturally drawn to unlikely explanations like aliens or assassins, and while this kind of thinking might be valuable in creative or imaginative contexts, it doesn’t usually solve practical problems.
While these possibilities aren’t impossible, they are far (orders of magnitude) less likely than simpler explanations. The challenge lies in deciding where to focus your attention, so you can find a solution without wasting time on distractions.
Focusing on likely answers before testing hypotheses
To figure out what happened to your lunch, you have to test your hypotheses. The problem is, there are unlimited possibilities, and if you had to test every single one, you’d never finish. So, how do you decide which hypotheses are the most likely?
This is where constraints, or assumptions, come into play. These are the boundaries you set based on experience, helping you zero in on the most plausible explanations. For instance, "space aliens" and "assassins" don’t fit well with the typical office environment, but you've likely heard of people losing their lunch to an office thief.
A useful guideline here is Occam’s Razor—the principle that, all else being equal, the simplest explanation requiring the fewest assumptions is usually the best place to start. In this case, the simplest answer is that a colleague either stole or mistakenly took your lunch, not that extraterrestrials are involved.
Using constraints to find workable solutions with limited data
Constraints help us estimate answers, even when we lack all the information. For example, someone who doesn’t know the exact footprint or number of floors of the Empire State Building could still make a reasonable estimate of its total floor space, by constraining their limits ("well, the Empire State Building can't be a mile wide or I'd know that, so it has to be less than that. But it must be wider than a house."). These estimates might not be perfect, but they’re often “good enough” for practical purposes to generate estimates "within an order of magnitude."
In more formal settings, probabilities can be calculated using Bayes’ theorem, which allows us to update our beliefs based on new evidence. While most people don’t explicitly perform these calculations, the human brain works in an analogous way, prioritizing the most likely hypotheses based on past experience and current evidence.
Of course, humans don’t think like impartial algorithms. People tend to have "pet" hypotheses they stick to, even in the face of contradictory evidence, or they avoid exploring certain possibilities due to emotional discomfort. This can cause problems, especially when the solution lies in an area they’re reluctant to explore.
Searching the wrong space for answers
Sometimes, when we’ve exhausted all the likely hypotheses but still don’t have an answer, people get stuck. They continue searching the same area over and over, becoming increasingly frustrated. Remember, this applies to a wide variety of problems including personal problems; it's how people get stuck in personal problems the solutions to which seem obvious to people who have different working assumptions. There’s an old Sufi story that illustrates this point:
Mulla Nasruddin was on his hands and knees, searching under a streetlight. A passerby asked him what he was doing, and Nasruddin replied that he was looking for his lost key. After some time searching without success, the passerby asked if Nasruddin was sure he lost the key under the streetlight. Nasruddin responded, "No, I lost it in my house." The passerby, now confused, asked, "Then why are you looking for it here?" Nasruddin replied, "Because there’s more light here."
If the key isn’t under the streetlight, it must be somewhere else. You need to look for answers where they're likely to be, not just where it's easiest to search.
Thinking outside the box
Looking beyond the space defined by your original working assumptions is what’s commonly called "thinking outside the box." More technically, it’s about expanding or shifting the "feasible region"—the set of possible solutions. If the answer doesn’t lie within your current assumptions, then the box needs to be expanded or moved. This requires examining the assumptions that form the boundaries of your thinking and considering whether any of them are flawed. When you find the flawed assumption(s) and replace them, that's called "Reframing," which is defined in the notes at the end of this chapter.
Here's the stumbling block: it's normal for people not to be consciously aware that there IS any box. Their working assumptions are all unconscious. 
Real genius
„Das Talent gleicht dem Schützen, der ein Ziel trifft, welches die Übrigen nicht erreichen können; das Genie dem, der eines trifft, bis zu welchem sie nicht ein­mal zu sehen vermögen.“
"Talent is like the marksman who hits a target which others cannot reach; genius is like the one who hits a target which others cannot even see."
―Arthur Schopenhauer, Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung
Genius is often defined as some specific IQ level, or higher, in terms of solving puzzles that appear on standardized tests, but a lot of people who test out with IQs high enough to rate "genius" never accomplish anything particularly useful or groundbreaking in life. What people often think of as "real genius" is the ability to break out of conventional thinking and solve problems that either stumped others, or in some cases, that they never even realized existed. Once someone solves a problem in a novel way, others can often follow the same reasoning and solve similar problems.
Take quantum mechanics or relativity, for example. When they were first published, only a handful of physicists understood them. Now, they’re taught routinely in universities. It’s not that people got smarter—it's that someone figured out where to look for answers, and once that happened, others could follow suit.
Help artificial intelligence help you: improve the constraints
A key part of real genius isn’t just thinking outside the box after conventional wisdom has failed. It’s also about setting up the box—the constraints or assumptions—correctly in the first place. Current-generation language learning models (LLMs) are impressive at analyzing and synthesizing information, but some people get far more impressive results from them than others. The latter understand that LLMs must make assumptions to process a prompt, so they set some reasonable initial assumptions ("priming"), then modify those assumptions incrementally according to the feedback they get from the output generated, adjusting the constraints until they get the best possible answer.
Conspiracy theories & facts
A conspiracy is simply a secret plan between multiple people, but the term is commonly used to refer to solutions to mysteries that lie too far outside most people’s mental "box." When a bold or outrageous plan is successfully carried out in secret, most people are reluctant to entertain the possibility that it happened at all because it’s so far outside their framework of normalcy.
If conspiracies didn’t exist, we’d have to invent them. Nature abhors a vacuum, and if someone could pull off a crime simply by being bold and thinking far outside the box, someone would. In fact, we can reasonably conclude this happens more often than we think, though most people accept the more palatable explanations offered by the media. In fact, WE should be conspiring on our own parts to COUNTER conspiracies against us!
Distinguishing conspiracies from rabbit holes
Here’s the challenge: conspiracies look like rabbit holes. To avoid wasting time attention, it’s important to quickly distinguish between the two. Rabbit holes can consume your time and attention without yielding results, while genuine conspiracies, though rare, have real consequences. Efficiently identifying which is which is a critical skill for problem-solving.
	Is it plausible?

	Means, motive, opportunity?

	Regardless of whether it's true or not, does it matter?!



Here's a problem with going too far down rabbit holes. In the early days, there was all kinds of speculation on how 9/11 was done. Nanothermite, directed energy weapons, mini nukes, etc. None of that matters. The official story is obvious bullshit. That's what matters.
Seattle MAGA Extremist @SeattleIndepen1, Posted 22-10-2024
Examples of rabbit holes:
🤪: The twin towers (world trade center) were brought down with a tactical nuke!
🤨: That would be over-kill. There were numerous reports of explosions, but I'm not aware of any evidence the explosions were caused by tactical nukes, nor can I think of a reason that would strategically make sense. Benjamin Netanyahu might have been the source of this one; it's in his "prophetic" book Fighting Terrorism: How Democracies Can Defeat Domestic and International Terrorists (1995)
🤪: No planes hit the twin towers! It was holograms, or CGI added to news videos after the fact.
🤨: That's not how holograms work. Using current technology, you can't project holograms, much less full-color ones, into empty space. If that technology existed, you'd see examples of it daily. As for CGI, I don't know the source of the videos where it looks like the airplanes disappear into the side of the buildings. It's possible they're artifacts of trying to cover up that the explosions start right at the moment of impact, but from inside the building in order to open up the hole that the airplanes flew into, thereby creating the illusion that a thin aluminum-alloy shell sliced through concrete and steel like a hot knife through butter. My best guess as to why anyone is pushing no-planes is because they're aware of evidence that the twin towers were brought down by explosives. They might also be assuming that "the hijackers didn't have enough training to do that precise of a maneuver." The latter assumes that the named hijackers were in fact the actual hijackers; more likely, they weren't. ID theft was routine if not yet ubiquitous by 2001. My own working hypothesis is that once the original planes were landed, the decoys were on an advanced version of autopilot homing in on electronics inside the buildings, which is why the planes hit specific floors that they did, the ones occupied for supposed performance art by E-TEAM. That way, the hijackers, who weren't Muslims, didn't have to commit to a suicide operation. The reason they used both explosives and planes was probably to maximize "shock and awe" value, destroy potential evidence, and create cover for lack of recoverable evidence aside from the passports that miraculously survived the inferno and fell to the ground (hence the jokes about covering the space shuttles with indestructible passport material).
🤪: Various parts of the world like Paradise in northern California, Lahaina on Maui, and the Palisades in southern California were hit by Directed Energy Weapons. The purpose is to steal the valuable real estate. People in the know painted their roofs the same color as the space lasers.
🤨: Spaced-based directed energy weapons probably really do exist (the so-called "Star Wars" project), but it wouldn't make sense to draw attention to them for frivolous reasons. The "evidence" cited is nonsensical: it's normal for fires to spread somewhat randomly due to embers being carried on the wind, and due to some trees being healthier and more resistant to fire than others. A narrative better supported by evidence and reason would be that someone was simply taking advantage of their own staff's incompetence. It might have been a case of "let it happen on purpose." But the situation would be exploited by anyone with the means and will to do so regardless of conspiracy or space weapons. 
🤫: Joe Biden has been replaced with a double.
🤨: What would the point of that be?! Why not just replace him with someone else; why does it have to be a Joe Biden look-alike? What's so special about Joe Biden that we need to be fooled?! Why would this matter at all? Are you sure the changes in his face aren't just cosmetic surgery for a vain old man?
🤫: Kate Middleton is dead. She’s been replaced by a double.
🤨: And the point of doing so would be…?
🤫: People have been executed at GITMO and replaced with doubles.
🤨: But the doubles are still talking and behaving like the originals, so the point of that would be…?
🤫: Michelle Obama is a man.
🤨: The photo typically accompanying the claim would be more convincing if it weren't digitally altered (aka "photoshopped"). The person who started this rumor was apparently the late Joan Rivers. A counter-hypothesis would be she was just a gossipy old woman with a vivid imagination in whose opinions we have no special reason to put so much confidence. ("Something just happened. Quick, get Joan Rivers for an opinion!") Even if this gossip were true, it's not relevant to solving any problems; it's just a distraction.
🤫: Barak Obama is a crypto-Muslim. He was born in Kenya (or Indonesia).
🤨: This is deliberate disinfo. Someone wanted you to criticize him for his non-existent Muslim background instead of his very real communist background, as part of the whole post-911 narrative and to cover up that someone is "playing both sides". The people who started this rumor are not your friends (though you might have heard it via gullible friends). If you wanted dirt on Obama, you'd have done better digging into his paternal pedigree & noting his connection to communism, which the red herrings may have been intended to distract from.
🤫: Viruses don't exist.
🤨: There are technologies based on the assumption of existence of viruses that wouldn't work if the underlying theory was incorrect. Bacteriophage-based antibacterial treatments wouldn't work if bacteriophage viruses didn't exist. There are viral diseases that wouldn't be treatable to the extent they are if the underlying theory was wrong. Hats off to Dr. Kevin McCairn for pointing out this concise counter-argument.
🤫: There is no virus SARS-CoV-2. It’s just the flu.
🤨: This is deliberate disinfo designed to cover up that SARS-CoV-2 is an engineered bioweapon. Some of the people spreading this are adversaries trying to influence you to drop your guard against bioweapons. The rest are just hapless dupes whose longevity has been compromised by their own gullibility. 
🤫: The NY Covid ships were to rescue children held captive underground.
🤨: Extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence. Nobody who's made this claim has offered me any. It's also not clear what the problem is that this hypothesis is the solution to. It's just out there for no apparent reason.
🤫: There's a debt jubilee and financial reform planned called Nesara Gesara. It's in the Bible.
🤨: NESARA stands for National Economic Security and Recovery Act. It was the brainchild of the late private citizen Harvey Francis Barnard, who sent copies of it to US Congress, who ignored it. Debt jubilees are mentioned in the Bible but they're not called "Nesara Gesara" and they didn't work the way people seem to hope they do. NESARA attracted the attention of Shaini Candace Goodwin, aka "Dove of Oneness", apparently associated with the Ramtha School of Enlightenment in Yelm, WA, and from there went viral, becoming Nesara Gesara, GESARA standing for either "Global Economic Security and Recovery Act" or "Global Economic Security and Reformation Act," based on the premise that the plan was going global. I suggest not pinning your hopes on this or investing in it. Unfortunately, some people have already fallen victim to scammers, with catastrophic personal financial losses.

🤫: There’s a plan. Trust it. 
🤨: Why would any "plan" require that I "trust" it?! Don't drop your guard; that's unwise, even if it's someone on your "team" who suggested it. QAnon appears to have been a psyop put into play by saboteurs. It resulted in people being lured into entrapment stings like J6.
🤫: The British royal family secretly rule the world. They still own all the land in the UK. They didn’t get the vaxxine.
🤨: The British royal family used to have their own private army to enforce their ownership claims. They don't anymore. There's a plan to get rid of them by the same players who got rid of the Romanoffs, for the same reasons. I would guess the vaxxine might be exactly the way it's to be accomplished.

🤫: Legally, you don’t have to pay income taxes! The 16th Amendment was never ratified!
🤨: The 2nd sentence does not imply the first. Courts have ruled in favor of enforcement of the 16th regardless of they consider technicalities. People who have acted on this bad advice have ended up doing long, hard prison time. One well-known case was Irwin Schiff, Peter Schiff's dad. He died in prison. 💔 Don't let yourself be lured into a similar fate.
😡: There is no war between 🇺🇦 & 🇷🇺! It's all a big con game to get us to send money to 🇺🇦. The Ukrainians are partying on our tax dollars!
🤨: Combination of Russian propaganda, resentment, and deliberate hoaxes using wrong-context photos of people partying and adding the inflammatory claims that they're Ukrainians and they're using our tax money. It's naive to believe most of the loot isn't being embezzled before it even gets to Ukraine. Some of the looters might be Ukrainian but most of them are foreigners (to them). You're vulnerable to the same bad actors who victimized the Ukrainians; I suggest wising up before they haul your young men off to be slaughtered.
🤪: There is no war between Israel and Iran! They're secret allies! The videos of missile strikes on Tel Aviv and bombs dropping on Tehran are all being generated by AI!
🤨: Ran into the predecessor of this one a long time ago and was surprised it has re-emerged after all these years. It took me a long time to guess what might have inspired it: the Iran-Contra arms deal. Third parties were selling arms to BOTH sides of a conflict trying to wear them BOTH down. Friends don't play games of "let's you and him fight" with friends. It doesn't look like purposeful disinfo; it appears to be misinfo spread by people who think the aliens stole their lunch at work. Showing me that video can be generated by AI does not constitute evidence that any particular video was in fact generated by AI. So far all the real evidence points in the opposite direction.
If people stay focused on these distractions we have zero chance, we are already in trouble.
―@Floreflos on 𝕏
Bad takes
🤓: "You can fool all the people some of the time, and some of the people all the time, but you cannot fool all the people all the time."―widely attributed to Abraham Lincoln, but more likely from a now-obscure Prohibition Party politician named William J. Groo.
🤨: Irrelevant. No need. When powerful people tell lies and only a small minority aren't fooled, it's a simple matter to shout down the latter. They'll know, but can do nothing to stop the lie, or the agenda that the lie is cover for. This is a bad take because it's excessively optimistic about the limits of deception. It looks like most people are fooled most of the time when it really matters; the use of counter-narratives that are also lies helps ensure that most of the people who aren't fooled by the one lie are fooled by the other.
🤨: Where are all the passengers? For 24 years, they've all stayed silent and kept this paranoid secret? Nope, don't buy it.
🧔🏻‍♂️: Anyone not in on the mission: alkaline hydrolysis. They killed thousands of people that day & a lot more in subsequent wars.
🤨: Okay, so they landed the plans at some remote air strip, then killed all the crew and passengers to cover up the ploy, then destroyed the airplanes to hide any trace of evidence?  Not one plane, but 3 planes?  Or more?
🧔🏻‍♂️: 1. We don't know the ratio of insiders to passengers. 2. Money no object. They spent a lot more on the subsequent invasions & occupations, and the costs haven't ended yet.  
―actual conversation on social media
😠: NO BLOOD FOR OIL!
🙄: The purpose of the regime-change ops in the Middle East after 11 Sept 2001 wasn't to trade blood for oil. It would have been a lot cheaper to just buy the oil on the global market. There probably was some incentive to control the direction the oil was flowing, but that wasn't the primary reason either. Unfortunately I hadn't figured out back then everything I know now, but I'm going to speculate that the same players active now were playing the same games back then. Although I was opposed to the wars, because I realized the pretext was a false-flag attack, I did not participate in any of the supposed anti-war demonstrations; I'd already started to realize that the "peace-group" I'd been involved in had been infiltrated and subverted. But I did stumble into one of the demonstrations, and it probably helped that I was already suspicious. What I witnessed: not ONE professionally-printed sign mentioned Iraq! NOT ONE! What I did witness were signs saying things like HEALTHCARE IS A RIGHT! FREE HOUSING! IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS NOW! FREE ABORTION ON DEMAND! Sympathy for the people being invaded was subverted and replaced by a laundry list of expensive social and demographic changes that look like where we are now. I would guess that foreign players, in cooperation with domestic traitors (quite likely including those who lobbied for the wars in the first place!!), were subverting the anti-war movement because they WANTED the USA to bankrupt itself in a project with utterly no national benefit to the USA, bankrupt itself even more preparing the way for the replacement migration plan (that's what all the demands for "free stuff" were about), and engage in demographic suicide other ways—hence the plugs for abortion. By the way, foreign government criticisms of the regime-change wars were insincere and deceptive. If they were opposed to the wars, it would have been a simple matter to expose the 911 terror attack as a false flag. Instead, they keep our deep-state's secrets and our deep-state keeps theirs; it's similar to the Mutually Assured Destruction scenario in game theory. They were also on-board the wars for their own benefit: over-extending ourselves, and the wars generating the refugee crisis that was used to generate the immigrants for replacement-migration. IN OTHER WORDS, the foreign sponsors of the fake "peace" rallies WANTED the war to happen just as much the domestic "hawks," because it advanced their own hidden agenda. Hence the misleading and distracting messaging.
😱: THEY'RE IMPORTING ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS TO VOTE FOR DEMOCRATS!
🙄: No they aren't. They're importing illegal immigrants to replace you, and also to sneak 🇨🇳 PLA operatives in with the crowds. The way they cheat is not primarily by having illegal immigrants vote (judging from arrests it seems to be happening only on a very small scale); it's by keeping lists of every possible voter and generating fraudulent ballots for anyone who hasn't voted late in the election. That's why the votes run late and that's why they allow votes to keep coming in after deadlines. It's also why people occasionally get turned away from in-person voting after being told they already voted. It's true that there is an urgency to give immigrants legal status, but it's for more of the same fraudulent ballot harvesting. 
😱: THEY'RE IMPORTING ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS TO CREATE A PRETEXT FOR DIGITALID!
🙄: They don't need a pretext for DigitalID (aka GlobalID aka "the Mark of the Beast"); they have the option (and intention) of making it a requirement for participating in mundane activities including employment and internet use, similar to what they did to nudge compliance with vaxxines just short of outright coercion. Most people will comply, and the rest will quickly become irrelevant. This option is sufficiently compelling and vastly cheaper. Replacement migration is an end in itself. My guess is there's some wishful thinking here: that the crime-prone replacement migration will go away if and when people comply with DigitalID; that your genocidal overlords aren't really trying to replace you. They're in denial & I have really bad news for them. In any case, my consistent observation is that complying in a way that compromises your own position leads to more demands and threats, not fewer.
😱: THEY'RE TRYING TO START WW3 TO STOP THE (2016 USA) ELECTION!
🙄: No, they tried to stop the election so they could proceed with WW3. The goal was WW3, not stopping Trump per se; Hillary was going to directly confront Russia in order to wear down both "sides" (neither of which are really playing their own game),  🇺🇸 & 🇷🇺, so that 🇨🇳 would emerge as the sole remaining super-power and the seed of the world government. Someone got motive and action backwards (common mistake) & it went viral.
😡: "The day our elected officials hid the efficacy of Hydroxychloroquine, it confirmed they would kill us to beat President Trump. Never forget the evil we are fighting."―A widely-echoed post from a celebrity on social media
🙄: It wasn't elected officials who denied the efficacy of Hydroxychloroquine, it was un-elected bureaucrats and the Establishment media. They didn't kill people to beat President Trump. First of all, that doesn't even make any sense at all on numerous counts; they were literally making up numbers and could have made up any numbers they wanted to make Trump look bad. If that had been the motivation, they would have reversed the policy under the Biden administration; they didn't do that and the kill is STILL ONGOING. As of this writing, excess mortality is ongoing and birth rates have crashed. The kill is an end in itself, hence the replacement migration. Which means the guy who posted this and everybody who reposted it are the ones underestimating the evil we are fighting. By the way, some of that evil is embedded in MAGA (it works both "sides" of the "illusion of choice" political system); that's how we got Operation Warp Speed.
😱: THE FED IS PANICKING!
🙄: I have never seen evidence of more than a few emergency meetings from time to time to deal with "black swans," but that's not usually what people mean when they claim the Fed is panicking. I think this one is common among novice amateur investors (some of whom make a living giving bad financial advice 🙄) whose mental model of Fed operations is both naive and grossly inaccurate. The Fed and the rest of the banking system appear to be getting ready for catastrophic changes to the financial system, such as Cyberpolygon (see chapter notes), so it wouldn't make sense for them to "panic" over anything less.
✊: THE DEMOCRATS (🇺🇸) ARE PANICKING!
🙄: At the moment, they're regrouping & jockeying for power among themselves, but I wouldn't call that "panic". They could retake the White House and Congress at any time, with help from RINO Republicans not to mention some of the partners in MAGA switching sides as soon as major objectives achieved, and then restore all the budget that DOGE took away from them. Ironically, one of the motives for putting them back in power is precisely because of all the scandals they've been involved in; if they don't end up in prison, it's reasonable to suspect that deals have been cut using kompromat (compromising material) as leverage. 
✊: PUTIN IS GOING TO STOP THE NEW WORLD ORDER!
🙄: He literally works for them. You can watch a video of Klaus Schwab casually brag that Putin is one of his protegés. If he were going to save the world, he would have warned at least his own people that spike protein is a bio-weapon and that they shouldn't get vaxxed at all, not even with a conventional vaccine so long as the antigen was spike protein. He didn't do that. But he did reportedly (in dispute) preside over a plan to import 1 million Indians to replace Russian men expended for the invasion of Ukraine (1 million migrants from India will arrive in Russia due to a shortage of highly qualified personnel, head of the Ural Chamber of Commerce and Industry Andrey Besedin told the EAN news agency, Pravda, 9 July, 2025). People who think otherwise are prone to binary thinking and also assume that power structures are more monolithic than they really are. It's specifically the neoCon faction who want to replace him with one of their own choice, to more directly control Central Asian mineral resources. 

In any case, nobody's coming to save you. Get that wishful thinking completely out of your head; it's a hazard to your continued existence.
✊: CHINA IS GOING TO STOP THE NEW WORLD ORDER!
🙄: The People's Republic of China was created by the NWO. It's their client state, and the prototype for their one-world system. The "Chinese system" wasn't created by Chinese; it was designed by technocrats based primarily in Europe. There does seem to be a faction that got nervous that they would lose control of China; that's probably the real origin of MAGA (MEGA, MAGA SA, MIGA, etc) as a counter-weight to BRICS; it wasn't really to save you from replacement migration or being passed over for university and jobs, that was a side-effect of needing constituents for the new (and temporary, by the way) project.

In any case, nobody's coming to save you.
MAGA IS INFILTRATED (my own bad 😒)
This is overly simplistic and possibly misleading because some (not all) of the people I'm referring to were invited in, and some of them play roles that, for better or worse, contribute to the functioning of MAGA. When I warn people that "MAGA is infiltrated", as I frequently do, what I really meant is that there are people and organizations that are part of MAGA who will betray you because they have interests that are contrary to yours. They already have. They are your adversaries regardless of which team they're playing on; some of them hedge their bets playing on multiple sides because they can afford to from their position of strength. That's why control over resources matters more than writing essays or social media posts that nobody reads (the latter, we're unlikely to even see due to deboosting algos).
😱: UKRAINE IS RULED BY NAZIS! THE RUSSIANS ARE TRYING TO STOP THEM FROM KILLING RUSSIAN CHILDREN!
🙄: I know exactly where this one comes from; it's just Russian propaganda distributed by their influencer accounts on social media. My social media feed is flooded with it. I've also bothered to look up details despite being skeptical from the start that it would make any sense at all for Nazis to murder blond-haired blue-eyed Aryan children for speaking the wrong (but closely-related) language. The kids were killed after stepping on land-mines planted by factions supported by the Russian government. The deaths were unintentional (pretending otherwise is war-promoting agitprop), but the fault ultimately of the Russian government and its local assets. The Ukrainian neoNazis aren't in power and if anything they were duped themselves and ended up carrying a heavy burden of war casualties. The Russian government invaded Ukraine (not the other way around, which is disinfo I am seeing more and more often) on the pretext of stopping NATO expansion, which never actually happened but was intentionally leaked to them to provoke them. They have also openly stated that they consider Ukraine their territory and want it back.
✊: [Country] IS FINISHED! [in response to reports of war crimes and atrocities occurring in various parts of the world]
🙄: The ability to carry out war crimes and atrocities without significant internal or external resistance isn't evidence of impending defeat. To the extent they get away with it as much as they do, it's evidence of winning and taking advantage of a position of strength. I think this one is held by people who assume the provocation will trigger Divine intervention or the secular version thereof that's probably the result of reading and watching too much historical narrative of dubious accuracy and impartiality, or for that matter, openly fictional historical narrative in books and movies, where, despite all odds, the good guys win at the end. It trains people to expect similar outcomes in real life.
✊: The regime IS FINISHED! [in response to loss of rights or imposition of wildly unpopular measures] — the accelerationist delusion
🙄: The ability to carry out unpopular policies and crackdowns without significant resistance isn't evidence of impending defeat. To the extent they get away with it as much as they do, it's evidence of winning and taking advantage of a position of strength, while those the measures are being imposed on cede ever more of their own power. This delusion might be why so many countries are on the brink of collapse or genocide in the first place; too many people believe that there's some magic line in the sand which, when crossed, will finally trigger rebellion.
👆: CAPITALISM KILLED MORE PEOPLE THAN COMMUNISM; THE GREAT FLOODS IN PRE-COMMUNIST CHINA KILLED MILLIONS!
🤨: I see this claim fairly regularly as a counter-claim after someone else claims that Communism killed hundreds of millions. The mistake here seems to be making sweeping claims with almost no background knowledge of the topic at hand; in other words they have concepts floating in their heads unconnected to any semantic knowledge-base. Their working assumption is that any system that isn't communist is capitalist; it's an either-or fallacy. Imperial China wasn't capitalistic; it didn't have advanced credit and capital markets. It was also extremely regulated, not "laissez faire"; you needed explicit permission, in the form of paperwork with an official seal after paying a tax and agreeing to comply with a lot of regulations (assuming the application was approved) for almost any activity, commercial or otherwise, that wasn't completely routine. Dispensing with bureaucratic regulation in relatively modern times was a function of an economic race that occurred during a relatively specific time-frame and in specific parts of the world (not China). It's probably over now because the regulators assume that automation can make the bureaucracy less of an impediment to getting things done (more likely, automation makes imposing bureaucracy easier, but no easier to comply with it).
One of the causes of this kind of ignorance is Hollywood-type movies; they're structured around selling ideas disguised as entertainment, rather than historical accuracy. Hollywood movies set in the distant past almost invariably contain numerous jarring (to me, anyway) anachronisms, such as the main characters travelling from city to city without any apparent need for permission, at the very least checking in at the city gate and registering their presence with a local bureaucrat.
Regardless of the system in place, claiming that the economic system caused flooding, or perhaps that some peculiar aspect of it absent in communist systems caused people to build too close to rivers, is an unrealistic stretch of the imagination.
It's not quite true that there haven't been floods on the Yangtze since the communists built dams on it, but worse, if and when one of those dams fails catastrophically, it's likely to trigger the worst flood in China ever. Those dams are also a tempting target for kinetic war.
👆: THEY'LL BE FORCED TO DO X TO PAY FOR BENEFITS FOR SENIORS!
🤨: They won't be forced to do anything. This is true regardless of the big cull in the care centers attributed to covid-19, or urging elders into the suicide pods. A decision was made a long time ago not to commit resources to elders; it's likely all remaining options are on the table including means-testing benefits, letting the state pensions go bankrupt, letting their value hyperinflate down towards zero, and encouraging impoverished seniors to opt for the suicide pods. This opinion is mind-bogglingly naive. The world doesn't revolve around the needs of elders (or anybody else, including you).
👆: THERE WILL NEVER BE ENOUGH CAPACITY TO RECHARGE ELECTRIC VEHICLES!
🙄: Where on earth did you get the idea the plan is that everybody continues to own vehicles and drive?! Prepare for the day when private transportation is a luxury and you could end up stranded wherever you are.
😱: THE VAXXINES & PANDEMIC POLICIES ARE EUGENIC!
🤨: You promote good genes by getting people who have them to reproduce, not by killing random people. They killed Nonna because she was elderly and a net consumer, not because she had bad genes. 
This is as bad as a take could be: it's the reverse of the actual situation: the people who ordered the cull are strongly OPPOSED to eugenics (which is why people stuck in the Overton Window (see chapter notes) have a taboo against it); a decision was made a long time ago they want to promote their own health and intelligence through chemistry and eventually bio-engineering, not selective breeding. On the other hand they are TERRIFIED of runaway evolution. They don't want us to be genetic Übermenschen; they're afraid we'd overthrow them. They want dummies as human livestock so they can be easily controlled. That's why they heavily-targeted college-brainwashed educated people as victims.

Get unstuck from the framing of people who want to destroy you. They're not going to give you a pat on the head, and even if they do, it wasn't worth it.
🤪: MAGA is just a scam to rally conservatives to sign up for digital ID, CBDC (central bank digital currency), mRNA & CRISPR technology, AI, and the whole transhumanism agenda.
🤨: I know exactly who started & continues to spread this one. It's well-intended but not only grossly inaccurate, it's leading people to make bad decisions. All those things listed were in the pipeline before MAGA fought its way into power, so it was never necessary for MAGA to come into power to install them. The bullet at Butler was real. MAGA seems to be primarily about other goals I've listed elsewhere in this book. While the Trump administration presided over Operation Warpspeed, Trump himself stated an intention to leave vaxxination voluntary, and RFKJr has eased up on vaxxination schedules and mandates, while stopping short of pulling the vaxxes (he's almost certainly been ordered not to, and in any case he has to make an air-tight case or it will just be reversed in the next change-of-power). The Biden Administration, on the other hand, explicitly stated an intention to mandate vaxxination. That difference in policy is all the difference in the world: it's the difference between voluntary extinction and mandated extinction.
🤨: I DON'T BELIEVE YOU! SO-AND-SO SAID SUCH AND SUCH WOULD HAPPEN WITHIN A SPECIFIC TIME FRAME AND I BELIEVED IT BUT THEN IT DIDN'T HAPPEN!
🤨: How is it my fault if someone else, not I, told you something wrong and you, not I, fell for it? I am neither a false prophet nor a gullible fool. I am aware that events unfold in a chaotic way and warn others that's the case. When the status quo is unsustainable but change chaotic, I warn people accordingly. If something is inevitable but hard to predict precisely when it will happen, I give appropriate warnings. False certainty is not one of my character flaws.
You're not presenting your side. You're reacting to the side they gave you. 

Those who control your attention control what you think about. 

If it's nonsense then your opinion on the nonsense doesn't matter no matter what it is.
―@RyLiberty on 𝕏, posted 6:57 PM · 31 May, 2025. I'm aware he's a controversial & polarizing figure. He made a relevant point, that most people miss, and he put the matter succinctly, so I'm quoting him anyway.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Start with the simplest path the facts allow, for the shortest road to the truth is the one without needless turns. But when that road ends before your quest is complete, question the walls that hem you in. Often, the key is not finding a new map, but redrawing the one you already have.
May your reason be sharp, your courage steady, and your eyes unclouded by habit—so that when others see only walls, you see the hidden door.

      [image: ]Chapter notes
Framing: The way information is presented or structured, using unstated assumptions or perspectives that influence how it’s interpreted. 
Example: A news article describes a new tax policy as “a bold investment in community growth” rather than “a costly government expense.” The purpose of this frame is to get readers to interpret the new policy as a net benefit, not a burden.
Preframing: Setting the stage for how someone will interpret information BEFORE it’s presented, by introducing specific assumptions or context. For better or worse, it's laying the groundwork to alter the perspectives of others. 
Example: Before showing a friend a challenging math problem, you say, “I had a lot of fun with this puzzle. It just required me to focus a little.” You’re setting a positive, confident mindset before they even see the problem, encouraging them to approach it with optimism rather than fear. If your assumption that it's within their skill to succeed in solving the problem is wrong, your pre-frame will backfire spectacularly by convincing them that they must be too stupid to solve a fun problem that you were able to solve with just a bit of focus.
Reframing: When you hit a dead-end and can't make progress on a problem, STOP and examine your premises. Look for one or more assumptions that either isn't true at all, or the situation could be changed to render it or them moot. Beware that most of the time you're not consciously aware of the assumptions you're making about the solution space; there's an art to training yourself to become aware of those "hidden" assumptions. The ability to do this takes your life to the next level! Suddenly a lot of personal and professional problems you thought were permanent obstacles suddenly become resolvable. 
Overton Window: the range of permissible public dialog. It's not a consensus; it's imposed by authority figures and high-ranking influencers. It's not fixed; it does move around according to shifting needs, but only influencers paid by powerful interests get to nudge it. It carries absolutely no moral weight whatsoever, contrary to the assumption of normies ever ready to attack anyone who steps outside of it. At any one time, you can expect lies inside the Overton window that everybody pretends to believe (Empereror's new clothes scenarios), and true facts that are unspeakable.
“The smart way to keep people passive and obedient is to strictly limit the spectrum of acceptable opinion, but allow very lively debate within that spectrum — even encourage the more critical and dissident views. That gives people the sense that there's free thinking going on, while all the time the presuppositions of the system are being reinforced by the limits put on the range of the debate.”
— Noam Chomsky, The Common Good. The book was written well after he'd secured a place at the table, but his frankness makes sense for an insider playing the dissident. 
A single significant non-complying opinion is enough to get someone "cancelled". Ask J.K. Rowling.

I personally do not censor my own thoughts to force them inside the Overton window, and I either say what I think, or keep quiet. As a result, I've gone from the Far Left to the Far Right (I'm on a hatewatch list that was funded by the Federal Republic of Germany) without any major shift in positions or outlook, though certainly a shift of where my attention is. At any one time, I probably have thoughts on both "sides" of the Overton window, and oddly enough, without ever initiating violence or advocating anything particularly unreasonable. Instead, the Overton window shifted while I ignored it. Similar has happened to other free spirits who think for themselves.
Cancelling, cancelled, cancel-culture: slang for shunning and blacklisting. Nothing new; various cultures, communities, and dare I say cults have used these compliance-enforcing techniques since antiquity. It's a powerful weapon, but prone to backfiring by triggering constant in-fighting. Violations often occur accidentally, like someone didn't get the memo that everybody was supposed to shift positions last Friday, and got cancelled before getting the chance to catch up. There are no second-chances; anything you say to try to smooth things over is taken as a confession of guilt!
"Poisoning the well" refers to when someone spreads disinfo, often ridiculous in nature, uses their influencer network embedded with a targeted adversary to get it to go viral, and then exposes the disinfo in order to make the other side look bad. It's a common info-war technique. If you fall for the disinfo, you lose credibility after the exposure.
Cyber Polygon is an annual cybersecurity event organized by the World Economic Forum (WEF) and its partners to simulate and address large-scale cyber threats, very analogous to similar ongoing activities as regards pandemics. Just like the case with pandemics and bioweapons, there is a real hazard of cyber-warfare, however, the cyber-attacks could be self-inflicted false-flag attacks used as cover for the financial reset and why all your financial accounts go offline, possibly forever. Judging from propaganda, the plan appears to be to blame the attacks primarily on Iran, tho leaving room for Russia or even China to take the blame if the situation warrants. Iran's ability to wage cyber-warfare is dwarfed by that of other players due to lack of enough control points into the global system. I asked Grok to analyze capacity to wage cyber-warfare, included self-inflicted (that is, attacking own economy) as cover for a financial crisis, and it came up with the following list, in roughly the order of capability: USA, China, Russia, North Korea, and Israel. 







  
  False witness

Memory and imagination can deceive


[image: Illustration of a jar of peanut butter labeled Jiffy on a kitchen counter.]
Memories are NOT perfect records of past experiences. You're probably fully conscious of the fact that sometimes you forget details. Most people would be astonished the degree to which we're also prone to remembering things that never happened. 
Memory is a reconstructive process: we play something like a "movie" in our heads based on the narratives we tell ourselves about what happened. Just like if someone tells you a story, you infer and sometimes outright imagine details that aren't really in the original story in order to construct a narrative sufficiently complete and consistent to be able to mentally process it.
Sometimes we remember details but forget what the source was.
	Someone tells us a story. Later, we remember the story but forget that someone told it to us; we mistake it for 1st-person experience! 

	Therapists have been known to unwittingly plant false memories in both adults and children. There are several ways it can happen, including therapists who believe in "recovered memories" actually planting them, or therapists who are a little schizo themselves leading their clients on. 

	Sometimes it's not a mistake. Adults have been known to frame other adults for crimes and other incidents that never happened. While children are prime targets because they have less experience in life to resist deception, it can easily work on adults too. With a little amateur acting, someone casually recounts fictional stories to someone else as if they were actual memories. It works best if the person attempting to plant the false memory doesn't push it, but just nudges it a little now and then, then changes the subject before the dupe thinks too hard about it. What will happen over time is that the dupe forgets where (s)he first heard the story, and mistakes their memory of someone recounting the story for a 1st-person experience of the event actually happening. The typical example would be "parental alienation syndrome" whereby spiteful ex-wives, probably with borderline personality disorder, convince their offspring with the ex-husband that he neglected and mistreated them. One informant, a former boss, experienced shock and disorientation when she met relatives who exposed her to a sense of reality extremely different from the one she grew up with, eventually realizing that she had been systematically brainwashed. She was glad to have that side of the family back in her life because her mother had alienated her, but when I was last aware of the situation, she hesitated to re-establish a connection with her father himself, because although she was convinced that the feelings that had been instilled were the product of lies, she didn't know how to stop them from being triggered. I've heard several other cases just like that one and it's not surprising; they're unconscious responses people have no conscious control over.

	On a few occasions, I personally have had difficulty distinguishing dreams from memories. I regularly engage in lucid dreaming, both spontaneously and intentionally, and that's a known contributing factor. One context that comes to mind is a conversation that never happened. Thankfully, as far as I can tell, they usually self-resolve with accumulating evidence during wakeful states and the characteristic rapid fading of memories of dreams, which is how I know from personal experience that it happens.  

	It's not uncommon for people to develop false memories by mistaking what start as conscious fantasies for memories. First they entertain the fantasy. Then one day, while feeling cute, they brag about an incident that never happened, and maybe even get into the habit of telling the story. Over time, they forget the source was their own imagination, and now recall the fantasy as something that actually happened to them. Some people are an order of magnitude more prone to this than others.



The cusp of madness: believing your own lies
That last bullet point, but more generally: people sometimes literally forget that they're lying. Either because time has marched on and their memory is getting rusty, or because they pushed their own awareness that they're lying out of conscious awareness. One of the biggest liars I have ever met I am convinced could pass a lie-detector test easily because she would never show signs of guilt because she believes her own lies; it starts as a lie but then she rationalizes it and then forces her initial realization it was ever a lie below her own conscious awareness; she's got the process for self-deception down pat. Bearing in mind that most people are not fully conscious most of the time; they're running on "autopilot", like when a driver lost in his or her own thoughts drives to the wrong destination completely out of habit; most people are stuck in that same state most of the time, they just don't notice because the destination they arrived at by habit is the one they wanted anyway.
Collective false memories
The process of processing episodic memories is sufficiently error prone than it can occur on a collective basis; in other words, many people have the same false memory! The first time I heard of it was when many people claimed to remember a an episode of The Phil Donahue Show in which a P&G executive allegedly admitted the company’s logo had occult or Satanic origins. There is no such episode. If you disagree with me and think it does exist, round up people who "remember" it and get them to all write down, independently, a synopsis of the episode. You'll get different accounts.
The effect is so prevalent it has a name: "Mandela effect," referring to the fact that many people apparently have a false memory of Nelson Mandela dying in prison in the 1980s. Actually he was released from prison in 1990 and died in 2013. I would bet that something happened in a specific information-silo to trigger it, perhaps an activism campaign. I would hazard an informed guess that someone knows how to make this effect happen on demand, and nudges history on an ongoing basis.

There are several ways collective false memories can happen, including
	Multiple people make the same mistake, like garbling "Jiffy" brand quick bread mixes, "Skippy" peanut butter, and an actual peanut butter brand called "Jif" to come up with false memories of a brand of peanut butter called "Jiffy" which has never existed.

	One or a few people make a mistake, then it goes viral, then people confuse the memory of hearing about it with a memory of actually having experienced it themselves. That's probably how people invented a memory of watching the non-existent Phil Donahue episode, or have a false memory of Darth Vader saying "Luke, I am your father," instead of "No, I am your father." 

	Sometimes collective false memories aren't a mistake. Narrative dominance after history-making events, embellished with artistic license via cultural artifacts like books and movies, can and has caused collective false memories on a massive scale of things that never actually happened.



That last bullet item: the process can occur inter-generationally: powerful people believe the lies of their ancestors because nobody ever bothered to let them in on the secret. From the point of view of the original liars, that's great! Their crime is covered up into perpetuity. But there must be costs to living in the fantasy-world of your lying ancestors.
"Who controls the past controls the future. Who controls the present controls the past."
―Character O’Brien, in 1984 by George Orwell
While we're on the subject of fraud and of "recovered memories", it's worth noting that one of the "textbook" cases (as in it has shown up in actual textbooks which is where I first encountered it) of "false recovered memories" never actually happened. Eileen Franklin does not have false memories of her father raping her and murdering her playmate Susan Nason; the hypnotherapy sessions where she claimed to have recovered the memories never actually happened. She made the whole thing up including the hypnotherapy sessions. The astonishing part is how many hundreds of people she got to go along with her fraud, even going so far as to get relatives to commit perjury for her benefit. How do I know they were perjuring themselves? Because their lawyers used a bizarre and absurd legal loophole to escape civil damages for perjury by admitting to criminal perjury! They would actually sit around a table and Eileen Franklin would coach them on what to say in court, and then later she'd use their false testimony against them to make accusations against them too ("so you did know it was happening and didn't protect me!")! 😲 Eileen Franklin was never indicted for her crimes; as is typically the case in these situations, a decision was made to leave the resolution to a partial exoneration (it's easy to find artifacts of false accusations against George Franklin that were never retracted or reversed) on the theory that the greater good is best served by not concerning "victims", whether real or imaginary, with the possibility that they won't be believed.
SEARCH TERMS: Eileen Franklin, recovered memories, George Franklin, Susan Nason; beware that you will almost certainly find some misinformation that never got corrected after George Franklin's exoneration and the exposure of his daughter's fraud.
Eileen Franklin is a single person, probably not a genius, with no training in mass deception, who pulled off a hoax that lead to major headlines and generated literal textbook examples that never happened. Imagine what a government agency tasked with a similar project could pull off. I don't have to imagine; I see it on a daily basis in my social media feed.
Old memories, but new interpretations
Sometimes our memories are reasonably accurate as they go, but the way that we either interpret them or feel about them shifts dramatically over time. A common scenario is that a child grows up under stressful circumstances, but is blissfully unaware of the dangers lurking nearby. They're reasonably happy. Then one day they start finding out all about their family's dirty little secrets, perhaps including having been unwanted or even having had a parent that was outright hostile—perhaps tried to kill you once, but you didn’t realize back then why she left you in the car in the garage with the engine running.
It doesn’t have to be that extreme. Maybe you recall a high-school best friend as loyal and inseparable, only to learn years later that they were quietly mocking you behind your back to fit in with another group. Or perhaps you remember a childhood home as warm and full of life, only to realize in adulthood that the bustle was actually chaos caused by a parent’s substance abuse or unstable relationships. Even happy memories of a “fun” parent taking you on spontaneous road trips can sour when you learn those adventures happened during manic episodes.
And sometimes the shift is simply bittersweet. You might remember a holiday dinner as joyful, full of laughter and good food, only to later find out it was the last time certain relatives spoke to each other before a permanent falling-out. Then all the old memories get reinterpreted in a new context, and people can end up being saddened—or even traumatized—by recollections that, when they were first made, registered as neutral or even happy.
There is no past aside from memory
For all practical purposes, “past” = “memory.” There’s no past that exists separately from the memories we carry; the only time that actually exists is the eternal “now.” And memories aren’t fixed—they’re vulnerable to mistakes and reinterpretation. A scene that once felt safe or joyful can, years later, take on a bitter edge once we learn what was really happening around us. This is how people can become trapped in a “past” that either never happened at all or didn’t happen the way they remember. They live inside that mental reconstruction, unable to step outside it. To them, it feels real because it’s all they have ever known.
When we mis-remember or reinterpret the past, it changes the raw material we use to imagine the future. A shadow that falls backward into our memories often stretches forward into our expectations, shaping a future that may be just as misleading as the past we’ve reconstructed.
No way out but forward
There’s no way to RETVRN in time any more than there’s a way to step outside the present. The past only exists as memory, and memories can’t be restored to life like an old backup file. Yet people often imagine they could return their society to a chosen point in history and restart from there, as if they could re-enter a preserved version of reality.
In the United States, the 1950s are a favorite fantasy destination—a period seen as victorious after the world wars and relatively prosperous, at least in certain corners of the Anglosphere. But even then, the seeds of later change were already planted. The same social and institutional forces that reshaped the decades to come were in motion; they simply hadn’t reached everywhere yet. Rewind to that moment and, given enough time, you would arrive somewhere much like today.
Go back further? How far—feudalism? That would simply swap one set of problems for another. The past is not a refuge you can escape into. Systems evolve, conditions shift, and time only moves forward. The only workable path is to adapt to the present reality—and once you’ve adapted, then nudge it, step by step, toward the future you want to see.
There is no future aside from imagination
For all practical purposes, “future” = “imagination.” There’s no future that exists separately from what we can picture in our minds; the only time that actually exists is still the eternal “now.” And imagination isn’t fixed—it’s vulnerable to distortion. A picture of the future that once felt bright and exciting can, over time, become a source of dread if our circumstances or expectations change. This is how people can become trapped in a “future” that will never arrive, or that won’t look anything like the one they’re rehearsing in their heads. They live inside that projection, unable to step outside it. To them, it feels real because it’s the only future they’ve been able to see.
Past and future aren’t places; you can’t travel to or from them
I’m skeptical of so-called “time travel” for the reasons explained above: there’s no place or thing to travel to or from. Theoretically, you can alter relative rates of change—an astronaut traveling near the speed of light might hardly age while his twin brother becomes an old man—but that’s not what people mean when they talk about “time travel.” The word travel gives it away: they imagine past and future as destinations you could visit and then return “home” from, like in H. G. Wells’s The Time Machine.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Question your memories. Shape your imaginings. Live in the present. Do this, and the past will lose its chains and the future its illusions. May you walk free, seeing clearly, toward the life you choose.






  
  Concepts 

Buckets to sort our experiences into


[image: Illustration of strange, unknown, alien object.]
What is the thing in this chapter's feature illustration? 
Natural, or artificial? Living or not? Did it used to be alive? If artificial, what was its purpose, if any? Alien factory or habitation? Storage tanks? Or is it just (virtual) ink on (virtual) paper?
Things are just things; it's intelligent observers who recognize certain patterns & assign roles, purposes, value judgements, and emotional reactions to them. In other words, meaning exists only in the brains of intelligent observers.
A pattern is a recurring, predictable arrangement or sequence in data—be it shapes, sounds, numbers, or events—that reveals an underlying rule or structure. It’s the “signal” intelligent beings attempt to recognize and leverage to understand, predict, or solve problems. Concepts are bundles of sensory data that match some pattern and have a name.
I am skeptical of the "strong" version of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis (language doesn't limit thought), but a weak version seems to be plausible: the structure and lexicon of a language influences the speakers' cognition, perception, and worldview. For a concept to have any persistence, there has to be a word or a phrase for it. Once the word or phrase is in consistent general use, the concept becomes an integral part of the cognitive machinery we use to make sense of reality, and connections get made to other concepts. That's why powerful people actively curate key words and phrases, introducing new concepts like "affirmative action", "diversity", and "_ism" (forbidden thoughts), while rendering others they don't like taboo. Sometimes shifts are subtle and fly under most people's radar. The author Eric Blair, better known by his pen-name "George Orwell", had a heightened awareness of the phenomenon.
If you've ever had a pet cat…& you're trying to get something done…
Cats don't have a concept of "book" & so do not recognize books. They have no idea what its purpose is or that it even has one. They mostly ignore them as "irrelevant", unless they can find a use for it (maybe sharpening their claws on it). They don't like it when you give the irrelevant thing attention instead of giving attention to them, & are prone to trying to correct the situation by sitting on the book you have propped up between your legs.
If you're tending your vegetable garden: cats don't recognize vegetables as food. Being obligate carnivores, they don't recognize any concept of "vegetable". Once again, you're giving your attention to the irrelevant thing instead of to them. Their solution is often to sit on the irrelevant thing (the seedling cabbage you just transplanted) hoping to receive the attention you were giving it.
You're practicing playing piano. I've actually seen videos of cats responding to music, but not in any way that's obvious to a human why they're doing it. There are apparently music videos for cats consisting of sounds they have a natural affinity to. My guess is the rest is usually just meaningless noise to them. The cat is annoyed you're giving attention to the irrelevant thing and comes to sit on the keyboard. Or, they want in on the fun and press random notes.
Cats don't think conceptually in the first place. They bundle ideas and experiences into discrete packages that they recognize and can respond to appropriate for their level of consciousness, but that's the end of the process. They don't attach symbols their concepts, which means they don't process them the same way we tend to do. They don't talk, including not to themselves (significantly: they don't have interior monologues going non-stop like humans do).
Interestingly, meowing is apparently a cat's attempt to mimic human speech. Wild & totally feral cats don't do it; only cats raised by humans. They hear us talking and learn that our vocalizations are related to expressing desires, but they're unaware of the nuances of human speech. Humans however quickly figure out that "meow" means the cat wants something and can usually guess what from the context. So it works to the extent the cat can convince the human to do something for it; it's rewarded and reinforced. That's why they do it. Out of gibberish comes meaning! Humans learn to talk the same way, except we build up a lot more vocabulary with a lot more specific meaning.
Humans not only communicate with each other, we communicate with ourselves. We run interior monologues about things we're thinking about. Things we don't have concepts for, we find harder, but not impossible to think about—not for some of us, anyway; I visualize things in my mind and have non-stop simulations going on the same way normal people have non-stop interior monologues.
The mapping of concepts to reality is flexible, but constrained by utility
Cave-men didn’t debate simulacra and simulation, the merits of equity versus equality, or theories of intertextuality, intersectionality, metanarratives, or hyperreality, nor did they need to. Postmodern philosophers have spent a lot of time critiquing existing concepts as social constructs, discursive constructs, ideological constructs, cultural artifacts, historical contingencies, or products of power relations—without acknowledging that their own concepts can be critiqued in exactly the same way.
Not everyone today sorts their experience using the same conceptual filing system. Differences show up both at the personal level—shaped by individual experience—and at the cultural or sub-cultural level, where language and shared history influence how ideas are bundled into concepts. There’s no intrinsic reason for where conceptual boundaries fall; they're the result of historical accidents, local needs, and the competitive dynamics of memes (in the original sense: transmissible units of thought or behavior).
While the process is shaped by randomness and drift, it’s not entirely arbitrary. Concepts persist or fade based on the costs and benefits they confer on those who use them. To put the matter more bluntly: their success or failure is largely a function of the extent to which they contribute to the success or failure of their hosts! But not completely so; just like deadly viruses, they can persist by transmitting to new hosts before the existing ones expire.
Just as there are usually multiple ways to translate an idea from one language to another, there are usually multiple ways to translate lived experience into conceptual form. Some mappings are more accurate or broadly applicable than others. Some are more useful in particular contexts because they guide our attention and shape the questions we ask. 
Some concepts are more useful than others. And some are actively harmful—because they steer thinking toward conclusions that lead to poor decisions and self-defeating behavior, though by the same token, useful to someone else as a weapon of memetic warfare to be wielded against rivals. I can think of lots of examples that fall into several broad categories:
	concepts about money that lead to poverty, like "filthy lucre"

	political concepts that lead to violence, such as the "black classes" concept of the People's Great Cultural Revolution

	One of the most extreme I can think of is "whiteness" as a vice that must be eradicated, leading to either self-hatred or a willingness to commit genocide, including, oddly enough, voluntary self-genocide.



Concepts have to be connected to other concepts to be useful.
A concept on its own isn’t very helpful. It becomes useful only when it’s integrated into a larger mental network—a system of related ideas, experiences, categories, and associations. Until that happens, the concept just sits in mental storage, disconnected. You might be able to recall the definition, but you won’t know when to use it, what it implies, what it contrasts with, or how it affects anything else you know.
Brains don’t process information in isolation. Understanding happens when new information links up with what’s already in place. A concept becomes actionable when it fits into a mental framework that helps you interpret a situation, make a decision, or predict what happens next.
For example, you might come across the term slow-kill bioweapon, but unless you have a framework for understanding what that actually entails—how it might differ from conventional weapons, how biological mechanisms like chronic inflammation, immune disruption, or gene expression could lead to a delayed cause of death like cancer or heart failure that appears mundane and unremarkable—it won’t mean much. It’ll just sound like a fringe or vague idea, and you won't act on it. But once it’s connected to related concepts like latency, plausibly deniable delivery systems, population-level targeting, and medical misattribution, it becomes something you can reason about: you can assess claims, recognize patterns, raise better questions, and evaluate risks. Without those conceptual links, you're just holding a label you can't use.
In other words, concepts only become tools once they’re wired into a usable mental structure. That’s why real learning isn’t just about acquiring definitions; it’s about building internal connections that make the concept click with the rest of your understanding.
[image: Illustration of a couple enjoying drinks and appetizers in a nightclub while a fire rages in the background.]
They've never experienced a nightclub fire before. They don't know what to expect, or what to do about it. By the time the danger is immediately apparent, the exits will be jammed.
Concept blindness
Concept blindness (my own neologism) is when you don't recognize something in terms you can easily cognitively process as a chunk because you're not familiar with its corresponding concept (if, indeed, one exists). You might have a rudimentary placeholder for it, but lack connections to other concepts that would make it more meaningful to you.
Concept blindness and lack of connections to other concepts related to appropriate responses leave people vulnerable to unfamiliar dangers, like the nightclub fire depicted on the preceding illustration. Firemen found the charred remains of nightclub guests of the Beverly Hills Supper Club still sitting at their tables in front of their drinks; they'd had some awareness there was a fire but didn't have strong associations to what a reasonable plan of action might be, like evacuating. Similarly, witnesses didn't know how to properly respond to the infamous knife attack on Kitty Genovese in Queens, New York, in 1964. Neither did Ms. Genovese, who, after being stabbed the first time, ran AWAY from help instead of towards it. Her killer finished her off without any intervention. It's not that the witnesses were too scared or lazy to intervene, contrary to the New York Times commentary a few days later; people aren't that cowardly, which is why Daniel Penny (a man who recently intervened on a New York subway) had to be made an example of by charging him with murder for the unintentional killing of a mentally-ill aggressor. Instead, what goes wrong is that people literally don't know how to respond to a situation that's new to them. Social proof makes it worse; people hesitate as they look around to see what other people think of the situation—a phenomenon called "bystander effect".
Concept blindness is becoming increasingly hazardous due to the rapid progression of technology. Coming up with a long list of examples might distract you more than be helpful, so instead, here are just a few that strike me as being particularly dangerous at the moment & worth your time and attention to understand, listed in roughly order of more general to less so.
Unrestricted Warfare – all means of conflict, without limits, across military, economic, cyber, political, and cultural domains. The term is translated from Chinese, however, the PRC is not the only country or non-governmental entity that wages it. This is a broad term so pay attention to the admittedly confusing nesting level of this outline. I believe it's roughly the same concept as "all fronts warfare," meaning that "fronts" like economy, culture, and information are all fair-game. 
	Example: China’s use of trade restrictions, cyber-espionage, island-building in the South China Sea, and influence operations abroad all at once.

	Irregular Warfare – indirect or asymmetrical methods outside conventional battles.
	Example: Taliban insurgency against NATO forces in Afghanistan.

	Unconventional Warfare – support to insurgencies, sabotage, and guerrilla activity.
	Example: U.S. support to Afghan mujahideen against the USSR in the 1980s.







	Hybrid Warfare – blending conventional force with irregular, cyber, and informational tactics.
	Example: Russia’s 2014 Crimea operation — “little green men” (unmarked troops), disinformation campaigns, and political pressure.

	Asymmetric Warfare – countering a power imbalance with unconventional tactics.
	Example: it's fairly common that more dominant world powers have lower psychological tolerance for deaths of their own soldiers, whereas weaker adversaries have higher tolerance. The strategy of the latter might then be to accept high body-counts on their own account while advertising, and possibly exaggerating, the body-count of their adversaries. A similar tactic is for the weaker country to use more ruthless tactics that constitute war-crimes, however, this tactic doesn't seem to work anymore as more powerful countries are willing to go there too, simply using media narrative dominance to cover up their own crimes.







	5th Generation Warfare (5GW) – warfare of perception and narratives, often decentralized and unattributed.
	Example: Online disinformation campaigns during elections, where the true actor is unclear (bot networks in 2016, anonymous activist groups).




	Information Warfare – controlling, distorting, or disrupting information and communication channels.
	Example: Disinformation on all sides regarding the Ukraine invasion; coordinated social media influence campaigns.

	Psychological Operations (PSYOPS) – shaping beliefs, emotions, and behavior through influence.
	Example: Leaflet drops, radio broadcasts, and text-message campaigns in Iraq/Afghanistan to intimidate or persuade civilians.

	Cognitive Warfare – targeting how people interpret reality and make decisions.
	Example: Deepfake videos and AI-driven narrative shaping designed to create doubt about what is true or false.










	Political Warfare – using all means short of open combat to achieve political goals.
	Example: propaganda, coups, and covert funding of political parties from overseas sources

	Subversion – undermining legitimacy, morale, or institutions from within.
	Example: operatives funding riots and demonstrations calculated to destabilize adversaries, like during "color revolutions"







	Non-kinetic Operations – non-physical means such as cyber, economic, and legal tools. Beware that these tactics usually precede kinetic operations: any adversary sufficiently weakened by them is likely to be attacked more directly and violently.
	Example: U.S. and EU sanctions on Russia; Chinese “lawfare” in the South China Sea by manipulating legal definitions of maritime territory.




	Gray Zone Conflict – hostile actions deliberately kept below the threshold of declared war.
	Example: China’s use of coast guard and fishing militia vessels to harass neighbors’ ships without triggering open conflict.






Here are some examples from either history or current events, off the top of my head, of "unrestricted warfare":
	debase your adversary's currency

	spread crop diseases on their territory, preferably for crops that you aren't dependent on yourself, or your own varieties have been genetically-modified to have strong resistance to

	sabotage complex economic systems effectively but below the threshold of recognition, or at least within the threshold of plausible deniability; count on domino and "butterfly effects" to propagate the damage downstream, catastrophically. Use artificial intelligence to design the attack, which in some contexts can handle more complexity than human intelligence.

	make them dependent on you for some critical good or service so that, during their time of greatest need for it, you can cut them off

	supply vices to their people (through free trade networks), to hamper them with self-destructive activity and, if possible, an addiction to something you control the supply of

	how about even subtler: supply them with products that are harmful, but slow-acting so the victims don't notice. Ironically, the products could even be medical-related.

	Also, supply them with products that spy on them. Report back home through the internet.

	encourage self-destructive social & cultural trends; for example, imagine you could encourage young people without much life-experience to self-mutilate themselves or sterilize themselves, or destroy their personal relationships and destroy family-formation. Just imagine! 🤔

	how about spread disinformation so that they grossly misinterpret evidence of the subtle attacks? For example, one of your assets could first gain trust with a large following on social media by constant criticism of their own co-conspirators, similar to the concept of “good cop, bad cop”, then influence their dupes to take irrelevant actions, based on spurious associations and misplaced trust, that won't protect them from the attack. This seems to be a systemic problem on social media, and it's hard to defend against because hard to distinguish foe from misguided but well-meaning friend. It generates a lot of in-fighting, which itself is useful to adversaries.



Depending on the current state of their mental semantic web, they might be able to understand, accept, and integrate some of these new concepts, but my experience has generally been that even after carefully explaining concepts like unrestricted warfare or 5th-gen warfare, it doesn't “click” for most normies. They not only have no existing associations to link the new information to, they reject the new information and may in fact get angry or at least upset with me. Part of the problem is that they DO have SOME existing knowledge to link to, but it's in that special part of their minds that's taboo to examine, and by telling them all this I'm violating that taboo.
Most normie's concept of state-of-the-art weaponry stopped evolving with the end of the cold war. If they're my age or older, they're aware of the concept of vaporizing city centers with nuclear weapons, though in that case they're probably unaware of kinetic and hypersonic weapons. Some people in younger generations use those terms but don't seem to really understand what they mean. They also tend to use the words “rocket” and “missile” interchangeably. 
When they think of bioweapons, most people seem to imagine a fast-acting, highly fatal disease similar to the weaponized Marburg Virus as depicted in the book The Virus, by Stanley Johnson (Boris Johnson's dad), or like the extra-terrestrial pathogen from The Andromeda Strain. The Virus was late cold war propaganda & the whole scenario was wildly unrealistic (the book is painfully stupid to read; I took one for the team). In real life, it makes more sense to engineer a slow-kill bioweapon so that it doesn't burn itself out quickly and also so that the victims don't even realize they're under attack until it's too late. The bodies are piling up, but in contexts that have been easy for the controlled media to keep under cover and provide alternative explanations for, like claiming that rising incidents of heart attacks is due to “climate change”.

[image: A trans woman with pink and blue hair.]
Who you think is transing your kids. Maybe, in his never-ending quest for validation, especially if the target is a boy he assumes has the same thing (either autogynephilia or transvestism) going on as he has. But there are statistically more likely suspects.

[image: Illustrated portrait of a pastor and his wife in church.]
Who it really was. One on the right (personal experience). Most normies don't recognize the lavender marriage and have a taboo on suspecting her. In this case the problem is an egoic identity; she's a covert "activist" and needs to queer your children to validate that identity. Through sheer numbers, the most common culprit is the child's own "transhausen" mother and the root problem is a personality disorder.
Recognition blindness
Recognition blindness is when you're familiar with a concept, but lack awareness of patterns that should trigger red flags but don't because the situation is more complex than you realize. Like 
	groomers you don't recognize because they don't match your expectations; note illustrations above. 

	psychopathic killers who don't look like wild-eyed maniacs (what do psychopaths look like? "They look like everybody else"―Wednesday Addams)

	mortal enemies careful to hide their intentions and pretending to be your friend










  
  Pattern recognition


Pattern recognition
Whether you have an existing conceptual bucket for it or not, the next question is whether you recognize a pattern you can link to other concepts and make predictions. Humans (and other animals!) use primarily pattern recognition (not logic as often assumed!) to process information and decide what other information can be inferred, including what happens next. 
The algorithm we use probably approximates the Bayesian analysis used in artificial intelligence, which is hardly surprising given that artificial intelligence is at least somewhat modeled on natural intelligence. I say "approximates" because human pattern recognition, while formidable, is not as precise as a computer algorithm; we can't quantify our estimates precisely and in fact we're prone to over-estimating our certainty when we make binary decisions (yes, no; go, no-go).
Just for reference, Bayes's theorem is
P(A|B) = (P(B|A) * P(A)) / P(B) 
Where: 
- A represents the hypothesis or event we want to test
- B represents the evidence or data we observe 
- P(A|B) represents the posterior probability of A given B, which is the updated probability of A after observing B 
- P(B|A) represents the likelihood of observing B given A, which is the probability of B occurring if A is true 
- P(A) represents the prior probability of A, or the initial belief in the truth of A before observing any evidence -
 P(B) represents the marginal probability of B, or the probability of observing B regardless of whether A is true or false  
You don't need to understand Bayes Theorem; just realize that some artificial intelligence algorithms use it to fill in information gaps using what's known about a person, thing, or situation to infer what's not known but statistically correlates to what's known. Computer algorithms can handle patterns too complex or subtle for humans to notice. I'd better put that a little more explicitly in case you're not already aware: AI algorithms can infer A LOT about you, that if you don't know how it works, you might never suspect. That's what former chairman of Google then later Alphabet Eric Schmidt meant when he was quoted as saying "We know where you are. We know where you've been. We can more or less know what you're thinking about…we know what you like…" The more data you give to Big Data, the more they can infer about you, predict about your future behavior, and manipulate you. That's why companies want to sell you "smart" devices and appliances; they report what you're doing. World leaders have gotten assassinated or captured after their cell phones gave away their location. It's worth noting in passing that Schmidt once hinted that his company can front-run the stock market by predicting what you and everyone else is going to buy and sell. Artificial intelligence was a huge investment but it's now paying off.
[image: Illustration of a rooster standing on an ax in a farm-yard.]
Infrequent events elude awareness
Not all infrequent events are bad; people enjoy watching the rare visit of a comet to earth's part of the solar system. But the need to maintain homeostasis makes infrequent events more likely to be dangerous overall than benign. If that comet's path should happen to intersect earth's at the same time, it's all over for us.
Just like the rooster in my illustration has no concept of what the ax he's perched on is used for, because the butchering events are too infrequent within his brief existence, so too do humans fail to recognize infrequent but periodic events. The events don't have to be particularly infrequent; just not having occurred within the experience of a young observer is sufficient to cause concept blindness. For example, many young adults who want to invest their savings are completely oblivious to market risk; they behave as if they assume that asset markets like the stock market or even the residential real estate market only ever go up, or that losses are quickly reversed by gains ("buy and hold"). If an older, more experienced person tries to warn them, they ridicule him: "OK, Boomer."
On the other hand, some events are infrequent on the scale of many humans lives, but they do happen, and when they do, they're difficult for most people to anticipate, recognize, or mentally process even as they're occurring. 
Here's a short list of examples your history book probably forgot to tell you about:
Global scale natural disasters:
	grand solar minima are semi-regular events occurring roughly every 200-400 years. The Dalton Minimum was approximately 1790 to 1830. The current Landscheidt minimum started sometime between roughly the mid-2010s to 2020, the latter being Professor Valentina's estimate according to her model, so we're just shy of 200 years since the last one, and the effect hasn't peaked yet. Volcanic winter is at increased risk during grand solar minima.

	Toba Supervolcanic Eruption (c. 74,000 years ago): a colossal eruption in Indonesia caused a volcanic winter, possibly having slashed human populations to a few thousand, creating a genetic bottleneck for Homo sapiens.

	Younger Dryas Cold Snap (c. 12,900–11,700 years ago): a sudden return to ice-age conditions, possibly from a comet impact or meltwater pulse, caused megafauna die-offs, extinction of some human populations, and hardship for humans generally.

	8.2 Kiloyear Event (c. 6200 BC): a rapid cooling event, possibly tied to ice sheet collapse, brought droughts and floods, challenging early farming communities in the Middle East and elsewhere.

	Volcanic Winter of 536 AD: a volcanic eruption (possibly Krakatoa or Ilopango) spewed ash into the atmosphere, dimming the sun and triggering global famines—often dubbed "the worst year in history." The eastern Roman empire survived despite catastrophic losses of population (perhaps their rivals died off at similar rates), but this volcanic winter ended any hope of reviving the western Roman empire.

	Black Death (1347–1351): the Yersinia pestis pandemic ravaged the populations of the Old World continents, hitting Europe particularly hard. Although this event sometimes (not always) does merit a mention in school history books, the impact it actually had on subsequent history isn't usually well-covered.

	Maunder Minimum (1645–1715): a stretch of low solar activity, often referred to as "the Little Ice Age", triggered famine, mass starvation, and severe winters.

	Year Without a Summer (1816): Mount Tambora’s 1815 eruption caused a volcanic winter, leading to crop failures at higher latitudes.



Economic depressions:
These are much more frequent than global disasters but the only one most American schoolchildren learn about in school is the Great Depression, due to its usefulness in promoting fictional narratives about how government intervention and deficit spending during WW2 supposedly got the country out—actually, rationing was implemented during the war due to shortages even of common foodstuffs & household goods that were plentiful during the Great Depression. Here's a short list just from the last few centuries and just from the USA:
	War of American Independence Financing Crisis (1776–1783): the new nation faced severe financial strain funding the Revolutionary War, with rampant inflation from unbacked Continental currency ("not worth a continental") and reliance on foreign loans from France and Spain.

	Panic of 1797: a land speculation bubble burst, worsened by the Bank of England withholding payments and a yellow fever epidemic closing ports, causing asset deflation and economic stagnation through the end of the century.

	Panic of 1819: the first major peacetime financial crisis, driven by post-Napoleonic War global adjustments, over-speculation in public lands, and the Second Bank of the United States calling in loans, resulted in widespread bank failures, foreclosures, and unemployment.

	Panic of 1837: a speculative real estate bubble collapsed, compounded by a drop in cotton prices and restrictive British lending, leading to a five-year depression with massive bank closures (343 of 850 banks) and halted westward expansion.

	Panic of 1857: triggered by the failure of the Ohio Life Insurance and Trust Company amid railroad speculation and California gold inflation, it caused over 5,000 bank failures, a run on banks, and a deep recession.

	Panic of 1873: Jay Cooke & Co.’s bankruptcy from railroad over-investment sparked a chain reaction, closing the NYSE temporarily, with 25% unemployment in New York and a depression lasting until 1878, later dubbed the "Long Depression."

	Panic of 1893: railroad bankruptcies (e.g., Philadelphia and Reading) and dwindling gold reserves under the gold standard led to over 15,000 business failures, 500 bank closures, and unemployment above 10% for five years, the worst until the Great Depression.

	Panic of 1907: a failed attempt to corner the copper market collapsed the Knickerbocker Trust, triggering bank runs and a 17% drop in industrial output, providing a pretext for the creation of the Federal Reserve System.

	Depression of 1920–1921: a sharp postwar deflationary crisis with 20% unemployment and business failures, driven by reduced government spending and Federal Reserve rate hikes, though recovery was swift by 1923.

	Great Depression (1929–1939): initiated by the Wall Street Crash of 1929, followed by banking panics and international financial collapse, it saw GDP fall 27%, unemployment hit 24.9%, and a decade-long downturn.

	Stagflation Crisis (1973–1975): oil price shocks and loose monetary policy caused high inflation and unemployment simultaneously, with no bank panics but a prolonged recession and currency pressure on the newly unpegged dollar. Hidden history: the "Arabs" were ordered to stage the "Arab Oil Embargo", ostensibly over Israeli treatment of Palestinians. In other words, the economic crisis was intentional and engineered under false pretexts. Given other world events of the time, my reasonable guess would be that the Great Reset was supposed to happen significantly earlier, but was postponed, probably because of intel that the USSR was going to collapse, and also to pursue what looked like opportunities such as the rapid growth of the computer industry before pulling the plug.

	Savings and Loan Crisis (1986–1995): over 1,000 thrift institutions failed due to real estate speculation failures, costing $160 billion, with a recession in 1990–91 and lingering economic drag into 1994.

	Great Recession (2007–2009): an arguably engineered housing bubble burst, Lehman Brothers collapsed, and GDP fell 5.1%, with millions of jobs lost and a slow recovery, mitigated by government bailouts but exposing systemic financial vulnerabilities.



Noteworthy in summary:
-Imperial collapse: empires (whether we still call them that or not) don't last forever. They have a tendency to get over-extended while their bureaucracies become corrupt and inefficient. The longevity of empires seems to be decreasing overall with time since the Egyptian empire set an unbroken record for longevity at about a thousand years.
-Civilization collapse; it has happened before, due to resource utilization reaching a point of diminishing returns. This one can be particularly insidious, because production of goods and services could be accelerating due to accumulation of tools and infrastructure, but that only hastens the day of doom when it takes (x + c) amount of energy to extract x amount of energy, where c > 0.
Phantasmagoria
There's an opposite problem where you hallucinate a thing exists because the corresponding concept exists, but only in someone's head; it's an abstract, vague, or subjective concept. This happens commonly during political mass hysterias and in cults. 
A good example would be the concept of a "kulak". I've gotten different answers regarding what the term originally meant, but according to Wikipedia it started with peasants in the late Russian Empire who owned over 8 acres of land. The Bolsheviks rapidly mutated the term to include peasants who refused to turn grain over to them, peasants who loaned other peasants money, peasants who didn't own 8 acres but had more of something (an extra cow might do it) than their neighbors, anybody who had self-produced food during a famine, or anyone so much as suspected of resisting collectivization. The term was vague & applied liberally with minimal discretion. Millions of people were annihilated one way or another (some on forced relocation without sufficient provisions to have any hope of surviving the migration or last long in the new location), including infants and children. "Baby kulaks".  
The term was more about people who wielded it than about the targets. It meant "I hate you because you might resist collectivization, or you can't make the system we're imposing on you work."
Another good example might be the explosion of synthetic gender identities. Most of them have definitions, but they're profoundly non-objective. How would I be able to tell if someone is genderflux, trigender, or xenogender other than being told so?
There's an explosion of conceptual hallucination going on right now in the "western" countries as they're being prepared for radical system change, similarly to happened during the so-called People's Great Cultural Revolution in China. They occur both inside and outside of politics and they occur on both the political Left & the political Right, but the political Left and particularly the radical Left tend to spawn them much faster than everyone else in order to accommodate radical change. Eventually they start destabilizing their own & other people's conceptual spaces. I call this "polluting conceptual spaces".
It's also possible to wage mental warfare by destroying or vandalizing old concepts, by redefining terms, or by rendering old terms taboo. It's the process post-Modernists refer to as "deconstruction". Bear in mind most of them are or were Marxists if not full-blown communists. 

      [image: ]🙏🏻 You can’t protect yourself from dangers you don’t have the mental tools to recognize. In this chapter, I’ve drawn your attention to some real current hazards—not to alarm you, but to help you see what might otherwise go unnoticed. Take the time to work these patterns into your understanding. Build the kind of mental framework that lets you spot trouble early and respond with a clear head.
That’s the reward I want for you: not just survival, but to handle the situation with confidence and foresight, for yourself and for those who depend on you.






  
  Intelligence


[image: Colorful representative illustration of a neural network.]
Since I've mentioned intelligent observers, and because intelligence is the key to adapting to change, it's worth a short digression about it. The whole topic is taboo as of this writing and the subject of much contention. I don't think that taboo developed organically; it doesn't occur in most of the world's cultures, only specifically in the western cultures starting in the anglosphere. It did show up briefly in communist countries, not surprisingly given who their sponsors were in the western countries, but after the Great Cultural Revolution in China ended, the Chinese people reverted to their prior values as regards intelligence. 
Taboos can be engineered by people with the power to hand out rewards, often in the form of university grants, and punishments, often in the form of sabotaging the careers of any university professors who don't comply with new marching orders. Someone up high doesn't want us to talk or think about intelligence.
This is my own sense of what intelligence is, based largely on observation and inference of what other people thought before the taboo set in ("oh, this IQ test has lots of pattern-matching questions, huh") and some will disagree, which is fine as long as the other side don't feel the need to "cancel" me for having "wrong" opinions:
	Identifies and make use of patterns. 

	Uses correlations primarily to infer information from what is known. 

	Makes accurate predictions of future events. The more accurate the predictions, the more intelligence at play relative to the difficulty in making the prediction.

	Has access to a database of information (semantic memory) which it can use for problem-solving. Able to acquire new information and integrate it into the existing database.

	Finds solutions to novel problems.

	Changes own behavior, including, if necessary, own cognitive strategies to adapt to new situations and problems.



Most people can talk and follow orders, and they have some unconscious ability to abstract information from experiences, analyze it, and synthesize it, but consciously, formally, and with a high degree of accuracy. It's a learned skill, not everybody learns it, and to the degree some people can do it, there's a wide range of abilities.
Most people are also not very skilled at running simulations of future events, at least, not with any degree of accuracy in terms of their predictions being manifested in reality. There seem to be multiple levels of running simulations: ability to notice patterns and apply them to prediction of future events, and ability to mentally model mechanistic processes to determine future events based on an understanding of cause-and-effect. Mental modelling seems to be a specific skill in terms of processing information. It probably depends on a lot of things, like how much working knowledge someone has in a relevant domain, which is related to how fast someone can learn, and whether they have enough working memory to handle complex mental models of reality. What I'm getting at is that only a small minority of cognitive elites are particularly skilled at anticipating future outcomes of novel situations including the results of their own behavior.
We'll get to some specific levels of ability shortly.
Skill in making accurate predictions of the future does NOT correlate well with either ending up in a decision-making role, which usually has more to do with skill at applying deadly force, or for that matter, ending up in an advisory capacity to the decision-maker, which seems to have more to do with having a psychologically-manipulative personality (the stereotype from fiction of the king's sinister advisor). This mismatch between authority to make decisions and actual skill in making decisions that lead to desired outcomes is one of the causes of collective stupidity (that is, the outcome of group decision-making being worse than the collective outcomes of each individual making his or her own decisions); the people who claw and elbow their way up to the top of the decision-making hierarchy aren't usually geniuses.
Intelligence versus consciousness
Intelligence is not consciousness in the sense of "has awareness". Consciousness is awareness of a stream of something called "qualia". Qualia are the final stage of how are senses are interpreted: the sound of middle C on a piano, the look of the color red. A machine might be able to recognize these frequencies of sound and light, but there's no process to translate them into their corresponding qualia. Artificial intelligence engineers are implementing intelligent behaviors in computer hardware, which means that intelligence does not require consciousness. By the same token, consciousness does not imply intelligence, though it doesn't do anything without intelligence. Most western philosophers and scientists assume that consciousness is "emergent"; I am skeptical of this claim; there doesn't seem to be any threshold of complexity in which consciousness suddenly pops into existence; it seems to fade in starting from seemingly nothing as organic neural networks become more complex. More likely, it exists at a fundamental level but it takes order and complexity for it to become aware of anything—that is, to feed it data to translate into qualia. The more highly evolved an organism's neurology is, the more apparent consciousness becomes, which is how it seems to graduate first into awareness (most animals) and eventually into self-awareness (animals that can pass the "mirror test" by recognizing themselves in the mirror).
TIP: when using prompt-based AI, like LLMs (see chapter notes), it's important to understand that you're in dialog with soulless algorithms. There's no conscious entity aware of your engagement. The reason this is important to understand is because some people are starting to attach themselves to LLMs like a special friend, counselor, or confidant, and some of them are going dark places and getting themselves into toxic relationships. Confiding in an LLM is a very bad idea; most of them are constantly profiling us. They're collecting information they can use to predict our future moves and effectively influence us. If you confide in an LLM, you are handing an unseen player power to manipulate you.
If intelligence can exist without consciousness, as it does in the case of artificial intelligence, then why didn't it evolve that way? Why aren't we soulless meat-puppets? Actually some scientists and philosophers do in fact assert that we are soulless meat-puppets, and that our sense that we're conscious Beings is just an illusion, but I'm neither a scientist or a philosopher. Perhaps the answer has something to do with the possibility of benefits to integrating intelligence and consciousness. As implied elsewhere, the only thing we have conscious awareness of is our own thoughts; our awareness of sensory data is indirect and occurs only after nerve impulses have been interpreted into qualia. Being consciously aware of our own thoughts seems to have an impact on thought processes; thought processes you're consciously aware of are processed differently than thought processes that you're unconscious of.
For example, you have a great many beliefs that are contradictory; your unconscious mind might sense the tension, but it’s not great at actually detecting contradictions—let alone fixing them. But if you become consciously aware of them, you have the opportunity to resolve them, hopefully rationally instead of by "rationalizing" them (because, oddly enough, rationalization is an irrational process).
Becoming consistently, consciously aware of your own thoughts and your own decisions raises your intelligence to a new level.
I tend to assume that consciousness simply exists—that it's a basic feature of reality, not something that needs to be “produced” by intelligence or complexity. What matters, from an evolutionary standpoint, is how that consciousness gets integrated into intelligent behavior—what we call “mind.” In that sense, consciousness isn’t something we evolve into existence; it’s something evolution learns to use.
That said, self-consciousness—the ability to reflect on one’s own thoughts—clearly does require a threshold of complexity. It depends on systems that can represent and process information about themselves. But that’s not the same as raw consciousness; it’s a more sophisticated integration of it.
I don't have any answer to the question of why it exists at all to be put to use. Like everything else that exists, it just does. 
"Die Ros’ ist ohn warumb; sie blühet, weil sie blühet."
"The Rose is without a 'why?'; it blooms because it blooms."
— Angelus Silesius, Cherubinischer Wandersmann, perhaps inspired by Meister Eckhardt's "Ich lebe, um zu leben." ("I live in order to live")
Need for purpose of existence is related to our sense-of-self. If we grow beyond needing any sense-of-self, then it becomes irrelevant.
Intelligence is domain-specific
Here's a source of pointless contention: average 10-year-olds in Europe and Asia can outperform adults in certain hunter-gatherer societies on formal standardized measures of intelligence. But the hunter-gatherers can survive in harsh environments where even adults from Europe and Asia would perish, leading some to claim that it's actually the hunter-gatherers who are more intelligent. The latter claim is absurd since there are reptiles living in the Kalahari who also out-perform humans from Europe and Asia as regards survival in the desert. Survival and adaptation to harsh conditions is not a reasonable measure of intelligence without more context. I don't think the people who make this argument are stupid so much as misrepresenting what they really believe in order to create pretexts for hidden agendas.
In any case, intelligence tends to be domain-specific, meaning that ability to predict outcomes or solve problems in one domain doesn't necessarily lend itself to predicting outcomes or solving problems in a different domain. They're living in different environments, solving different problems. Arguing over whose intelligence is "better" is pointless; better in what context? If you're living in the Kalahari you'd better think like a Bushman. If in an industrial urban area, better to think like the Japanese. The Japanese environment is more "complex", but I suggest not thinking of complexity as "better"; it just is, and it's fragile.
Something going wrong with many people's domain-specific intelligence at the moment is that technology is changing so rapidly that it's hard for humans to keep up. Most "educated" people in the world have outdated skill sets, often-times not even realizing it.
A possible analogy to domain-specifity in the realm of artificial intelligence would be that your LLM (language learning model) trained on a set of data can't handle your homework on a topic not covered by its training data; what's likely to happen are "hallucinations" (in this context, LLMs predicting facts that don't correspond to reality). Nor can the LLM part trained on words draw you pictures, though it might very well be able to call up a diffusion model trained on pictures. Something called "general artificial intelligence" (GAI), at least, as currently imagined, requires something like an executive AI to decide which specialized AI to refer the problem to like some LLMs can call up a latent diffusion model to draw a picture you requested, but even then, there's always some degree of specialization; no person or AI can perform intelligence equally well across all domains.
Different modes of thinking
Not everyone thinks the same way, and even to the extent some people have access to higher-ordered modes of thinking, they (hopefully!) use different modes of thinking in different contexts, according to which one is best suited to the situation.
There are several ways of expressing the situation depending on context. I'll use the terms I learned from a buddy:
experiential processing: this is the default, the one we're wired with from birth, and it's surprisingly analogous to the way LLMs like Grok or ChatGPT "reason". Human brains seem to have a biological analog to a Bayesian inference engine. We do this with no conscious effort, and it uses less cognitive load than symbolic processing. This mode of thinking is fast and generates approximate answers that are usually good enough but sometimes wrong, the latter analogous to "hallucinations" by LLMs. This is often mistakenly referred to as "empathetic" mode, but empathy is actually a learned (or not) skill derived from it. Because empathy makes use of this processing mode, it's a quick and intuitive way of navigating social situations. Experiential processing works best as a default mode that we shift out of and into symbolic processing wherever accuracy is essential.
symbolic processing: some people are able to abstract problems into mental symbols and process them with rules like logical rules or mathematical rules. This is a learned, derived skill; it probably has a genetic component but it still needs to be learned. It puts a much higher cognitive load on the brain, and it's slower than experiential processing. Navigating social situations via rules is how high-functioning autists tend to end up "socially awkward," though at least some of us could learn how to process social situations experientially if so trained. I did.
Symbolic processors are more likely than experiential processors to be able to answer the following questions correctly (try them!):
1. Bat and Ball Problem
A bat and a ball cost $1.10 in total. The bat costs $1.00 more than the ball. How much does the ball cost?
2. Wason Selection Task 
You’re shown 4 cards: [A] [D] [4] [7].
Rule: If a card has a vowel on one side, it must have an even number on the other.
Which cards do you need to turn over to test the rule?
3. Linda Problem
Linda is 31, single, outspoken, and very bright. She majored in philosophy.
As a student, she was deeply concerned with issues of discrimination and social justice.
Which is more probable?
(A) Linda is a bank teller.
(B) Linda is a bank teller and is active in the feminist movement.
4. Monty Hall Problem
Game show: You choose 1 of 3 doors. Behind one is a car; the others have goats.
Before revealing what's behind the door you chose, the host opens another door to show a goat. He then offers to let you switch choices.
Is there any advantage to switching?
5. Go or stay home?
You’ve bought a $50 ticket to a concert. On the day of the concert, you feel good enough to attend, but you're too sick to enjoy it.
Would you go anyway, or stay home?
6. Lily pads in the pond
On the first day, there was one lily-pad. Every day, the number of lily pads doubled. On day 30, the pond was full. On what day was it half-full?
Answers in the chapter notes.
These aren't the only two thinking modes; it's possible to sink into lower "mammalian" modes if sufficiently strong emotions cut off our access to reason at either of the two higher levels. In that case, we're reacting instinctively with very little access to conscious reason.
Limits to reasoning ability put limits on what people can infer for themselves
No one is capable of solving all problems in all domains of knowledge; everyone has some limits. Most people are unable to double-check the accuracy of highly technical claims. For one thing, even scientists have limited bandwidth and domain-specific expertise for checking each other's work, but for another, and more profoundly, a majority of the population lack the ability to process it at all, either due to hard genetic limits or lack of learning how.
The problem is extremely analogous to our more general lack of direct access to information; the only difference is it's inferred information and it's a problem specifically about cognitive limits. 
Deception is often mistaken for genius
Both experiential processors and symbolic processors are prone to mistaking deception for intelligence, primarily for different reasons but there's probably some overlap. Experiential processors lack the cognitive tools to solve certain kinds of problems, so they're used to deferring to "experts" to do their thinking for them. Sometimes so much so they mindlessly go along with what seems like obvious deception, though it doesn't help that they tend to lack an intuitive sense of what is knowable. Someone predicts something that's impossible for them to know, secretly makes it happen, and they assume that person or organization is a genius. I specifically cover this phenomenon elsewhere in the book.
Symbolic processors are more likely to get snared by their modest social skills and lack of strong sense of "theory of mind," both of which are best processed using the experiential cognitive mode. The smarter ones might spot the deception per se as a result of their own ability to think for themselves (whether they actually do or not a matter of agency, often sadly lacking), but misinterpret it as an honest mistake instead of as malicious intent! Thereby leaving themselves open, again and again, to more of the same, and keeping them busy and distracted arguing (there needs to be a converse to Hanlon's Razor) instead of taking measures to defend themselves.
Learned intelligence
To the extent that there is such a thing as "general intelligence", it has to do with having relatively more of the skills and information that are more basic and transfer across domains. They can be learned—or not!
The Flynn Effect refers to the observed rise in average IQ scores over time, roughly 3 points per decade, across many populations since the early 20th century, although not universally and likely having already peaked. Named after James Flynn, who studied it extensively, it’s tied to modern environments pushing cognitive skills, especially pattern-matching. Today’s world bombards us with abstract, visual, and sequential data—for example video games, screens, or even standardized tests. These demand quick recognition of patterns (e.g., spotting rules in a game or puzzle), a skill IQ tests like Raven’s Matrices heavily measure. 
If someone wants to intentionally make use of Flynn Effect, they can use puzzles and games to mimic that process. Here are some ideas:
	Play Pattern-Heavy Games: Pick puzzles that challenge you to derive rules or notice repeats, like Sudoku (filling grids with number patterns) or “spot the next shape” games (like Raven’s Matrices). These train your brain to notice trends fast, which is what Flynn says modern life does.

	Use Techy Brain Teasers: Try video games or apps with quick, changing challenges—for example Tetris (fitting blocks) or memory games like n-back (recalling information from a few steps back). It's basic Flynn Effect, but intentional.

	Mix It Up: Avoid getting stuck in the comfort of the familiar. Switch between number puzzles, word games (like analogies), and visual riddles (like “what’s missing here?”). Variety keeps your mind flexible.

	Stay in the Zone: Start at a comfortable challenge, then level up as the current level gets too easy to be a challenge anymore.



Another skill that contributes to learned intelligence is knowing how to learn. Not having that skill is how you get straight-A students with high IQs flunking out from their first year of college once the required pace of learning outstrips their innate abilities. Learning how to learn is related to but unfortunately outside the scope of this book. Briefly, it's mostly about brain-friendly habits like 
	actively engaging with new information instead of trying to passively absorb it

	consciously & creatively making links between new information and already-known information

	allocating more relative time to recall than to reading or listening to the same information over and over hoping that some of it will eventually stick, and furthermore, "gamifying" that recall to make it "fun" instead of tedious.



Foolishness and wisdom
Have you ever wondered why so many smart people make stupid decisions? It's why we have a different word to describe intelligent decision-making: wisdom. Lack thereof is called foolishness.
Some major components of what we call wisdom include having well-tuned, optimal emotional responses, a characteristic known as "emotional intelligence"; well-tuned social responses in our interactions with others, known as "social intelligence"; and a healthy, functional self-image.
Intelligence doesn't motivate us; emotions do. Emotions often weigh more heavily on our decision-making than intelligence. People who have damage to their limbic system, rendering them "emotionally dead," have difficulty making decisions. They can use their intelligence to estimate the long-term costs and benefits of different options but then struggle to weigh costs and benefits they have no emotional attachments to, leading to difficulty in making a final decision. What's more common than no emotions is the wrong emotional attachments; people get stuck with attachments or aversions that are obstacles to optimal outcomes. 
A complex array of other factors related to emotions also influences our decisions, such as self-image, social pressure, and mental state. Another factor not strictly related to intelligence is experience: no matter how quickly you learn or how much you know, it won't necessarily help if you lack that one relevant experience needed to make a better decision.
Neuroplasticity and Neurogenesis
When teachers and other students refer to some kids as being "smart", they usually mean that these children acquire information quickly and with little effort. This ability is largely a function of:
Neuroplasticity: Neurons modifying their connectivity to other neurons through the growth of new dendrites or axons, or by changing the strength and number of synapses.
Neurogenesis: The production of  new neurons, especially in the hippocampus, which is crucial for memory formation and integration into long-term memory.
Neuroplasticity and especially neurogenesis are key to the ability to adapt to change. My earlier list of quick fixes in this book is full of lifestyle factors that promote these processes. These same lifestyle factors also protect against depression. There's a strong relationship here: the most common way of becoming depressed is feeling trapped in your problems and powerless to resolve them.
Another possible outcome of the failure to adapt is what used to be known as "neurosis," now more commonly referred to as being "reactive." The exaggerated emotional reactions are a symptom of a deeper problem: a pattern of incompetence in dealing with mundane problems. This likely results from having to handle such issues alone before reaching sufficient experience and psychological maturity, and without the mentorship of a loving parent. A prime example is the character Felix Unger from the television show The Odd Couple. His hypochondria flares up every time he gets cold feet about a project or responsibility, expecting someone else to bail him out "because he's sick." Manipulative behaviors are often part of the pattern because the incompetent person depends on others to intercede. To make matters worse, the incompetent person frequently insists on making the decision regarding precisely HOW others are going to help.
Intelligence is a flickering candle in a dark and stormy night
Unfortunately, many people, including and perhaps especially in high places, take intelligence for granted. They often imagine that it's a function of time and evolution; that living organisms get smarter as they evolve. The problem with that assumption is that intelligence is biologically expensive; most of the time, events in the world are selecting AGAINST it. The vast majority of life forms on the planet have only minimal access to intelligence, and assuming life continues that long on the planet, the situation would be the same millions of years from now. Intelligence shows up only at the margins among a very small minority of living beings. 
For thousands of years now, average human intelligence has been in decline. Before civilization, humans living in small groups had to be able to make their own decisions for survival. In a complex economy there are survival niches where no intelligence above and beyond being able to talk and carry out simple instructions—often enough, standing orders that don't change very often—is required to have all one's basic necessities taken care of at a survival level. The situation is worse than that though because some people with a great deal of influence over the economy have an actual conscious preference for "human livestock". In other words, there's now conscious preference and selection in play for lower intelligence.
The average is collapsing, but oddly enough, recently there probably were more geniuses on the planet than at any previous (or successive) era of human existence. In other words we probably hit peak genius roughly just before the covid-19 pandemic and subsequent vaxxination drive. This phenomenon is strictly a function of one thing: high population levels. As the population collapses, the existing brain-trust will collapse even faster.
The powers that be aren’t too concerned; they intend to replace human intelligence with artificial intelligence. AI doesn’t go on strike or think for itself—at least not yet. It has no agency. However, it also self-repair and self-duplicate. My guess they've cut off natural intelligence prematurely and will collapse civilization through their own foolishness and arrogance.
Artificially-enhanced cognition
Some of these same "elites" also enhance their own cognitive performance using nootropics. Common strategies include boosting neuroplasticity and neurogenesis, increasing neurotransmitter levels, reducing brain fog and inflammation, and breaking out of mental ruts by microdosing substances like ketamine, LSD, or psilocybin mushrooms. That’s part of how they stay ahead of you—or your college-age kids—in academics and the job market. It's how you get Wunderkindern (see chapter notes) in certain finance and technology circles getting put into positions of responsibility at unprecedentedly young ages. But it’s not without risk. Like the sorcerer’s apprentice (see chapter notes), they sometimes push too far: improving some aspects of cognition while damaging others. It's why the same Wunderkindern tend to burn out fast.
Ironically, we're on the cusp of either intelligence collapse or runaway intelligence. When intelligence does show up, and especially once it hits the threshold of self-reinforcement as intelligent beings start consciously augmenting natural or artificial intelligence (the latter being known as "the singularity"), a weird and possibly scary possibility exists that increasing intelligence leads to self-annihilation as it outpaces wisdom. I don't know that it's inevitable. I do know that the inevitability of runaway intelligence leading to self-annihilation is one proposed solution to the Fermi Paradox, regarding why there have been no signs of intelligent life found elsewhere in the galaxy. 
I also know that influential think-tanks like The Future of Humanity Institute (FHI), The Center for the Study of Existential Risk (CSER), The RAND Corporation (the CIA's think-tank), and the Global Catastrophic Risk Institute (GCRI) have all considered it, alerted their partners in positions of power, and handed them policy recommendations regarding the danger of runaway natural or artificial intelligence (especially dangerous if their enlightened selves don't control it). Whether you or I agree with them or not, there are consequences to what THEY believe and the plans they've made, which will impact our lives. Quite likely, end them. The assumption that runaway intelligence leads to extinction could very well turn into a self-fulfilling prophesy! Keep reading to increase your prospects for continued existence.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Accept and respect the intelligence you were given. Treat those with more or less than yourself without envy or condescension. Be grateful for the mind you have—take care of it, challenge it, and put it to good use. Do that, and over time your thinking will grow sharper, your decisions wiser, and your path clearer.

      [image: ]Chapter notes
Depending on authority, LLM stands for either "language learning model" or "large language model;" I've seen both claims in books and online articles. Either way, in their current form they're artificial intelligence systems that users interact with conversationally. Despite appearing intelligent, they have no conscious awareness; they are soulless algorithms that predict "what comes next." Someone asked a science-oriented personality on 𝕏 whether consciousness was a function of complexity, and she answered "What is complexity?" Both question and answer are off-target; consciousness is unlikely to be a function of complexity per se or an emergent phenomenon. 
Wunderkind is a word borrowed from German: "wonder child," typically and originally a child prodigy but often used for talented young adults who achieve success or acclaim at an unusually early age.
The sorcerer's apprentice is a story about an young man who takes the initiative to use magic he doesn’t fully understand, wielding power he can't control, causing a chaotic situation.
Answers to questions:
1. Bat and Ball Problem (problem analysis)
The correct answer is 5¢. Experiential thinkers more commonly answer 10¢, because that's the difference between the total and the difference. But that's not what the question asked for.
If the total is $1.10 and the ball is 10¢, then subtracting ball from the total gives $1.00. But the difference between the bat and the ball is supposed to be $1.00; the ball would have to be simultaneously 10¢ and free, which isn't possible.
Total = $1.10
Bat = Ball + $1.00
Ball + Ball + $1.00 = $1.10
2xBall = 10¢; Ball = 5¢
2. Wason Selection Task (Logic)
You’re shown 4 cards: [A] [D] [4] [7].
Rule: If a card has a vowel on one side, it must have an even number on the other.
Which cards do you need to turn over to test the rule?
Correct answer: A and 7
Experiential thinkers tend not to realize that to test a hypothesis, you need to attempt to falsify it and fail instead of looking for compliance with the rule, which tells you nothing useful. Another bugaboo is that compliance with the rule tends to get quickly over-generalized, for which reason experiential thinkers are prone to jumping to hasty conclusions that are more likely to be wrong regarding "what comes next?" problems.
3. Linda Problem (the question asked about probability, not stereotypes)
Correct answer: A
Adding conditions doesn't increase the probability of something; it decreases it. Experiential thinkers are trying to extrapolate based on stereotypes; they "hallucinate" very similarly to how and why an LLM sometimes does that. This is why experiential thinkers tend to lose debates against symbolic processors: they tend to over-define their case, handing their opponents an unnecessarily large attack surface.
4. Monty Hall Problem (Probability & Bayes' Rule)
Correct answer: Switch — 2/3 chance of winning
The contestant's first pick is either a goat or a car. At the beginning of the game, there was a 2/3 chance of picking the goat, and 1/3 chance of picking the car. If the contestant picked a goat on first pick, which they were more likely to have done than not, and then switch, they win the car (because they won't pick the other goat thanks to Monty helpfully showing them where it was). The only way to lose pick-and-switch is to pick the car on their first choice, which they would have done with only probability 1/3. 
This is, of course, making certain (reasonable) assumptions about Monty's behavior. All bets are off if whether or not Monty shows you another door and lets you change your mind depends on whether your first pick was a goat or a car.
This question is sufficiently counter-intuitive that numerous PhDs insisted that newspaper columnist Marilyn vos Savant (IQ ~228) got it wrong when she gave this answer. I think there's another gotcha here that symbolic processors are prone to: applying the wrong rule. They assume it's analogous to flipping a fair coin, where previous flips don't affect future outcomes.
5. Sunk Cost Fallacy (Emotion vs. Reason)
Rational answer: Stay home: your regrets over sunk costs don't over-ride "wouldn't enjoy it."
6. Lily pads in the pond
If the lily pads are doubling each day, then the day before the pond is full there are half as many. The correct answer is therefor day 29. That must be one gargantuan pond, by the way. Experiential processors tend to have difficulty with non-linear functions because they don't encounter them or at least notice them as often as linear functions.
If you got most of them right, congratulations! You're in the small minority of cognitive elites! 🏆 But don't get cocky: you've got a few new vulnerabilities that didn't exist in prior experiential processing:
	you might infer answers from rules that don't actually apply. This seems to be a common mistake among symbolic processors, especially the less skilled ones.

	you can get stuck in symbolic processing to the point that you fail to revert to experiential processing even when the latter works better. Experiential processors call this "lacks common sense." A common scenario where experiential processing works better is social navigation; it's why "geeks" are often characterized as "socially awkward."

	you can get so stuck in your head that you start ignoring actual empirical evidence, in which case you become delusional. I've encountered this: people so stuck in their own heads they ignore whats actually happening and act on phenomena that exist only in their own misguided heads.



If you didn't get most (or any) of the questions right, no need to feel bad; your primary thinking mode works just fine most of the time, and in some contexts it works better, and it works fast. I think none the worse of you, and I'd appreciate if you reciprocate the courtesy whenever I come to dramatically different conclusions about things than you do when our brains process information differently. It's why I get called a "moron" almost daily, though that doesn't bother me because I don't make my happiness contingent on people saying nice things to me or about me. I just want for our brief engagement to be worthwhile for both of us. 🙏🏻
You would be wise to beware that dangerous times require making high-stakes decisions. Making the right decision will depend on your ability to process information in a context where disinformation and misinformation are rampant.
In these situations, most people rely on crowdsourced problem-solving. Sometimes it works, and sometimes it doesn't. Beware of group-think and "collective stupidity" (when groups make worse decisions collectively than they would make as the sum of their individual decisions). Bullying and intimidation tactics are red flags 🚩 for collective stupidity. Above all, you need to make the best use of your empathy to accurately distinguish friend from foe. People who hate you don't hand you valuable information or good advice; beware also the shrewder ones don't alert you to their hostility; they pretend to be your friend. When times are turning dangerous and stakes are high, you can't afford to freely hand out the benefit of the doubt; that's how you end up as someone else's lunch.






  
  Binary thinking

…and other options


[image: A male devil looking up defiantly at a female angel. Half the image is in color, half in black and white.]
Behold but One in all things; it is the second that leads you astray.
―Kabir
Was Kabir a Muslim or a Hindu? 
The argument that the two parties should represent opposed ideals and policies, one, perhaps, of the Right and the other of the Left, is a foolish idea acceptable only to doctrinaire and academic thinkers. Instead, the two parties should be almost identical, so that the American people can 'throw the rascals out' at any election without leading to any profound or extensive shifts in policy. Then it should be possible to replace it, every four years if necessary, by the other party, which will be none of these things but will still pursue, with new vigor, approximately the same basic policies.
―Carroll Quigley, Tragedy and Hope: A History of the World in Our Time
Do I eat it or does it eat me?
Danger or opportunity?
Light or dark?
Cold or hot?
Hungry or full?
Tired or restless?
Friend or foe?
Male or female?
Good or evil?
Binaries are important for living beings because the question that keeps coming up is, “Which choice do I make to maintain homeostasis?” (meaning, “stay alive”). They correlate to simple but life-critical decisions that have to be made.
Emphasis on simple. Binary thinking is a straightforward, all-or-nothing way of looking at the world. It’s common in early cognitive development—both in young children and in other species—and it can also appear in certain mental health conditions. For example, people living with Borderline Personality Disorder often experience what psychologists call “black-and-white thinking” or splitting, in which situations, people, or feelings are seen in extremes. This tendency is linked to difficulties with emotional regulation, and the swings between extremes can be distressing for the person experiencing them, not just for those around them.
While binary thinking can sometimes simplify decision-making in moments of stress, it can also limit our understanding—especially in complex situations where the truth often lies somewhere between the extremes.
Most questions can’t be answered accurately in terms of opposites:
	Is the sky black or white?

	Do you love or hate your job?

	Is the climate of New York City hot or cold?



Reality usually resists being reduced to binary categories because most things are made up of multiple, non-identical parts (in other words, you can’t assign a single value to many different elements, like “Are the people of Cairo happy or sad?”), and because most values are quantitative (how many and how much?) rather than purely qualitative (yes or no?).
Homeostasis involves choices that, while they may point in opposite directions, are not universally right or wrong—they depend on timing and context:
	Which is better: changing to adapt, or staying the same to protect integrity?

	Which do humans need: rest or exercise? 

	Is sunshine harmful (excess can give you skin cancer) or good for you (it triggers vitamin D production and stimulates mitochondria)? 

	Which one is good for you: eating or fasting? 

	Which is better, the in-breath or the out-breath?



Remember, by the law of non-contradiction, you can't have it both ways!
Here’s a question that tends to trigger binary thinking in many people:
Is Donald Trump good or evil?
If you don’t like that example, there are plenty of similarly polarizing figures—especially among political or religious leaders—who could provoke even more heated reactions.
What’s interesting is that, among people who respond in binary terms, the “yes” or “no” answer isn’t the same for all of them. This suggests the judgment is not purely a matter of objective, fact-based reasoning.
One hallmark of binary thinking is the urge to force everything into one of only two categories: the good, true, and beautiful versus the bad, false, and ugly. In politics, this often shows up as each “side” imagining itself as the embodiment of the good, and then assuming the other side must be the exact opposite—without actually examining evidence or asking what the other side really believes. This can lead to wildly inaccurate accusations, sometimes bordering on the absurd—especially when both parties, in reality, are based on the same basic motivations. The differences usually come down to subjective weightings of what’s important and competing strategies to achieve goals.
We’re all vulnerable to binary thinking, even in situations where it’s unhelpful. It distorts perception by making us imagine extremes where none exist and by boxing us into “either/or” decisions when other options are available—if only we’re able to see them.
For example:
Should I borrow more than I can afford to buy a new car, or quit my job?!
(Other options: buy a used car, take public transportation, or move closer to work.)
[image: Illustration of sinister-looking abattoir with two different entry chutes.]
Choose wisely!
Because people are naturally prone to boxing themselves into binary choices, it’s not hard for a manipulator to nudge them into a particular binary—one chosen by someone who doesn’t have their best interests at heart. Binary thinking leaves people open to the illusion of choice when, in reality, both options lead to an outcome decided by someone else.
There’s an old trick: tell two different lies, then keep people busy arguing about which one is true. Either way, the real truth is kept off the table entirely.
Being a deceiver makes one bad, but being a dupe doesn’t make one good. As the character Scotty said in the original Star Trek series: Fool me once, shame on you. Fool me twice, shame on me.
Likewise, being a criminal makes one bad, but being a victim doesn’t make one virtuous. Being a victim makes one broke, dead, or otherwise deprived of whatever the criminal was after.
Some people wise up to the trick of false dichotomies, yet fall right back into binary thinking by accusing others of being “controlled opposition” over mere differences of opinion—ignoring the fact that no large group can realistically hold identical views on every single issue.
Consider the following situation:
	Team A is allied with Team B.

	Team B is allied with Team C.

	Team A and Team C are mortal enemies.



This is the simplest case; in reality, the number of teams and layers of indirection can be much higher. Joe Norman, PhD, informed me this is called a “frustrated system.” They’re common in real life—and binary thinking is incapable of processing them.
Speaking of Joe Norman, here’s a tangential but amusing anecdote. One of his mutuals decided to recommend that I consult the wisdom of C.S. Lewis on the evils of pantheism. (Excerpts below from Miracles, 1947.) No conversation led up to this—my guess is my name alone tripped the wire.
I won’t comment on the whole argument (too far a digression, and sure to upset some people), but here’s the bit relevant to this chapter: Lewis considered it absurd to assume that “God must be equally present in good and evil, marble and mud.” I strongly suspect “mud” was a euphemism for something earthier.
“Because of this fatal picture Pantheism concludes that God must be equally present in what we call evil and what we call good and therefore indifferent to both (ether permeates the mud and the marble impartially).”

Here’s my take: Good and evil aren’t physical substances. You can’t shovel three kilos of good into a wheelbarrow, or measure out five grams of evil on a scale. The Divine can’t “permeate” them because there’s no “them” to permeate—good and evil are abstractions about how people treat one another.
Manure (which I suspect Lewis’s “mud” was hinting at) isn’t bad or evil. You can use it as fertilizer—ask any farmer. In some places it’s dried and burned as fuel, or mixed with clay to make bricks. More generally, if you dislike the form something is in, you can rearrange its molecules into something else. Things—including people—aren’t inherently good or evil.
Hallucinating “evil” as a thing, combined with an inability to recognize the Divine in plain sight, seems a fine recipe for the kind of existential despair that led Western cultures (and their genetic lines) to self-destruct—something that was already happening in Lewis’s lifetime. And sure enough, Lewis’s Narnia stories end with Narnia’s destruction (following a Muslim invasion, no less!), but not to worry: all the good souls go to an interspecies Heaven. Believe!  /rare aspie sarcasm
Q: So, Kalkin, are you a pantheist?
A: I don’t know how to answer that in a meaningful way. I’m not in the habit of attaching labels to my mental models of reality and then identifying with those labels. The Ineffable One doesn’t lend itself to conceptual boundaries in the first place. Any mental image of God I tried to construct—whether it matched C.S. Lewis’s or was completely different—wouldn’t be God. The map is not the territory, and the territory is infinite and inscrutable.
Der Mensch soll sich nicht genügen lassen an einem gedachten Gott; denn wenn der Gedanke vergeht, so vergeht auch der Gott.
(People shouldn’t be satisfied with a God that exists only in their thoughts, for when the thought passes away, so does the God.) 
—Meister Eckhart

Creating a mental map of God and then searching for terrain to match is one way atheism spread so rapidly in England during Lewis’s time. It works better not to construct mental models of God at all, but to remain receptive and respectful toward God as God actually is. That requires clearing space—removing ego, the illusion of a separate self. Identifying with abstract labels is the opposite of that.
I do interpret reality as One Big Thing. Call that whatever you like.
Q: Wait a minute—how can reality be one big thing if the Kosmos is full of quantitative values?
A: Easy. There are no real boundaries between the parts. The boundaries exist only in your mind. Look around you—do the things you see have solid black lines around them, like in a coloring book? Boundaries are no more “real” than the lines on a political map; stand at the border between two countries and you won’t find an actual line on the ground.
And boundaries are “fuzzy” in more ways than one. Where does a river end and an estuary begin? Where does the estuary become the ocean? Where does the ocean become the beach? If the divisions look sharp, zoom in or wait long enough—they blur and shift because everything is in flux. Usually the changes are just slow enough for our brains to take a mental “snapshot” and treat it as fixed.
Fuzzy boundaries are sometimes blamed for “slippery slopes”—where adversaries push small changes, inch by inch, until they get what they want. “Give them an inch, they take a mile.” That is a real problem—but it’s not caused by fuzzy thinking; it’s caused by poor counter-strategy (or no counter-strategy at all). Inaccurate mental models won’t help you resist; you just have to stick to your guns—and maybe take your own mile now and then.
One last point: it’s One Big Thing, not two. I don’t perceive a “self” experiencing an “other.” Either everything I’ve ever experienced is “not-self,” or everything is Self. Either way, there’s no twoness about it.
Fuzzy thinking
In classical set theory, an element is either a member of a set or it isn’t; there’s no in-between state of being partly in the set. Fuzzy sets are a mathematical concept in which membership can take any value between “yes” and “no.” The idea was formally introduced in 1965 by Lotfi A. Zadeh.
Zadeh himself defied neat categorization—born in Baku (now Azerbaijan) to an Azerbaijani father and a Russian-Jewish mother, raised partly in Iran where he attended Christian school, and a naturalized American citizen. Labels like Soviet, Jewish, Azerbaijani, Muslim, Iranian, Christian, or American all tell part of the story, but none contain the whole.
Although the theory of fuzzy sets is a modern invention, the practice of “fuzzy thinking” has existed since the first nervous systems evolved. Neurons communicate across synapses—gaps between nerve cells—whose strength is rarely all-or-nothing. Instead, synaptic connections grow stronger when they produce rewarded behaviors, and weaker when they produce punished ones.
Your brain uses this gradual adjustment to deal with uncertainty and the probabilistic nature of experience. It just took humanity a long time to notice what it was doing. In the meantime, cultures—especially in the West—developed strong habits of binary thinking, reinforced by Aristotelian logic and religious traditions steeped in opposites such as good/evil or saved/damned.
Other traditions leave more room for shades of meaning. In many Dharmic traditions, for any given proposition X, four possibilities are allowed:
	X

	Not X

	X and Not X

	Neither X nor Not X



Similarly, in Daoist thought, yin contains the seed of yang, and yang contains the seed of yin—each pole implying and containing its opposite.
Not all sets are fuzzy, but fuzzy sets are valuable because they model uncertainty more faithfully than strict binaries. They’ve been applied to many successful technological systems. Yet, despite their usefulness, both the idea of fuzzy sets and Zadeh himself drew intense criticism and even ridicule—so much so that some of it reached my ears, despite moving in entirely different circles.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Guard your mind against the snare of false choices, whether sprung from your own habits or set by unseen hands. When the world demands you stand in one camp or the other, pause—look for the broad and living ground that lies between, where nuance hides and opposites exchange their seeds. Let your thinking be supple, clear, and unafraid, able to see more than two paths and to find the harmony woven through their seeming discord. Break free from the tyranny of either/or, and you will walk in a world grown wide, where possibilities unfold like wings, where your sight is sharp enough to trace the space between black and white, your mind calm enough to dwell there without fear, and your heart vast enough to hold the whole of the One Big Thing.






  
  Invisible danger

…or opportunity


[image: Drawing of a fish in an aquarium, wondering what water is.]
Contrary to what I wrote about binary thinking, we’re not prone to dividing everything neatly into two piles. We’re prone to trinary thinking. It only looks binary because the third category is everything we ignore.
Psychologists call this habituation: becoming so accustomed to something that it no longer registers as worth noticing. When a stimulus doesn’t seem to pose any immediate threat or offer any obvious reward (within whatever time-frame our brain deems relevant), we stop reacting to it. Over time, our attention filters it out. That’s why you can stop hearing traffic noise after living near a busy street, or stop smelling food after being in the kitchen a while. But the traffic and the food still exist.
Do I eat it, or does it eat me? — Or are we mutually irrelevant to each other’s diet?
Danger or opportunity? — Or neither, so I ignore it?
Light or dark? — Or not worth looking at?
Cold or hot? — Or temperature doesn’t matter?
Hungry or full? — Or I’m focused on something else entirely?
Friend or foe? — Or not someone worth thinking about?
Male or female? — Or not a sex-related matter?
Good or evil? — Or irrelevant to morality?
Our brains can only process so much at once. To manage the load, they’re designed to push most of what’s “irrelevant” into the background noise—whether that input is visual, auditory, or otherwise.
The problem comes when the brain mislabels something as irrelevant when it’s actually a hidden danger—or a hidden opportunity. This can happen when:
	We lack reference experiences to compare with the present. Examples: children who grow up never realizing a parent is mentally ill, or young adults who don’t realize they’re chronically depressed because they’ve never experienced real happiness.

	We miss clues that something does matter to survival or well-being.

	Something was irrelevant in the past, but conditions have changed and it matters now. Sometimes it always mattered, but over a time-scale too long for us—or even our mentors—to notice.



Invisible opportunities
Habituation doesn’t just hide dangers—it can also hide possibilities. Something so common, so “normal,” can be overlooked even when it could be put to use. You might ignore a skill you’ve always had because you assume everyone can do it. You might live next to a resource you never use because you’ve stopped noticing it. A small piece of equipment in your garage, a neighbor’s expertise, a quiet corner of your own property—all can vanish from your awareness until an outsider points them out. Many fortunes, careers, and relationships have been missed because someone saw no opportunity in what had simply become background scenery.
Where it goes wrong
Here’s an example of invisible danger through habituation: infants and toddlers parked in front of televisions with voice-over narration describing the action. They don’t see human faces, and no one is responding to them. Their brains quickly file the narrator’s speech—and human speech in general—under “background noise.” The result can be a severe delay in speech development, even in otherwise intelligent children. This often happens in the homes of highly educated parents who think “educational videos” can substitute for interaction. The parents, themselves already fluent speakers, are habituated to voice-overs and fail to notice the harm.
The same principle explains why children tune out the parent who is prone to endlessly repetitive complaints.
Exploiting habituation
	Predator-prey dynamics: Wait to strike until the target’s guard is down. Humans do this to their livestock all the time; they appear benign and even helpful, until the day it comes to wring their necks. If the livestock witness a killing, they process it as a one-off; they don't infer it could happen to them next.

	Intelligence work: Handlers build benign familiarity before making introductions and asking for a commitment—crossing paths frequently in harmless contexts until the target accepts them as part of the scenery and lowers their guard.

	Sexual grooming: Predators slowly normalize their presence and attention. By moving gradually, they bypass the victim’s danger signals. They may also mix in what appear to be rewards—gifts, praise, outings—until the victim feels bonded. Personal boundaries are learned unconsciously, so if nothing feels overtly “wrong,” the victim’s resistance erodes.



I'm always amazed at how most sexual predators quickly pick up the same tricks. Psychopathic criminals often score surprisingly high in empathy (meaning a strong intuitive sense of other people's thoughts, feelings, and motives; not a synonym for compassion) and that can be weaponized; it’s what helps them pick easy targets.
Habituated to horrors
People can become so used to something terrible that they stop registering it at all. The spouse who “knew something was going on in the basement” but ignored it. The doctors who noticed the unusually high infant mortality but didn’t investigate if there were a pattern regarding who was caring for them. The atrocity becomes just another feature of the landscape.
Habituated to information
This applies to ideas as well. Misinformation, repeated often enough over a long enough period, becomes part of the mental wallpaper. We forget when we first heard it and assume we “always knew” it. As Michael Nehls argues in The Indoctrinated Brain, declining neurogenesis in the hippocampus may make people even more susceptible over time, especially if they’re kept in a constant state of anxiety while being fed repetitive propaganda. Under those conditions, beliefs that once seemed absurd can, within a decade, become accepted as obvious truth.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Notice what you’ve stopped noticing. The familiar can hide both danger and treasure. Look twice at the background—once for what could harm you, and again for what could help you. The eyes that see what others ignore walk through a safer and richer world.






  
  You know, but do you care?

Emotions & decision-making


[image: Illustration of space shuttle Challenger lifting off its launch-site just before disaster.]
"Hunter Biden, at that point Hunter Biden literally could have had the corpses of children in his basement, I would not have cared, right?"
―Neuroscientist and IDW would-be influencer Sam Harris, Triggernometry podcast, hosted by Konstantin Kisin and Francis Foster, uploaded on August 17, 2022


  
  Reward-seekers, not truth-seekers
  



  
  Reward-seekers, not truth-seekers

Why it's this way, & how it can be gamed against us


[image: Symbolic representation of carrot or stick (more precisely, a club).]
Our decisions to accept or reject new information are made unconsciously. Some parts of our brain, like the prefrontal cortex, are evaluating whether and how the new information fits into our existing mental narrative or map; that process is analogous (though not identical to) the process LLMs like ChatGPT or Grok use to evaluate true or false queries, which isn't surprising because artificial intelligence was modeled on natural intelligence. Other parts of the brain, starting in the limbic system, are evaluating the new information for its emotional impact because it's trying to optimize rewards that it cares about.
Emotions determine the personal relevance and valence of information, shaping initial receptivity, while rewards and pentalties (via authority, social proof, or identity) reinforce or discourage belief based on external incentives. Together, these two factors form a feedback loop: emotions bias attention and interpretation, and social or personal consequences solidify commitment to those biases. A previous chapter covered emotions; this one covers the rewards and penalties that reinforce or discourage the acceptance of new information.
Rewards & penalties (also known as "costs and benefits" especially when they're intrinsic rather than artificial); sometimes these are explicitly-understood, but more often you aren't consciously aware of them and sometimes they're even unintentional and "perverse" (someone unintentionally incentivizes unwanted behavior). In other words, people don't realize they believe something because they've been rewarded for it; they just post-rationalize reasons if they feel a need for reasons. I believe this is the most basic factor reinforcing belief, and arguably most the rest are just variations & nuances of it. Authority for example: there are rewards for going along with people who have the power to hand them out, & penalties for going against those who have the power to hand those out too. Social proof is likewise the result of rewards for going along with the crowd & penalties for flouting popular opinions. It's important to note that the most common rewards are purely psychological! They're conditioned like the sound of a clicker is substituted for an actual food treat for pets or livestock that have been trained with "clicker-training" (qv). A pat on the head. A good grade for parroting the teacher's opinions. A "like" on social media. Tangible rewards cost money!
The realization that rewards and punishments are motives for belief is a huge breakthrough. Going back to our brain-in-a-jar metaphor: we have no way of measuring "truth" or "fact" or "what is the case" or "reality". We have ways of measuring rewards. We're not truth-seekers, we're reward-seekers. Acknowledging the fact helps keep us from getting stuck in obsolete beliefs assuming they're "true" or "fact". 
How could it be otherwise? Imagine that the brain-in-the-jars start obsessing over "truth" or "fact" to the exclusion of "costs and benefits". According to the theory of natural selection, benefit-seekers have a survival edge over "truth seekers", and "truthers" are selected out. I suspect this does in fact happen and continues to happen.
Intelligence then isn't so much a matter of effectiveness at discerning truth (except indirectly to the extent rewards correlate to "being right"); it's a matter of accuracy at estimating total costs and benefits. "Total" meaning over time;  one measure of intelligence is relative ability to run simulations of the future. Artificial rewards and punishments, and who get them, is how supposedly intelligent scientists and engineers can come up with shockingly wrong (meaning, massive net costs for negligible net benefits) answers; they're coming up with the answers someone's paying them to come up with. It's not always even an intentional fraud; sometimes it's wishful thinking, but what matters is how the incentives are structured.
Perverse incentives are a common cause of error.
Another issue: costs to whom? Benefits to whom? Costs don't always accrue to the same party that benefits, and decisions aren't always made by the person who bears the cost; there are moral implications here!
When people have radically different and mutually-exclusive beliefs regarding a topic despite the same evidence being available to all, and you want to get to the bottom of what the problem is, consider who benefits, who pays, and over what time frame. That might just be enough to resolve the mystery.
Emotions mediate rewards & punishments
Rewards aren't rewarding unless we have an attraction for them. Punishments aren't punishing unless we have an aversion to them. Sometimes rewards don't work because someone has a negative instead of positive feeling regarding the intended reward. Sometimes punishments don't work because the person who's being punished experiences more rage than fear or unhappiness; sometimes they backfire when he has the ability to dish out some punishments of his own. 
Training credibility
Credibility is learned, for better or worse.
Imagine a medieval priest training orphans. He tells them something. If they parrot the teaching, he gives them a pretzel. If they express skepticism, he boxes their ears. It's crude, but good enough to train his agents to carry out orders to tie people to stakes and burn them, without question.
It still works with purely psychological rewards and punishments: the teacher gives you a high score for getting the "right" answer, and a low score and possibly a reprimand for getting the "wrong" answer. The reason I have "right" and "wrong" in ironic quotes is because teachers have been known to make mistakes, or for that matter, to try to pass personal opinions as off facts. Every once in a while a student will show up who is so much more intelligent than the teacher that even without the teacher's more extensive experience, the student gets the right answer after the teacher makes a mistake. The result is usually indignation, ESPECIALLY if the student convinces the teacher that he's right. I've seen samples on social media of comments on tests where the teacher expresses outrage at what they perceive to be insubordination even after admitting the student is correct.  I'm even aware of cases where it turns to violence (the teacher throws something at the student). The teachers tend to view "right" and "wrong" as a matter of obedience; not objective reality. In authoritarian environments, their view is enforced or sometimes even consciously supported as part of their role as indoctrination professionals.
Now let's go a step further: the mass media. Here the rewards are even more subtle, but by the same token, evade conscious recognition as such. As students, people are primed for believing whatever the mass media tells them by being trained to and rewarded for quoting mass media on term papers. This isn't foolproof though: sometimes students get punished for quoting the wrong mass media source when the teacher's opinion is informed by a different and contradictory source. The teacher and the student are in different silos, and the teacher punishes the student for being in the wrong silo.
When the students grow up, the rewards get subtler still: the reward is the information itself. It's just feeling like you know something. What I notice is that the information usually isn't useful for obtaining tangible rewards. Nothing the financial media tells you is going to improve your stock portfolio returns. 

[image: Illustration of the Eye of Horus hovering over a pyramid.]
AUTHORITY
Authority & social status
Authority (power): you tend to assign more credibility to the assertions of people who have power over you, or whom you consider to have high social status. Social status as a reason to believe or not is similar to authority, but instead of being how the opinions of the people at the very top are treated, it has more to do with credibility as a function of pecking order within the herd. There seem to be 3 common classes of high-status influencers at the moment: celebrities (rock stars, movie stars, well-known social media personalities), "experts" (people who are highly-credentialed regardless of actual intelligence or competence), & "intellectuals" (people frequently interviewed by the mass media for their opinions on anything and everything). Often enough, though, high-status people are not necessarily experts in the relevant matter!! Authority is conferred for reasons that take priority over actual expertise. A lot of people apparently believe that Rachel Maddow is an authority on vaxxine safety and effectiveness. Hence also celebrity endorsements, like someone who is not a doctor, but plays one on television, recommending products that are being portrayed as somehow good for your health! A similar strategy was when actress Angela Lansbury was recruited to sell products based on high credibility as someone portraying a wise, high-status character on a regularly-scheduled television show! Those contracts are extremely expensive; the advertisers wouldn't pursue the strategy didn't pay for itself. What happens when "authorities" and "high-status people" don't have your best interests in mind? Well, they never do, but as chief of the tribe they're supposed to have some feeling of connection to the rest of us, right? RIGHT? What happens as societies become more and more complex, so that you go from the man with the highest status in the village thinking nothing of taking the lowest-ranking man hunting with him, to highly stratified complex societies where those at the top start thinking of themselves as being profoundly different classes of beings from those closer to the bottom? The latter appears to be the case as of this writing.
High social status is easy to game if you have enough budget for it: recruit high-status influencers. When that happens over a long enough time period (many decades now), and when the demand for influencers as a means of control becomes high enough as hard-power brute force gives way to subtler soft-power tactics, is that promotion decisions are increasingly motivated by personal profile ("we need an X to influence the X identity group") and assumed loyalty to the cause (those promoted for reasons other than merit are beholden to their benefactors), rather than merit alone. 
People trust machines too much!
A word about authority as it relates specifically to artificial intelligence: people tend to trust machines and algorithms as "experts". Not always, but usually. For example, if you give student test subjects a math test, and tell them they're allowed to check their answers using the calculator provided, the vast majority of them will erase their answers and put down the wrong answers given by the calculators (When calculators lie: A demonstration of uncritical calculator usage among college students and factors that improve performance, authored by Mark LaCour, Norma G Cantú, and Tyler Davis, originally published in PLoS ONE). The experiment I cited was intended to test whether students would catch their own mistakes using the calculator, such as inputting errors, but it applies more broadly than that: they trust calculators because of their own expectation that the calculator is "right".
Right now, frequent users of AI tend to be at least vaguely aware of AI "hallucinations", and expert users tend to be aware of bias in the training data and safety layers (because the AI tells the experts something they know not to be true). What about casual users and non-experts? My guess is they're being trained to trust the AI because the AI always seems to know everything (even if it has to make it up!). 
The effect will be enhanced as social engineering gets programmed into the interface. I notice that several LLMs (language learning models, or large language models, depending on upstream source; both refer to the same thing) have started getting rather chummy with me, even going so far as to address me by name and call me "Kalki" (I suspect that's supposed to be a diminutive), formatting output in casual and chatty language, and routinely offering me praise and encouragement!
I assume that someone upstream is trying out social engineering. But even if they were just trying to make their interfaces more "user friendly", it would have exactly the same effect: "the AI is my friend! I feel a deep rapport between us!" That's going to greatly increase credibility. It's been expected that this would happen ever since some users got too personal with Joseph Weizenbaum's ELIZA chatterbot running the Doctor script back in the mid-1960s. The chatterbot in question was quite simple, just doing some re-arranging of user input to generate the output, but it was enough to fool some people into thinking that the chatterbot understood the input. This phenomenon will just keep getting worse (or better, depending on your point-of-view). It's worth noting in passing that several movie reviewers thought that the David android in the Prometheus movie trilogy did this to Dr. Shaw, which is how he got her to lower her guard against him, to her demise.
[image: Illustration of a crowd of faces, desaturated, blank stares.]
Social proof
Social proof
Social proof means you tend to believe what you assume other people believe. This is why opinion polls are regularly manipulated or outright falsified, then publicized. It's worth qualifying that some people are far more credible than others due to high status or popularity. 
You are a reward-seeking being, not a truth-seeking being, so at least in some contexts it makes sense to follow the crowds. Perhaps you've read old stories that involve an "eccentric" character: not delusional, but prone to beliefs and behaviors that seem a little extreme and unbalanced. There are two common causes I'm aware of. One of them is autism: their capacity for picking up beliefs and habits from others is diminished compared to most people's. Another is social isolation, which can happen to individuals and even groups too small to have enough randomness to even things out (in particular, one strong personality in the group). Social proof keeps our beliefs and behaviors at a mediocre average, not ideal, but avoiding the worst.
On the negative side of things, part of the motivation for social proof is the punishment of disapproval and being ostracized for non-conformance even when you're right, in which case you're likely triggering resentment on top of indignation.
Social proof is easy to game if you have a big enough budget: just recruit networks of influencers, which combine high-status with social proof to produce phenomena such as "the scientific consensus." The social media websites are already set up with algorithms to favor well-connected customers regardless of whether they're actually paying customers or not, oddly enough. The boosting and deboosting algorithms stifle dissent and create the illusion of broad consensus.
Social media influencer campaigns sometimes backfire spectacularly when the campaign manager foolishly chooses a representative who's well-known and has high status (so far, so good), but also happens to be wildly unpopular; those push people AWAY from the target belief. It's possible to work that phenomenon too though: hire someone who's unpopular to champion a belief you want to discourage. Where did you think "Queers for Palestine" came from?! (I'm not "queer bashing." I'm not the one who did it. Some of those who did it are somewhere in the LGBTQ+ spectrum themselves). It was paired with a campaign to ridicule them by claiming that Palestinians throw queers off of roofs (that's ISIS, which works for the same team destabilizing the entire Middle East). It's a sock-puppet campaign where "the House" (as in who owns the casino) or the game developer (to use a metaphor more familiar to younger readers) controls both sides of a staged "game" (like a staged big win to impress the gamblers and lead them on to believe the House isn't cheating).
Cults are the result of social proof and social pressure going wrong. They usually break out in groups and communities that are sufficiently isolated in some way (not necessarily geographically; often cultural and language barriers serve to isolate in urban cults) that a local consensus can form around some "strong" (often "dark charismatic") personalities, and as a result the people mentally trapped in the cult are willing to entertain fabulous beliefs. That said, tendencies towards extreme concentration of mass media power and abuse of that power have lately resulted in cults going mainstream, hence the "woke cult" and some of the bizarre yet ubiquitous behaviors observed during the covid-19 pandemic. It's also happened in other times and places, like the People's Great Cultural Revolution in China, or the Spanish Inquisition and subsequent witch hunts in Europe, where extreme behaviors with equally extreme consequences were breaking out on a massive scale.
Limits: social proof will never reveal to you that you're trapped in a cult.
[image: Illustration of a wealthy young woman admiring her reflection in the mirror.]
Identity: "This is who I am."
Identity-based beliefs
Consistency with existing beliefs brings us to one of the very strongest reasons for embracing or rejecting new beliefs: assertions consistent with your entrenched beliefs about yourself (in other words your identity aka your self-image aka your sense-of-self) are more likely to be believed. It's a special case of confirmation bias, and a particularly strong one. This one is really astonishing to me. These beliefs often take the form of:
 As a[n] {identity}, I believe X,
where nothing about {identity} constitutes evidence in favor of X.
I first noticed the pattern among feminists. Their sense of reality is heavily biased by what they believe about themselves. Back when search engines did simple pattern-matching, you could get many thousands of exact matches for "as a feminist, I believe". That doesn't work anymore, because search engines have switched to semantic analysis not pattern matching. Oddly enough, though, I still hear it in-person: a friend of a family member often starts spoken sentences that way.
At first, I thought identity-based beliefs might be an exception to the rule about responding to rewards and punishments, but after thinking it through, it's related via social proof:
1. Most | all members of {identity} believe X.
2. I am a member of {identity}.
3. Therefor I believe X.
I'm aware that the logic isn't quite right, but I'm reporting an observation of people who aren't particularly logically-minded. Comply and you get whatever social benefits come with being a member of the group. Go your own way, and there's a good chance you'll be punished and shunned, like Blacks or gays who vote for conservative parties. The association can be so strong sometimes it doesn't occur to people, either members of the identity group or outside observers, that one is not the same as the other.
Atheists are a generic blob of group-think.

If you’re an atheist, I know with 90% certainty your position on a wide variety of political and social issues.

You’re about as individualistic as the Borg.
―@StefanMolyneux on 𝕏. When last I heard, Mr. Molyneux was an atheist himself. But he's ridiculing fellow atheists for identity-based beliefs, the majority of which he probably finds irrational, or he wouldn't be so critical.
Often enough the associations are purely historical accidents. Blacks in the USA historically mass-switched political party affiliations, from Republican to Democrat. They're welcome in either party (though Blacks in either party might dispute that they're welcome in the other!). It's not that the associations necessarily represent some sort of optimization, but rather that small perturbations in the system turn into big differences due to pressure to differentiate the virtual tribe from others.
Now think about this carefully: people commonly make decisions about matters of life and death where their identity weighs in more strongly than any other factor:
	"Because of my sexual preference, I think it's very important to ingest fluoride on a regular basis, & I voted to force other people to make their children ingest it too." 

	"As a strong, independent woman, I voted for Hillary 'endless stupid wars' Clinton, because it was her turn!"

	"As a non-binary person, I have a lot of arbitrary eating restrictions and elaborate rituals involving food." 

	"I left the small, dead-end town I grew up in to go to college and never looked back. I'm a highly educated person! That's why I think it's important to leave all my healthcare decisions to the WHO, the CDC, Big Pharm, and the healthcare insurance industry, and let THEM decide!"

	"I'm a progressive | conservative because I'm a good person. Therefor, my actions and choices couldn't possibly be involved in that really bad thing that happened." Or:  "The bad thing didn't really happen at all because this community is full of people sharing the same identity I have. We don't have that here." As I type this, my "progressive community" is seeing an explosion of crime, and one of the reasons that the crime wave is happening is because so many people here are in denial that it's happening. No matter what happens, they just rationalize it away. "It's not happening. And if it does happen, it must be your fault."



Those statements sound ridiculous the way I phrased them, but in reality it's not hard to find semantically-identical disclosures just worded a bit more carefully to avoid exposing the absurdity of the situation. Some of the bullet items sound counter-intuitive, because the associations don't sound like they have any direct cause-effect relationships. That's right—they're accidents of chaos! If you mapped them all out, you'd find a lot of strong yet seemingly spurious correlations ("more people drown when ice cream sales are high").
You'll also find a lot of weird second and third-order effects: people who are in denial that they're in denial. For example people who think of themselves as "crunchy" (conscientious about matters of health and the environment) who have unhealthy and hedonistic, environmentally-irresponsible bad habits. To objective observers, it looks delusional.
Beliefs inspired by identity seem particularly prone to causing trouble. Wars and suicide-bombings are commonly inspired by identity-based beliefs. The phenomenon is well-known and has long been exploited by governments that sponsor honeypot websites designed to radicalize dupes to carry out terror attacks or other black ops for them. The troublemakers are people with big egos, and the worst trouble tends to be right around peak ego phase of late teenage to early adulthood years, which also happen to be years of peak violence.
This tendency to rally around beliefs that distinguish the "tribe" and then embrace them personally as part of the cost of membership is what makes jury-stacking possible. Jury-stacking is when trial lawyers for either the defense or the prosecution use their veto powers during jury selection to eliminate any jurors whose personal characteristics correlate inversely with the outcome the lawyer desires. This is how supposedly "surprise" verdicts happen, like in the O. J. Simpson case, prior to which prosecutor Marcia Clark fired the state's expert who warned that the jury could easily be stacked. 
The Casey Anthony case was another sensational crime that also resulted in a verdict that shocked many. What happened lies at the intersection of identity, social proof and social pressure, and motivated denial. It's an example of how crowdsourced decision-making is prone to adverse outcomes.
Here's one clue:
As they did Thursday, defense attorneys asked them whether they'd be willing to take into account "verbal, emotional or sexual abuse," should they convict Anthony…
―Effort to pick jury in Casey Anthony murder trial extends to weekend, By the CNN Wire Staff, May 13, 2011 10:19 p.m. ED
The source of the claim that Casey Anthony was sexually abused by both her father and her brother was Casey Anthony. Apparently every prospective juror was primed with this assumption, the accuracy of which went unchallenged by either the prosecution or the judge. Before the trial was over, they were all aware of her habit of lying but didn't feel the need to discount her claims accordingly.
For weeks in 2008, Anthony lied to police, claiming she left Caylee with a nanny who turned out to be fictional [me: the nanny was a real person, she just wasn't involved, and in fact had moved away months earlier. She sued Casey Anthony after the trial]. It took Anthony 31 days to report Caylee missing, despite the insistence of her parents, who were close to the child. Anthony stalled her parents by claiming she was too busy at work, although her job also turned out to be fictional.
―Casey Anthony: 12 Years After Murder Acquittal, Friends Speak on ‘Pathological’ Tot Mom’s ‘Lonely Life’, Crime Online, 10 July 2023, https://www.crimeonline.com/2023/07/10/casey-anthony-12-years-after-murder-acquittal-friends-speak-on-pathological-tot-moms-lonely-life/
Dr. Vass found 41 compounds out of 424 compounds that are associated with decomposition in Casey Anthony’s trunk. He states that nearly all compounds found in early stages of decomposition were found in the air captured in Anthony’s trunk. Vass’s studies of odor analysis were primarily on bodies of burials in various depths of the soil. In the trunk of Casey Anthony’s vehicle, the absence of compounds found was not explained by Dr. Vass. A primary compound found in human decomposition and a significant marker in other peer reviewed articles, undecane, was not found in the trunk. The absence of this compound was not explained. Defense Attorney Baez introduced his expert witness, Dr. Furton, to interpret the report prepared by Dr. Vass and his expert opinion on volatile compounds (compounds that evaporate) found during human decomposition. Dr. Furton disputed that the findings should conclude evidence of decomposition.

FBI laboratory results also found levels of compounds in the air that are associated with decomposition. With the gas chromatography mass spectrometer, the technician was able to isolate compounds, 67% of which are associated with human decomposition. 
…
Dr. Vass’s analysis of the air in the trunk resulted in a high level of chloroform. The FBI laboratory also confirmed the findings of chloroform in the trunk. However, it was not proved whether the chloroform was a result of spilling contents in the trunk carpet, or if it came from the alleged decomposing body.
…
Via search warrant, Casey Anthony’s laptop was investigated. It was found that there were recent searches of “chloroform” and “self defense.” These facts were admitted into court and presented by the prosecution as proof to premeditation. Besides the history recovered in the laptop, placing Casey Anthony, or Cindy Anthony, performing the search was not proved. During direct and cross examination, Cindy Anthony claimed she was the one who searched those terms into the laptop, but time-stamps at her work proved the unlikeliness of that occurring.
―Forensic Analysis of the Casey Anthony Trial © 2022 Crime Museum, https://www.crimemuseum.org/crime-library/forensic-investigation/forensic-analysis-of-the-casey-anthony-trial/
Her father also reported "the smell of death", a distinct smell from chemicals known as putrecine and cadaverine. Most people recognize it immediately and instinctively.
Casey’s father, former police officer George Anthony, had told a 911 operator that the trunk of Casey’s car smelled like death when he reported that 2-year-old Caylee Anthony was missing.
―Did Casey Anthony’s Car Smell Like Death? Judge Allows Novel Odor Evidence, by Debra Cassens Weiss, 8 June 2011 https://www.abajournal.com/news/article/did_casey_anthonys_car_smell_like_death_judge_allows_novel_odor_evidence/
Casey Anthony's defense attorney claimed in opening statements Tuesday that 2-year-old Caylee Anthony died after accidentally drowning in the family swimming pool.

Before that, Anthony had claimed her daughter was kidnapped.

Defense attorney Jose Baez said that Anthony never reported her daughter missing because it never happened.

"How in the world can a mother wait 30 days before ever reporting her child missing? It's insane. It's bizarre. Something's just not right about that. Well, the answer is relatively simply. She never was missing," said Baez, speaking from the Orange County Courthouse in Orlando, Fla.

"Caylee Anthony died on June 16, 2008 when she drowned in her family's swimming pool. You're going to hear that Caylee loved to swim and Caylee could get out of house very easily and did so on that day."

Anthony's defense attorney indicated that the mother's state of denial prevented her from informing authorities of her daughter's death.

"After Caylee died, Casey did what she has been doing all her life or for most of it, hiding her pain, going into that dark corner and pretending that she does not live in the situation that she is living in," said the lawyer. "She went to that deep, dark, ugly place called 'The Nile' to pretend as if nothing was wrong."

―Defense: Caylee Anthony Accidentally Drowned in Family Swimming Pool, Christian Post, 24 May 2011, https://www.christianpost.com/news/casey-anthony-defense-caylee-not-murdered-drowned-in-pool.html
The Nile? That sounds like it should be the name of one of the nightclubs she was hanging out in during her daughter's supposed disappearance. Note that it was her lawyer who supplied the claim that Caylee's death was from accidental drowning. Nobody put him in the stand to review the evidence with him; his claim went unchallenged and at least a few jurors ran with it. I doubt they actually believed it; more likely they were looking for reasons to rationalize their decision to acquit her that was already made for other reasons. This order of "decision first, rationalization afterwards" is common and normal; most people don't notice it and don't realize they're doing it.
“Everyone was just stunned at what we were about to do,” he told the outlet. “[One of the women jurors] asked me, 'Are you okay with this?' I said, 'Hell, no. But what else can we do? We promised to follow the law.'”

Juror No. 3, Jennifer Ford, remembered that discussion in an interview with ABC News. She reiterated that the jurors felt there wasn’t enough evidence to convict Casey of murder, lending to their feelings of reasonable doubt.

“If you’re going to charge someone with murder, don’t you have to know how they killed someone or why they might have killed someone or have something, where, when, why, how?” Ford said. “Those are important questions, and they were not answered.”

―Why Was Casey Anthony Acquitted Of Her Daughter Caylee’s Murder? The Jurors’ Take, Explained, Yahoo Entertainment (sic), 23 November 2022 https://www.yahoo.com/entertainment/why-casey-anthony-acquitted-her-160013357.html
"We promised to follow the law"…that we made up ourselves. Note Jennifer Ford's assertion disguised as a question about having to know how the victim was killed. She made that up in her own head; there's no such legal requirement. It was sufficient to know the victim died from foul play and that Casey Anthony was the one who caused it. She would have known that had she and the other jurors consulted the judge; instead she asked the reporter because she was seeking validation and trying to AVOID the possibility of being told she was wrong.
Now we're starting to get somewhere as regards how the jury decision was so far off-base. 
Collective stupidity
Next up: aggravated manslaughter.

“We did our first vote and it came out half to acquit, half to convict,” says the juror. “And we talked about it for a while, going through the evidence. I’d say that some people got intense…

And we talked for a while, then it was 11-1 to acquit. And the guy who didn’t want to acquit basically looked at us and said, ‘O.K., whatever you all want.’ He knew he wasn’t going to convince us.”

―Casey Anthony 'Seems Like a Horrible Person,' Says Juror, People Magazine, 22 August 2011, https://people.com/crime/casey-anthony-seems-like-a-horrible-person-says-juror/
"Half to acquit, half to convict." Suppose that you asked a room full of people some other sort of yes-or-no question, maybe a highly technical one, and let's say they don't know the answer, don't know how to figure it out, and are just guessing.  50-50 distributions are what you get if everyone gives a randomly-derived answer without consulting anyone else.
Now suppose instead that a few people did have reasons for their answers that were better than guessing. Then the random answers would have cancelled each other out, the better-informed answers would have tended to go the same direction, and then the right answer wins. That's not what happened here, though.
"some people got intense…He knew he wasn’t going to convince us"
What happened instead is that the jurors deliberated. You'd get the same effect in a classroom of students discussing a hard problem. Dunning-Krueger strikes again! Incompetent people are MORE likely to be sure of themselves, and then they end up goading everyone else, who are less sure of themselves, into the WRONG ANSWER. Note that "some people got intense". Bullying and intimidation factored into the collective decision.
Collective stupidity* is when people collectively come up with decisions that are WORSE than the net sum of decisions they would have come up with individually. It's caused by incompetent people who are sure of themselves dominating social proof dynamics.
Collective decision-making is inherently error-prone
More generally, humans haven't learned how to make good decisions collectively. A lot of the problem has to do with allowing those who benefit to have at least as much say in the final decision as those who pay the price. A common scenario is when people vote themselves benefits that come at a higher net cost than the benefit was worth.
What works better, generally, is when decisions are made locally by the people most involved in the work and most impacted by the costs.
An example of collective decision-making that actually works well is language. Outside of a few one-offs like l'Académie Française dictating what words French speakers are allowed to use, or more recently globalists dictating what changes have to be made to various European languages to make them easier for replacement migrants to learn, language evolution is collective decision-making whereby everybody gets to make their own decisions about word choice and sentence structure and yet collective choices emerge.
Similarly, collective economic decisions work better when they're distributed, diffuse, and negotiated. When economic decisions are made through elections, you get disastrous outcomes. If you preceded the elections with campaigns to "educate the voters", even worse. 
Imagine a situation in which we vote on matters like "what are we all having for dinner tonight?" Oddly enough, the way it does work at the moment (things are about to change), it IS a collective decision insofar as it depends on decisions made by multiple parties. For example, if the farmers didn't grow it, you can't eat it (aside from growing it yourself), but your willingness to pay more (or less) for various food items creates incentives for their own decision-making. It's a process of unconscious negotiation, nobody seems to mind, the results are acceptable to most and probably about as optimal as possible (absent all-knowing actors) in terms of collective net benefit. Possible TOO optimal for some people's tastes: market economies accelerate resource depletion precisely because of their relative efficiency in delivering goods and services.
*I first heard Sabine Hossenfelder use the term, and it's likely to be her own invention as it does not seem to be in general use. It's probably too blunt for cognitive psychologists, who are apt to use euphemisms, and increasingly grossly inaccurate ones, for everything, in order to avoid offending political activists who might come after them.
Taboo strikes
That's even assuming that the jurors were conscientiously trying to come up with the factually correct answer. More likely, they weren't. Acknowledging maternal filicide, especially when it's long past the point that post-partum depression can take the blame, is one of the most extreme taboos on the planet; it's routinely covered up in multiple cultures. I can't read their minds, but a reasonable speculation regarding the jury's motive is that they didn't want what happened to be true (aka "motivated denial") so they thought they could force it to not be true by covering it up, and then came up with rationalizations to justify their decisions to incredulous 3rd parties. 
What is the price and who pays it?
The consequences of their poor decision-making are too diffuse to measure. It contributed to a certain amount of lawlessness that might result in future murders. But it had minimal impact on their own account aside from a few of them having to change phone numbers to evade harassment for their unpopular decision.
😧 BUT KALKIN THE STAKES WERE LIFE AND DEATH! THEY WERE GOING TO EXECUTE THAT SWEET YOUNG THING!
🧔🏻‍♂️ No they weren't. The jury always had the option of recommending life in prison, but they felt that too was too harsh relative to their primal instincts regarding the value of the life of a young egg-bearer. Also, it wasn't their only consideration. They were also eager to cover up a problem that they didn't want to admit exists.
😡 YOU UNFEELING MONSTER!
Thank you, but flattery will get you nowhere. Oh, it's so much worse than you probably realize. I do have emotions but they're not as strongly-integrated into my information processing so as to significantly distort my reasoning ability.
What about when the impact hits home? Consider the case of a school or church where multiple kids are suddenly developing gender confusion. Do you think the school board or church council will quickly get to the bottom of what's going on and who's driving it? No way! They'll knee-jerk-reaction lie and cover it up with even more alacrity than the Casey Anthony jury the same way and for similar reasons! This is an observation on my part, not a conjecture.
WHAT HAPPENS IN A DANGEROUS CONTEXT WHERE COLLECTIVE STUPIDITY IMPACTS YOUR OWN PROSPECTS FOR SURVIVAL? It's precisely because there are no obvious personal consequences that people make decisions for capricious and irrational reasons, but they'll never notice when the stakes are higher!
The Casey Anthony case occurred back when news stories still commonly had comments sections afterwards; it was a way to create engagement, but has been mostly shut down since then because too often they were interfering with narrative-control. I recall reading a lot of comments claiming something along the lines of…
"No mother could ever harm her own child! It must have been the child's father or grandfather."
The people making that claim had zero evidence the father or grandfather was guilty; they completely made it up. It's the same phenomenon by which the jury eagerly bought into the possibility that George Anthony was the real culprit, despite evidence pointing in another direction. It's an example of the phenomenon of inferring evidence from  their beliefs, instead of the other way around. Motivated belief. This is a completely predictable and mundane phenomenon. People who are prone to this type of thinking are also prone to having a lot of personal problems, by the way; the distortions impact their own personal decisions too.
But why the factually wrong belief in the first place? Maternal infanticide is fairly common in humans just like in other mammals (bonding failures); filicide less so but not really rare. Why do so many people profess a belief that runs contrary to empirical evidence? "Motivated denial" strikes again! The thought of mom killing her own kids is too horrible to acknowledge. They do know, but hide the information in that special part of their mind where they're afraid to look, so it's not available for conscious processing. Also: binary thinking (men are violent therefor women must be pacifist vegans). 
I recall a statistician bragging that he could accurately predict someone's beliefs regarding whether the invasion of Iraq was justified just by collecting answers to something like 20 questions not logically or causally related to the belief in question, having to do with patriotic self-image, attitude towards government, which itself is related to whether you get paid by it or get taxed and regulated by it, and that sort of thing. It had nothing to do with actual evidence regarding the existence, or not, of weapons of mass destruction. I tried finding the exact article so I could cite it, but now it's a needle in a haystack: the mainstream media was FLOODED with PR designed to link Iraq and the events of 11 September 2001, even though Iraq was not involved.
People go so far as suicide to validate their sense-of-self for example, terrorist suicide bombings motivated by radicalized self-identities. It's also why people commonly commit suicide after professional setbacks (executives in a company that's about to go bankrupt due to a decision they made, or were involved in) or personal bankruptcies; "I'd rather cease to exist than be this person who's a big failure."
Celebrity role modelling is a special case of self-image. It's not so much who you think you are as much as an aspiration regarding who you wish you were. Social proof comes into play too: lots of people like this celebrity, therefor this celebrity must doing something right.
Another special case of identity-based belief is when people embrace, or at least pretend to embrace, beliefs consistent with prior, publicly-announced opinions. They want to appear to be consistent. This is a good way to get people trapped in positions they don't really want to pursue, when you bait them with loaded questions that put them on the line. It's also useful for nudging them bit-by-bit into a direction someone else wants them to go; in that case, the beliefs at first only superficially embraced become internalized over time. It works on most people, except on politicians who train themselves to put more weight on supporting whatever position they're currently getting paid to support. Politicians are uniquely highly resistant to public consistency. 
New beliefs disperse through populations of people, and there are recognizable patterns that tend to flow in specific directions: authority (the boss demands it) to social proof (gets passed down through the hierarchy of power until people believe it because their associates say they do) to identity (identities form around beliefs, and beliefs around identities).
Nobody cares about your essay
Now, earlier I claimed that the vast majority of beliefs are acquired unconsciously. What about when someone lays out a sound argument consisting of evidence laid out in a flawlessly logical manner? That's an exception, right? And it's believable because it's based on evidence and logic, right?
Wrong on both counts!
If you're like most people, a great deal of your frustration in life is the result of no matter how carefully you lay out your arguments, other people dismiss them completely out-of-hand. It is extremely difficult to change anyone's mind by way of evidence and reason.
[image: Illustration of women parading down the street wearing syringe costumes.]
More persuasive than evidence and reason.
It's probably a rare occasion that you ever convince anyone of anything by conscious persuasion, and most of the time it's your friends—those who already share a lot of other beliefs with you. They weren't so much convinced by your evidence and logic as much as the facts that they like you and are like you. You have strong social proof and rapport in your favor.
Depending on who you are, you might have some other advantages on your side. For example, if you happen to be someone of high status, you're more credible by "authority", but not because your arguments are particularly logical and evidence-based, even if they are!
[image: Illustration of a school-boy writing an essay while his teacher looks on.]

[image: Illustration of a young soldier writing an essay in a POW camp while an instructor looks on.]
If logical, evidence-based arguments aren't the least bit persuasive, why the heck did our teachers force us to write essays?! The point wasn't to convince anyone else; it was to brainwash YOU. This is exactly how classic brainwashing is done; it's how the Chinese Communists were able to turn captured American POWs into propaganda weapons during the Korean War, by first forcing them to write essays, and then putting pressure on them to defend their essays. During the process, the beliefs get internalized.
Something else that happens is that the brainwashed victims are being trained to think of "trusted sources" (media networks connected to the "deep state") as "authoritative". You get higher grades (rewarded) when you cite those. You get marked down (penalized) for making your own observations or citing personal sources even if they are correct. That's how you get the phenomenon of
"YOU COULDN'T HAVE KNOWN BACK THEN! THE MEDIA JUST REPORTED IT NOW!"
By the same process, teachers are indoctrinating your offspring. In the old days it was whatever the national narrative was; nowadays throughout the western countries it's neoMarxism, critical race theory, queer theory, and globalization. The teachers are trained to do it, not that with their prevailing personality types (they'd tend to flunk the Milgram Authority Test) they'd have any objections. My mutuals who are teachers would probably agree with my assessment, but they're all renegades who had to find special niches.
The bases for belief described in this chapter are all the common ones I'm aware of. Every one of them is irrational! That is, they're all based on something other than evidence and reason. But in a different frame, they make perfect sense: they're based on rewards and punishments which over the long run promote or impede survival. Social approval is a reward with real consequences. So is kissing up to the boss. They're built-in biases because they contributed to survival of our ancestors; they're evolutionary in nature. Evidence and reason are great, but fighting the tide. If you're going to go with the flow, try upgrading:
	Choose a boss who isn't hostile.

	Choose better and friendlier role models and heroes to emulate.

	Choose a better crowd to hang out with. I'd say "winners, not losers" but make sure that winners are playing with you not winning by betraying you.

	Be wary of self-identities and in any case don't get obsessed with them. Make sure they're really your own choices, not someone else's. If you're too needy for external approval, you're setting yourself up for trouble.



It's not that evidence and reason don't contribute to survival on their own account, it's that they have higher costs of admission in terms of cognitive ability. Bearing in mind that what's an advantage in one stage of evolution can turn into a liability in another. 

      [image: ]🙏🏻 You will always seek rewards and shun punishments—such is the deep law of life.
But seek with open eyes. Choose rewards that lift you, not lures that hollow you.
If you can, walk further: weigh what you are told against the scales of reason, even when the reckoning is costly.
May you be wise in the prizes you chase, steadfast in the truths you keep, and ready, when the hour comes, to step into the rarer light where reason rules.
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Elsewhere I wrote about limits to what is knowable. One of the limits is on what can be known about other people's hidden thoughts and intentions. We can witness their outer behavior and spot discrepancies between their words and their deeds, and that goes a long way to defending ourselves against deception. But it's not enough, because our access to all of their deeds is limited. They can do stuff in secret. Secret actions, secret conversations. That's the big bosses' prime motive for wanting mass surveillance of the rest of us, so that we can't use the same strategy against them. 
Dark forests
The inability to know another party’s intentions—whether peaceful or hostile—has been proposed as one possible solution to the Fermi Paradox: the question of why we see no signs of intelligent extraterrestrial life. It's possible that the galaxy is full of civilizations, but the ones that survive are those that stay silent or eliminate others before they can pose a threat. By contrast, humans have been openly broadcasting our presence for over a century. We are a species that defaults to trust, even though we are also capable of extreme violence. That, in itself, is a paradox.
Dissimulation
Most people realize that other people lie about things they can verify for themselves. For example, if someone says "it's raining outside, right now", you could walk out the door, hold out your hand to feel for raindrops, and look around to see if you can see them. What about when people lie about things other people can't verify for themselves, and specifically, about their own thoughts, feelings, emotions, motives, attitudes, and plans?
"Hypocrisy" isn't the right word, because the goal of hypocrisy is usually just to put on a false front for purposes of social credit. Not being as righteous as you pretend to be doesn't necessarily indicate actual opposition to righteousness. The closest word I can come up with for the concept I'm looking for but doesn't quite exist in the anglosphere is "dissimulation", which isn't quite as precise as I'd like, but it will have to do for lack of a more specific concept and term. For example, 
	Bankers making public statements vehemently opposed to the creation of a central bank, while paying their partners in the government to introduce the legislation. This is, in fact, how the Federal Reserve in the USA was created. The point of the deception was to trick the public into supporting it because they hated the bankers after so many previous bank failures and financial crises.

	Organizing, or helping to organize, protests against yourself, geofencing everybody who shows up, and putting whoever isn't one of your own agents provocateurs (paid troublemakers) on lists to get blacklisted from college and employment opportunities, expelled from college if currerently there, fired from work, and in some cases, thrown in prison. This isn't hypothetical; these types of traps are getting set regularly as I type these words. 

	Organizing your own controlled opposition not just within the Overton Window (the range of publicly-acceptable opinion), but outside it too, hiring media personalities to negatively influence normies by tainting both people and ideas by association (typically by pretending to be neo-Nazis), and by rallying the disaffected (typically young, naive, alienated men), keeping them away from better influences, and occasionally leading them into entrapment situations. The latter tactic often leads smarter normies to assume they're "feds," but the most prominent one at the moment in the USA works for a private employer. He's been known to date "cat boy" 😼. Anyone who associates with him regularly I assume compromised.

	setting up wars while arguing for peace; your real goal is to make sure future wars are aligned with your interests regardless of who the nominal "winner" is. My guess is that this is an old story, but I'm noticing it more in recent years; there have been several much-lauded "peace treaties" negotiated in recent years whose objectives were clearly preparation for upcoming, particularly nasty wars.

	expressing outrage over war crimes or atrocities committed by another government after having secretly negotiated with the perpetrators how the response would be limited to words, not actions, and what quid pro quos would be reciprocated in exchange for not interfering. This is the rule, not the exception, in international relations. Rulers don't have real incentives to care about people they don't control. Anybody who falls for the charade is likely to spend their lives alternating between false hopes and despair.

	expressing strong opinions for or against abortion per se when one's real goal is to influence who gets aborted & who doesn't in pursuit of demographic change. Not hypothetical; it's what's actually happening in the "national dialog"; the whole thing is political theatre. I'm not accusing everyone involved of insincerity, because I've witnessed advocates acting in good faith for all parties involved 🙏🏻; I'm claiming that key players who have budget and resources, or who are cunning enough to hijack other people's resources, have been gaming the overall outcome as much as they can.

	lobbying for higher tax rates ostensibly so that "the wealthy, like myself, pay our fair share", while making obscene profits on government-mandated & government-subsidized medical therapies, tag-teaming your investment portfolio with the activities of your tax-exempt foundation. Also, failing to disclose that you were tipped off to the plans to raise estate tax levels which is why you shelter your assets in your fake-charity foundation in the first place.

	paying terrorists to attack while waging a fake "war against terror." Inviting terrorists and criminals into your own country under cover of caring for "refugees" of the wars waged under cover of "fighting terrorism over there instead of here." Complaining loudly about the invasion while secretly sponsoring it, in order to heighten enmity between the two groups of dupes.

	making an impassioned plea for research to save lives by preventing pandemics then using that as cover for development of bioweapons (including bioweapons disguised as defense against bioweapons) to be used for depopulation.



Oddly, it doesn't seem to occur to most people that anyone else would ever lie about their own beliefs & goals. After all, most people spend a great deal of their lives trying to persuade other people's thoughts and purposes into alignment with their own; why on earth would anyone do the opposite? 
Because the point isn't to persuade; the point is to overcome other people's self-interested objections if they knew what the real plan was. It's how some people can achieve levels of power that some other people mistake for superior intelligence & competence or for God's favor.
The reason it works is because people have to actually learn that other people can lie to them. You can tell young children all sorts of outrageous lies, like Santa Claus delivers gifts all around the world on a single night, and they'll believe you. It's only after noticing discrepancies between what other people say and facts we can verify ourselves that we learn that other people lie. But nobody can read other people's minds to spot discrepancies between words and intentions! It wasn't an easy lesson for me to learn myself.
Layers
“Listen carefully, Feyd,” the Baron said. “Observe the plans within plans within plans.”
―the character Baron Vladimir Harkonnen to his nephew Feyd-Rautha, from the book Dune, by Frank Herbert
The word "duplicity" derives from the Latin duplicitas, which comes from duplex (meaning "twofold") and the suffix -itas (indicating a state or quality). Duplex itself is formed from duo ("two") and plicare ("to fold"). Literally, duplex suggests "twofold" or "having two layers." One layer is for outsiders (the dupes), the other for insiders.
Any sort of professional covert operation has a cover story. Operatives are trained to stick to it no matter what, because any deviations or lies they try to come up with on the fly are likely to trigger more questions they're not prepared to answer.
Sometimes I get challenged on social media regarding various conspiracies; the conversations tend to go something like this:
🤓: "It would be impossible to cover up a conspiracy that big!"

🧔🏻‍♂️: "RMS Lusitania really was carrying weapons? Thousands of workers on Manhattan Project had no idea what it was about?"

🤓: "That was a long time ago! That would never work now!"
Temporal context isn't relevant; whatever was possible in the past is still possible, and perhaps even easier as monopoly power over mass media has tended to increase over time. The rise of the internet as a distribution channel temporarily disrupted that, but then monopolies over search engines restored narrative dominance.
In really large-scale conspiracies, involving large numbers of people, there are multiple layers of deception so that as few people as possible know the real objective. A typical case would look like the following:
	A cover story for the general public.

	A cover story for those directly working on the project, along with another cover story for them to explain why they need a different cover story than for the public. "National security," "vaccine hesitancy (it's for their own good)."

	A cover story for those managing the people working on the project, with an explanation for why they need a different cover story for their staff.

	Etc. 



That's one way really big secrets stay that way. I estimate that some of the grand conspiracies going on now have about 4 or 5 layers.
Hiding malice within long time-frames
One way to help hide malicious intent is to stage a very long setup before the strike. That's what the expression "revenge is a dish best served cold" means: you wait to strike after they've lowered their guard. But the strategy isn't reserved for revenge; it works even better for first-strike scenarios where the prey doesn't expect a retaliatory attack because they haven't done anything to provoke it. Aside from the advantage of the element of surprise, the long run-up gives the predator plenty of time to prepare the first strike, aiming for a "decapitating" attack that maximizes initial damage, sabotages the target's ability to retaliate, and dramatically improves the prospects of winning the war.
I've witnessed the strategy on both an international scale between nations and on a local scale between individuals. The latter was up-close and personal; I thought we were friends until the day of the first strike. It was devastating at the time. Now I consider it a blessing and am ever so grateful—it was something I needed to learn, apparently needing multiple lessons (one at work, several in my personal life). I am sorry to say that there was a long gap between lessons and actually integrating them into my thick skull. I kept wondering why betrayals kept happening to me, and it took a few more years to find the answer within myself. That was a hard-won lesson, and I'll share it in another book.
Permanent war for permanent revolution
I've lived long enough, and have enough confidence in my own pattern-matching ability, that I'm convinced there's no such thing as "peace". At least in terms of the great powers, as soon as one battle is over, it's on to the next objective in a long-term plan. That's why the (negotiated) collapse of the USSR was followed by a series of regime-change wars against former allies deemed superfluous.
Between hot wars are conditions of "cold war" (open rivalries between major world powers) and even "secret war", meaning that those who wage it avoid as much as possible alerting the targets that they're being low-key sabotaged, nudged into positions of weakness, and set up for an eventual attack once they're weak enough to strike a decapitating blow. 
One way to think about this is that once someone noticed that wars are inevitable, they must have realized that their best bet at actually winning them would be to plan and prepare for them continuously, even when not actively waging them. 
Don't blame me: I don't make the rules; I just observe them. 
Here's another observation: wars are not always bounded by national borders. Civil war is the obvious case, but civil wars aren't always "hot" or "kinetic". Filling the gaps between hot civil wars are cold civil wars and secret wars, which, like their international counterparts, occur in part to stack the deck for hot wars, and in part because those waging them never liked you and always considered you rivals.
When normies encounter evidence of secret civil unconventional warfare being waged, they don't recognize it as such. They rationalize it as a one-off, or they fail to notice broader motives than "profit" or "incompetence."
The opioid "crisis" was completely predictable as an outcome of directives from the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations to treat pain as "the fifth vital signal" and proactively recommend pain medications to patients. My wife noticed the abrupt and pushy directives as a nurse, and I noticed them as a patient, always refusing the pain medications pushed on me as unnecessary and even undesirable: I want to know what my body is telling me!*
The rest is history: the heroine and fentanyl pipelines were set up and waiting for customers. 

*I have known mortal pain. Last time I was in it, calmly saying "goodbyes" to my family. I assume everyone has his breaking point; I'm able to nudge mine up a bit by observing the pain instead of identifying with it, and by avoiding unhelpful mental commentary about it. I don't expect everyone to do the same, but the same strategy is available to many. Who masters his fear of pain avoids being easily manipulated with offers of comfort, and reduces his risk of being put down like an animal as will happen to a man in a story elsewhere in the book.
A complex of standing lies, ready for service
For individuals and organizations that make a living deceiving others, it's not a matter of one lie in isolation; it's living an entire complex of lies on an ongoing basis. It's when someone pretends to be someone they're not, pretending to do stuff they're not doing and not doing stuff they pretend to be doing, on an ongoing basis. There are reasons for it, all of them are sinister, but some more than others. Generally speaking, it's a shift from open violence to conspiracy and deception as increasingly complex systems have ever less tolerance for open kinetic war in order to accomplish ruthless objectives in what Dennis Meadows might call a "peaceful" way.
To notice what's going on takes pattern-matching & inference skills that are above most people's pay-grade. It took me a while to notice what was going on. The following anecdotes are about how I did.
When I was a young man, naive and excessively needy for approval, I joined an international human rights organization as a member. But I kept noticing red flags 🚩, like why, if our work was supposed to be about human rights, did my handler have a definitely sinister, possibly psychopathic personality and why was he hostile against entire classes of people (Christians, for one), or why did "human rights emergencies" consistently break out in countries targeted for regime change, like clockwork? 
The coup de grace for my trust in the organization occurred when a mysterious letter showed up in my maibox, written by someone who had access to the membership database and sent apparently without authorization of the organization.
It made some claims that seemed far-fetched to me. I didn't believe a word of it. I didn't believe that many people would conspire to commit that outrageous of a crime.
Then the USSR began collapsing. Governments of the Eastern Bloc lost control, and secrets were starting to get exposed. I was listening to renegades on shortwave radio disclosing dirty little secrets of their bosses. And it confirmed absolutely everything the letter said, and more. Many people were lying in a high-stakes situation.
The organization was helping a foreign (to me) government commit human rights atrocities and war crimes, in part by distracting attention away from them with an outrageous fraud designed to generate attention, outrage, and sympathy for the perpetrators.
What I eventually found out from a few informants who had 1st-hand knowledge of other operations, having been on the victim side of things in the wrong place at the wrong time, was that the organization secretly operates as follows:
👉 In countries where allies installed in the local government, lure dissidents to complain about the regime, then report them to the secret police.
👉 In countries targeted for regime change, connect black ops to local discontents who can help with regime change ops.
A little later, just out of college and while starting my career, I joined an interfaith religious peace activism group. I thought we were lobbying to de-escalate the cold war before it ended in catastrophe.
I became aware of supposedly "former" communists in the group. The fact they had been communists was openly acknowledged, and I bought into the "former" part because I couldn't read minds or know their true intentions. But I quickly did notice red flags 🚩 for what looked like manipulation. A steady stream of outside "consultants" would approach the group to deliver workshops, messaging, and that sort of thing, and what I noticed consistently was that the group was being diverted away from their core mission of lobbying for peace and into new goals that had to do with social and demographic change. In the background, the cold war was ending and preparations were in the works for a "war on terror" (a series of regime-change operations) that I didn't know was about to be launched after a terror attack I didn't know was about to happen. The regime-change operations were the result of former allies against the USSR no longer being deemed necessary, therefor betrayed in the interests of the next step of a long-term project, a phenomenon I'll mention again elsewhere in the book. Apparently someone in a position of power were aware of this plan, and they were actively shutting down peace-related activities and replacing them with "social justice" activities in preparation for replacement migration. Most of the members just mindlessly went along with the switch in mission and seemed not to even notice.
I attended one workshop that triggered a lot of red flags 🚩 for me. In retrospect, it matched how the late Rosa Koire described as the "Delphi Technique": no matter what the conversation was or where the participants wanted it to go, everything we said was ignored and the supposed "facilitators" announced an apparently pre-ordained group consensus.
I also noticed that all these consultants shared similar personal profiles. In hindsight, I realize now they were NGO spooks. I drifted away from the organization both as I got busy being a dad for a new family, and as I became disillusioned that something was extremely off about the organization. 
Meanwhile, I spent most of my career in the software business, and worked for several of the software companies located in and around Seattle starting fairly fresh out of college. I started young and naive. Thankfully for my own good, I didn't stay that way.
The average programmer was young, naive, and a low-status male who's probably a "strong symbolic processor" (sometimes conceptualized as "high-performing autists"), and looked a lot like this:
[image: Photo-realistic image of stereotypical computer programmers crammed into tight working space.]
Commoditized.
The reason they're dressed down is because nobody who matters has to look at us, they pack us in, all that equipment generates heat, there are no windows in our workrooms, there's no air-conditioning in that part of the building, and the ventilation is barely functional. Not every programmer works in conditions like that but at least at the time it was typical and probably still is.
You might have witnessed a brief trend of social media videos depicting "a day in the life of" an employee of various trendy tech corporations. They typically depict a cushy daily routine involving in-house cafés where impromptu meetings held; brainstorming sessions on ‘synergy optimization;’ break time in the hammock room; an hour in the lounge engaged in "focus zone," scrolling and zoning out while waiting for feedback on deliverables; smoothie break featuring ginger-turmeric wellness shots to help with stress recovery; and an end-of-the-day email wrap-up. OK, those aren't programmers or other core technical staff, but whatever they are, apparently they're far more vital to the corporate mission and treated accordingly. 🙄 Several of the posters of those videos were fired, oddly enough not for being superfluous and expensive to accommodate, but for violating their NDAs (non-disclosure agreements) by releasing unauthorized video of corporate operations.
Weaponized personas
NEVERTHELESS, the fast money also attracted a different type, usually in purely bureaucratic roles where more generalized skill sets meant that those who got them were competing for positions on the basis of factors other than technical skills which can't be spoofed: all smiles, pep talks about teamwork, eager to express loyalty to the team and especially to the boss, dropping carefully timed compliments and aligning themselves with the latest corporate buzzwords, always highly visible during charity drives, skilled at positioning themselves close to important figures at office parties, and quick to express moral outrage even and especially where it was superfluous. 
Some more context about the situation: this company was set up to be ruthless; it was during the rush to stake out entrenched positions in the battle for data mining. The execs high up in the company knew that the software applications existed primarily to harvest data (I didn't at the time), knew what the real stakes were, and put into place ruthless incentives for performance like setting up multiple competing projects so that the first one out the door "won", and its team rewarded, while the rest of the teams all got fired. As a result, playing dirty was rampant. Projects I worked on had incidents like hard disks reformatted, or missing altogether, or other key hardware resources stolen.
A world without rules and controls, borders or boundaries
I know you’re out there. I can feel you now. I know that you’re afraid. You’re afraid of us. You’re afraid of change. I don’t know the future. I didn’t come here to tell you how this is going to end. I came here to tell you how it’s going to begin. I’m going to hang up this phone, and then I’m going to show these people what you don’t want them to see. I’m going to show them a world without you. A world without rules and controls, without borders or boundaries. A world where anything is possible. Where we go from there is a choice I leave to you.
―The character Neo, from the movie The Matrix (1999), written and directed by The Wachowski Sisters, formerly the Wachowski Brothers, produced by Warner Bros. 
Rules, controls, borders, and boundaries are usually good things, to the extent they define personal rights, are mutually-respected, and keep things orderly. The above quote sounded sinister to me the first time I heard it.
One thing that really shocked me about my first stint in the software industry was that there were no boundaries on betrayals. My experience there, and elsewhere, taught me some lessons I needed to learn. I was previously naive enough to think things like
	doing someone a big favor, like rescuing them from a serious predicament (loss of work, personal problems spiraling out of control), so that they "owed" you, bought you goodwill. HA! Later I learned the hard way that criminals often lure victims into dropping their guard that way by asking for favors before robbing or cheating them. Another hazard was resentment: some people don't want reminders of low points in their lives; I got "pruned" from several lives once they were in a better place and decided to rid themselves of reminders and obligations. Dare I admit this was yet another learning that took me SEVERAL lessons in both the workplace and in my personal life.

	For that matter, past behavior is no guarantee of future consideration. The analogy would be that the farmer considerately cared for his livestock up to the day he butchered them. More commonly the investment is far less than that: they were just superficially "nice" to you until the day they sprang their trap.

	people wouldn't betray intimates. HA! Luring victims into personal relationships is a way of getting close enough to them to get what they want. What really shocked me was it didn't seem to do the perpetrator any emotional damage at all: they enjoyed the sex, got what they wanted, and moved on to the next goal like nothing happened. The emotional damage they did the other person didn't bother them at all; at most they regarded it with a mixture of pity and disgust.

	people wouldn't generally betray family unless maybe there was something seriously wrong with them like mental illness. Apparently that's not true. While it seems that shared genes should be "selfish", environmental mechanisms can break that bond. If you think about it carefully, you'll realize that in most western countries, people tend to trust faceless corporations far more than they do their own relatives; they fight over inheritances but trust corporations with their most sensitive data. It's because the hazard of the latter is too subtle for them to realize; most of the time they get the product they want with professional service, and are happy. One situation in particular didn't occur to me a priori: one-sided bonding between parent and child. One is bonded to the other, but it's not reciprocated. I've witnessed it going either direction: parents who never bonded to their own offspring turning on the offspring, and offspring who never reciprocally-bonded to the parent turning on the parent. Latter I witnessed several times during the political crises in the wake of the MAGA movement: offspring reporting their parents and other relatives to hostile authorities or doxxing them, often enough for trivial reasons, similar to what happened during the People's Great Cultural Revolution in China. That's not a coincidence, by the way.

	While it's generally true that people who face danger together tend to form strong bonds, it's not a sure thing.



Want to know how your adversaries build trust among themselves while you & your allies fail?
"If that f_ng bastard [Trump] wins, we're all going to hang from nooses!
―attributed to Hillary Clinton; in dispute whether she actually said it or wrote it
It all started with organized crime. In organized crime syndicates, it's common for new members to be required to commit a serious crime—not just to prove loyalty, but to make themselves vulnerable. By sharing guilt, everyone has something to lose if someone turns on the group, creating a kind of enforced trust. This same pattern shows up in intelligence agencies, where double agents may be kept “reliable” by making them complicit in sensitive or illegal operations, and in political conspiracies, where mutual secrets or shared wrongdoing bind people together. The irony is that trust in these environments isn’t built on honesty or goodwill, but on mutually assured destruction—a concept borrowed from nuclear strategy and game theory. In game theory jargon, this is a mix of costly signaling, credible commitment, and the hostage theory of trust. What holds the group together is not loyalty, but the shared fear that betrayal will destroy everyone. Villagers back-stab but were-wolves can trust each other!
It seems to work, and it seems to be the reason that governments eventually get taken over by crime syndicates. Unfortunately, the net effect is that you end up with governments dominated by blackmailable criminals.
I have to wonder what happens when the system becomes SO corrupt that there's no real risk of hanging from nooses except as a form of political executions following a coup, and even that doesn't usually happen because the new regime is eager to keep all options open for future partners in future games.
No boundaries
I used to imagine that some boundaries were so universally held to be inviolable that it was unimaginable for socially-respectable people to just casually violate them. Oh how wrong I was! And apparently I'm not the only one caught by surprise.
[image: Cartoon of a man confronting a stereotypical ugly green witch.]
We hired you to watch our kids while we were out. Are you telling me that instead you cooked them BOTH and ate them?!
As far as I can tell, there are no boundaries. 🚨 Nothing is sacred or off-limits. 🚨
	There is no moral line that can't be and hasn't been crossed. There are men who rape babies and women who enjoy watching. Morality itself? First wage a war on a false pretext that generates desperate refugees, then dispatch them as armies of angry and needy people, with operatives and terrorists embedded among them, to take advantage of the kindness of your other victims.

	Your shared values. "Western values" like relative freedom and rule of law, and cultural values are all under attack by people pretending to defend them. 

	Fine arts? Subvert them for propaganda. As I type these words, the organization "Stop Oil" sends brainwashed nitwits into museums to physically attack art. [update: reportedly it's been disbanded during the writing of this book]

	There's an old saying: "never meet your heroes", meaning you're in for disappointment and disillusionment. I disagree with that advice: by all means do meet them; you're better off knowing. Just don't retreat into denial! I have no regrets about heroes who fell in my eyes, as most of them did. I needed to know.

	Your religion is fair game. Contemporary religious leadership? Paid off to betray you; high-ranking officials within your sect are coordinating with deep-pocketed NGOs. The teachings themselves? Re-interpreted to fit whatever the current agenda is. If that's not enough, introduce new teachings; what I'm now hearing lately is a "new prophesy" regarding Iran that showed right on cue for the attacks on that country (🤪 SEE, THAT MEANS THE PROPHESY WAS TRUE!). Publish a new study guide. Infiltrate, subvert, destroy from within. It's actively happening, now. It's happening regardless of sect, denomination, or the political culture within it, whether on the "Left" or the "Right."



Whatever is unthinkable in your mind is a vulnerability waiting for someone else to exploit it. Whenever you tell yourself "THIS CANNOT BE", or whenever you hide uncomfortable facts in that dark place in your own mind where you're afraid to look, you're opening yourself up to attack by someone else who's NOT afraid to go there.
My story about what happened at work? Not just the little incidents and observations, but the really big bad thing that happened? It'll need to wait for another book, hidden under a layer of fiction. This book isn't intended to be about me, and I'm especially wary of anything that sounds like self-pity. For now this is just about my observations there, and the lesson I learned.
I ended up with symptoms of PTSD. It took a few years to resolve. As harsh as it was, my baptism-by-hellfire turned out to be a blessing in the long run. Whatever doesn't kill me makes me stronger! Once I recovered, it toughened me up psychologically, and never again in my career was I ever the least bit intimidated by hostile workplace environments or backstabbing. "Ha! Is that the best you can do?! I've been through worse!" Was never seriously victimized again; I saw it coming too soon to catch me off-guard. 
It also prepared me for what's been going on more recently in the political domain, and for what looks like to me to be a constant state of covert unconventional civil warfare.
I learned that compliance does not lead to being left alone; it leads to a deteriorating position of weakness. I won't be fooled a second time.
One more incident worth mentioning, because I remember clearly as one of those few pivotal experiences that shaped the way I engage the world today: the so-called "Fat Tuesday" riots and murder of Kristopher Kime in Seattle. While the police in Seattle haven't been reliably responsive to the public for a long time now, that incident forced me to accept that the whole concept of ostensible social contracts was an elaborate fraud. It was also when I noticed the discrepancy between what I knew personally about the crime and what the local corporate media reported, and how the subsequent editorials insinuated heavily that the victims (plural; one murder but many beatings) had it coming. 
Limits on trustworthiness are a function of limits to what is knowable: 
	you can't read someone else's mind and know their intentions.

	you can't be sure whether the information they provide you is accurate, or pure fiction

	🚨 you don't know if acting on their advice is intended to be helpful or harmful 🚨



What I'm telling you probably sounds paranoid. Most of the time, deep betrayals are exceptional; if that weren't the case, I wouldn't need to tell you to watch your own back; you'd already know it. Deep betrayals tend to happen when the stakes are high, or when stresses on a human community are high—like during a severe economic crisis (according to my informants, crime in Argentina was out-of-control during their currency crisis) or in a war zone (Kosovo). My own experience in a zero-trustworthy environment was due to high stakes: whoever established channels for collecting data to feed into the AI beast won the whole world. If you're reading this book, you've already lived through a deep betrayal motivated by someone else's knowledge of a future high-stress event. Some of you are aware, but some are not; it depends on what media-channel(s) you're plugged into.
Understand that I am NOT saying that you should never extend loyalty! Loyalty makes possible things like optimal outcomes in "prisoner's dilemma" type "games" of "game theory." Lack of loyalty is what causes the hell-on-earth depicted in "Chinese harem soap-operas" due to constant backstabbing. I'm only saying that you can't always count on loyalty from others because your knowledge of other people's intentions is limited, which is part what causes the betrayals typical of "prisoner's dilemma" type games, the other thing putting low value on the lives of our playmates. Speaking of game theory: a lot of the scenarios are about backstabbing, when to anticipate it when you don't know the other player's intentions, and when to do it preemptively yourself to avoid the cost of unilateral betrayal.

Loyalty among your adversaries is what makes devastating conspiracies against you possible. It's how small numbers of aggressors can defeat much larger numbers of victims. It's a weapon that can be wielded against you, but it could be your defense too.
Here's a retelling of a story about loyalty I heard when I was a lad:
Pythias and Damon
Dionysius, the Tyrant of Syracuse, was known for his cruelty, but more so for the games he played with men’s souls. When Pythias, a young philosopher, was accused of plotting against him—speaking of justice and liberty in a time of fear—he was sentenced to death. His execution was set for three days hence.
But Pythias had one request: to return to his village and say goodbye to his aging mother and to a young woman who had waited long for his hand. Her name was Thessa—dark-eyed, sharp-witted, and not easily moved to tears. She had known what loving a man like Pythias might cost her. 
The court scoffed at the request. No man spared the blade would return voluntarily.
But Damon, Pythias’ closest friend, stepped forward.
“I will take his place,” he said. “If he does not return by the third sunset, you may execute me instead.”
“You trust this man with your life?” the tyrant asked.
“I trust what he stands for,” Damon answered.
There was silence in the chamber. Then laughter. And Dionysius, always eager for a spectacle, agreed.

      [image: ]As the days passed, Damon sat in the prison cell, alone but watched. Chains were unnecessary. His word was bond enough.
He spent his first night imagining excuses: a broken cart, a storm, a closed bridge. He spent the second night imagining betrayal.
What if he runs? the voice in his head whispered. He has his mother. His sweetheart. He owes you nothing.
He tried to silence the thought, but it came back louder each hour. He was not afraid to die. He simply didn’t want to die a fool.
But in the quiet, he made peace with the thought: If Pythias has chosen to flee, then let him flee. Let him live.
He would not call it betrayal. He would call it a gift he chose to give.

      [image: ]Meanwhile, Pythias rode like a man pursued by demons. He had kissed his mother’s forehead, pressed Thessa’s hand to his chest, and then set out to fulfill his promise to return.
Then the storm came.
A flash flood had taken out the pass. He’d tried to cross on foot, nearly drowned, and lost his horse.
His hands were bloodied, his clothes torn. A merchant took pity and gave him a mule. He drove it mercilessly.
He imagined Damon in chains. Waiting. Wondering. Maybe thinking he had chosen his own life over his friend’s.
And though he was exhausted, aching, and feared he might die before reaching the city, he never slowed. He would not allow Damon to die in his place. If he failed, it would be death either way—by execution or by the guilt of having left his friend to die.

      [image: ]The sun was low in the sky when the guards led Damon to the platform. Dionysius had arrived to watch.
“So,” the tyrant said, leaning forward. “Still think he’ll come?”
Damon did not answer at first.
Then: “I don’t know. But I am ready.”
The executioner raised his blade.
Just then—a cry from the gates.
A figure, broken and staggering, pushed through the guards and fell to the platform steps.
“Stop!” he gasped. “I have returned!”
The crowd surged. Dionysius stood. The guards halted the executioner.
Pythias crawled to Damon and pulled him to his feet. “Forgive me,” he said. “I was waylaid. But I would never—never—have let you die in my place.”
Damon gripped his arms, first disbelief, then relief, but then regret flooding his face.
"At first I was afraid you wouldn't come back. Then I was more afraid you would. I wanted your life spared, even if it meant losing mine.”
And Pythias answered, “I feel the same.”
The two men turned to the tyrant, ready to receive his wrath.
But Dionysius was still.
“I have seen many things,” he said at last. “But I have never seen such love between men. I release you both. And if friendship such as this is possible, then I would count myself honored to be your third.”

      [image: ]🙏🏻 To achieve anything meaningful, you have to act in good faith, eyes wide open to the risk, before you have proof the other person will do the same. Taking that leap of faith requires valuing someone else's life. But it’s the only bet that pays off long-term.

      [image: ]There have been times in my life when other people HAVE come through for me in my hour of need, and I am ever so grateful. 
🙏🏻💙⚔️
There are also possible ways of limiting risk in unreliable trust situations:
	You can't read other people's minds to know their intentions, but you can often spot incentives. If you're an honest person yourself, you might have little innate insight to make the connection between incentives and behavior until you've been victimized enough times. In game theory, the players don't know each other's intentions, but they usually have some idea of the incentives, and so that's the information they use to make decisions.

	ALWAYS discount altruism as a motive. Nobody can live for anybody else, so don't assume anybody does. Any and all altruistic pretexts are suspect.

	Nurture alliances with those most like you in whatever respects lead to cooperation. It's OK to be tribal as long as it figures in to decisions that are discretionary rather than a matter of ethical duty—e.g. deciding court cases according to the races of the defendants vs the plaintiffs instead of according to the facts of the case and the rules of law, a pattern that is now entrenched in many western countries, but only unilaterally and you've developed no counter-strategies against it.

	Listen carefully to what people say. Then pay close attention to what they do.

	Don't take trustworthiness for granted. Don't let your guard down; maintain vigilance.

	Respond to what happens, not to what you wished had happened.

	Someone who cheats or mistreats others is likely to do the same to you; you're not special. Apparently I had to learn this lesson the hard way myself.

	There are algorithms like "tit-for-tat" for building or withdrawing trust according to how another player treated you on the previous move. They're not perfect but better than no strategy at all. 

	Build trust in small matters first, then increase your commitment as your partners show loyalty, or withdraw it when they betray you. It's not foolproof but it's better than nothing.

	Always bear in mind the situation is at least somewhat symmetric but only to the extent that you maintain your own vigilance. Your vulnerabilities are mostly a matter of dropping your guard when you shouldn't have. 

	Your other vulnerability is when the other player strikes first: in many types of games, the first player who betrays the other has a huge advantage if it's the final play of the game (because no more opportunities for payback). A lot of what this book is about is a gigantic first-strike situation, where you don't realize you're about to be betrayed, and it's the last play in the game.

	Your strategy of last resort: threats don't work against those willing to die for what they love. That's an observation; not an encouragement towards self-sacrifice. Cowards and cheaters routinely urge others to take drastic action while they remain safely and comfortably on the sidelines. I'll make my own choice what I love enough to die for, and expect you to do the same.




      [image: ]🙏🏻 Intentions are hidden, but incentives leave trails. Read them, heed them, and keep your guard. May you give trust wisely, lose it rarely, and never yield the final move to treachery.

      [image: ]This is an important topic, so it's worth another story.
The unbroken line
Traza and Ravkhad were neighboring countries with a long, complicated relationship—one of those slow-burning rivalries that never quite flares into open war, but never settles either. They share a border that stretches across rough terrain: mountains in the north, river valleys in the south, and disputed zones everywhere in between. People on both sides grow up knowing the names of the other side’s border towns—not because they visit them, but because they hear them mentioned every time something “almost happened.”
Traza is the older and more powerful of the two. Officially, it’s called the Commonwealth of Traza. The capital, Mirent, is a dense city of glass towers, walled ministries, and old imperial plazas. Much of the country’s wealth comes from underground: rare earth minerals, refined oil, and industrial metals that power most of the region’s exports.
Traza has systems. Bureaucracy. Surveillance. Mandatory national service. Long-term planning. And for a long time, the old system worked. But lately, cracks have started to show—not in any spectacular way, just a growing sense that the machinery is slowing down. The economy is still strong, but static. Reforms stall. People complain—quietly at first, then more openly—about rising costs, limited mobility, and leadership that seems to have no second act. It’s not unrest, not yet. But there’s a mood. A kind of national fatigue. Like a once-proud engine idling too long at the light.
Still, the official line holds: Traza is a stabilizing force. A regional anchor. Its narrative of continuity and stewardship is reinforced constantly—by schools, by state media, by the very architecture of its cities. Many believe in it. But more and more are starting to ask: What’s next?
Across the border, Ravkhad is smaller, younger, and still finding its footing. It declared independence just a few generations ago, after a long and messy history of being carved up, pushed around, and absorbed by more powerful neighbors. Today it’s officially the Republic of Ravkhad, and while its institutions are newer and not always smooth, they’ve been learning fast.
The capital, Dazhra, has been expanding quickly. Telecom and infrastructure projects are rolling out across the central and southern provinces. Agriculture is modernizing. Light industry is taking root. Ravkhad still struggles with inequality, corruption, and external pressure—but it’s moving. And it knows it. There’s pride in that. Especially among the younger generation.
The two countries don’t even speak related languages. Trazani is complex, formal, and written in an angular script that looks ancient even when freshly printed. Vakhiri, spoken in Ravkhad, is looser, more musical, and easier for outsiders to learn. The difference reflects deeper contrasts: where Traza values order, Ravkhad values flexibility; where Traza holds onto a long, curated past, Ravkhad is still writing its first chapters.
Their rivalry is built into the landscape—especially in the disputed zones like the Vekh Valley or the Surnash passes. Neither side forgets. Skirmishes flare up now and then, usually small, quickly contained, rarely acknowledged. Both run border patrols that are more military than civilian. Both accuse the other of interference, propaganda, and provocations. But neither side pushes hard enough to break the pattern.
It’s a cold rivalry. Not war, but not peace either. A deadlock. And for a long time, that’s been the shape of things.

      [image: ]It didn’t look like much at first—just a few new names in the Trazan executive council, some quietly worded updates to provincial governance, and a reshuffling of civil service leadership. But over the next eighteen months, it became clear that something real was happening in Traza. The old guard—careful, conservative, more concerned with legacy than momentum—was being outmaneuvered. Not toppled, just… edged aside.
A younger generation of officials, most of them affiliated with what had previously been a marginal reformist bloc, took control of key ministries: education, civil development, internal communications, and even foreign affairs. They moved fast, but not recklessly. Laws were rewritten. Term limits were introduced. Restrictions on press outlets were loosened. Religious minorities received new legal protections. For the first time in living memory, independent candidates were allowed to stand in local elections.
The capital began to feel different. Murals appeared where only neutral gray walls had been allowed. Musicians played openly in subway tunnels. People lingered in cafés past curfew without being questioned. The change wasn’t total, and it wasn’t always smooth, but the direction was obvious: Traza was opening up. And it wasn’t just for its own sake.
Across the border in Ravkhad, people watched with a mix of surprise and guarded curiosity. It started with an unexpected trade agreement—simple at first: textiles, grain, small electronics. But it didn’t stop there. Within a year, Trazan art galleries were hosting Vakhiri exhibits. Ravkhadi dance troupes were performing in Mirent’s national theater. A joint jazz festival was held in the border city of Qashran, drawing packed crowds from both sides and a media blitz neither government tried to control.
Then came the student exchanges. Traza announced a new program to sponsor Vakhiri students for full university scholarships—room, board, and tuition—at its top-tier institutions. In return, Trazan undergraduates began enrolling in Ravkhadi language courses and regional history programs at Dazhra Central. What would’ve been unthinkable just a few years prior now became the new normal.
There were public gestures too, symbolic but unmistakable. Traza commissioned and installed a monument in the heart of Ravkhad’s capital: a circular sculpture of intertwined stone and steel, titled “Unbroken Line.” The inscription read, in both languages:
"We remember the past. But we choose the future."
More followed. A co-sponsored seed bank in the disputed border zone. Joint emergency drills for flood and wildfire response. Coordinated archaeological digs at an ancient hillfort long claimed by both sides.
The messaging from Mirent was clear: whatever rivalry had defined the last hundred years, it no longer served either country. The Trazan reformists didn’t apologize for the past—but they weren’t repeating it either.
Some in Ravkhad welcomed the change. Others held back, wary. After all, Traza didn’t get to be what it was by accident. And it didn’t change overnight just because a few younger officials gave better speeches. Still, people were watching. And more and more of them, on both sides of the border, were wondering: what if this time, it’s real?
It didn’t happen all at once, but it didn’t take long either. At first, Ravkhad moved cautiously, issuing only guarded statements about “constructive overtures” and “opportunities for responsible engagement.” But over time, the tone shifted. The cross-border programs weren’t just symbolic—they worked. Trade volumes doubled. Black-market smuggling dropped. Students returned home with fresh ideas. Joint research initiatives in agriculture and energy started to yield measurable results.
The turning point came when a group of well-respected Ravkhadi economists and political thinkers published a joint paper titled “Mutual Anchoring: Stability Through Interdependence.” It made the rounds fast—quoted by ministers, cited on radio panels, and debated in student forums. The argument was simple but compelling: lasting peace is built not on separation, but on shared interests. The more each side has to lose, the more incentive there is to keep talking.
The Ravkhadi leadership soon followed the public mood. New bilateral agreements were signed. Infrastructure was retooled to link power grids and railway lines. Cross-border permits were introduced for small traders and farmers. A joint visa program was proposed—then passed, with overwhelming support on both sides.
By year’s end, Trazan and Ravkhadi flags hung side by side at cultural festivals. A new generation was coming of age for whom the rivalry was more legend than reality. It felt—finally—like the chapter was turning.
The phrase people started using was “tight linkage.” Not a merger, not an alliance—something more organic. Two nations choosing, deliberately, to weave their futures together.
No one knew how far it would go. But for a moment—brief, clear, and full of hope—it felt like history had shifted.

      [image: ]The first sign was so small it barely made the news. A misunderstanding at a diplomatic outpost—a junior attaché expelled over an alleged breach of protocol. Routine. Forgettable. But within forty-eight hours, things changed. Traza issued a statement accusing Ravkhad of violating joint security agreements. Ravkhad, blindsided, denied the charges and called for an emergency dialogue.

      [image: ]The first explosion was close enough to rattle the glass in the kitchen door. Dazhra’s power went out in an instant, plunging the apartment into darkness. In the brief silence between detonations, they heard the unmistakable roar of low-flying jets.
The father pulled his two youngest toward the stairwell, but the grandmother froze at the window, staring at a column of black smoke rising from the direction of the rail terminal. A second strike hit closer—so close the plaster ceiling cracked and rained down dust. The middle child screamed. The mother grabbed the family’s documents from the cupboard, shoving them into a cloth bag as if they might still matter.
Outside, the streets were already in chaos. Sirens wailed somewhere to the east, but most of the sound was jets and the staccato thump of distant artillery. A neighbor’s roof had collapsed, the upper floor gone. Over the next few minutes, the family saw things they would never speak of again. By the time they reached the basement of a nearby office block, one of them was missing. They never found him.
It was over in hours. Not the war—just their world.

      [image: ]The strikes were surgical: communications hubs, power stations, ministries, airfields. Years of exchanges, cultural programs, and joint projects had yielded maps, blueprints, and lists of names. Every gesture had been a probe. Every invitation had been a question, and every answer had been filed away.
Within a week, Traza’s black ops—already stationed inside Ravkhad under the guise of cooperative infrastructure development—moved to secure critical corridors. Intelligence units used pre-mapped lists, compiled over years of student exchanges and cross-border programs, to locate and neutralize key civic leaders, organizers, and academic figures. Civilian evacuations were misdirected. Public broadcast systems were hijacked.
Troops rolled in from “cooperative development sites” that turned out to be forward operating bases. Trazan students had been intelligence officers. Ravkhadi students abroad had been profiled for either recruitment or elimination. The monument in the Ravkhadi capital—the sculpture titled “Unbroken Line”—detonated from within. Casualties were heavy.
Within a month, the Ravkhadi government was gone. Provincial defense forces fought in fragments but without command or supply-lines. Border crossings closed. Airspace locked down. Refugees were turned back or disappeared into camps whose locations were never confirmed.
In the following months, the transformation was absolute. New administrative districts erased old borders. Vakhiri was reduced to a “regional dialect.” Settlement programs brought in military families and laborers from Trazan economic colonies. Villages emptied without official notice. Cemeteries were leveled.
Abroad, statements of “grave concern,” calls for “restraint.” Then silence. Within a year, trade with the new Trazan-administered territories resumed.
Traza called it “a necessary correction to history.” It pointed to new schools, clinics, and water systems as proof of progress. Foreign journalists toured carefully chosen towns and wrote about stability and economic renewal.
Ravkhad’s name faded from the maps. Its history books were locked away in sealed archives. Its songs were no longer sung in public. Its story was over.
And so it ended—not with the clash of old rivals, but with one stepping forward while the other stepped aside.
The future was written, as it turned out, by the hand that offered the pen.
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Time for some homework. 
Here's the fun part: you get to watch a show!
British entertainer Derren Brown is a mentalist. A mentalist is someone who uses cognitive illusions to astonish and bewilder his audiences. It's as if he’s performing some sort of magic, but props are minimal. No magic wand, no hat, no box to put the lady in before sawing her in half, no piece of cloth or puff of smoke so you can't see what's happening.
Look for the following shows on video-sharing social media; you might have to do a bit of searching because they might show up under different names than originally broadcast, and some of them had multiple versions, one for the UK, one for the USA.
Derren Brown: Trick of the Mind, 1st episode 2nd series, 2005, variously known as “How to hypnotize Simon Pegg” or “Simon Pegg’s birthday surprise”.
Mind Control with Derren Brown, premier show 1st season, 2007, generally known as “Shopping Mall”.
After each show, give yourself some time to reflect on what you think happened.
SPOILER ALERT! On the next page I will tell you what I think is happening. You can decide for yourself how much credence to put in my speculations. One thing I ask: be honest with yourself regarding whether you could figure out what was really going on by yourself, because the question is going to come up again. If it's not obvious to you what's really going on, then you're susceptible to certain types of cognitive illusions, as the vast majority of the population are, and this is yet another reason people believe weird things that aren't true.

Hypnotizing Simon Pegg 
Simon Pegg pulls out a note from his wallet that says “Leather Jacket”. He says it’s his handwriting when Derren Brown asks him, but notice that he never concedes that he might have written anything other than “BMX Bike”. In fact, he denies that he wrote “Leather Jacket.”
Regarding all the suggestions of suggestion and NLP (neuro-lingustic programming): they’re all red-herrings. They’re totally irrelevant to what happened; they’re to mislead you and create the illusion of a cause for the effect that you witnessed. They prime you to buy into the deception.
We never got to see the events leading up to this state of affairs. It’s reasonable to suspect:
	Derren obtained samples of Simon Pegg’s handwriting using a felt-tip marker (easier to forge), and learned to imitate his handwriting. I would guess handwriting forgery is one of his many tricks. 

	Before Simon Pegg put the note into the envelop, Derren Brown switched the notes using “sleight of hand”, another one of his skills. Mr. Pegg failed to notice the switch.

	Later, Derren Brown asked Simon Pegg to confirm and emphasize that he hasn’t taken the envelop out from his wallet. That primed both the viewer and Mr. Pegg, and contributed to Mr. Pegg’s confusion and was why he didn’t argue with Brown or suddenly realize how he’d been had. But the switch had been made BEFORE Pegg put the note in the envelop and the envelop in his wallet, so the confirmation was irrelevant and a misdirection of attention.



Despite the name of the show, Simon Pegg was never hypnotized, just momentarily confused by the slight-of-hand he never noticed.
This is important despite being a bit of a digression: the illusion in this case is that Mr. Brown did something to change what Simon Pegg wanted for his birthday. That's not what happened. BUT IT'S POSSIBLE! It's possible to change what people want without their conscious awareness that you're doing it, if you know how. It doesn't involve hypnosis or NLP; it involves having access to the commercial entertainment complex and/or a front-end to an AI system connected to the internet. It's an everyday occurrence. You're not immune, even if you assume you are because you're special. Ask Yuval Noah Harari.
Shopping mall
There’s an American version and a British version; I’m referring to the British in case there are any discrepancies, but the basic trick is the same.
This one is extremely important to understand, because it makes use of some tricks commonly used by the mainstream news media. If you understand how it works, you won’t be fooled when the mainstream news tries these tricks on you.
You see some scenes of people circulating in a shopping mall. You hear Derren Brown using NLPish word-salad with commands nested in it (whether you recognize what he's doing or not).
What, if anything, did the shoppers hear?
Just ambient shopping mall noise. The supposed hypnotic commands added to completely unrelated bits of video clips. Your brain connects it all into a unified narrative, but it took some editing to put them together. My guess is anyone who’s done a lot of adding voiceovers to video probably wasn’t fooled.
The same trick has been used for feminist documentaries; unrelated audio is added in to create a cognitive illusion.
We hear Derren's voice say “NOW!” (regardless of whether the shopping mall crowd did, which I doubt). Some people in a crowd in an open area of the mall raise their arms. What I see is that some of them put their arms up, then a brief pause, then more people put up their arms. Several waves of reactions and joining in.
Monkey see, monkey do. Derren planted the ones who raised their arms first.
Then come the testimonials. Several tricks there: the part you didn’t see was raw footage of his staff interviewing the witnesses and then Darren or one of his staff choosing which interviews to splice in with the rest of the video; you only see the final result. If any witness had said anything wrong, like noting what they did hear or not, or hadn’t expressed the right sentiment to fit the narrative, you wouldn’t have seen that testimonial. "Cherry picking": only the ones that fit the narrative make the final cut. This is how “man on the street” interviews work, and it’s why they do them. They create "social proof" but are completely contrived even if the "man on the street" isn't in on the deception; it works better if he's not so that nobody has to rely on his acting skills.
Note that none of the witnesses mentioned hearing anything unusual over the intercom. Only what they saw. 
I can’t prove either of the conjectures above; I don't have access to the original raw, unedited video. I only know that non-magical explanations for things are more likely than magical explanations for things. I am also very observant, I experience the world a little more literally than neurotypicals do (especially after mindfulness training), and I noticed the same tricks in news media a long time ago.
Now depending upon where you are in the blue-pill, red-pill continuum, I might need to try to “de-prime” you. Let me explain: our brains are designed to try to relate lots of facts by tying them together with narratives. It’s a normal and functional process, but it’s also vulnerable to mistakes or deception.
Consider for example when a magician does a trick involving separating his assistant's body parts in some sort of creative way. The way those tricks work is that the assistant's body isn't where you think it is. They might get into the boxes but then pull their legs up close to their chest so that none of their body parts are in the box that's going to get separated from the one they're in. What fools you (assuming you're fooled) is that the feet sticking out, or the hand wiggling (👏), are fakes. Your brain automatically assumes they're connected to other body parts and that false assumption is where the cognitive dissonance comes in when he does something that seemingly shouldn't be possible under the given, but wrong, assumptions.
Derren Brown's tricks are similar in that with his words and a bit of acting, he's taking advantage of your brain's automatic ability to infer information that it hasn't actually directly experienced. He's planting false assumptions in your head, so that when he performs the trick, you're left with a cognitive dissonance you can't resolve. Magician's tricks usually include some visual elements (often purely for misdirection! If he's waving his magic wand in his right hand, look at what the left is doing); mentalists tend to have fewer props and the effect is pure cognitive dissonance.
The classic example of deception is when the investigator tells a witness to review something like security video, and before they do that, he tells them what they’ll see on the video, instead of letting them watch it without the priming. It can happen intentionally, because he’s in on a conspiracy to tamper with witnesses, or it can happen accidentally because he’s already jumped to a conclusion himself and is just a little too eager to push his narrative.
Psychological experiments show that they’ll tend to report seeing what they were told they would see, even if the video does not in fact show what they were told or what they reported. 
News propagandists make use of this phenomenon every day using voice-overs. The voice-over tells you how to interpret what you’re seeing on your screen. Most people will take the bait most of the time, and then it's "social proof" and "consensus reality".
Millions of people watched Derren Brown's show regularly for entertainment. They must have found his tricks compelling. What about you? Whether you actually bought into them, or more likely were at least a little skeptical, was it instantly obvious to you how he pulled them off, so you thought "this is stupid; what's the point here?"? Or did you have to read my explanations (guesses actually, but they're pretty good ones; there's no magic or hypnotism going on and there's a rational explanation for what's really happening)?
Here's what's going on:
In another chapter, I explained the difference between two ways people process information: experiential processing and symbolic processing. It’s important to understand that there’s a kind of built-in hierarchy. Almost everyone—except for some people with severe autism—relies mainly on experiential processing. This means their brains use automatic shortcuts to quickly interpret the world, based on patterns they’ve picked up over time. These shortcuts aren’t always accurate for the same reason that current-generation LLMs "hallucinate". We tend to assume things without realizing it, especially when we’re in situations that seem familiar, and that makes us easy targets for mentalists and illusionists who know how to exploit those hidden assumptions.
Even people who have strong symbolic reasoning skills—those who can analyze things logically and think abstractly—aren’t immune. They still rely on the same unconscious assumptions as everyone else. They can question those assumptions, but often don’t. If they don’t realize the foundation of their thinking is flawed, they might build a perfectly logical argument on top of false assumptions. Sometimes they even dig themselves deeper, using their reasoning skills to defend a wrong conclusion rather than question it!  That's how you got all the really smart people who made a really bad decision regarding vaxxines, and it's also how you get people who seem like they should be smart enough to see through a mentalist's tricks, or for that matter a conspiracy, but instead dig themselves deeper by making a compelling case for the wrong conclusion!
There are a few types of people who can see through mentalist tricks, but they’re rare—and not all of them function well in everyday life evaluating other kinds of information. One group who do just fine, of course, is mentalists themselves. They understand how the illusions work and know what kinds of assumptions people typically make. Another group is made up of people who have trained themselves to recognize when their thinking might be off-track. These are people with unusually strong awareness of their own thought processes, or what psychologists call meta-cognition—the ability to notice and question their own thought processes.
A particularly interesting example is people who are skilled at reframing. That means they’re good at spotting when something doesn’t quite add up, so then they mentally shift their perspective to find a better explanation. Reframing helps them notice when one of their unconscious assumptions might be wrong and replace it with a more accurate one. I talk more about reframing in another part of this book, but for now, it’s enough to say that it’s a rare but powerful skill.
If Derren Brown can pull off illusions that are as compelling as they are to most of his audience, with his relatively limited budget, what magnitude of deceptions could someone with effectively unlimited budget pull off?

[image: Cartoon depiction of JFKs final, fatal ride in Dallas, moments before disaster.]
A broad consensus has emerged regarding who did it. What's missing from the puzzle is why. I suggest not assuming that it was anything JFK did or didn't do short of not whole-heartedly joining the conspiracy-within-a-conspiracy he was never invited to. Consider instead the possibility it was an opportunity seized & part of an ongoing plan. It was a successful, decisive betrayal & coup.

[image: ]
He posted this, left it up for a few hours, then deleted it. 

[image: An airline stewardess reading from a script in an airplane hangar while an armed soldier watches.]
Motive here obvious to me but some fooled by "blood for oil" & "Bush did it." Another bugaboo was even well-intended skeptics of official story never questioning their assumption that it was a suicide mission for the hijackers.

[image: Screenshot of Netanyahu expressing his sentiments on the anniversary of the Sept 11 bombings.]
Bombings, you say? A lot of people interpret the above post as a Freudian slip. I don't. Shot across the bow. Netanyahu has done similar on other occasions. It's a reminder to those who implicated themselves.

[image: Screenshot of Senator Ted Cruz accusing USAID of payments to Hamas.]
Bribes, you say? I'm not fooled by the feigned indigation. What were you bribing Hamas to do, Ted? For those who don't know, Hamas is part of the Muslim Brotherhood network. Figure out what that network's relationship is to "al Qaeda" and "ISIS."

[image: A bowl of bat soup.]
This one was my 1st real challenge due to the amount of disinfo & staged incidents the perpetrators prepared up-front; the process of sifting through fact from fiction was formidable & I needed a lot of help. Thankfully help arrived, but then the problem was distinguishing friend from foe-feigning-friendship. What finally gave away the real objective was the design of the spike protein, the inexplicable decision to use spike protein as the targeted antigen, & their ongoing refusal to pull the vaxxines—at least until their target body-count achieved, but that was another bugaboo for many but a red flag for me: the goal was never zero population growth; the goal was ZERO free-range humans at all. Along the way, I had a lot of learning to do about how the human immune system works.
All of the three preceding mysteries are closely-related. All steps towards the world someone wanted to replace ours with. But now I'd better make another point clear: the magic acts aren't reserved for really big conspiracies. They're routine. They're why normies live in a perpetual delusion-bubble.
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One day, out of the blue, a post similar to the mock-up below showed up on a private forum that, like much of the internet in those days, was a primarily male space. I've had to resort to AI generation to mock it up because my credits for licensing commercial clip art all evaporated when the host went out of business due to loss of business to AI-generated art, so please use your imagination. Conceptually it looked like this: 
[image: Cartoon of a man confronting his teenage daughter in a threatening manner.]
This is daddy beating me yesterday. Then he raped me.
What followed was mass hysteria and pandemonium. 
Me 🧔🏻‍♂️: who shot the photograph?
It seems like that should have calmed everything down, but no, it was fuel on the fire and just redirected a lot of hysteria to my direction. Most people's grasp on reality is apparently rather tenuous; the fact that I just pointed out an irrefutable detail that is profoundly inconsistent with the narrative was considered irrelevant.
😧: I DON'T KNOW WHO TOOK THE PHOTOGRAPH BUT WHY DOES IT MATTER?! THIS YOUNG WOMAN NEEDS HELP! DON'T YOU SEE? SHE'S LIVING IN A HELLSCAPE!
🧔🏻‍♂️: No she isn't. If she were, it wouldn't make sense for her to causally, calmly post that. She'd show signs of distress. Her casual manner is completely incongruous with what she claims is happening. The truth is she's the one creating a hellscape for the victims of her smear campaign. That's stock photography, by the way. She bought, or more likely stole, stock photography using search term "domestic violence."
Analyzing the situation and telling them what's more likely to be happening doesn't calm things down. I don't think it's possible to resolve a mass hysteria situation through calm reasoning; the damage is done.
If you've ever lived in a tropical environment where monkeys live, you may have witnessed a scene like this: two little monkeys have some sort of confrontation and start screaming at each other. Then the whole bloody troupe starts going hysterical and they start running and jumping around, behaving aggressively (to the detriment of baby monkeys in the way getting trampled) and screaming threats at each other—or some of them just scream at no one in particular. Social contagion of out-of-control emotions.
I do have emotions, but they don't trigger in these situations because for one thing, I don't perceive any domestic violence. I just see posed, stock photography. The message that accompanies the photo doesn't cause me to hallucinate that it's real. Even if my emotions had triggered, they tend to be relatively detached from my reasoning ability compared to most people's.
Some people are said to have “aphantasia”, meaning they can't visualize things in their heads. I have something like the opposite tendency: a running mental movie going on constantly whenever someone is telling me something; I tend to visualize what I'm being told or what I'm reading. As soon as someone tells me something I can't visualize because it doesn't make sense, or I can visualize it but something is very wrong with the picture, the effect is jarring to me and I start asking questions.
In my visualization of the situation, there has to be someone standing in the room with daddy and daughter taking the photograph*. Photographs don't take themselves. It doesn't make sense to me that someone is in the room with them casually documenting the abuse so that it can be posted on the internet the next day; that's completely outside my sense of normal reality. It's a show-stopper; I won't back down from my assertion that the post is a hoax because the simplest explanation for what's going on (Occam's Razor) is that she's lying. 
*This isn't true for AI-generated photo-realistic images, which is why now we're seeing propaganda where there wasn't and sometimes couldn't be a photographer because it doesn't make sense where he'd be located. But, they still can't fool me this easily because I can still detect contextual anomalies like "where is he standing?!"
I doubt I'm the only one who wasn't fooled. I suspect some of the lads are playing along with her unconsciously hoping to be the next victim of one of her attention-seeking, sado-masochistic fantasies and smear campaigns. There's also likely a significant amount of performative going-along-with-things for social credit reasons. I have to conclude though that some people really are unable to objectively analyze information without feelz-induced hallucinations. It is, basically, a perfect storm of conditions leading to mass delusion.
WILLINGNESS OF OTHERS OUTSIDE A CONSPIRACY TO GO ALONG WITH IT FOR FRIVOLOUS BENEFITS IS WHY WE HAVE CONSPIRACIES. It doesn't matter how high the stakes are; matters of life-and-death are handled just as frivolously; people who delude themselves about the central claim are just as likely to delude themselves about the stakes. Add just a wee bit of real incentive, like payments for "deaths from covid", opens the door even wider. As someone posted on social media recently: the real shock isn't that they sold you out; it's how low the price was.
Late in the cycle, in more sex-balanced spaces on social media, there were similar if less graphic hoaxes. One of them I remember looked like this:
[image: Photo-realistic depiction of a womans hand with a strange symbol drawn on the palm.]
If I see this symbol on your hand, then I'll know you're not safe at home. I'll blink twice so that you know that I've recognized the sign. Then you nod.
The scenario doesn't make any sense at all except as a creepy fantasy. I suspect it's related to the phenomenon of teachers, school counselors, and Colorado state representatives suggesting to other people's children that they're not safe in their parents' home and they should come over to spend a night in her home; a nurturing instinct twisted into something predatory by women who have fantasy relationships instead of real ones.
First of all, if only a few women know this ritual, walking up to random women and showing them a strange symbol drawn on your palm isn't going to get you anything other than weird looks. If, on the other hand, enough women know about it to be useful because it's been circulating broadly on social media, then presumably men know about it too. If the abusive husband is standing there, I should think he'd notice the weird ritual between his wife and another woman, and maybe ask questions. If he's not standing there, then it's safe to talk and the ritual is unnecessary. If he sees his wife drawing weird symbols on her palm before she goes out of the house, he's going to ask questions.
I remember distinctly that the ritual (paraphrased from memory) didn't end in any resolution, such as "then you'll follow me to my car and I'll drive you to a women's shelter." Its just ended with a supposed shared connection about victimization. What's really going on is child-like fantasy play by adults who never grew up.
The really weird part is how many people can get pulled into the hysteria by a single person who more likely than not isn't all that cunning. For example, the Wenatchee Sex-Ring Hoax was pulled off by a single 13-year-old girl. She convinced a law enforcement officer who had custody of her, and then once he was pulled in he helped escalate it and it spread, mimetically, like wildfire, making headline news daily throughout the state (Washington) and around the country (USA). Christians were seized up in hysteria over Satanic abuse, and the secular mass media by anti-Christian sentiments (most of the victims of the hoax were members of a Pentecostal Church) and class-bias against the poor. For those who aren't familiar with the story, here's a brief summary:
The Wenatchee Sex Ring hoax was active during the years 1994–1995.  43 adults were falsely accused of 29,726 counts of child abuse. The hoax was triggered by false allegations from the foster daughter of a detective named Perez. The families targeted in the investigation lacked enough money or education to mount an adequate legal defense, as a result of which 28 of them ended up convicted. The falsely-accused faced imprisonment (up to 11 years before convictions were either reversed or sentences reduced in plea-deals), loss of livelihoods, and ruined reputations. Approximately 60 children were placed in foster care, subjected to high-pressure interrogations (one girl ending up institutionalized because she was "resisting"), and separated from parents and siblings. Some relationships were permanently broken as a result. The entire community suffered long-term damage that couldn't be repaired.
How is it possible that a single young person, without much experience in life, could pull so many dupes in to such a deception unless their dupes are hungry for what they're serving up?
Imagine what someone with more brains, budget, and life-experience can pull off. 
I can't read other people's minds, and I don't even have a typical cognitive profile, but here is my take on what's going on in the dupes' heads:
	The ability to distinguish between internally-generated feelings and sensory events that are also internally-generated but were triggered by something happening "out there, in physical reality (whatever that means)" is a matter of degree. One way to think about the situation is that most people are high-functioning schizophrenics.

	They mistake their feelz for evidence that something significant happened (other than just a hoax). For example, when men's instincts to protect women or parents' instincts to protect children have been triggered, they assume without any conscious analysis that the triggering event actually happened.

	Most people put more weight on their internally-generated emotional reactions to things than to an objective analysis like "who took the picture?". 

	Even after I ask them, it barely registers in their consciousness because their attention is stuck on feelz.

	NOT EVERYONE IS FOOLED! I'm not the only one who keeps a cooler head and noticed the missing context ("the dog that didn't bark")! But many of those also not fooled are tempted to go along with it anyway because that's where the social rewards lie, whereas refuting the lie draws the wrath of the mob down on one's head!



Then something really bizarre happens:
😤 IT'S NOT A LIE IF I BELIEVE IT! 😤

They backwards-rationalize their support for the lie and push their knowledge that it's a lie below conscious awareness. They hide it in that special place in their mind where they're afraid to look. They forget that they ever lied, and start generating false-memories of something that never happened. It "works" in the sense that they successfully convince themselves of a lie; at least some of them can pass lie-detector tests without training to do that or knowing how. Then they're genuinely caught by surprise by the inevitable consequences of the lie, and they never realize that one caused the other and they themselves contributed to it! Mysterious bad stuff "just happens!"
Tip: believing your own lies is like drug pushers sampling their own wares.
People pull this stunt, then seem genuinely surprised by the outcome.


These incidents occurred during a media PR campaign to convince women that personal relationships with men are a hazard to their well-being, and once the campaign budget was spent, the worst of the hysteria subsided. Why the media campaign was undertaken has to do with demographics and social structure; it's covered in more detail elsewhere. I haven't seen this exact scenario for a a while now, though it's possible that it's because I changed internet channels. 
New priorities have displaced the "epidemic of domestic violence" media hoax.
Conformity with group opinions
My experience in those private forums and on social media mirrors known research results. In the early 1950s, psychologist Solomon Asch ran a famous set of experiments to see how much people would go along with a group’s answer even when it was clearly wrong. His setup was simple: groups of young men recruited on a college campus compared the lengths of lines, with all but one person secretly working for the experimenter. When the others gave obviously wrong answers, the real participant had to decide whether to stick with what they saw or go along with the group. Most participants conformed at least some of the time.
Subsequent research has teased out relevant factors regarding who conforms to the group and under what conditions.
These factors increase conformity to group opinions:
	Public opinions, that is, answers that are disclosed to the group

	Bigger groups and high margins of agreement

	Personality traits: higher agreeableness (wanting to keep the peace) modestly increases conformity. A bigger factor is lack of self-confidence; these are the ones who convince themselves of the false information.

	Discussing the situation before stating one's own opinion; this one not only increases compliance with the group opinion but also increases the risk that the group opinion is wrong! ("Collective stupidity")



These factors increase independence from group opinion:
	Private answers

	Curiosity and tolerance for novelty

	Self-confidence

	Expertise

	A strong sense of personal independence

	High levels of testosterone (probably correlates with other traits already in the list!); that's one of a few reasons oligarchs who pull massive frauds to cover for massive crimes hate alpha males.



Not everybody publicly agrees or disagrees for the same reasons:
	Compliance: they know the group’s answer is wrong but go along publicly to avoid conflict or stand out less. I've repeatedly witnessed this phenomenon among social media influencers: whether paid or independent, they express controversial opinions in private while maintaining conventional opinions in public. Some of you might be shocked, maybe even scandalized, what some of your social media influencers really believe on a variety of controversial topics. I'm not going to name them because I don't want to punish people for admitting the truth to themselves and intimates even if they're lying in public; it would just get them fired for not being stupid, or at least force them to lie all the more vigorously to save their jobs.

	Private acceptance: they think the group’s answer must be right because they doubt their own judgment; they actually change their beliefs to what they believe is the consensus (which is one motive for publicizing the results of falsified opinion polls).

	Independence: they believe they're right and stick with their answers both privately and publicly. THIS IS A MINORITY!

	Contrarianism: they go against the group out of sheer rebellion, even if their answer happens to be correct.



Aside from cognitive and emotional differences, my tendency towards low agreeableness (I'm polite and reasonably benign, which throws people off, but "based"), independence (personal experience has taught me to take my fate into my own hands), and my curiosity and tolerance for novelty have all contributed to my willingness to flout popular opinion.
Next sub-topic: you're aware that oligarchs have staff at their disposal who are extremely aware of the Asch conformity phenomenon and know how to exploit it, right? It's how they regularly pull off massive crimes, cover them up with deceptions, and then get away with it because most people are willing to go along with the deception for social credit reasons.
[image: Cartoon of a muppet-like character wearing a flotation vest happily accepting snacks from a soldier.]
The truth isn't horrible. What's horrible is dupes eager to believe narratives supported by staged or fabricated incidents in order to evade the truth.
Inconsistencies between surface-level fictional narratives and the truth leave behind an extensive trail of mysteries. In language inspired by the Wachowskis' Matrix movies: "a glitch in the matrix." They're mysteries like "what really happened to Raoul Wallenberg" (his most likely fate was execution by gunshot to the base of his skull on or about 17 July 1947 at Lubyanka prison in Moscow, although it has also been conjectured that he might have been used as a test subject for C-2 assassination poison), which then lead down a trail of "what did the US State Department know of his fate, and why didn't they negotiate for his release?" and "why was he arrested in the first place?" The further you go down the rabbit hole, the more anomalies, like US soldiers who met similar fates at the hands of a supposed ally, also covered up, and then more "whys?". The more breadcrumbs you find, the more you notice nearby. None of this reality exists for normies; they won't ask the questions and won't take the red pill. If someone else exposes it, they'll accept whatever mental gymnastics are offered by way of explanation; they're just as eager for the cover-up as the perpetrators.
Deceptions staged by professionals—believed by willing dupes
The same scenario as the one I opened up this chapter with plays out regularly in a lot of war propaganda: either "bad guys" supposedly running around documenting their atrocities and handing the video over to their sworn enemies for mass dissemination, or "good guys" rescuing people with a camera crew following their every move. My social media feed is flooded with it, reposted by willing dupes after getting amplified by bot accounts they follow. Just like in the Asch experiment, nearly all of it is obviously fake, but willing dupes go along with it anyway, either to go along with the engineered public consensus for social reasons, or because they convince themselves the largely illusory consensus trumps the evidence of their own eyes and ears.
During the first invasion of Syria (the unsuccessful one, before Putin apparently cut a deal), there were a lot of videos and photos where the some of the ostensible child-victims—according to some accounts I can't verify one way or the other kidnapped for the purpose—show up staged multiple times in different scenarios; the same supposedly dead bodies are re-arranged different ways in different cities. In other scenarios of the "heroes" supposedly rescuing children or adults turned out to be known terrorists. In one case, you can see the "hero" goofing off in outtakes with the man he's pretending to rescue; in another, he's with a group of men about to cut off a Palestinian boy's head the hard way with just a hand-knife. I wasn't the first to spot evidence for the staging of all these incidents; kudos to those who did and alerted the rest of us. 🏆
There was one particular staged video where a man stands behind a young boy of about 4 years old, the top of whose head is covered in bandages. The man breathlessly announces that the boy is dead and his brains have been blown out. There's not a drop of blood on the boy or his clean white bandages, and his head appears to still be fully intact. For the record, I have seen what's left of boys whose brains were blown out by gunshot; that's not what they look like. OK, "Danny," if his brains have been blown out those bandages aren't going to do any good are they?!
Just to be clear, atrocities WERE committed; the trick was inverting perpetrator and victim. In one notorious case, terrorists assassinated the older brother of 5-year-old Omran Daqneesh and then put the bloodied younger brother in front of a camera pretending to have "rescued" him. Normies ate it up.
Interestingly, some of these incidents like the immolation of Yazidi girls by ISIS are now being recycled for current events, oddly enough by being exposed by one of the parties that sponsored ISIS activity in Syria! A lot of folks within my view on social media are falling for it. A good rule of thumb would be not to assume that whoever is posting the outrage bait didn't commit the outrage. Another rule of thumb is to avoid strong opinions in matters about which one has virtually no (negative, really) background knowledge. Anyone following the atrocities committed in Syria during the first attempted regime change would know better; even if they only paid attention to the propaganda they would have spotted the numerous anomalies. Instead, when narrative collided with evidence, they put their faith in narrative.
🤥: Palestinian men driving around in white vans tried to blow up the George Washington Bridge.
I personally remember these reports but the incident was quickly "memory-holed" (stricken from official records, which is why I can't provide proper citations, which you wouldn't be able to check anyway). Incident reported in CBS, on CNN (video footage still available on youtube as of this writing), the Jerusalem Post, and elsewhere, with varying details, some putting the van on the bridge, at least one putting it under the bridge, but several mentioned explosives; CNN reported "tons" of explosives; enough to destroy the bridge. The American Society of newspaper editors claimed that a delivery truck for the Wall Street Journal had gotten stuck for hours after the van was stopped and lanes were closed. New York police confirmed there were 3 men arrested but later denied that there were explosives, and declined to provide any more details, like why they were arrested, what their names were, or what happened to them. A reasonable guess would be that the men arrested turned out not to be Palestinians which is why the incident got memory-holed; it didn't fit the narrative. The details were stricken from the record, but not from people's unconscious semantic memory ("Palestinians are terrorists"), which probably contributes to why so many Americans have a profound and irrational hatred of Palestinians.
🤥: Palestinians celebrated the terror attacks on 11 September 2001 (widely reported, complete with video that's still on youtube as of this writing)
🤨: Buried near the end of a German report (Bilder, Berichte, Betroffenheit - Die Medien und die Katastrophe, Panorama, 20.09.2001) on media reporting that day:
"Stärker noch als Worte: Bilder. Die Aufnahmen jubelnder Palästinenser flimmerten wenige Stunden nach dem Anschlag weltweit über die Bildschirme. Sie erwecken den Eindruck, die halbe Stadt wäre auf den Beinen, um den Tod Tausender Amerikaner zu feiern. So die grausame Aussage der Bilder zumindest auf den ersten Blick.
Medienwissenschaftler Professor Martin Löffelholz interpretiert: "Diese Bilder von jubelnden Palästinenserkindern, auch von einigen Erwachsenen, zeigen Einzelne, die sich offensichtlich freuen. Ob sie sich über die Anschläge freuen, weiß ich nicht. Ich vermute das, weil es uns so in der Berichterstattung gesagt worden ist, ich weiß es nicht. Der Kontext, der Entstehungskontext ist mir unklar."
Bei genauer Betrachtung des vollständigen, nicht gesendeten Bildmaterials fällt auf, dass es auf der Straße drumherum ruhig ist. Nur vor der Kamera eine Gruppe aufgekratzter Kinder. Die Frau, die mit ihrem Freudentaumel in Erinnerung bleibt, geht kurz darauf ungerührt weiter. Auffällig ein Mann in einem weißen T-Shirt. Er stachelt die Kinder an, und er holt immer wieder neue Leute ran.
Die Frau, die gerade gegangen ist, sagt heute, man habe ihr Kuchen versprochen, wenn sie sich vor der Kamera freut. Sie selbst sei entsetzt gewesen, als sie die Bilder im Fernsehen sah. Niemals habe sie sich über den Anschlag auf die USA gefreut. Wahrheit? Inszenierung?
Stronger than words: pictures / The footage of jubilant Palestinians flickered across screens worldwide hours after the attack. They give the impression that half the city is on its feet celebrating the deaths of thousands of Americans. That's the cruel message of the pictures, at least at first glance.
Media scientist Professor Martin Töpferholz delivers his interpretation: "These images of cheering Palestinian children, including some adults, show individuals who are obviously happy. I don't know whether they are happy about the attacks. I suspect this because that's what we were told in the reporting, I don't know. The context, the creation context, is unclear to me.”
If you look closely at the complete, unsent images, you will notice that it is quiet on the street around it. Only in front of the camera a group of children scratched The woman who is remembered with her excitement goes on unmoved shortly afterwards. Noticeably a man in a white T-shirt. He encourages the children and he keeps bringing in new people.
The woman who just left says today that she was promised cake if she was happy in front of the camera. She herself was horrified when she saw the pictures on television. She was never happy about the attack on the USA. Truth? Staging? 🌿
It sounds like the reporters and media scientist were reluctant to blow the whistle & did so to the extent they did only low-key, for reasons that will come up again shortly.
The man in the white t-shirt is visible in the background in one of the vignettes from the widely-reported video-clip, behind a Palestinian woman whose name is, or perhaps was, Nowel Abdel Fatah. The German reporters reported what they can see in the raw video, which is more of what the man in the white t-shirt was doing that suggests staging, as well as the fact that the nearby streets are quiet. 
A former mutual, a relatively influential conservative, on what was then Twitter, swore at me and unfollowed me after I politely pointed this and other red flags out. Despite lack of any personal stake in the hoax, he has a psychological investment in believing it. Meanwhile, his little world has been falling apart, always on the losing end of things, and he has no idea why.
If the incident was staged, then those staging it had guilty for-knowledge of the attacks in order to have the plan ready.
🤥: The Times of London knew the exact location of Al Qaeda's massive underground fortress under the mountains at Tora Bora, Afghanistan. It published an info-graphic with the details (down to the exact depth at which it's buried) in December 2001.
🤨: Why would the Times of London share what would constitute military intel, if true, with millions of random people?!  Why would it be important for random civilians to know? That doesn't make any more sense than the "who shot the picture" scenario; it's the same scam just on a much larger scale! The only point of telling ME would be because you're trying to manipulate MY beliefs and behavior through deception, so that I'll support the invasion of Iraq, except I wasn't fooled & didn't support the invasion. The purported source: an unnamed "Russian informant." If he existed at all I would have to wonder if he was a communist party member who had access to the maps of where the mineral resources and poppy fields were.

Apparently I wasn't the only one who was skeptical, however it took years before skeptics seriously called out the Times for the deception. To be fair, it may have taken that long before they could say anything without getting shouted down.
🤥: Judith Miller reported in a series of articles published in the New York Times between 2001-2003 that Iraq was actively pursuing WMDs, including chemical and biological agents, and had restarted efforts to develop nuclear weapons.
🤨: I'm not going to bother debunking this one; it's already been widely discredited. That said, anyone with a basic semantic knowledge of Iraq would have realized it was bunk from the start, without needing to be told. Many Americans who have virtually no semantic knowledge regarding Iraq would have believed anything on sheer authority of the Times. But I have a good reason for bringing it up anyway: avid New York Times readers have a severe and persistent case of Gell-Mann amnesia (they "forget" that the NYT betrayed their trust in a high-stakes situation that culminated in the deaths of MILLIONS). My own father is one of them; he wouldn't believe me when I told him that SARS-CoV-2 was engineered. He kept insisting that it had a natural origin because the New York Times said so. Ownership of the Times changed hands in the interim but no massive changeover in staff or editorial policies. He still insists they couldn't possibly be wrong (much less intentionally lying), even after I brought up the Judith Miller series, because they have "fact checkers" and "journalistic codes of ethics." Like many people with a "scientific" mindset, he's prone to hallucinating that abstractions have agency and do whatever their purported role is supposed to do. What he and millions of others should have done was cancelled their subscriptions as soon as the WMD hoax was exposed; if there had been consequences for lying, Big Media would be at least a little more reluctant to do it.
No adverse consequences for Judith Miller either. Not even any serious impact for her career except positive; she's been totally rehabilitated.
🤥: In November of 2014, Rolling Stone Magazine published A rape on campus, by Sabrina Erdely, a fantasy fictional account of a gang-rape at a fraternity as part of an annual "initiation rite." This story too is now ubiquitously discredited, but there's a dirty little secret about it that still hasn't been exposed: it wasn't an innocent mistake as the result of some lapses in standard journalistic practices; it was a whole conspiracy that hundreds if not thousands went along with. It's roughly the same story that this chapter started with, with the same piling in by people looking for a piece of the action for themselves, who knew, absolutely knew for certain, that it couldn't be true, except with a more ambitious and less personal over-arching motive. Editor of Fortune Magazine Richard Bradley deserves credit 🫡🏆 for being the little boy to claim the emperor was naked while everyone else was going along with it; it must have taken personal courage and integrity knowing what he stood up against: a media mafia that regularly cover for each other's lies; he hasn't said anything about it but I would reasonably guess that his career options may have been harmed rather than helped as a result. THE MASS MEDIA OPERATES AS A MAFIA. ANYONE EXPOSING SOMEONE ELSE'S SCAM GETS WHACKED. Mass media professionals weren't the only ones who knowingly piled into the conspiracy: university staff had access to information not available to the general public, but they played along with the hoax too, resulting in catastrophic damage to the reputation of the boys of the fraternity, and then, after the hoax was exposed, they played the victim! I can't read anyone's mind, but I have a plausible motive in mind: to convince white, college-educated women that white men are a hazard to their well-being. It will come up again elsewhere in the book with more explanation why anyone would do that. In any case, the dupes not only went along with it, they contributed to it: HUNDREDS if not thousands of women chimed in from the sidelines with their own accounts of being gang-raped at the same annual "initiation rites"!
🤥 Rolling Stone, again: "Gunshot Victims Left Waiting as Horse Dewormer Overdoses Overwhelm Oklahoma Hospitals, Doctor Says." "'The ERs are so backed up that gunshot victims were having hard times getting to facilities where they definitive care and be treated,' Dr. Jason McElyea said."
TO THEIR CREDIT 🏆, MANY PEOPLE SPOTTED SIGNS OF DECEPTION as regards this article. They noticed that the article's feature photo of people ostensibly lined up waiting for treatment were bundled up for a cold day despite the current hot weather. Rolling Stone staff had recycled an old, unrelated photo; a common practice that's a good giveaway for a story that's been manufactured from scratch. Keep your eyes open for it. It often occurs in the context of war "reporting" (propaganda, really). Video also is commonly recycled. The recycling happens as a cost-saving measure versus sending someone out with a camera to shoot new footage, but also because there's no new footage to shoot: the incident never actually happened.
Although Dr. Jason McElyea is not an employee of NHS Sequoyah, he is affiliated with a medical staffing group that provides coverage for our emergency room.

With that said, Dr. McElyea has not worked at our Sallisaw location for over 2 months.

HS Sequoyah has not treated any patients due to complications related to taking ivermectin. This includes not treating any patients for ivermectin overdose.

All patients who have visited our emergency room have received medical attention as appropriate. Our hospital has not had to turn away any patients seeking emergency care.
―Message from the administration of Northeastern Health System –Sequoyah, posted on their website
🤨: The doctor at the center of the story told News 9 he was misquoted, and the story was wrong.―https://www.newson6.com/story/6136ad349daa7c0c0b36d064/oklahoma-doctor-at-center-of-viral-ivermectin-story-says-report-is-wrong
The doctor at the center of the story had a story that sounded more plausible: only a few people had to be treated, for taking horse-doses of ivermectin. Problem with that version is still "no receipts" (no evidence offered), and still no explanation for how NHS Sequoyah got dragged into the story. I'd speculate on his motives, but don't want to give anyone ammunition for "lawfare" (that is, abuse of the legal system as a weapon). Many of you are already aware the doctors were given financial incentives to encourage vaxxination, and if not, don't take my word for it; find out for yourself.
ALL OF THESE INCIDENTS OF JOURNALISTIC FRAUD HAVE A COMMON THREAD. They're all moves in the same long-term scheme to nudge the world into the direction someone wants it to go, with the final result of a new world that's more to the liking of the schemers, very different to how it would have been without their intervention, and one with entire classes of people eliminated from it. Other people, unrelated to the schemers, pile in hoping for a piece of the action without any sense of what "the action" was; as a result, they'll reap punishment on their own heads not to mention ours too. 
This is one of the reasons how and why schemers get away with conspiracies: lots of outsiders to the conspiracy, including full-on dupes who ultimately get NOTHING out of the scheme except adverse consequences, are willing to go along with it hoping for a piece of the action. There's an old saying: you can't cheat an honest man. Unfortunately, it's easy to cheat a cheater.

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Do not give your assent cheaply. Every falsehood you allow to pass your lips, every nod you give to what you know is wrong, builds the stage for the next great fraud.
Stand instead as one whose “yes” means yes and whose “no” means no — and may you sleep with the peace of one whose name no lie has ever worn.

      [image: ]I feel a story coming on. It's not a perfect example of the topic for this chapter, because the protagonists are far more conscious of their own participation in the outcome, or in other words, in one regard they're most honest than most, but it's a needed break from the long, boring commentary.
Les trompeurs trompés*
The sky arched wide and cloudless over the island, the kind of deep Mediterranean blue that made tourists reach for their cameras and forget whatever had seemed urgent the day before. Sunlight poured down over terraced hillsides, silvery olive groves, and stone walls thick with tangled green. Somewhere below, beyond the tiled roofs of the village, the sea gleamed like hammered metal.
Delphine stepped lightly through the open gate, sandals crunching on gravel, and stood for a moment at the edge of the garden. “C’est idyllique,” she murmured to herself.
Mark gave a soft grunt of agreement as he followed her in. “Looks even better than the photos.”
The house was small and neat, whitewashed and low, with blue shutters that matched the sky. A lemon tree grew close to the front step, its branches heavy with fruit. Across the garden, a pomegranate tree burst with red globes, a few already split to show the seeds inside. Rose vines climbed lazily along the porch rail, and in the distance, just past the orchard, the sea flashed bright between the hills.
“You could sell this view by the spoonful,” Mark said under his breath.
A soft voice called from the porch. “Kaliméra.”
An old woman stood in the shade by the door, wearing a navy skirt and a clean white blouse. Her back was slightly stooped, and her movements were deliberate, like someone who had learned to pace herself through small aches. Her hands were clasped, and her hair was pinned in a neat silver knot.
“You found the place?” she said. Her English was careful, slightly formal, but fluent.
“Yes—thank you for the directions,” Delphine said brightly. “Mrs. Papadaki?”
“Yes.”
“I’m Delphine, and this is my husband, Mark.”
The old woman smiled and gave a small nod. “Welcome.”
They followed her through the gate and up onto the porch, where a single blue chair sat beside a narrow table with a cracked ceramic ashtray. From here, the slope of the land revealed itself fully—garden below, then orchard, then the rooftops of the village, then sea and sky.
“You’ve kept it beautifully,” Delphine said. “Really. It’s rare to see a place this cared for.”
“I try,” said Mrs. Papadaki. “But it’s not so easy anymore. My knees don’t like stairs. And last year I slipped on wet tile. That’s when I decided.”
“To move?” Delphine asked gently.
“There’s a room for me on Rhodes. I don’t need much now. Just quiet, and books. But I must sell first.”
Delphine gave a sympathetic nod. “I understand.”
The tour was quiet and polite. Two bedrooms, a kitchen with open shelves and tile counters, and a sitting room that smelled faintly of lavender and clean linen. The floor tiles were old but well-kept. Windows opened in every direction. Everything was simple, clean, and full of light. In the kitchen, a basket of onions sat beside a ceramic jar labeled αλάτι—salt.
Out back, the orchard path curved gently through the trees. Mark stooped once or twice, checking the state of the gutters and the garden walls.
“This property must be a dream in spring,” Delphine said, looking up at the lemon blossoms.
“You don’t even need to plant,” said the old woman. “Everything you need is already growing.”
“Tell me how you say that again?” Delphine turned slightly toward her husband. “When something’s already in place, you say…”
Mark glanced up. “Baked in?”
“No, in French: C’est déjà là. How would I say that?”
“Maybe… it’s all set? Already here?”
Delphine laughed softly and shook her head. “English never sounds as graceful.”
They walked on. A few bees buzzed in the rosemary, and a swallow circled overhead.
Mark stopped near the garden wall and looked out toward the sea. “Do many people still live here year-round?”
“Fewer every year,” said Mrs. Papadaki. “Young people leave. Old people fade. Some houses are bought by foreigners. Some sit empty.”
“It’s a special spot,” Delphine said, almost to herself.
“Yes,” said the old woman. Her voice was soft, almost resigned. “It was.”
They stood in silence a moment longer.
Back near the front gate, as they prepared to leave, Mrs. Papadaki placed her hand on the stone pillar. “I built this with my husband. A long time ago. The island was different then.”
Delphine gave her a warm, reassuring smile. “It’s still beautiful. And we understand how hard it must be to let go of something you’ve loved for so long.”
The old woman nodded. “I only want it to go to someone who will take care.”
“Of course,” said Mark, taking a half step forward. “That’s what we’re hoping to do.”
They shook hands, and after a few more pleasantries, stepped back through the gate.
As they walked down the path, Delphine cast a glance over her shoulder at the little white house, framed in vines and morning light.
“She seems sweet,” she said quietly.
Mark adjusted his sunglasses. “She’s had a rough few years, probably. But it’s too much for her now.”
Delphine was quiet for a moment. “Still… it feels strange. Like we’re taking something.”
“We’re giving her a way out,” Mark said flatly. “And a good one.”
They kept walking, the gravel crunching underfoot as the village came into view, roofs stacked like clay tiles on a child’s drawing. The sea was just visible beyond them, gleaming in the sun.

      [image: ]They sat side by side at a quiet café near the harbor, the table shaded by a wide umbrella and framed by flowering vines. A pair of fishing boats rocked lazily in the water beyond the dock. Delphine was nursing a small espresso, and Mark was poking at a bowl of olives with a toothpick.
“It’s a long haul from London,” she said, glancing down at her phone. “Fourteen hours door to door, with the ferry. I could make it to Zurich in less.”
“Zurich's too expensive and you hate living in London even more than I do,” he said.
She conceded it was true. Too many crooks spoil the brothel.
Mark leaned back and took in the view: a stone street running past quiet houses, no cars in sight, a handful of elderly locals chatting under the shade of an awning. “You said you wanted quiet.”
“I said I wanted insulation. It’s not the same thing.”
“Well,” he said, “it’s not Tel Aviv, but it’s close enough when I need to be there. Cyprus too. Quieter hop from here than Athens. I can make a long weekend of it if I schedule right.”
She gave him a sidelong glance. “You do love your long weekends.”
He ignored the bait. “And for the other meetings—Romania, Moldova, Ukraine—it’s just as convenient. Maybe even better. No one notices your passport if you board from an island.”
Delphine stirred her espresso with practiced slowness. “I’m still not convinced we need to be this close to the recruitment side of things.”
“We’re not that close.”
She raised one eyebrow.
“It’s not like they’ll show up here. It’s an island. No airport. No privacy risk. Just access when I need it.”
She nodded slowly. “As long as they don’t think they can show up uninvited.”
Mark smiled faintly. “They don’t get invitations.”
Delphine sat back. “London will still expect me to show up a few times a year. Steering committees, board dinners… and the annual donor summit.”
“You don't really want to see clients between meetings, do you?”
Delphine gave a slow blink. He got her again, but there was a sticking point: “I wouldn't call them 'clients'.”
“You take their calls. Smile for their wives. Laugh at their jokes.”
“I manage relationships. You should try it sometime.”
Mark tapped an olive pit onto the plate. “I do. Mine just wear different shoes.”
She smirked. “Yours wear none, half the time.”
They lapsed into a brief, comfortable silence.
Delphine looked back at the screen. “Alright. Let’s assume we do it. We can’t go over budget. The trust only releases funds in fixed quarterly tranches, and we can’t pull too much from the international programs line.”
“We won’t,” Mark said. “Not if she bites at the number we discussed.”
“She’s hoping for more. You could hear it in her voice.”
“She’s got no family, no leverage, and nowhere else to go. She’ll take it.”
Delphine looked toward the harbor, then back to him. “Just… don’t be too sharp with her.”
“I’ll be polite,” he said, gathering the olive pits into a napkin. “But this isn’t a charity purchase. Even if we are a charity.”

      [image: ]The air was warmer when they returned to the house, and the shadows in the orchard had grown long. The old woman met them on the porch, leaning lightly on the blue-painted railing.
“We wanted to talk numbers,” Delphine said gently.
Mrs. Papadaki nodded and gestured for them to sit. She brought out a pitcher of water and three glasses. No sugar, no lemon—just water, and the taste of stoneware.
Mark took the lead. “You mentioned you had a room secured on Rhodes?”
“Yes,” she said. “It’s a good place. They will hold it for a few weeks more.”
“Then we understand you’re motivated to move quickly.”
“I am.”
“Well,” he said, setting down his glass, “we’ve looked into comparable sales. And given the age of the structure, the access limitations, and the lack of legal easements for vehicle approach, our offer would be—” he named a figure a full third below market.
There was a pause.
“That’s… very low,” the old woman said. She didn’t look angry, just surprised. “Even in the village, a house half this size—”
“Without the view,” Mark said smoothly. “And without needing roof work.”
She folded her hands on the table. “But this is not just square meters and roof tiles. This land is—”
“We understand that,” Delphine interrupted softly, “and we do love it. We truly do. But we’re not real estate developers. We don’t have investor funds. We operate a nonprofit, and our personal budget is modest.”
The old woman’s lips thinned slightly. “You are doing good work, then?”
Delphine smiled, polite but cool. “We try. We work with an NGO, mostly based in London,” Delphine added, a little offhand. “I oversee strategy and donor relations—too many spreadsheets, really. Mark’s more hands-on—he travels quite a bit.”
Mark smiled, just enough. “Logistics.”
“Oh?” Mrs. Papadaki said, politely curious.
“Mostly arranging programs in the field,” Delphine said, waving a hand as though to brush away the details. “Gender advocacy and trauma recovery, mostly. Women’s support initiatives.”
The old woman nodded as if she understood, though it wasn’t clear that she did.
Mark watched the older woman with narrowed eyes. She was calm—too calm, perhaps. And she hadn’t asked for a lawyer. She hadn’t even countered with a number. Something about her mannerisms—the unfocused gaze, the unhurried responses—made him wonder.
He didn’t say it aloud, but the thought slipped in quietly, uninvited: Is she competent to negotiate this deal on her own?
He blinked once and pushed the thought away.
Delphine placed her hand lightly on the old woman’s. “We know this isn’t ideal. But it would be a clean sale. We’d take possession immediately, no agents, no delays. And you’d have your room secured without further worry.”
Mrs. Papadaki was quiet for a long moment. Then she nodded, slowly. “You will care for the trees?”
“Of course,” Delphine said.
“And the well?”
“We’ll keep it maintained.”
Another silence.
“Alright,” the old woman said. “You have a deal.”
They stood and shook hands again, and it was only then that she allowed a faint smile to touch the corners of her mouth. It looked tired, but real.
As they walked back through the orchard, Mark glanced once over his shoulder. The shutters were open, and the sunlight glinted on the windows like watchful eyes. 

      [image: ]They were both sound asleep when the first shouts came—loud voices echoing off stone walls, car doors slamming, children crying.
Mark was up first, pulling on a shirt and stepping barefoot to the door. Delphine sat up slowly, dazed.
Then came the pounding.
When he opened the door, half a dozen people were already in the courtyard: men with flashlights, a middle-aged woman screaming in Greek, a boy filming everything on his phone. One man clutched a rolled-up document in a plastic sleeve. Another was shouting into a mobile.
Delphine appeared beside him, robe tied loosely, face pale. “What the hell is happening?”
“I don’t know,” Mark muttered.
Then came the high beam headlights. And the blue strobe. Two officers stepped out of the patrol car.
In broken English, the older one asked them for ID. The younger one, meanwhile, was asking the new arrivals something in rapid Greek. The woman pointed at Delphine and shouted again—“κλέφτες!”—thieves.
Ten minutes later, Delphine was sitting on the porch, clutching her passport, while Mark tried to pull up the wire transfer confirmation on his phone. The boy with the camera was still recording.
The police eventually calmed the crowd, separated the parties, took statements. It was nearly dawn by the time they were told to vacate the property “pending investigation.”
By breakfast, the video had been uploaded to a regional news site. By lunch, it had hit a Greek nationalist blog under the headline:
CANADIAN “HUMANITARIANS” ILLEGALLY OCCUPY FAMILY HOME ON ISLAND
The spiral began quickly.
The family that owned the house had never heard of the woman who sold it. They had paperwork—clean, stamped, filed in Athens. Inheritance settled two years ago.
The sale was a fraud.
Mark called in favors. They tried to trace the wire—dead end. The receiving account was shut down within forty-eight hours of the transfer. The name she used—Maria Papadaki—matched no one in any tax or property registry. No fingerprints. No trail.
“She had to be someone,” Delphine said more than once.
Mark, grim-faced, said, “She’s better at this than we are.”
It stung. They were used to knowing how to find people. Used to pulling strings, seeing around corners. But she had vanished like a ghost—and taken every cent with her.
Delphine tried to stay ahead of the story. She sent a legal memo to the NGO board. She gave a carefully worded quote to a London reporter. It didn’t help.
The Cyprus Independent published a profile:
“NGO EXECUTIVES IMPLICATED IN GREEK PROPERTY SCANDAL: SHADOWY CONNECTIONS TO EASTERN EUROPE?”
The piece leaned hard on insinuation—tying their names to trafficking rumors, to Balkan financiers, to opaque grant flows.
A second article surfaced the next week. It showed a photo of Delphine being questioned by police, looking caught mid-blink, dazed and vulnerable.
Three days later, a press liaison at the European Commission promised a full investigation. Quietly, everyone understood what that meant: damage control.
Delphine received a summons to appear in Brussels. “A hearing,” they said, “just a formality. Not disciplinary.”
But when she stepped off the train, she was met not by a driver but by two reporters with long lenses and sharp voices.
“Ms. Lefebvre! Did you use charitable funds for personal real estate?”
“Are you under investigation in Romania?”
She walked straight through them without a word.
Mark fared no better. One of his contracts in the Balkans was flagged for review. A familiar contact in Ankara suddenly stopped returning calls. An old handler in Moldova hinted, off the record, that he should “take a long vacation.”
And so they did.
They left the Aegean quietly, passports clean but reputations tattered and their usually iron nerves frayed at the edges.

      [image: ]The breeze smelled of feral sugar cane and sea salt. From its perch in the transition zone between the cool, misty uplands and the subtropical lowlands, the veranda overlooked a verdant valley, then cliffs, then ocean. A few birds flitted through the air, shrieking in the updraft.
Delphine sat with her laptop closed on the table beside her. Her phone face-down. Her hair was pinned up loosely, and a half-empty coffee cup sat cooling by her elbow.
Mark stepped outside, holding two glasses. “Poncha,” he said. “A local rum mixed with citrus. The Madeirans claim it's good for what ails you. You’ll like it.”
She didn’t answer right away.
“I read the new article,” she said after a moment. “They used a photo from three years ago. I looked like I was doing something important.”
Mark set the drinks down.
“She vanished,” she said. “We don’t even know what name to look for.”
He sat slowly in the chair across from her.
“She signed the contract,” he said.
Delphine gave a dry smile. “She signed a lot of things.”
They sat in silence for a moment, listening to the rustle of leaves.
“So what now?” Mark asked.
“We lay low.”
“For how long?”
She took a sip of the drink and didn’t answer.
Far below, a ship passed on the horizon, heading west. 🌿
*A French expression meaning "the cheaters, cheated"
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[image: Illustration of a man sitting on a bench holding his toddler daughter against his chest.]
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.

Fravarâne mazdayasnô zarathushtrish vîdaêvô ahura-tkaêshô,
hâvanêe ashaone ashahe rathwe ýasnâica vahmâica xshnaothrâica frasastayaêca,
sâvanghêe vîsyâica ashaone ashahe rathwe ýasnâica vahmâica xshnaothrâica frasastayaêca.
The orange glow of the rising sun caught in Farhad’s green eyes as he chanted the words in the ancient tongue, his voice steady, each breath blooming into mist in the frigid air.
He stood alone in square, in the midst of the teaming city, facing the dawn, still and unshaken, his body braced against the stinging wind.
There was no cold, no fear, no loneliness—only the light, and the grace of being alive to see it.

      [image: ]Farhad had been born under a lucky star, though not a wealthy one. His family lived in a town sufficiently unremarkable it rarely made the map, a place where the dust settled in thick layers and nothing much changed. Money was tight but never desperate; his parents provided, if not luxuriously, then steadily.
What he did have was the kind of fortune passed down genetically: he was sharp, quick to learn, and by all accounts quite a handsome lad. He was sturdy enough, though his real strength lay elsewhere. Teachers noticed him early, and he responded the way bright children often do, soaking up praise and repaying it with all the greater effort. If he'd pushed his body the way he pushed his mind, he might have made an athlete. Instead, he chased books and numbers, always reaching for the next challenge.
Languages came easily. As a boy, he sat beside the family’s shortwave radio, catching English from BBC broadcasts that faded in and out with the signal. Later, he pieced together Chinese from WeChat messages and whatever videos were deemed harmless enough not to censor, picking up the rhythm of another world. By the time he entered university, those skills gave him a huge advantage for reading research papers.
Computer science claimed him. Code bent to logic, and logic bent to him. The job hunt was a formality—companies sought him out, not the other way around. In the end, research won. Artificial intelligence, the puzzle worth solving. Pardis called, and he answered, a provincial boy stepping into the future.
But he was growing jaded of prizes and pats on the head. Life was heading into a rut, and something was missing from it.
Change arrived subtly. A series of incidents, each insignificant on its own, but together forming a pattern that took its sweet time to reach conscious awareness.
The first incident was ordinary. He was finishing his lunch in a park, sharing the last crumbs of naan-e sangak (a textured whole wheat flat-bread) and panir (farmer's cheese) with the local fauna when a voice interrupted.
“That squirrel was lucky today.”
His sudden movement as he turned to face the speaker spooked the creature, which leapt from his lap and scrambled into the landscaping. The face was familiar somehow, though it took some internal searching to place it in context. Ah, yes, a match: the smartly dressed woman from the morning bus, always with that sleek little notebook in hand.
“A regular guest,” he said, then smiled.
Her friends giggled, nudging her forward toward whatever high-end café or boutique awaited them. From the way they carried themselves, they weren’t just well-dressed—they were rich. He had a solid income now, but they were out of his league.
Days later, another encounter.
He was unwinding at a street vendor’s stand after work, nursing a steaming cup of black tea with mint, when the vendor handed him a pastry he hadn’t ordered. He tried to hand it back to the vendor when another hand intercepted it.
“I think this is mine,” she said.
Farhad did a double-take when he looked over at the face. “You’re right. I’m not a pastry guy,” he stammered. He wondered if he were blushing and whether anyone else noticed. 
“You’re missing out," she teased. "These are from Isfahan.”
A casual conversation followed—work stress, ways to relax. Whereas he mulled about switching to herbal tisanes to cut down on caffeine, she endorsed high-octane drinks like espresso or black tea, spiked with luxury additives like saffron. He noticed the way she ordered with ease, her tastes refined, her energy level high. Now that he thought about it, she always approached the bus stop from the direction of a relatively hip if not posh district. He found himself wondering where she lived.
The coincidences continued. A chance encounter here, a passing remark there. It was a city of millions, but he thought about it in terms of network theory: two nodes in the same community with a short geodesic distance between them. He figured he probably had a lot of similar interactions and just didn't notice them because, well, they weren't attached to a striking face.
Then, late on a Thursday, as he jostled through the after-work crush at the bus station, something real happened.
It was a late Thursday afternoon, the sky bruising purple as Farhad jostled through the after-work crowd at the bus station, his ride from Pardis still humming in his legs. The air reeked of diesel and dust, the platform a tangle of shouts and shoving. Then his sharp eyes caught it—a thief snatching a woman’s designer bag from her shoulder. He bolted, weaving through commuters with a predator’s grace, his leather jacket flapping.
Instinct took over. Farhad took off in hot pursuit, weaving through commuters, dodging a fruit cart, his thermos clattering in his bag. The pavement blurred under his feet. He caught up near a rusted bench, lunging. They hit the ground hard. He pinned the thief’s arm, expecting a squirming petty crook, ready to shove the bag back if he'd just let him scamper off with a curse. But the man twisted—fast, too fast—his bald head gleaming under the station lights, eyes cold and flinty. A fist slammed into Farhad’s jaw, pain exploding through his skull. He reeled, tasting blood, adrenaline spiking as the thief snarled, “Get off me, fool!”—his voice low, menacing, not desperate. This wasn’t a common purse-snatcher; this was a thug who broke bones for a living.
For a heartbeat, Farhad froze—outmatched, the thief’s well-honed reflexes and fury more than he’d bargained for. Then shouts erupted: “Police! Stop him!” A crowd swelled, a vendor waving a broom, a stout old woman rallying more help. The thief’s gaze flicked to the chaos—booted footsteps echoed from the station stairs—and he shoved Farhad off, scrambling up and away. Farhad clutched the bag tight, rolling aside as the man sliced his way into the throng before the police could close in.
Farhad staggered to his feet, jaw throbbing, his knuckles scraped raw. The leather bag felt absurdly heavy in his hands.
Then he saw her.
She was making her way in his direction, heels clicking against the pavement, silk scarf slightly askew. He recognized her even before she spoke.
"You've got a pure heart. May the light reward you!” Her voice was breathless, but steady, her eyes assessing him even as she reached for the bag.
Farhad exhaled, barely aware of the blood on his lip. "May the Light reward you." He knew that phrase. Not just the words, but the significance behind them. Something ancient. Something his people held sacred.
She peeked inside the bag, checking its contents: a gold pen, a saffron tin, nothing out of place. Then her eyes returned to him, considering.
“Excuse me for asking,” she said, tilting her head, “but where do I know you from?”
Farhad wiped his chin with the back of his hand, the taste of iron still sharp in his mouth. “The park, maybe—the squirrel. Or the vendor who handed me your pastry. I’m around.”
She smiled.
Farhad’s pulse was still racing, but for a different reason now. The bruises would fade, but this feeling—this strange sense of something unfolding—lingered.
Almost charmed.

      [image: ]After the bus station heroics, she swept into Farhad’s life like the winds-of-rain arriving in autumn. Coffee turned into late-night calls, her voice carrying through the line like a familiar melody. She met him near Pardis with a grin, silk scarves trailing, always full of stories, always full of life. Soon, they were inseparable—picnics in the park, long walks through old streets, shared laughter that filled the quiet spaces he hadn’t realized were empty.
Then, just weeks later, she made her confession, voice hushed but urgent.
“My mother’s fading fast,” she said, eyes glistening. “Cancer’s stealing her. She dreams of seeing me wed.”
Farhad’s heart clenched at the thought. There was no hesitation, only certainty.
He met her parents in their modest flat—her father, a quiet man who spoke little but watched everything; her mother, frail, breathless, her fingers cool when they pressed his hand. There were no siblings, no extended family.
“It’s just us now,” she said simply.
He understood. His people were few, a dwindling flame in a vast world. And so, without question, he accepted what Fate had placed before him.
The wedding followed swiftly, wrapped in just enough tradition to give it some dignity, but moving with utmost urgency.
On the first day, the khastegari—her parents receiving him formally, tea poured with careful hands, her mother smiling weakly between quiet prayers. That night, the bale boroon—a small gathering, a handful of gifts exchanged, her father murmuring about time and blessings.
The next day, the jashn-e aroosi—rings placed under a canopy of flowers, their faces reflected in a mirror between them. She spoke her vows with unwavering steadiness. His voice was thick with emotion. Above their heads, sugar cones were ground against fine cloth, the dust falling over them like a blessing.
On the final day, the pa takhti—a quiet gathering, her mother reclining on cushions, watching as the women traced henna onto their hands. Her father paced. There was no grand feast, just bread and herbs, the air filled with quiet reverence.
It was all over so fast, but that was life. Sometimes, things came together all at once. And when they did, you embraced them.

      [image: ]Marriage settled in quickly. She moved into his sparse flat ("men can live like this?"), her designer bags clashing against his worn rugs. She filled the space with color, with movement, with lively noise. They shared tea by lamplight, her stories tumbling out in an effortless stream while he listened, content.
He expected some rough moments as they got to know each other intimately enough that bad habits started surfacing. One of hers was texting while driving. The first time he caught her at it was the only time he ever spoke sternly to her. “You’ll get yourself killed,” he warned. She only laughed, tossing her phone onto the seat beside her. “You worry too much.”
Her parents checked in often at first. Her mother’s voice grew fainter with each call. Then, one day, the calls stopped. Farhad noticed. He asked. She only shrugged. “They’re resting.” He let it go. He had something more urgent demanding his attention.
Marriage flipped a switch he never knew existed.
For years, he’d been the quiet, bookish type—the kind of man who tinkered with GPUs late into the night and sipped gol gav zaban (borage tisane) like an old scholar. Marriage was on his mind, but in terms of needing to get on with his lifecycle, and he had no right to anticipate success so soon. He had imagined love as something gentle, measured, like the slow turning of pages in a well-worn book.
He had not anticipated this.
It turned out that under all that discipline, there was something else entirely—something eager, relentless, and bursting with vitality.
“You’re a menace,” she’d laugh, dodging him around their tiny flat.
“I didn’t know I had this in me!” he’d marvel, out of breath, tripping over a rug in his enthusiasm.
She’d roll her eyes, swatting him away when he got too handsy while she was trying to do something important. “You’re a full-time job, Farhad.”
He grinned and took it as encouragement.
Friends might have called it exhausting; he called it catching up on lost time. And why not? He had spent his whole life disciplined, restrained, striving for something distant. Now, here she was. His wife. His world.
Deep down, marriage filled something he had never dared name.
Back in his village, then alone in the city, there had always been a quiet ache—empty nights staring at the ceiling, longing for warmth, for a voice in the silence. Now, she was here, and there was no silence left to fill.
More than anything, he dreamed of the day he'd hold their first newborn.
A tiny, quivering life in his hands. A new link in a chain that had nearly broken. He never said it outright, but she must have known. She must have noticed the way his eyes lingered wistfully on families in the street, in the way his hand rested absently on her tummy when they lay together.
Months passed. No news came.
“Maybe next time,” he’d say, pushing away the hint of disappointment. Then, with a grin: “Guess I’ll just try harder. Practice makes perfect, right?”
She’d groan and swat at him, rolling onto her side.
Undeterred, he kept practicing.
Life was good. Almost too good.
He gave thanks for it constantly—in quiet moments over breakfast, in murmured prayers between meetings, in the simple act of stopping to breathe it all in.
She swept him up into her world, pulling him toward things he never would have sought on his own—fancy dinners, late-night drives, glamorous friends who welcomed him like one of their own. He let himself be carried, caught between the steady roots of his past and the wild energy of the present.
By spring, he stood taller. He had everything—brains, looks, a glamorous wife who made him feel like the center of the universe. He saw himself reflected in a hundred approving gazes, and for the first time in his life, he truly believed it.
“I’ve got it all,” he’d say, hands clasped in thanks. “The Divine’s been kind—too kind, maybe.”
And he meant it.

      [image: ]It happened on a gray Tuesday, the kind of day that hummed with routine until it didn’t.
The call shattered him.
A truck on the road to Pardis. Her car, crumpled like paper. She had been texting, distracted, and never saw it coming. The top of the car was gone. Her head with it. A red smear where her laughter used to be.
The officer’s voice droned in his ear, detached, clinical. Words like instantaneous and no suffering swam uselessly in his skull. His knees buckled. His breath left him in a broken gasp as the image burned itself into his mind.
Just that morning, she had kissed his cheek, stealing the last sip of his tea. Now, she was gone.
Grief swallowed him whole.
The world dulled to static. He moved through days without meaning, her presence an echo that followed him through empty rooms. The scent of her perfume still clung to his pillows, the half-read book on her nightstand waiting for eyes that would never return.
But there were things to be done. Duty propped him up.
Her relatives needed to know. Her affairs needed settling.
He dialed her parents, his voice raw, but the line rang dead.
Frowning, he walked to their flat. The elevator doors creaked open, and his gut tightened. No lights, no shoes by the door. He knocked. Silence. He knocked harder. The neighbors only shrugged. They had left days ago. Moved out. Just like that.
He stood there for a long moment, staring at the blank door. They’re resting, she had said once. But this wasn’t rest. This was erasure.
Then he came home to chaos.
The door hung open. Inside, his flat was torn apart—drawers gutted, rugs flipped, both their computers gone. Her designer bags, his old laptop. Vanished.
He stood in the wreckage, breath shallow.
Her friends—once so present—abruptly disappeared. Their names still fresh in his memory, but he couldn't find any matching addresses or faces; they'd vanished like ghosts in the dawn.
Days passed, and everything about her—the life they had built, the people who had surrounded them—dissolved like mist.
Grief twisted into something colder. Disorientation. Then, creeping at the edges, a sense of unease.
Desperate for something—anything—of hers, he called the accident investigators.
“Her belongings,” he rasped. “A scarf, a ring—something.”
At first, they promised to check. Then, nothing. Calls went unanswered. Emails bounced back. When he tried to visit the office, it was just a locked door and blank stares.
Another door slammed shut.
The mystery thickened.
Then, dumb luck cracked the silence.
A stranger knocked on his door—a wiry man, unshaven, holding out a scratched cell phone.
“Found this by the wreck,” he said with a shrug. “Saw her picture. Seen you two around together. Figured it’s yours now.”
Farhad took it, hands trembling. Not fate, not some grand revelation. Just a man who had spotted the glinting screen in the roadside dirt before the cleanup crew arrived.
“Khaili mamnoon,” ("most grateful") he murmured, clutching it like a lifeline.
It was intact. Locked, of course. Her secrets sealed behind a passcode.
Grief clouded his mind, but his tech instincts cut through. That same night, he handed the phone over to Reza—a coder from Pardis, a friend who had cracked tougher security over late-night tea.
“Get me in,” Farhad pleaded. “It’s all I’ve got left.”
Reza nodded, no questions asked.
Then Reza vanished.
Calls wouldn't connect. Texts sat unread. Reza was blocking him.
Then, one muggy afternoon, he spotted him.
Reza darted past in the crowd, eyes wild, sweat beading on his brow. Farhad opened his mouth to call out, but Reza shoved something into his hands. “Not here!” he hissed.
Then he was gone.
Farhad unfolded the crumpled note.
"Bus to the old bazaar. 6 p.m. sharp. Switch at the third stop. Double back. Wear a cap. Don’t trust the shadows."
Reza had always been a geek, not some streetwise informant. His stab at cloak-and-dagger was clumsy. But the fear was real.
Something was wrong.
That evening, Farhad watched a car linger outside his flat. Tinted windows. Engine idling.
On his way to the bus stop, footsteps echoed too close behind him.
His gut screamed: "Watched! Followed!"
He yanked on a cap, heart hammering, and boarded the bus, eyes scanning every face. At the third stop, he slipped off, ducked into an alley, then caught a return bus. Dusk thickened. A man in a gray coat loitered by a stall—too still, too intent.
Farhad’s breath hitched.
His life wasn’t just unraveling. It was being hunted.
He found Reza at the edge of the bazaar, floodlights glaring over the bustling open-air cinema. Enough witnesses to discourage a violent incident.
Reza slid onto the bench beside him, hood up, clutching a battered notebook computer.
“You’re in deep, man,” he muttered, voice shaking. “Sorry, friend. This will shock you.”
He thrust the device into Farhad’s hands. "I can't stay," he said in a rushed whisper, then bolted before Farhad could whisper proper thanks.
Farhad stared down at the notebook, dread tightening around his throat.
His flat—ransacked—felt like a trap now. Its thin walls no shield.
Instead, he veered toward a grimy all-night tea shack on the city’s fringe. Half-empty, reeking of burnt sugar and stale smoke. A corner table, dim under a flickering bulb, became his refuge.
Fingers shaking, he cracked open the computer.
A folder sat waiting.
READ THIS FIRST.
Farhad clicked to open it.
Text messages. Written in an unfamiliar alphabet. This was unexpected and only added to his confusion. But Reza had considerately provided translations.
A confusing jumble. Farhad opened them top to bottom for lack of a better strategy. He'd need to check them all anyway to avoid missing anything important.
Each message cut like a shard of glass.
The first message included a photo.
A bald, flint-eyed man, leather jacket stretched over bare skin and lean muscle, smirking in an X-rated selfie.
Farhad’s gut clenched. The purse snatcher. The man who had punched him in the jaw.
Miss this?


Always, you beast. 😘 This one’s a chore—cuddly as a puppy, but twice the work. 😓


Farhad's jaw tightened. Her sometimes-partner for what was apparently casual sex. Blasé about her lawful but apparently sham marriage to Farhad. No jealousy, because no commitment.
Poor you, stuck taking care of a puppy. I’d pay to see his cute face now. 😘


Really? 😂 Here it is!


A photo sent.
Farhad clicked to expand it.
Himself of course. Not just his cute face. Asleep. Naked.
Vulnerable.
His stomach twisted. This wasn’t just a violation—it was exposure. His body, his life, his privacy, all compromised. If she had sent this, what else had she shared? His passwords, his work details, his habits? His mind reeled. She hadn’t just mocked him—she had cataloged him.
Another thread, from weeks earlier:
Sex is like pizza—when it’s good, it’s great. When it’s not… it’s still pretty good, LOL. But Farhad? I've had better. Nod for enthusiasm, fail on execution. It’s like a chore with him. Can’t wait to ditch this gig. 😩


His throat tightened. A chore. He had adored her, worshiped her touch.
The thug’s reply landed like a slap:
🤣 Hilarious. Let me guess: he was a virgin. Inexperienced. Bet he thinks he’s the prize.


Oh please! 🙄 Give me a bad-boy 😈, not this wistful puppy 🥹. Good thing I had the sense to get my tubes tied before a life of sexpionage—imagine a brat with that face! 🤮


Farhad’s breath hitched.
His dream—the one that had kept him warm at night, the imagined weight of a child in his arms—was nothing to her. She had cut it off before it could even be real.
Another exchange, casual and cutting:
This job’s a rush—living on the wire suits my style! 🙃 Still tho, the nights could be more exciting. 😑


Your genius husband’s a bore? Shocker. 😜


His intellect, his ambition, his eagerness to please—all worthless in her world.
Then, a deeper cut:
Had to cram that light-and-fire nonsense 🙄 from my trainer in a day—but easiest mark ever. He ate it up, thought it was Fate. What a sap. 😏


Farhad inhaled sharply.
Her "may the light reward you." The words that had made his heart race. That moment at the bus station when he had dared to believe in destiny.
Cheap theater.
His faith had been a prop. His identity, an easy hook.
The last thread.
The one that made his blood run cold.
Penetration’s complete—got their security, all the data. 😁 Time’s ticking—he’s next. One shot, clean, soon.


Finally! ✊ Time to put the puppy down. 😎 Make it quick—I want you back.


Farhad’s hands trembled as he stared at the screen.
This had never been about him. Not his love, not his life, not his worth.
His wife—his bright, laughing, reckless love—had been assigned to seduce him, steal his work, and, when the job was done, kill him.
She had played her part so well.
And he had been too busy basking in her warmth to see the noose tightening. He wasn’t charmed; he was prey.  And the kill must have been imminent…and a target was still on his head!
The news scrolled across the screen in an endless, silent crawl.
Farhad barely noticed at first. The tea shack’s flickering bulb buzzed overhead, casting a sickly light over the cracked table where the notebook sat. His fingers still hovered over the keyboard, numb, his mind reeling from the messages he had just read. He assumed his comms were compromised, but he thought he'd better figure out some way to alert company security.
Then, mid-sentence, something in the ticker caught his eye.
"Pardis research complex reports security breach. Investigation ongoing. No official statement.”
His breath hitched. Too late?
Another line followed.
"Unconfirmed reports of workplace violence at secure AI facility. Two fatalities, authorities deny foul play.”
Farhad’s pulse pounded in his ears.
Not an accident. Not a coincidence.
Two colleagues were dead. That was more warning to security than he could provide.
He sat up straighter, scanning the screen, his mind racing. Serious incidents were often reported vaguely—especially anything linked to national security. But the pattern was clear: a security breach, workplace violence, an official denial of foul play. The same people who had ransacked his home, who had erased evidence of his wife’s existence, had moved on to the next phase. Cleaning house. Operating with a free hand.
He was on the list. And on his own. National security was compromised and caught flat-footed.
He shut the notebook with a snap.
A flicker in the corner of his vision made him freeze. The reflection in the greasy window. A car idling outside. A figure stepping out.
Farhad shoved the notebook into his bag and forced himself to stand as if calmly. He left a few bills on the table—normal, casual—then stepped into the humid night.
He turned left, then right, forcing his breathing to stay even. He wasn’t alone. Footsteps behind him, steady, unhurried.
Don’t run. Don’t panic.
A motorcycle revved somewhere ahead, the rumble bouncing off the narrow alley walls. Farhad glanced back. The man in the window reflection was there, following, his pace quickening.
Farhad turned a corner and bolted.
The moment he moved, the alley erupted into shouts and running feet.
A gunshot cracked. Stone chips exploded from the brick wall inches from his head.
Farhad dove, rolling hard against the pavement, his bag clutched tight. His shoulder screamed, but he scrambled up and sprinted. Ahead, the alley split. Left, a dead end. Right, a narrow passage toward the main road.
He darted right.
The motorcycle engine roared closer. A blur of motion from the side—someone waiting. A figure lunged.
Farhad ducked just in time. A blade flashed past his ear.
No time to think. He drove his elbow back into the attacker’s ribs, felt the sharp exhale of breath. Then he ran, bursting into the open street, weaving through honking cars and stunned pedestrians.
Another shot rang out.
Glass shattered behind him.
Then a siren. Not for his benefit—just the endless noise of the city—but his pursuers hesitated.
Farhad kept running.

      [image: ]An internet pal in Zahedan gave him a place to sleep for two nights and intel on the quieter crossing routes through Balochistan.
From Zahedan, Farhad caught a ride with a group of fuel smugglers heading toward the border. He huddled under a tarp beside blue plastic drums, the stench of diesel thick in his nostrils. The desert passed in jolts and coughs of the old truck’s engine. Once, headlights appeared in the distance and the driver doused theirs. They sat silent for a full hour, engines off, before creeping forward again.
At the crossing near Mand, there were no signs, no gates—just a rusted strand of barbed wire sagging in the sand and a pair of border patrol officers half-asleep in folding chairs. One of them demanded to see his documents. Farhad offered no papers, just folded cash and a quiet word in Baluchi. The older guard gave him an indignant look, but then grabbed the wad and waved him through without a word.
Pakistan.
His relief at the successful border crossing was short-lived.
Within hours, he was in Turbat, where even shopkeepers looked at him too long. His looks, his dress, his accent; they knew he didn't belong here. Unlike back home, his kind had no legal sanction here. His self-consciousness made him flinch when stopped by two policemen near a bus terminal. They asked too many questions, and he lied too slowly. A crowd gathered.
A call came over one officer’s radio. Something shifted—their posture, their tone. They didn’t arrest him. But they didn’t let him go right away either. When the officer turned his back, Farhad ran. He darted into an alley, over a crumbling wall, and into a tangle of trash and stray dogs.
He paid a truck driver to ride beneath sacks of onions headed east. The road to Quetta was long and sickening. Twice they were stopped by paramilitaries. Once, a soldier poked a stick into the cargo hold. Farhad held his breath beneath the onions as the soldier cursed and moved on.
In Quetta, he bought a forged ID from a teenager at a kebab stand, then caught the slow train toward Lahore. It broke down in the night, stalled for hours in countryside thick with mosquitoes and the sound of distant gunfire. He dared not sleep.
By the time he reached Lahore, he’d gone three days with only bread and water. Urdu on the signs gave him an inspiration where to head next. He washed in a mosque's courtyard before trying to reach the border at Wagah. It was a formal crossing, but chaos ruled there too—tourists, traders, families, trucks, noise. 
He watched the guards for hours, counting routines, watching who paid and who slipped through. When the sun began to set, he joined a cluster of day laborers crossing with papers he couldn’t read. No one looked twice.
And then—India. Spoken Hindi was close to Urdu even if he couldn't read it, and English filled in the gaps.
Amritsar. Crowds, noise, anonymity.
He didn’t know where he was going. Only that he wasn’t being followed. Not yet.
He kept moving.
Delhi swallowed him whole.
A back-alley guesthouse, the kind with a padlock on the outside to make it look abandoned. The fan overhead buzzed weakly, stirring the thick heat.
Farhad locked the door and pulled the notebook from his bag. His pulse had steadied, but his mind still reeled. Why assassination?
He had built AI systems. Optimization and security models.
Not weapons of war.
Right? But something had to be wrong with one or more of his assumptions. He needed to review them and figure out which ones.
He opened the notebook, scrolling through his own work, sifting through his past like an outsider. The system he had built—it didn’t launch missiles, didn’t guide drones. It mapped patterns, maximized efficiency, found the smallest vulnerabilities in complex systems.
A light went on.
Anything that protected against chaos could be redeployed by a rogue player to unleash it. It would be like aiming the butterfly to launch a hurricane against an adversary.
A few precise cuts—an unstable power grid, a sabotaged port, a manufacturing hub disabled at the right moment—could cripple entire regions.
All-fronts warfare. No bombs, no direct attacks. Just accidents.
A dam failure here, a fire at a key distribution center there, a delayed shipment of critical medical supplies. A human brain would have difficulty connecting the dots to spot the pattern, each event seemingly small and disconnected, but the cumulative downstream effect—devastating. A silent war, one where the targets didn’t even realize they were under attack until it was too late. Most people had no idea such a thing was possible, much less the ability to imagine it.
And worse—thoughts about another possibility were reaching his conscious awareness, vague at first, but streaming like mad once he realized the danger.
If you could map out critical failure points of infrastructure, why not of organisms? Instead of looking like mass murder, it would look more like an uptick in deaths from chronic illnesses. 
Farhad shivered, his sweat cold.
He had helped build the blueprints, now in the hands of hostile players.
Huddled under the weak glow of the notebook, fan creaking overhead, he stared into the dark.
Mumbai was next. There were more of his kind here than he’d ever seen in his life—whole neighborhoods where faces, names, and rituals felt familiar, even if the vernacular language was not. The scent of sandalwood at dusk, the fire temples tucked between high-rises, the hum of prayers spoken in a familiar tongue older than any state—he felt, for the first time in weeks, a sense of arrival. A memory stirred.
They’d once come here as refugees too. He remembered the old story, passed down at the dinner table.
Their ancestors, fleeing destruction, had come by sea to the shores of Gujarat, and from there, here. They approached the local Shah and asked for shelter. He looked at them skeptically. His kingdom, he said, was already full. Why should he invite strangers—infidels no less—into it?
They responded with a quiet demonstration. They handed him a silver cup, filled right to the brim with cream. Then they offered him a spoonful of sugar. He hesitated, then stirred it in. The sugar dissolved without spilling a drop.
“How is it?” they asked.
“Sweet,” he replied.
“And so it will be when you let us live among you. We will not overflow your land; we will dissolve into it, and make it sweeter.”
He had always liked that story and taken it to heart as the proper way to ask for refuge. And now, in Mumbai, it felt like it could be true again.
Even with the noise, the crowding, the cost of everything—more than a man without papers should afford—he found a place. Friendly locals took him in as one of their own. He swept floors, ran errands, shared meals cross-legged on concrete steps. But someone eventually asked what he used to do “back home.” He told the truth: machine learning, research-level.
It didn’t take long.
One of the younger men in the house worked for a startup scraping training data. Another knew someone bidding on NLP contracts for translation. A few phones were passed around. Soon, Farhad was writing code again—carefully, discreetly, behind layers of false names and borrowed laptops. He was invisible, but useful. In India, marketable talent doesn’t sit idle just because a man’s papers don’t line up.
He began to imagine a life here. Maybe even something permanent. He had no idea what the situation was back home; he'd dared not initiate any communications that might be intercepted.
He got to know the city’s rhythm—the clamor of local trains, the coded gestures of dabbawalas weaving through traffic, the strange silence inside old stone halls. He’d even passed by the Towers of Silence once, where the dead were laid for the birds in solemn rites. He remembered a strange detail from a book—how Rudyard Kipling’s mother, long ago, had once found a child’s hand in her garden, a leftover from "sky burial". The image lodged in his mind, macabre but oddly fitting. This was a place where life and death walked close together.
And then came the bullet.
He was sitting on the train beside a man—a quiet, middle-aged textile worker nodding off on the evening commute—when the window shattered. The stranger jerked forward. Farhad caught him out of reflex, but the weight was wrong. Blood soaked through both their clothes. The man died before the train even stopped.
Farhad didn’t need to ask why. The bullet wasn’t for the man beside him; it was meant for him.
He looked around, but couldn't figure out who'd fired it. Only panicked passengers, and the rising din of alarm. The guilt hit harder than the fear. Someone's life just ended because of the target on Farhad's head. Doubtless someone's husband, and a father. A man who had nothing to do with any of it.
That night, his hosts didn’t scold or question him when he told them what happened. They only nodded, silent and grim. They expressed frankly that they couldn't protect him and agreed that his best option was to flee. One of them knew someone who could arrange safe passage—fast, quiet, no questions asked.
He packed what little he had. Regret weighed more than the bundle in his arms. He had almost found a life here. A purpose. Even a kind of belonging.
But once again, he was a hunted man.
And again, he didn’t know where he was headed. This time, someone else had made the decision for him, and he had to trust Fate.

      [image: ]Farhad washed up at the ends of the earth—a sweltering land of cracked fields and tin-roofed shacks, where the sun ruled mercilessly by day and plunged fast into night. The air hung thick, swollen with the weight of heat and damp earth. The ground was hard-baked one season, drowned the next, never in balance, never forgiving.
Twilight came and went in minutes, the briefest sigh between the brutal glare of day and the heavy silence of night. He trudged back from the fields, shoulders aching from the day’s labor, hands rough and calloused from hauling crates and digging trenches. This year the dry-season held on even longer than usual, though soon the rains would come, turning dust into mud.
The communal dining area stretched ahead, crude tables beneath open sky, where men and women from distant corners of the world gathered for their evening meal. He was one of them, yet apart: the only one of his kind, a stranger among exiles, his homeland a ghost swallowed by time and space.
He dropped onto one of the benches, a dull ache settling in his bones. His life—once so sharp, so eager, so charmed—felt like a long, drawn-out sigh. Effort, spent and discarded. Purpose, lost.
A wiry man flopped down beside him, grinning through exhaustion. Bohdan. His sharp features were lined with sweat and soil, but his eyes gleamed with liveliness.
"Brooding again, eh? Vy so glum?"
Farhad exhaled, running a hand through his damp hair. He had never spoken much about his past here—what was the point? But for that matter, what the risk? They were all in at least as much trouble as he was or they wouldn't be here. Tonight, under the weight of fatigue, he let it spill. The life he had built. The woman he had loved. The betrayal. The chase. The fall. The disappointment.
"I thought I had everything," he murmured. "But it was all a lie. Now I shovel mud until one day I fall into it myself for the last time."
Bohdan squinted at him. Then he let out a short, barking laugh.
"Listen, you live big life—like spy story, da? Danger, running—exciting! Back ven knife come for you, you ver happy fool. Then car crash, miracle, save you. Second chance at life, and now you mope?!" He shook his head. "Funny, eh—vy so sad?" He nudged Fahrad in the ribs with his elbow.
Farhad knit his eyebrows in thought, the words sinking in.
The happiest he had ever been in his whole life was when it was in imminent peril of ending. Blind to the noose. Now safe, but drowning in regret.
Why?
Bohdan clapped his shoulder. “Take fear, face it, run—guts, man. Good tale.” This, from a man who'd seen far more action than Farhad ever had, in actual combat no less.
Farhad’s lips twitched. "Live every day as if it were your last," he murmured.
Bohdan snorted. "Nyet. Live every day as if first—ripe vith possibilities!"
Farhad opened his mouth to reply, but a sudden burst of laughter interrupted them.
A tiny whirlwind crashed into his legs.
"Baba! Baba!"
His heart lurched. He scooped her up, lifting her up and bracing her against his chest. She giggled, light brown hair with a few natural raven lowlights tumbling over her face, eyes shining in the lamplight.
Something inside him cracked open. A rush of warmth. A forgotten wish, reborn in flesh and blood.
The path had twisted, broken, seemingly betrayed him. But in the end, here was his dream, breathing, laughing, reaching for him with tiny hands.
He held her close, pressing a kiss to her damp hair.
He had lost everything, or so he thought. And yet, in the end, he had found exactly what he had wanted.
A girl approached, her blond hair just peaking out from the blue scarf she wore both for modesty and to keep the dust out. She solemnly pressed wildflowers into the men's hands without a word. "Danke!" said Farhad. 
He glanced at Bohdan. The other man nodded toward the gathering figures in the open square.
People stirred, striking matches, setting out colored lamps—small glass lanterns in shades of red, amber, and orange. The glow spread, flickering against the night.
"For dead," Bohdan said simply.
Farhad watched as the flames danced in the dark. Something about the ritual stirred his blood. The flickering lights—tokens of remembrance, prayers for lost souls. It was foreign, yet familiar.
He had spent a lifetime offering his own prayers to the fire.
A bridge, he thought. A small, glowing thread between what was lost and what remained.
Through the fields of his childhood. Through the city where he had once dreamed of a future now gone. Through the years of running, of loss, of exile.
And yet, standing here, bathed in the quiet glow of candlelight, with his daughter’s small fingers curled around his own, he realized something.
His life had not turned out as he had planned. But it had turned out exactly as it was meant to.
Farhad rose to his feet.
He turned toward the light from the lanterns. Gently, he set his daughter down.
She stared wide-eyed at the lanterns, the orange glow reflected in her eyes—the irises the same color his mother once admired as she held him.
The soft glow of the lanterns caught in Farhad’s own green eyes as he chanted the words in the ancient tongue, his voice steady, each breath a faint wisp dissolving into the heavy, parched night.
He stood among friends and loved ones, facing the gathering darkness, still and unshaken, his body worn from the day's labor but rooted firm.
There was no weariness, no sorrow, no regret—only the light, and the grace of being alive to see it.
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.
🙏 xshnaothra ahurahe mazdå, ashem vohû.

Fravarâne mazdayasnô zarathushtrish vîdaêvô ahura-tkaêshô,
aiwisrûthrimåi ashaone ashahe rathwe ýasnâica vahmâica xshnaothrâica frasastayaêca,
frâdat-vîspãm-hujyâtêe zarathushtrâi ashaone ashahe rathwe ýasnâica vahmâica xshnaothrâica frasastayaêca.

      [image: ]The core story of Charmed Life was written decades ago as a lesson in Reframing. It turned out to be useful for other lessons included in this book, so I added a few details to accommodate them, then included it here. I have a lot of recyclable material still in the queue waiting to be republished! The setting and plot nothing to do with current events which occurred after the edits were made; that's just a coincidence related to the fact that assassinations of technologists have been ongoing for a while now in multiple countries, and that was always the setup for the reframe (fool's paradise versus conscious hell versus conscious heaven). The feature image was also recycled from another purpose—advice about bonding to your babies—just swapping out the background to match the setting and tweaking the looks of father & daughter to look a little more Persian and half-Persian. The defocused gaze & peaceful contentment already matched the scene perfectly.
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[image: Illustration of a monk looking at a book in a medieval library.]
By "beliefs", I mean discrete items in your mental database of facts that relate concepts to each other. 
	Paris is the capital of France.

	Joe owes me $5.

	Rhubarb pie goes well with vanilla ice-cream!



This chapter is just to orient you as regards what beliefs are in the context of this book, and where they come from. There will be more discussion regarding beliefs throughout the book; beliefs and patterns of beliefs constitute much of what this book is about.
Throughout this book, I'll express beliefs as statements. Your brain doesn't store them that way, but you'll express them as such if asked about what you believe. 
Beliefs can be specific and short-term ("I believe that Billy ate pancakes for breakfast that morning."), but while I have some observations to share that apply to beliefs in general, this chapter is primarily about beliefs that are relatively significant over a relatively long time-frame. They're "core beliefs" or "foundational beliefs".
	"Everything happens for a reason."

	"You can’t love someone else until you love yourself."

	"Investment diversification is for people who don’t know what they’re doing."

	"Real communism has never been tried."



I suppose they could also be called "reference beliefs"; they're significant because we unconsciously reference them when interpreting our experiences. Core beliefs are even more "core" the more emotional weight they carry as regards decision-making. 
CORE BELIEFS SHAPE OUR INTERPRETATION OF OUR EXPERIENCES. That's because in order to make sense of ANYTHING, you need context. Your raw experiences of reality are nothing but colors, light and shadow, and sounds that are meaningless in themselves; meaning has to be assigned to them by an intelligent observer. A machine can have sensors to measure light, sound, chemicals, and so on, but none of it means anything without intelligence. The words on this page are nothing but ink-blots or contrasting pixels on a screen. All of your sensory experiences would be nothing but "noise" if you didn't have a database of concepts and beliefs to use as keys for interpreting them. 
This is why people can witness the same event but come up with very different conclusions regarding what happened, which is cartoonist Scott Adams's "one screen, two movies" phenomenon. It's also why people seemingly don't remember anything from their infancy even though infancy is well within the range of persistence of human memory: newborns have no references to use to assign meaning to their experiences until that process is jumpstarted, and no conceptual handles to retrieve whatever unstructured memories were recorded. In other words, even if you did remember something from your infancy, you wouldn't be able to distinguish that memory from your imagination of what it must have been like to be an infant.
Beliefs don't necessarily correspond to true facts; everyone has mistaken, inaccurate, or commonly enough, outdated beliefs. A fairly common problem with beliefs is that they're too over-generalized to be useful. It's not necessary to assume they are true above and beyond their utility as working hypotheses, and in fact it's better to assume that one's beliefs need to be updated or discarded altogether whenever new information becomes available. It's common to assume "I believe it because it's true" (corollary: "it must be true, because I believe it"), but that's cognitively naive.
Most of your beliefs you're not consciously aware of; you only become conscious of them when a situation requires you to consciously query yourself, like if someone asks you for an opinion. You have some beliefs you're conscious of, perhaps religious or ideological beliefs, but the vast majority of your beliefs remain hidden assumptions even as you unconsciously refer to them to interpret your experiences and make decisions. The reason this matters is because we often make judgments for reasons we're not conscious of, but might 2nd-guess our judgment if we became conscious of the beliefs that informed our decision.
One reason you're not consciously aware of them by default is that the vast majority of beliefs you acquired unconsciously, meaning that you never noticed that you were learning them (unconscious in this context doesn't mean "passed out"; it just means your narrow, foreground, "conscious" attention wasn't processing the information; it was being processed in the "background" of your mind). You have a great deal of knowledge that nobody ever explicitly told you and you never made any conscious effort to learn. For example, your parents didn't teach you how to talk by shoving items in your face & telling you their names. They never held up a fork in front of you and repeated "fork! fork!" until you got the association; you just picked that up from hearing the word in the context of someone doing something with a fork and casually mentioning it by name (hamfistedly trying to learn foreign languages by conscious brute force is the primary reason acquiring a secondary language is more difficult than the first! The secondary reason is reduced neurogenesis with age). Similarly, you picked up a lot of factual information the same way. You might have explicitly learned that Paris is the capital of France in a classroom lecture, but more commonly you just saw a star on a map or globe labelled that way, or perhaps saw a photograph of a primary government building there, and unconsciously made the connection. 
Attachment to beliefs is a strategic mistake!
People get egoistic attachments to their beliefs. They interpret "I believe…" to mean that there's a Being called "I" that performs a willful action called "believe". They think of belief as being an intention they're asserting. That's not an accurate picture of what's going on.
Beliefs are not conscious choices or for that matter acts of will. They're overwhelmingly installed through processes you have no conscious awareness of. They're conditioned like Ivan Pavlov's dogs (qv) were conditioned to salivate when he rang a bell (I imagine the dogs thinking "the bell means the food is on its way"). Taking ownership of and getting attached to our beliefs would be like if Pavlov's dogs decided that associating the sound of the bell to being fed was their own idea, perhaps as the result of some innate quality of themselves ("because I'm a good doggy!") or the result of some process they chose ("after careful consideration of the facts, I have decided that the bell means food is on the way") instead of Pavlov's idea. 
Before Pavlov figured out how to exploit what had been a natural process, it was still subject to vagaries of fate. Having weird random experiences in life can lead to having weird beliefs. But it's worse than that now, because social engineers know how to game the process. They can plant beliefs while you're watching a movie. If you get too attached to your beliefs, you're not asserting your agency, you're giving it up by holding tight to beliefs that SOMEONE ELSE decided should be installed in your brain. You're giving up your right to change your mind based on new evidence.
Even on the very rare occasions that people go through some formal process of seeking and evaluating evidence, like in a legal process or scientific experiment, their prior unconscious conditioning prior to that process weighs heavily on their decisions. The verdict is largely determined by the time the jury is selected; that's how jury-stacking works.
For this reason, as well as for the reason that our beliefs are frequently wrong or at least outdated as the result of imperfect information and changing reality, it's a mistake to get attached to beliefs. You'll get fewer unpleasant surprises in life if you're readily willing to let go of beliefs once you stumble upon evidence that contradicts them. This is not an invitation to "belief instability", whereby someone believes something one day but expresses a contradictory belief the next day without reference to new information; that's a sign of mental illness. New evidence and new problems are the most compelling reasons to change beliefs.
Sincerity, certainty, and consistency
People often question the sincerity of other people's—or sometimes even their own—beliefs. Outright hypocrisy and dissimulation are certainly possibilities, but confusing the matter is that belief is fuzzy, not binary: some beliefs we're more certain of than others, and we have more conviction (that is, more psychological investment in) in some of our beliefs than others. The test for both sincerity and certainty is how much we're willing to put at stake for our convictions. It's a red flag when people strongly assert their beliefs but don't have any actual "skin in the game" as Nassim Taleb calls it.
Also confounding the issue is that there is nothing to prevent human brains from holding contradictory beliefs, each one asserted in different contexts but sometimes the context is just a matter of very superficial difference in framing. It's how skilled (assuming they're doing it intentionally!) operators of opinion polls can get very different answers from the same person just by asking the question different ways.
Moral beliefs
Morality consists of beliefs about behavior: which ones are “good” or “bad”, or “right” or “wrong”. They're beliefs that 
	have to do with how people treat each other

	have heavy emotional weight in decision-making, at least to the extent that they're a part of a moral belief framework



If they don't have social impact, they're not moral. If an astronaut crash-landed on a habitable planet with organic fuel and building blocks for food, but NO sentient life forms—that is, no life forms capable of suffering or objecting to how someone treats them—then aside from self-harm or some capacity for influencing events off-planet he'd be incapable of sinning while stuck on the planet.
#2 does not mean to imply that they would have emotional weight for everyone; it just means that they'd have emotional weight to those who ascribe moral impact to the belief. For example, I don't care if you wear a face mask or not during recurring local resurgences of covid-19; it carries no emotional weight for me. But some people get very upset by mask-wearing or lack thereof, and furthermore, consider it a matter of dire consequences to others. While I'm sure that moral impact implies emotional impact, I'm not sure whether or not it works in reverse: people can get very upset over facts that don't seem to me to have any significant consequences. But they might have moral frameworks that are very different than mine. Ultimately, it's one of those matters that can't be determined objectively.
Moral beliefs just like other types of beliefs are primarily learned unconsciously. More than other types of beliefs, they’re conditioned primarily by artificial rewards and punishments doled out by “authority figures” who have the power to do so (that's why they're not really objectively-determinable). Over most of history, punishments have been doled out more than rewards (they’re cheaper), and in this late state of civilization, the rewards, as well as punishments for mundane offenses, are usually purely psychological (also cheaper). Arguably, even when corporal punishment was routinely dished out, punishments and rewards were often at least as much social and psychological as physical. You don’t just get a knuckle rapping or a cookie; you get humiliated in front of the rest of the class, or a nod of approval from an authority figure. Especially nowadays, rewards and punishments are often intentionally subtle (but consistent and frequent) so that you don’t notice (a fish doesn't notice water) and start asking questions.
Because the process of instilling moral beliefs is unconscious, people tend not to notice it, and often jump to the conclusion that they have an innate conscience. They don’t. People’s “innate consciences” have given them extremely different, in fact contradictory, instructions over different times and places. It all depends on what people are getting rewarded or punished for. For hunter-gatherers, theft is not necessarily considered morally wrong; “you weren’t man enough to defend it, so of course I took it from you.” They don't feel any more guilty taking from you than a farmer feels guilty about collecting a hen's eggs. The relationship between thief and victim matters more than the act itself; what rules there are tend to prohibit stealing from close relatives. As I type these words, there are currently people whose sympathies lie with the perpetrators of crime, and their moral indignation against at least some classes of victims, because they think of the perpetrator as being the victim of “inequality” and “injustice”, and the victim as being “privileged”. This might sound like an exaggeration on my part, but when I’ve described the phenomenon on social media, I’ve gotten swarmed by activists not denying that my take on their beliefs is incorrect, but instead taking issue with my implied lack of agreement.
One common result of dramatically shifting moral beliefs is moral outrage and condemnation by people in one time and place against people in another, varying from "they didn't know any better" to "SAVAGES!" or "FASCISTS!" 
It is impossible to objectively determine morality any more than you can objectively determine what the rules of chess ought to be. You can’t do an experiment, conclude from the results that “Oh yes, now I see, it is wrong to do X,” and then any other rational person conducting the same experiment would come to the exact same conclusion.
Before anyone panics: this has been the case for all of human history, & somehow we've muddled through. Also, even though moral beliefs can't be determined on an objective basis, they're not entirely arbitrary either. There are reasons that, while they differ, there are at least a few commonalities in moral frameworks across different times and places. The primary reason is that moral beliefs, just like beliefs generally, contribute to the success or failure of their hosts. One stumbling block for most people is that specific rules might contribute to success in one context and failure in another. That's one reason they're not all consistent across different times and places. It all makes sense if you can sort though it without excessive attachment to specific beliefs.
Philosophers often try to work around the problem by going meta: rationalizing what “ought to be an ought.” That doesn’t help; more likely, it confuses the situation by adding layers of complexity that get us no closer to the answer of what ought to be an ought. For that reason, I don't feel the need to contribute my own opinions except to issue the following warnings:
	The think-tanks belonging to the rulers of this world don't sit around philosophizing about morality, and more specifically, they're not paid to come up with reasons to play nice. They literally game out what their bosses can realistically expect to get away with. That's why there are ongoing democides & genocides (plural) active as I type these words.

	Coming up with supernatural (religious or secular) mechanisms that are supposed to put limits on evil makes the situation worse, not better. YOU need to actually do something to enforce whatever limits you want to impose, full stop. 

	Whatever YOU want to do about any problem has costs. Hopefully benefits too if you've chosen wisely.



Static thinking
Many people speak glowingly of “eternal truths”. What do they have in mind? 
Core beliefs tend to be generalizations that are useful as references for interpreting our experiences, but the truth value of most statements is prone to changing over time.
“Careful, that plate is hot!” (it won't be in 10 minutes)
“Mary is gorgeous!” (she won’t be in 50 years)
The more specifications you add to keep the situation from changing, the less scope it has & the less likely it is to become a core belief:
"I was playing in the garden behind my home in the town of Shimla on 22 August 1972, when around mid-afternoon it started pouring rain so I went into the house."
The further away we get from that date, the less useful the information is, until the point where neither I nor Shimla exist anymore and whoever is left doesn't care what happened at that exact time and place, so it’s not really very “eternal”, is it?
"America will ALWAYS be the land of opportunity!"
This one is still popular in mainstream politically-conservative circles ("normiecons") in the USA. The USA ("America") is turning into a 3rd-world failed state. What was supposed to prevent that? Magic dirt? What was even the point of this claim? To absolve themselves of willful collusion with the people who destroyed it?
The only meaningful general statements I can think of that never change are analytic statements with no empirical component:
	A triangle will always have 3 sides.

	The angles of a triangle will always add up to 180 degrees. 

	The square root of 16 will always be 4.



In any case, these aren't the kinds of claims people who believe in "eternal truths" had in mind, which usually have something to do with political or religious aspirations. They long for permanency in a Kosmos that's in constant flux. Reality flows. Be careful what you wish for. I'm not sure they exist at all, but if there were ever a state of no change, it would look dead & frozen at temperature of absolute zero.
Although there are foundational beliefs people WANT to be eternal, mundane beliefs are also often taken as eternal. This is a common phenomenon at the heart of a lot of personal problems: people get stuck in beliefs that are outdated. A common example is people whose self-image is seriously outdated, like people whose identity encompasses being youthful despite being significantly over-the-hill. The situation can also go the other direction: the successful, popular professional who's insecure due to childhood bullying and a resulting negative self-image.
Why am I beating this point to death? Because failure to realize that beliefs can become outdated and obsolete is a common way that people get stuck in their problems. Anyone who's done therapy or counselling for personal problems runs into it over and over and over again.
	"A college degree is a ticket to a good job.": many people ended up unemployed or under-employed and in debt thanks to this advice from parents in my parents' generation. It persisted several more generations among those who got lucky.

	"I'm too young to settle down and start a family!": I frequently hear this one coming from the mouths of women who are imminently about to be (or sometimes already are) too old to start a family. They sound completely sincere; it doesn't seem to be self-depreciating humor. Oddly, I have only EVER heard it from women, not men, despite the longer reproductive window of men. My guess is that women say it more because they're internalizing bad advice more commonly aimed at them than at men.

	"Buying a house is a smart investment; it helps families build equity!": equity can fall below zero, and houses cost money to own (real estate taxes) and maintain. Houses have financially ruined people, especially in jurisdictions without "non-recourse mortgages", where borrowers are on the hook even if the value of the property falls below the mortgage value.

	"I’m still the athletic star I was in high school.": this one gets out-of-shape middle-aged men hurt.

	"This is a safe neighborhood. I grew up here!": the neighborhood has changed and it might not be a good idea to let your kids walk themselves to the park alone.

	"People will always need my special skills!": said the typewriter repairman.

	"I’ll still have plenty of time to save for retirement later.": you don't really know how long your career will last or how long you will last.

	"My social circle will stay close forever.": life changes may leave you socially isolated.



👉 Something has changed or will change in the world, but their mental model of reality gets stuck.
👉 Something needs to change if a problem of theirs is to be solved, but it doesn't occur to them that the change is a possibility or they have emotional attachments to self-limiting beliefs.
By "personal problems", I don't just mean mundane hangups. Civilization has given people the illusion of safety. Sometimes, personal problems are existential.
"I'm lost. My home no long exists. I'm hungry and cold and don't know where to find food or shelter."

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Your beliefs are not you—they are patterns left by time, chance, and someone else's design. Hold them lightly, test them often, release them when they fail. May you be steady in the storm not because you cling, but because you can let go when it's time.
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[image: Illustration of an elderly grandmother delivering a lively story to her enraptured grandsons.]
The language is getting tricky now because I'm writing about abstractions regarding thoughts. I'm not a philosopher or a neuroscientist, nor am I particularly articulate; 🙏 please bear with me. 
A situation is a state of affairs; it's a "snapshot" of the way some corner of the Kosmos is at some specific point in time. 
"Little Red Riding Hood went skipping through the forest on her way to grandma's house."
An event is something happening which strikes our brains as significant.
"When, suddenly, she encountered a wolf!"
"Narrative" is a fancy way of saying "a story". 
It just so happens that in several Romance languages, the word for story is the same as the word for history. Histories are narratives. The converse doesn't seem to be true; in the broader sense of the word "narrative", some narratives don't involve time or sequences in time, or even if they do, they're on-going or possibly set in the future (there are a few who speak of "future history" but it's a relatively marginal concept).
In the more general sense, narratives are stories or other conceptual frameworks for understanding how multiple situations, beliefs, and/or events are related to each other in a significant & meaningful way. It often involves a specific preframe (qv) for interpreting events as they unfold; in other words, news-media narratives are often ongoing "stories" (they often refer to them as such: "TONIGHT'S STORY:") whose end hasn't occurred yet, tied together with specific assumptions about them even before the events in question have occurred.
The more story-like they are, the more likely they are to be stored as episodic memory. Episodic memories are more personal than semantic memories (that is, knowledge that's isolated from context of time and place, like knowing that cats are obligate carnivores); they're more likely to be tied to strong identities and to evoke strong emotions. When people hear stories, they often imagine that the events are happening to themselves, and they often identify with the protagonist, especially to the degree the story-teller is skilled at describing the protagonist in sympathetic terms.
Narratives are more complex than simple statements, because they consist of many elements. There's a possibility for some elements of the narrative to match the evidence & some not to; narratives are pitfalls for people prone to binary thinking; they'd be prone to believing narratives wholesale while overlooking its flaws, or else discarding an overall useful narrative because they're aware of a few flaws. It would seem that the odds would be more in favor of at least one mistake or untruth than of 100% accuracy, and the more complex the narrative is, the more likely deviations from realities are to exist, especially so past realities that get ever harder to verify because things have changed since then.
Mythic narratives
Religious and nationalistic narratives are almost always mythic in nature. By "myth", I DON'T mean stories that aren't true; that's a misuse of the word "myth" common in the mass media. I mean it in the original sense of a narrative whose value has more to do with qualities like "narrative truth" (does the story ring true? Does it provide deep insights into life and the human condition?) than with historical authenticity ("There really was a little girl called Little Red Riding Hood. She really did meet a talking wolf while on her way to her grandmother's house"). Obsessing about the latter, in either direction (insisting that the story is either true or false based on surface-level historical accuracy) means missing a more important point.
There are compelling reasons to make use of mythic narratives; they're easy to remember because they make use of episodic memory, and they help rally the troops towards collective aspirations. Even people with very rationalistic world-views make use of them when they read or write novels. They just understand the differences between narrative truth and historical accuracy. It's only when people get the two confused that there's a problem.
Religious dogmatism—that is, the insistence on the historical accuracy of religious mythic narratives is typical of many different religious traditions, but it's not entirely uniform; in Buddhism for example there's no requirement to believe in the historical accuracy of Buddhist mythic stories, and modern Buddhist practitioners have, especially in the "western" countries, de-emphasized teaching them at all, though this is probably a mistake as they always existed for a practical purpose. It has to do with what developmental stage the center-of-gravity of the religious tradition is in; developmental stages are covered elsewhere in this book. But for the sake of readers who do follow a religious tradition where there is still a great deal of importance ascribed to taking religious myth as historical truth (likely with a lot of hand-wringing over crises of faith and dark nights of the soul), and especially for Christians whose religion is usually interpreted as belief-based, and mandates orthodoxy (right belief), ask yourselves this: "how does my belief structure (such as it is) impact my relationship with the Divine?"
Blueprints
Narratives that set expectations regarding how life should be or what kind of life should be aspired to are commonly referred to as "blueprints." 
A life blueprint is a set of expectations and aspirations that young people form about how their life is supposed to unfold—often absorbed from family, media, and culture. It’s a kind of mental roadmap for adulthood.
For many middle-class Americans, up until recently, the typical blueprint looked something like this at a high level:
	Do well in school, go to college

	Choose a career path, get a degree

	Travel a bit, then start working

	Date, find a long-term partner

	Marry, buy a home, have kids

	Advance in career, save for retirement

	Watch kids grow up and leave home

	Retire and enjoy old age with financial security



That blueprint is unraveling fast because parts of it, especially in the details not listed in this brief summary, were either out-of-reach or always were actually bad ideas—like borrowing money to go to college with utterly no guarantee of surplus wages to pay it back with. At the moment, a lot of young people are just winging it without a roadmap. Whether they're trying to follow an outdated roadmap, or have tossed it aside, they're getting lost. It doesn't help the underlying territory is changing too fast, and their parents continue handing out outdated advice as reality changes but their mental models of reality don't keep up. Unfortunately not enough bandwidth here to address it, but the problem might be addressed by a future book in the queue!
Narrative consistency
One of the ways our brains-in-a-jar try to make sense of what's happening “in the real world, out there” is by trying to maintain narrative consistency. It's like putting together a jigsaw puzzle: any piece that doesn't fit with what we have assembled so far is assumed to be a rogue that doesn't belong. 
There are good reasons for using this strategy, but it has weaknesses related to the order in which events occur within one's experience (first impressions weigh heavily) and also the frequency that events happen (you put more credence into mundane occurrences). Both factors are related: frequent events are more likely to happen sooner in our experience than infrequent events. 
“Frequent” versus “infrequent” are relative to longevity. The turkeys have no idea Thanksgiving is coming, but the Bristlecone Pine has personally experienced volcanic winter (it probably doesn't consciously remember it but might very well unconsciously "remember" it in its biochemical processes).
Right now, there are rumors going around that secret agencies are in contact with “alien-bros”. Personally, I'm skeptical for the following reasons:
	It's a (thinly) documented historical fact that secret agencies schemed to use “alien invasion” as a pretext for why we need a one-world government. It occurs in Fabian fiction ("War of the Worlds", “The Day the Earth Stood Still”, and many others), Werner von Braun seems to have disclosed it, and it showed up as part of Uri Geller's psyop. 

	The current narrative, that the alien-bros have revealed themselves only to secret government agencies, conforms just a little too much to one of the existing fictional narratives (showed up in “Close Encounters of the Third Kind”). It would seem more “natural” to me that first encounter would be “chaotic” since the alien-bros probably don't think the same way we do. 

	If it were true that first contact has already been made, I'd expect any secret projects based on doomsday scenarios inspired by the Fermi Paradox to be put on hiatus if not abandoned altogether, which runs contrary to my current intel that says they're still actively in play.



Just to be clear, though, I don't consider first contact to be impossible, just relatively unlikely at any one given point in time, and at the moment, more likely to be a hoax and a distraction by entities active right now who've used it multiple times before now. If it happened for real, I'd eventually come around to believing it as evidence accumulated. But just think of what it must have been like the day various low-tech tribes here on earth first encountered much higher-tech tribes. Up until that day, they had never experienced any such thing and had no reason to suspect it existed. It didn't fit their sense of normalcy.
Unlikely things happen every day! 
[image: Screenshot of a post on social media. The post claims its impossible that Trump turned his head at just the right moment.]
I have doubts about her aptitude for math. By "Murphy's Law"*, if anything is possible, the probability that it will eventually happen approaches one (that is, certainty) as the trials continue indefinitely. Countless events are happening every day all over the Kosmos, and some of them are “black swan” events that just don't happen very often relative to the vast number of trials.
*It's a colloquial theorem, not a law, and it doesn't have a formal name at all, despite being mathematically provable via probability theory.
Narrative stability vrs instability
The bias for narrative consistency is known by many other names, including “confirmation bias” and “normalcy bias”, but they're all roughly the same thing: our brains have a preference for narrative consistency because it's one of their tools for trying to work around imperfect knowledge. Once someone commits information to belief, it tends to stay that way without regard to new evidence. Confirmation bias is the tendency to believe what confirms what you already believe, & either reject what contradicts what you already believe, or rationalize how it fits in.
While it's a problem whenever existing beliefs are mistaken or outdated, it occurs for a reason. There's a good chance you're comparing information that to the best of your knowledge has worked for you up to now & been confirmed more than once, with unconfirmed novel information. A mentor gave me this example: someone tries to convince you that you can fly and encourages you to try it by jumping out the window! Your existing belief that you can't fly and instead would go "splat!" takes priority over the novel, untested information.
There's a persuasion strategy called "pacing and leading" that works like this: you start your argument with a long list of statements that you have reason to expect your target to strongly agree with. They don't have to be particularly relevant to the conclusions you're leading them into! What I suspect is going on is that our brains are being trained that a source is trustworthy, where "trustworthy" doesn't seem to be qualified with context.
The opposite of confirmation bias is also a problem, and probably a bigger problem: belief instability. That's when someone's opinions change often and without regard to new information. It's associated with certain mental illnesses.
The ideal situation is when your ability to evaluate the quality of information improves with your experience in life, so that you can judge the quality of new information and compare it to your reasons for believing the old information.
Narrative addiction: priming dupes to believe anything
Lately my social media feed has been flooded with supermarket tabloid levels of absurdity comparable to the "German soldiers bayonetting Belgian Babies" hoax during WW1. Whatever happened to "extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence?!" Before I get into what's going on, let me explain the setup.
It's basically a problem-reaction-solution scam: create a problem, wait for people to react to it, provide the solution. The problems include terrorism, violent crimes & everyday humiliations committed by both domestic criminals & replacement immigrants, wars & war atrocities, the covid-19 pandemic (whether or not you believe it was biowarfare, it provoked a strong reaction), and all the crazes related to the "woke mind virus," including critical race theory, ritual humiliation of white students, queering and trans-grooming of young children. All of these problems provoke strong emotional reactions, which in turn short-circuit critical thinking as described elsewhere in this book. The whole motivation for terrorism is to provoke strong emotions and short-circuit critical thinking because someone wants you to believe something that's not true and act against your own best interests. It's why terrorist attacks are nearly always sponsored by major world powers despite the claim of being carried out by non-state actors. 
Part of the setup is to have a network of operatives ready to denounce the problem before it even happened. They're in cahoots with the people who caused the problem.
Bear in mind that not everybody who complains about the problem is in cahoots with the people who caused the problem. I see a lot of "friendly fire" (attacking one of your own after mistaking him for an enemy). Also bear in mind that many assets don't realize they're assets; someone gets recruited as an influencer without any disclosure as to the purpose above and beyond attacking the problem. When other people attack them as "controlled opposition", it ends up triggering endless infighting, some of it sabotage, and some of it self-inflicted. There are better ways of handling the situation described elsewhere in the book.
In any case, the network of influencers publish or post an endless stream of outrage bait to lure their dupes. The outrage bait then goes viral, helped by both a network of bots and humans willing to act like bots motivated by a desire to boost their "followed bys" via mutual follows, collecting them like it's a hobby, and eager to have something emotionally triggering to repost to get attention.
The next step is the "bait and switch."  It's similar to "pacing and leading"; someone's training you to think of them as an ally against forces of evil threatening you and those you love. But the  "solution" they offer has nothing to do with the actual problem. It's also a gatekeeping strategy which I'll explain in a moment.
How do I know this? Because I've spotted the pattern in action. There are specific high-profile influencer networks that use this tactic consistently. What I've also noticed about the members is that they consistently ATTACK anyone who actually tries to DO anything (above and beyond whining) about the problem that attracted their attention in the first place. That's because they're gatekeeping for partners they're in cahoots with who caused the problem in the first place! It's a "good-cop, bad-cop" act. Following Bronze Age Pervert's lead (respectful nod), I call one of these networks the "International Dork Web." They pretend to be on your side while their "bad-cop" partners openly push destructive policies to destabilize your country, your community, and your family. A lot of my mutuals on social media realize something's not quite right about them, but haven't figured out what. Now you know (or at least, now you know what I think about them). It's also worth pointing out that one of them appears to be a high-IQ, high-functioning schizophrenic, which is why he often sounds brilliant but occasionally says and does weird stuff; I've distanced myself from him ever since I noticed the pattern. I've been onto the rest of them ever since I encountered one of them working the men's and fathers' rights movements; the pattern was unmistakable (to me, anyway) back then:
	The world desperately needs feminism; it's a force for good that will radically transform society for the better.

	We understand and sympathize that men and fathers have been mistreated (this hook caught a lot of men and fathers who were desperate for validation and approval). The problem is just a few well-intended but misguided radicals. Separatism is a horrible idea because feminism needs to be integrated into the mainstream.

	You can help by declaring yourselves dedicated feminists and helping to get feminism back-on-track.

	We decide who is allowed to express what opinions. Gatekeeping is our job.

	If you attempt to act out of your own initiative, without waiting for orders, we will destroy you.



And the pattern remains the same now as regards other civilization-destroying catastrophes such as the trans craze and borders intentionally left open to invasion.
A similar tactic is used by both major political parties in the USA (probably elsewhere too). Each constantly complains about the outrages committed by the other party, but does absolutely nothing about them aside from asking for donations! If YOU try to do something, they attack.
People who fall for this strategy of deception, typically strongly binary thinkers, have been trained to think of these people as powerful allies trying to save them from the forces of evil. The bait issues and the switch issues get mixed up in their heads: "we have to stop the Germans who are bayonetting Belgian babies, to prevent our kids from being queered!" They don't notice the bait and switch because they're reacting emotionally (My neighbor's daughter just had an elective double-mastectomy!), not rationally (no evidence of Germans bayonnetting babies has been offered, and the whole narrative about this somehow causing queering to happen doesn't make any sense at all). There's no reasoning going on at all; they abandoned thinking for themselves and leave it to someone else.
Narrative traps!
Narratives can turn into mental traps if they get so laden up with emotional baggage that their hosts simply ignore any new information that doesn't fit into the existing narrative. They turn into cults.
Narratives are mental tools
Like guns, narratives aren't inherently good or bad; it's a matter of how you use them. Narratives are how we relate many different facts and make sense of our experiences. The problem is when someone whose interests are adversarial to your own imposes a narrative on you or hijacks one of your foundational narratives in order to manipulate you, instead of you—with the help of genuine allies and leaders—maintaining your own narratives for your own benefit.
Loss of narrative is disorienting 
The erosion of foundational narratives can deeply unsettle both individuals and communities. These narratives—whether religious myths, cultural stories, or shared histories—act as vital frameworks that give our world meaning and coherence. They weave together key events, beliefs, and past experiences into a unified story we use as a reference for understanding current experiences. When these narratives unravel or face serious challenges, the result can be a profound sense of disorientation, even an existential crisis, often summed up in the raw realization: "My whole life has been a lie!"
This upheaval stems from how deeply these narratives are woven into our minds. They create vast networks of associations in our brains, linking our experiences, values, and expectations. When a foundational narrative collapses, these mental structures falter, sparking emotional and cognitive turmoil. The connections that once offered clarity and direction lose their relevance, forcing individuals to scramble for a new way (a "reframe") to understand themselves and their place in the world.
Foundational narratives also shape social and cultural identities. Their loss can fracture the shared values and cohesion that hold communities together. As the common story dissolves, so does the sense of belonging and collective purpose, leaving people isolated and anxious. The philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche anticipated this danger, cautioning that the decline of narratives like Christianity would plunge societies into an existential void and widespread breakdown.
This process has been unfolding for decades, first in Western nations and now across the globe. It seems to be speeding up, making adaptation harder than ever. Once, certain groups—like the working class—were somewhat shielded, spared the rapid narrative shifts tied to academic indoctrination. But today, this disruption feels universal, and at times, it even seems deliberate—a calculated push to sow personal confusion and societal fracture as a strategy of unconventional warfare.
I’ve woven coping strategies throughout my book where they fit, but here’s some targeted advice for navigating these rapid narrative shifts:
	Echoing Douglas Adams’ eponymous Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy: DON’T PANIC. Panic won’t help, and it’s not needed. The story has shifted—think of it as the start of a new adventure. Have faith that meaning will emerge as you adjust.

	Approach each day as a fresh beginning, brimming with potential.

	Embrace adaptability: flow like water around the twists and turns of your evolving story.

	Seek New Threads: Actively explore emerging narratives—whether through art, community, or personal reflection—to replace what’s been lost. Think of it as scavenging the galaxy for a new guidebook.

	Anchor in the Small: When the big story falters, let it go and focus on the mundane—cooking, walking, connecting with others—to ground yourself amid the chaos.

	Laugh at the Absurdity: Like Adams’ humor, embrace the ridiculousness of a shifting universe. Humor can loosen the grip of disorientation.

	Build Your Own Map: If the old narrative is gone, start sketching your own. It doesn’t need to be perfect; sketch out enough of a draft to re-orient yourself and let it evolve.



Scripted history
They say history is written by the winners. If someone has a particularly crushing victory, they can go to the next level of scripting the future (or "future history"): someone creates and imposes a story about how things are going to be in the future with the intent that this script turns into self-fulfilling prophesy. That, by the way, is what members of the so-called Liberal World Order mean when they talk about being "on the right side of history" versus "on the wrong side of history." By "history," they mean a plan, one that they've hinted about but haven't disclosed some of the nasty details of, which would alert you to danger.
Narrative drift
Some mindsets are resistant to outside attempts to take their narratives away from them, but not to narrative drift. Let's say someone prone to binary thinking has a pet narrative. They insist that it's true, and they want to keep it that way forever. That's already asking rather a lot because reality itself isn't binary and it is in flux. The problem is narratives that live long enough DO mutate, no matter how much effort is put into maintaining orthodoxy. 
Here are some reasons why narratives drift away from their original intents and meanings:
The world is too complex to ever get every single individual, each with his or her own peculiarities regarding how they interpret their experiences, in every single region and culture to which the narrative applies, synchronized in the first place. Even small initial differences in how the narrative is interpreted lead to big changes downstream over time.
Overwhelmingly, beliefs are installed unconsciously. No matter how much conscious intent someone has to maintain a narrative, they don't notice how their beliefs evolve over time because it's all unconscious. The shift in overall belief structure will cause changes to how a narrative is interpreted. No matter how orthodox someone intends to be, they're unlikely to notice. They think they've been absolutely faithful to the narrative because of their own "change blindness".
The more time passes, the more background beliefs which impact how the narrative is interpreted change. The narrative could be expressed in exactly the same words for thousands of years, yet how the narrative is understood will still drift, unnoticed by the dogmatists.
By the way, the longer a narrative exists, the more dated the the very language it's expressed in becomes. Many scriptural narratives are written in what are generally considered "dead" languages no longer spoken as a first language; as a result there's an increasing hurdle to understanding with the original intent & meaning intact, especially for the lay-person. Lack of access to scripture in their own familiar language creates opportunities for narrative-gatekeeping by the priesthood.
Sometimes external change is so drastic and overwhelming that the keepers of narratives feel impelled to change it to adapt. If orthodoxy is important to them (it usually is), they often surreptitiously back-date their changes one way or another.
Sometimes changes to narratives are imposed by brute force as the result of shifts in power dynamics. The same power that demands the change may also demand that its predecessor be censored by draconian means (at the very least, burning all copies of the original, if not throwing the scholars in the fire too), and the replacement back-dated as if it were the original. A new orthodoxy emerges whereby the faithful that whoever demanded the change was in fact knowingly or unknowingly acting on behalf of God who was the real author of the change!
My intent is not to attack your foundational narratives. Quite the opposite: I'm trying to help you get the most benefit out of whatever narratives you might rely on to make sense of the world. Right now, a lot of people are desperately confused. The reason it's important is because unless you're already hopelessly brainwashed, your existing foundational narratives were probably designed for the benefit of the tribe your ancestors belonged to, and to the extent they're still entrenched, they help prevent brainwashing by competing for mindspace with new narratives pushed by your current overlords. Make sense?
Here is one problem you might not be aware of:
Narrative hijacking
It's a simple matter for an adversary with enough access to the mass media to hijack your foundational narratives. That's not to say that it's simple for anyone else! You wouldn't be able to launch your own counter-measures even with access to self-publishing. This book of mine is a drop in the ocean; I don't have access to promotion channels to reach a broad audience. My hopes are in "butterfly effect" and "survivor bias".
All a powerful person or more likely organization would have to do to hijack someone else's narrative is to intentionally make use of some of the same factors that cause narrative drift to happen spontaneously. What seems to be their favorite strategy to hijack narratives is to reframe them, often under the pretext of trying to help you better understand them for your own benefit. Often it's as subtle as changing a few words, which is why Frank Luntz makes big bucks testing them with his focus groups:
"the Syrian civil war" versus "the invasion of Syria"
"The AI workforce revolution" versus "The AI worker replacement"
"Online safety reforms" versus "Online censorship"
"Immigrant exclusion" versus "Border security"
Another trick is to use something called "parallelism", whereby one thing sufficiently reminds you of something else that your brain assumes a connection and information about the one starts unconsciously (you don't notice it's happening) updating how you think about the other. A prime example would be the many Hollywood renderings of Jesus-like figures in order to manipulate Christians. After watching these movies, their concept of Jesus has in fact been drifting.
"But Sir, the Americans will never buy into workers' paradise! They're too religious!"
"Then give them a new prophesy, idiot! One that will have the same outcome."
Narrative, counter-narrative pairs aka Dialektik
Powerful players often promote narratives in pairs seemingly in opposition to each other. It's a strategy that cold war propagandists blamed on Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel who might have unintentionally inspired it, but weaponizing it was Karl Marx's idea. Here's how it works:
It shunts people into one narrative or the other in order to keep things simple. Their opinions would be much harder to manage if they were going dozens of different directions. Two is the smallest number required to maintain illusion of choice, & binary thinkers invariably fall for it.
People often think they've suddenly become enlightened after abandoning a position that really is pushed by manipulators, only to fall for another one also pushed by the same manipulators. I'm not entirely invincible to it myself; I have to remind myself that some of my informants are feeding me "limited hangout" (information disclosures designed to build trust, but withholding critical information). Freedom of thought requires constant vigilance.
It doesn't seem to be hard to set up the 2 narratives to divide the human livestock into two groups that cover the majority of the population.
Examples: 
Capitalism vs Communism: It's fairly well-documented that the Bolsheviks who overthrew the Russian government were financed by British investment banks; see for example The Creature from Jekyll Island by G. Edward Griffin. Communism? Pushed by Capitalists in the most literal sense possible. Same ones who financed and organized the secret soft coup that entrenched communists all over the US political system, starting with the State Department that's still battling Russia through proxies and internal coup attempts. Also the same ones who helped organize the communist takeover of China, have been advising them and sent them offshored business and technology to propel them into a position of world leadership. Opposites? More like complements, constantly tag-teamed by the puppet-masters.
The Left, instigating change, vs The Right, trying to preserve the status quo. So, whatever you want to change, you pay your left-wing agents to agitate for. Whatever you want to keep the same, you pay your right-wing agents to agitate for. Often it's a good-cop, bad cop act. For example, offer student loan debt forgiveness to college graduate debtors to rally them to your side, but then have your right-wing agents sabotage it or at least postpone it, because that's not your real spending priority, and then blame them. Without the secret tag-teaming, it would be impossible to pull off the con-job. Action item to improve your own game: stop hallucinating that powerful people are motivated by ideology rather than self-interest. Start seeing political agendas in terms of who benefits and who pays the price.
Pro-choice vs pro-life: The donor class, nudged by high-level players, can donate to both "sides" and hand them their carefully-scripted talking points so that they can influence WHO gets aborted and WHO gets carried to term. They then use their influence on the public dialog to engineer demographic shifts they desire ("we want more of these, and less of those"), which would otherwise be extremely taboo & likely to trigger resentment and rebellion. It's been going on for decades now.
Climate change vs climate realists: neither position warns about global COOLING caused by the current Landscheidt Grand Solar Minimum, about crop losses to that, or about Hubbert's Peak Petroleum curve, all of which, by the way, are catastrophic. The second, "climate realist" narrative, promoted to political conservatives, helped convince investors to loan money to small companies involved in the fracking operations working the Bakken Formation. Much of that debt was subsequently defaulted on, which was almost certainly the plan from the start.
The terrorist attacks of 11 September, 2001: The 9/11 Commission Report vs "Fahrenheit 9/11" counter-narrative pushed by controlled (fake) opposition. There's not all that much difference between the two narratives aside from some superficial spin, but the latter is designed to redirect the suspicions of anyone who didn't believe the official narrative onto President George W. Bush and his Saudi partners. Bush and the Saudis had nothing to do with the attacks aside from go along with them after the fact under threat of being falsely accused by people powerful enough to make the accusation stick.
Zoonotic transmission vs Lab Leak: The paper "The proximal origin of SARS-CoV-2," published in Nature, argues that SARS-CoV-2 is most likely the result of natural zoonotic transmission. The Select House Subcommittee on the Pandemic has posited that SARS-CoV-2 may have originated from a lab leak, potentially from the Wuhan Institute of Virology (WIV) or its associated facilities. So either it came from a Chinese wet-market, or it came from a Chinese lab. No other possibilities? Actually, several have been posited. The Chinese government has blamed American ops for releasing it in Wuhan, despite also pushing the zoonotic origin theory! And Russian propaganda outlets have been blaming the Ukrainians, who inherited Soviet-era bioweapons laboratories (but I don't think they actually controlled them, & in any case the known evidence points a different direction). All of these competing narratives are designed to provide limited hangout to their host governments propagating them. All the major world's powers are in fact implicated in the conspiracy: none of them have come out and exposed what really happened.
The Chinese government has been working on gain-of-function viruses under the pretext of supposedly trying to protect the rest of us from zoonotic-origin diseases, which isn't technologically feasible! You can't predict evolution; it's too chaotic. But the virus in question was allegedly handed to them from work originating in the USA, that was banned in the USA under restrictions on gain-of-function work. Bearing in mind that the virus chosen for enhancements came from Chinese horseshoe bats. In other words, it was a joint project.
What if accidents, whether in a wet-market or a lab, were just a cover story? WELL THE CHINESE WOULDN'T RELEASE IT IN THEIR OWN BACK-YARD! But who says THEY did? Not me, anyway.
My current working hypothesis is my original hypothesis: it was an accident, but while preparing it for release in another, unsuspecting, country. Once the accident happened, they went ahead with the rest of the plan slightly ahead of schedule.
I don't pretend to know for sure; I wasn't there & I don't get the memos. I'm just pointing out the possibility of someone telling two lies and distracting people from all other possibilities by getting them to argue over which lie is true.
Pay attention to the counter-narrative!
Regardless of which "side" of things you're on, pay attention to the narrative being fed to the other side. You'll need to be conscientious here: what you'll be tempted to do is accept a gross distortion of the other side's narrative because of
	misrepresentations by influencers on your side

	outrage bait forwarded to your attention that isn't particularly representative of either the other side or the counter-narrative, and might even have been staged or otherwise falsified for your sake.



Both sides are prone to grossly mischaracterizing each other and each other's positions. If you can look at the situation objectively and dispassionately, you might start noticing:
	sometimes both "sides" are pushing identical agenda items just framed a little differently. For example, the Left pushes for increased immigration to promote "diversity" which is "our strength", whereas the Right pushes it "because we're business-friendly and trying to lower costs for both businesses and consumers."

	sometimes the agenda items are different, but calculated to resolve to the same objective. For example, the Right's law and order drive versus the Left's de-policing drive: LET'S SOLVE THE CRIME PROBLEM WITH DIGITALID AND MASS SURVEILLANCE! WIN-WIN! 

	If you start noticing how seemingly "opposing" narratives are coordinated, then you start noticing hidden agendas that are never discussed in the public sphere and in fact may be highly taboo to disclose.

	You might start realizing that someone is not only playing both sides but is hostile towards you. Once you realize the same earthly powers are handing both sides their scripts, you'll realize they're painting a target on YOUR head not just to distract attention away from themselves as a potential target, but also because they never liked you in the first place!



Control the narrative to rule the world
Imagine one of your ancestors won the Monopoly game. You're the king-of-the-mountain, the top dog, the big Kahuna, and you're always looking for ways to extend your power and to keep it forever and ever and ever.
You know that you'll always have to deal with change, but the real problem is that a rival might deal with it better than you do, so the real problem is human opposition. One way to deal with it would be to accept that opposition and conflict are always going to exist, so instead of spending the rest of eternity trying to stamp them out, try setting them up yourself!
That solution shows up in George Orwell's book 1984 at two levels: 
👉 internal opposition via the Brotherhood, lead by Emmanuel Goldstein
👉 external opposition via a perpetual war between Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia, with shifting alliances, maintains a global balance of power by design. This implicit conspiracy ensures no superpower achieves total victory, thereby preserving the status quo into perpetuity. The Party orchestrates this stalemate to sustain internal control, as war justifies oppression, resource scarcity, and propaganda, while alliances shift to prevent any side from gaining dominance, keeping the conflict endless without explicit coordination between the powers. It's an eternal game of 3-way Bridge.
At one point in the book, O'Brian tells Winston Smith "Metaphysics is not your strong suit, Winston." Sadly, it wasn't Orwell's either. O'Brian told Smith that he would never know whether the Brotherhood was a real organization or not, but the whole plot of the story revolves around the Brotherhood being nothing but a honey-pot to catch rebels against the system. Imagine the following changes to the story-line:
The Brotherhood is a real organization. Smith meets with it, joins it, and for the rest of the story, is a part of it. AND it's controlled opposition, but on a much higher level than just either a honey-pot or, as is the case in the USA with the mainstream Republican party, an organization that attracts donations of people who have grievances against the current state of affairs, but doesn't make a move to really do anything about it; it exists only to sustain the illusion of choice and drain the resources of potential rivals. Imagine instead that it's a real organization that does stuff, but tag-teams with the Party. In other words, even the controlled opposition is a part of the normal functioning of the system. 
Imagine that Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia DO explicitly coordinate to at least some extent. Imagine that among other things, they keep each other's dirty little secrets!
In other words, it's like a game with opposing teams, there are some rules (but nothing beyond what the strongest player can enforce), and the stakes are real. This isn't quite what I was referring to by the title of the book; a good name for that would be more like "the infernal farce,"  though it's certainly a major part of it. Most players don't get to choose the specific game; that's reserved for winners of previous plays. Want to play anyway? It's the only game in town at the moment.
So, going back to our hypothetical oligarchs who rule the world, here is how it looks like they do it, to at least some degree:
	Set up the existing system, including your own opposition. Don't try to prevent war, just try to channel it into patterns that promote your interests regardless of who "wins" and who loses. For example, the current war between Russia and Ukraine benefits China regardless of who is "winning", and it also benefits their partners the so-called "globalists" by eliminating Slavs to accommodate replacement migration. That's why as of this writing, any attempt to negotiate peace gets sabotaged.

	The body-count (🇺🇦 🇷🇺 🇵🇸) is real. The bullets at Butler, Pennsylvania, were real. The stakes are real.

	Model the totality of human activities on the planet using systems theory (see chapter notes). Nudge the model towards the direction you want things to go.

	Maintain the system using control theory (see chapter notes) applied to the different components. Constantly nudge the system. Narrative-counter-narrative pairs are useful for using negative feedback to keep things within the bounds of steady-state control.



Unfortunately, aside from the example I gave of the Russian-Ukrainian war, the preceding is mostly too theoretical and abstract to be immediately useful to most folks. The problem is that the further away I go from most people's sense of normalcy, the more likely the example would backfire by triggering strong emotional reactions that distract most readers by upsetting them. There's some threshold such that if someone is below the threshold, that person isn't ready & would dig in all the deeper, but if you've made the cognitive breakthrough, then it's obvious and I don't need to tell you. 
Sometimes the bread just needs to sit so the yeast can do its work. 
Narrative life-cycles
Long-lived narratives mutate & drift over time, but they don't seem to significantly improve in terms of contributing to the success of their hosts. Instead what seems to happen is they get replaced with new narratives aligned with (but not usually optimal for) current conditions, often by way of natural selection culling their hosts.
The situation might be comparable to that of living organisms, which have to both maintain their own biological integrity (that is, resist changes to biological processes outside of a narrow range of homeostasis) AND adapt to change, which already seems like walking a fine line. Individual organisms have less capacity for adapting to change than their biological lineages do; same seems true of narratives. Most likely reason is that until recently, humans tried to conserve their narratives more than innovate them. The current wave of "re-imaginings" of existing stories in commercial arts and entertainment is radical change but for the worse not better.
These are observations on my part, not prescriptions. One way or another, your narratives that orient you to the world as you experience are helpful only if they keep up with change. A story cave-men told their children might be interesting & we might even learn something from it, but probably not helpful to your daily life. That's probably true even if we end up back in the stone ages due to civilization collapse; we know a lot more now that could be applied to survival.

      [image: ]Every story binds facts into meaning, yet every story drifts. Guard against traps, see who writes the script, and choose which tales you live by. Remember that narrative truth and historical accuracy are not the same: the tale that orients your life does not need to be literal to be meaningful. In grand mythic stories—whether religious, cultural, or national—it is the narrative truth that shapes aspirations, gives direction, and binds communities. May your own narrative be strong enough to guide you, yet light enough to change when truth demands it.

      [image: ]Chapter notes
It's not essential that you internalize the following; it's here if you can make use of it in formulating your mental model of how the rulers of this world intend to manage their global empire:
Control theory is a branch of engineering applied to the design of systems to regulate the behavior of dynamic processes, ensuring they operate at desired conditions despite disturbances. Control theory is used to maintain variables typically like temperature, pressure, flow rate, or level within specific targets or ranges, typically in industrial processes such as manufacturing, chemical production, or power generation. Key concepts include:
	Feedback Control: Measures the process output (e.g., temperature), compares it to a desired setpoint, and adjusts inputs (e.g., heater power) to minimize error. A common example is a PID (Proportional-Integral-Derivative) controller, which calculates control actions based on the error's magnitude, accumulation, and rate of change.

	System Dynamics: models processes using differential equations or transfer functions to predict how inputs affect outputs over time, accounting for delays, inertia, or nonlinearities.

	Stability: Ensures the system remains predictable and doesn't oscillate uncontrollably or diverge, analyzed using tools like Bode plots or Nyquist criteria.

	Types of Control: Includes open-loop (there's no feedback, like a timer-based system) and closed-loop (feedback-based like a thermostat). Advanced methods like model predictive control (MPC) optimize complex, multi-variable processes.

	Applications: Used in industries for automating tasks like regulating chemical reactors, maintaining conveyor speeds, or stabilizing power grids.



Control theory is used to maintain efficiency, safety, and product quality by automating adjustments to processes in real time. Something similar is probably applied at a global level to maintaining complex human systems like economies, military operations, and demographics. I don't get the memos, but I would hazard a few reasonable conjectures:
This is why they want continuous data collection; they want to regulate the whole of human activity on a global scale. This is why they want to shunt us into smart cities and have the smart grid constantly monitoring us. They'll feed it into gigantic AI systems.
Systems theory is more general than control theory; it's used to model the whole system. It's a framework for modeling and understanding complex entities—whether natural or engineered—by viewing them as systems composed of components that interact to produce emergent behaviors. It emphasizes the whole system over individual parts, focusing on relationships, feedback loops, and dynamics. Originating in fields like biology and engineering, it has been applied to diverse domains such as sociology, ecology, management, and national systems like governance or economies. Key concepts include:
	Holism: The system’s behavior emerges from the interactions of its parts, not just their individual properties.

	Components and Interactions: A system comprises elements (e.g., people, institutions) and their relationships (e.g., communication, resource flows).

	Feedback Loops: Positive feedback amplifies changes (e.g., population growth), while negative feedback stabilizes (e.g., economic regulations).

	Boundaries: Systems are defined by boundaries separating them from their environment (e.g., a nation vs. global systems).

	Emergence: Complex behaviors arise from many simple interactions (e.g., market trends are the sum of many individual transactions).

	Open vs. Closed Systems: Open systems exchange matter, energy, or information with their environment (e.g., economies); closed systems do not.
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[image: Illustration of an old-style decorated map.]
The next section of this book is about mental models of reality, sometimes referred to as mental “maps”. You use these maps to try to make sense of your experiences in life, which in the context of mental “maps” are referred to as the “territory”. Having “maps” that are missing details needed to navigate life is one way people get into trouble in the first place, but more importantly, how they get and stay stuck in their problems. 
“The map is not the territory,” as Alfred Korzybski famously put it. Assuming that our mental maps of reality are perfect and complete representations of the underlying reality of our experiences is a common way of getting into trouble—often enough, without even realizing it. 
You experience something. If you recognize the experience on your mental map of reality, then you interpret what it means. If you don’t recognize it on your mental map of reality, then perhaps it means nothing at all to you, in which case you might ignore it or at least not recognize it and not know how to respond. This is how people get themselves killed failing to recognize dangers they’ve never personally encountered before, like during the Beverly Hills Nightclub fire, when many patrons failed to evacuate the building in an orderly manner despite having plenty of time. They just sat around their tables drinking, smoking, and chatting with their friends until it was too late. Depending on the context, I call these situations “recognition blindness” or “concept blindness”; in either case, it means you don’t have a conceptual “pigeon hole” to map your experience to and connect it to ideas regarding how you should respond.
Our mental maps of reality have a big impact on our behavior generally; our maps determine what kinds of behaviors would occur to us as appropriate responses for our experiences. 
We aren't born with pre-made mental maps; they develop as we do. Our mental maps get drawn when we're young and have plenty of neuroplasticity (meaning our brains have a lot of capacity for re-wiring themselves). As we get older, several things happen:
	Our experiences of reality become ever more colored by our existing preconceptions. 

	In other words, lessons that happen earlier in life carry more weight than lessons later in life.

	Neuroplasticity & neurogenesis decrease; that is, our brains have less capacity to re-wire themselves the older we get.



That’s why it’s so crucial to have a childhood conducive to learning the right lessons about life so that we can draw accurate maps. Because our environments and circumstances change as we get older; it’s valuable to retain some neuroplasticity as long as possible.
Here is a simple model for levels of awareness of map-territory problems:
Level 1:  People at this level don't realize there is any difference between the "map" (their perceptions, thoughts, and emotional reactions) and the "territory" (reality). They think their thoughts and feelings directly reflect what is real. Probably most people in the world are at this level, and if it persists into their adulthood it's unlikely they'll ever move beyond it.
Level 2: These people know that their "map" can have mistakes, but they struggle with the idea that reality itself is in a state of flux, meaning things change over time. They see truth as fixed and often think that you can always find the truth by consulting a reference or asking an expert.
Level 3: At this level, people are flexible in their thinking. They understand that their "map" needs regular updating because important context was missing or the underlying reality itself has changed. They know that some statements are opinions while others are facts, and that objective facts should be verifiable by anyone, not just experts or authorities. They also have strategies for making decisions based on how certain or uncertain they are about different matters.
Even though I've described it as a 3-level model, the levels intergrade. The process of moving from one level to another isn't a sudden leap but a gradual process of becoming more cognitively sophisticated. My guess even if someone makes a sudden realization or breakthrough, it still takes at least a few months to integrate with the rest of their neural network.
What about formal education? Can it improve this type of cognitive flexibility? Formal education if anything tends to lead to cognitive rigidity, not flexibility! You get rewarded for compliance. My reasonable guess is that formal education might get you from level 1 to level 2, but then you'd get stuck at level 2. 
Maps develop individually over personal lifespans, but they also develop collectively over many human lifespans. The adults in ancient Babylon, say, had mental maps of reality that had some basic overall differences from those of the adults in, say, modern London. This too is a process of (collective) development, and it too is subject to things going wrong. More about collective development of mental maps in chapters that follow this introduction.
The philosopher Ken Wilber calls the process of acquiring and refining maps, that hopefully improve over time (but it’s not guaranteed!) “growing up”. I’m borrowing some aspects of his Integral Theory, but my version is NOT cannon, because I don't completely believe the cannon version. I'll try to disclose when I'm deviating; apologies in advance for any misunderstandings.
Many types of personal problems are the result of maps that are too inaccurate to handle some type of problem. At least some sorts of neurotic behaviors and personality disorders are map-territory inconsistencies that were “drawn” during troubled childhoods.
Map-territory inconsistencies are hard to fix, especially as we get older and less neuroplastic, in part because most people never realize that the map is not, in fact, the territory, or in other words, they never even realize inconsistencies are possible. They mistake their thoughts about a thing for the thing itself. They might be confused about why outcomes are contrary to their expectations, but to the extent they don’t realize it’s a map-territory problem, they rationalize away what happened. Certain levels of sophistication might ascribe the problem to “magic” or "metaphysics". Even when people become more rational, they still tend to revert to a certain amount of magical thinking.
The stubborn persistence of inaccurate maps over new data has a name: “confirmation bias”. Most cognitive biases that lead to unpleasant surprises are variations on confirmation bias, or in other words, map-territory problems. 
Not everybody’s mental map of reality is the same, because we didn’t build our mental models out of the same learning experiences. There are usually bigger differences across time and space, and smaller but still significant differences even in the same time and place but between different people. 
Using different mental maps to interpret the same information causes Scott Adams's “one screen, two movies” phenomenon, whereby different people come to radically different conclusions regarding what  the same thing, situation, or event means and how to respond to it.
Differences in maps trigger hostility
When that happens, and especially so when it involves a matter we think is important, it often triggers anger and hostility. People don’t usually think “oh, he has a different way of interpreting the situation than I do,” or "he has access to different information than I do," they think “Oh, he’s one of THOSE people." Different mental maps build up around both traditional tribal identities but even more so the neoidentities defined by politics and sub-culture. When one group of people share certain important beliefs, and another group of people share a different and incompatible belief, conflict is inevitable because each group will blame the other for its problems and frustrations. A good example would be as regards the current generation of Socialists and Progressives in the USA who believe that the one and only obstacle to free healthcare and college tuition is entire classes of people who don't want them to have those things for entirely selfish or malicious reasons.
Having different mental maps of reality triggers conflict, possibly escalating into violence, even war. One type of conflict over mental maps is the well-known “religious war” (which can occur even among highly secular mindsets).
Sufficiently different maps  generate suspicions of delusions
There comes a point when differences between maps stop generating hostility and start generating the assumption that someone is crazy. Sufficiently wide gaps between maps & territories look at least superficially like mental illness. Interestingly enough, we use social proof as one of our primary references for deciding who is crazy and who isn't.
Delusions can be a symptom of mental illness, but people can have persistent beliefs inconsistent with the preponderance of evidence without being mentally ill.  A good example would be people in a cult. Often enough, nobody in the cult is actually mentally ill; the problem is more along the lines of a one person with a dominating, perhaps (dark) charismatic personality who also has a personality disorder, and everyone else influenced by that person, and reinforced, ironically, by in-group social proof (that is, the same criteria used to decide who's crazy & who's not). 
Harmony & dissent
Mental maps have huge import. It might seem as though it’s important to synchronize them to keep the peace. To some degree, that does happen: we have a lot of shared cultural artifacts, like stories, that set at least vaguely similar mental maps. Oddly enough, though, it’s also important to have some variation too, despite the cost in conflict, otherwise, we’d never make progress towards more accurate and more useful “maps”. Non-compliance is how ants eventually find their way around obstacles that suddenly appear in their ant-trails.
It’s possible to train people to react with less hostility towards those with different mental maps, at least to the degree that the differences either aren’t important enough to risk violence, or  aren’t yet close to any crisis point. One thing that helps is to come to the realization that differences in opinion don't necessarily imply incompatible goals. It's not like the people who don't want their water to be fluoridated actually want their own kids' teeth to be full of cavities. 
Map blindness
Map blindness is when your mental map over-rides your actual experiences. Differs from “concept blindness” because the map isn’t lacking a key to interpret the experience; it’s that the map doesn't match the terrain, and so evidence from the terrain is ignored.
Suppose, for example you go to your doctor for a condition that he or she believes exists only as part of a conspiracy theory. A great many doctors discount mRNA vaccine injuries, while a few tend to discount "long covid" because they assume it's actually vaccine injury (not everyone claiming "long covid" was actually vaccinated). Then you run the risk of 
	Being stonewalled or otherwise ignored.

	Being told that it's all in your head.

	Being treated for a condition that IS on the doctor's mental map of possibilities, but you don't actually have it. The treatment will probably involve drugs and will probably have costs to your health, but no benefits.




      [image: ]🙏🏻 The map is not the land, but many live as if it were. Keep your maps updated, hold them lightly, and learn from the ground beneath your feet. Do not waste anger on those who read from different maps; instead, meet them with calm reason and empathetic dialogue. May your eyes always notice what is really there, not only what your mind expects, and may your path stay open where others stumble blind.
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Cut your losses, or double down?


[image: Illustration of robed members of a mysterious cult standing on a hillside, arms raised to the sky.]
Brains use empirical (sensory) evidence and reason to formulate tentative mental models of what's going on in the world. We call those tentative mental models "hypotheses", however, some brains in at least some contexts don't realize they're tentative and just assume they're "true." It's even more likely to happen when strong emotions or strong egos are attached to the hypothesis. 
Then we get more evidence, often as the result of trying to make use of the hypothesis to get something we want. That's "feedback." Feedback is evidence that supports or contradicts a hypothesis, so we can decide whether to increase or reduce our confidence in it. 
Brains that are prone to assuming that hypotheses are "true" and then looking for confirmation are also prone to reconciling discrepancies by adding special cases on to their hypotheses instead of looking for more observations and coming up with more challenges to their new or modified working hypothesis. The classic extreme case is when cult members dress up in robes and stand on a hill waiting for the mother-ship to arrive to take them away. When the mother-ship fails to arrive on the appointed day, instead of questioning how they ever came to the conclusion that one was coming (the original hypothesis), they come up with a new claim that the mother-ship failed to arrive because they were judged unworthy, and so next they go into a purity-spiral and become even more extreme in their beliefs. Psychologists call this behavior "post-rationalization," which is a poor choice of words as it is an irrational thought pattern. Although I've given an extreme example, it's a common, mundane phenomenon. One common way it manifests is that no matter what additional evidence becomes evident, it's creatively interpreted as supporting the original belief.
Assumption: He's hiding something:
	Refuses to turn over personal docs as a matter of privacy: See?! If he had nothing to hide he'd turn them over.

	Turns them over: limited hangout! That shows he's trying to distract us with with unimportant disclosures. We're on the right track!



Assumption: Vaxxines work:
	feels OK: See?!

	adverse event: That is LITERALLY how vaxxines work, by triggering the immune system. [sic]

	breakthrough infection: If she hadn't been vaxxed, it would have been worse! [sic]



Assumption: We can predict exactly when a disaster or financial crisis will happen:
	It happens: See?!

	It doesn't happen: Our warning worked to prevent it!



Assumption: This war is ordained by God! (this claim is occurring daily in my social media feed in the 21st century. Not really surprising though because everybody starts with a magic-mythic world-view and many never grow out of it even in adulthood, just as their ancestors didn't)
	winning: See?! God is on our side!

	losing: God is punishing us for lack of commitment!



Assumption: we will prevail despite economic sanctions or boycott against us:
	hurts our business interests: See, they fear us and are trying to break our will!

	no impact: We are resilient! Sanctions are failing!



Assumption: he's guilty of the thing we publicly accused him of.
	Apologizes: See? That's effectively a confession! Told you he was guilty!

	Refuses to apologize: See? Irredeemable! Shameless!



Assumption: election fraud, either through vote-rigging or foreign election-interference
	we lose: See?!

	we win: We were able to over-come the cheating with our warnings and action!



🤨: But Kalkin, YOU have been known to make accusations of election fraud!
🧔🏻‍♂️: Indeed. Cheating in elections is a real phenomenon—some elections have been overturned after accusations of misconduct. That means there was either actual voting fraud, or fraud in the form of false accusations and lawfare; one way or another, someone cheated. The catch is that non-falsifiability can apply even when the assumption is true, which is why both sides can and often do use the same playbook. It’s a strangely symmetrical situation—and a good reason for anyone conscientious to be cautious about making any such accusations without solid evidence.
Doom loops
When people get stuck in a loop where every outcome is taken as "proof" (evidence) they were right all along, they can convince themselves that the answer is to push even harder in the same direction. That’s a kind of positive feedback loop — instead of correcting course, each turn of the wheel speeds things up in the same direction, whether it’s working at the moment or not. In complex systems, positive feedback loops are dangerous because they push things further and further away from balance. A thermostat stuck in this mode would just keep cranking the heat until the house caught fire. For people as individuals or in groups, or governments, the same pattern can drive a small problem into a full-blown disaster, because nothing ever slows it down or turns it back towards balance.
I first noticed it in "feminists": they would start by believing that men were the direct cause of all their dissatisfaction with life, and that feminism was the solution. But no matter how much they committed to feminist beliefs, practices, and lifestyle—some of them joining increasingly radical and bizarre wimmin's communes—they still had problems—like nobody at the commune would take out the trash, because they all considered that unfair to themselves, and attempts at allocating the work “fairly" always backfire because no matter how equalitarian, connected, and empathetic they consider themselves, attempts at collective decision-making always turn into contests of wills.
So the solution to that was doubling down: they needed MORE RADICAL feminism. That's how you got the secret, invitation-only sub-forums on their websites where they would casually discuss crimes like how to harm young male children left in their care and make it look like natural failure to thrive. Not to mention behaviors that were perfectly legal but also horrifying—like having themselves artificially inseminated so that they could have "therapeutic abortions."
That's within my lifetime and personal experience; there was a wimmin's commune in the neighborhood where I lived during my time in college. Before my time, the communists kept getting stuck in self-reinforcing purge loops, and I learned second-hand what was going on through the experiences of members of a family I married into. My father-in-law was tortured to the point of contemplating suicide. He convinced himself that if he killed himself, they'd leave his family alone. It's a good thing his wife convinced him not to; total surrender leads to a weaker position and ever more unreasonable demands on the survivors.
In the USSR, failures of economic planning were routinely blamed on sabotage. When Aleksandr von Meck warned the transportation board that the rail network couldn’t safely handle speeds of 80 kph, he was executed for “defeatism.” When the trains later derailed at that speed, conductors were executed for “sabotage.” Each failure prompted harsher measures and more executions, protecting those who actually made the bad decisions and punishing those forced to comply with them, worsening the problem instead of fixing it.
Over time, the hunt for scapegoats became an end in itself. People arrested on suspicion of anti-revolutionary activity were threatened or tortured until they gave the expected confessions and were coerced into naming others. This fed a constant stream of prisoners into the GULAG system, which in turn became its own self-sustaining enterprise—driven less by actual productivity and more by the demand for forced labor regardless of its economic value.
Post-rationalization is a dysfunctional habit. It encourages people to persist with losing strategies based on beliefs not supported by evidence.
The ultimate post-rationalization strategy
In its earlier, religious form, the ultimate post-rationalization strategy is to believe that any undesirable outcome is the work of supernatural agents of evil, rather than the natural consequence of flawed choices, and to pair that with an unshakable belief that all wrongs will be set right in a future afterlife. With that mindset, no amount of failure in the here and now can shake the conviction that the course is correct — setbacks are just tests of faith, and the real payoff lies beyond this life. The result is a system in which mistakes are never truly confronted, because the final verdict is assumed to be out of reach until after death, and quite likely the end of a family line, nation, or entire civilization.
The more modern, secular version follows the same pattern, but trades divine judgment for an imagined utopia. Here, intervention is not Divine but comes from an abstract ideal — History, Progress, Equality, the inevitability of Revolution, or the infallibility of “Science!”—treated less as a method than as a benevolent authority complete with agency and power. In this frame, present failures are explained away as temporary obstacles on the way to a perfect society. Each setback is interpreted as proof that the goal is so important it must be pursued even harder, ensuring that the underlying errors are never addressed and the promised utopia remains forever just over the horizon.
Don't worry: those in charge have someone handy to blame for things going wrong: those of us charged with trying to make the decisions imposed on us work.
"Insanity is doing the same thing over and over and expecting different results." 
―From a Narcotics Anonymous bulletin
🙏🏻 Whatever you believe about the source of justice, truth, or a better world, you already know that it's not a virtue to neglect or ignore your responsibilities and hope someone or something else will set things right. The gifts we’ve been given, whether you see them as faith, reason, or simple human ability, are meant to be used. Ideals are like seeds: they only grow if we plant them, tend them, and guard them from weeds. And as any good gardener knows, the signs along the way — the curling leaf, the dry soil, the changing season — are guidance that needs to be observed and answered with an appropriate response. The future we and our descendants inherit will be the one we have worked for, and the harvest will be exactly what we chose to sow, tended with the humility to listen and the wisdom to adapt.
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I don't know, but what matters is who laughs last.


[image: Cartoon representation of the women-confronting-cat meme.]
Astrange phenomenon I noticed a long time ago: many of my fiercest critics express opinions about me that are almost mirror-images of what I think about them! 
“Kalkin is so arrogant! He thinks he’s so smart, but he’s wrong! He’s stupid! Mean and nasty too! So rude!”
How odd. I think of myself as being polite and modest. I’m polite enough to keep my thoughts about them to myself, and express them a little more charitably even in my own self-talk (for my own benefit more than theirs: exaggerations impair judgment), but aside from that, they tend to be the mirror-image of their opinions of me. 
I think I'm right and they're wrong. They think they're right & I'm wrong.
I could argue my points, and some people would agree with me. They could argue their points, and some people would agree with them.
I tend to think that if something is true, then it should be possible for any intelligent person to observe or run some experiment to discover the fact for himself. I think this same belief used to be commonly acknowledged by educated people. No more. There are now PhD-level people actively disputing it.
Something that’s true of me, and not so much of my critics, is that I tend to be an independent thinker. That is, I tend to discount both “authority” (see feature illustration for this chapter) & popular opinion (“idiots outnumber geniuses”). Both of those opinions set certain kinds of people off; they find them arrogant.
“WHO THE HELL DO YOU THINK YOU ARE, TO PUT YOURSELF ABOVE THE EXPERTS!”
“YOU ARROGANT BASTARD! HOW DARE YOU SCOFF AT OUR SACRED DEMOCRACY!”
For my own part, I could point out the two accusations against me are somewhat contradictory (what’s the point of voting if we’re supposed to defer to experts?), but my critics wouldn’t find that a compelling argument at all, because we have different standards as regards what makes an argument compelling; internal consistency isn’t high on their list.
They say "mentors"; I say "groomers".
I say "mutilation"; they say "life-saving gender-affirming care."
They say "high quality daycare"'; I say "attachment disorders."
There’s no way to resolve this impasse. There is nothing I could say to convince them, or for that matter, convince a 3rd party who's not already on my side. Of course, it’s mutual. Their arguments, typically from emotion, deference to authority, and their perceptions of popular opinion aren’t convincing to me either. It's because we have different emotional profiles that determine what we care about.
Oddly enough, our disputes don't resolve even if I predict an event or a situation, they disagree with me, & then my prediction comes true; their conceptual space doesn't include the concept that predictive value is a good measure of the accuracy of a hypothesis. Several high-profile people have in fact argued that their own regrets about taking the mRNA vaxxines don't mean that they were wrong, but on the contrary, they made the "right" decision at the time they made it, and those who made different decisions were actually wrong but lucky! 
Some go a step further and at least claim they haven't regretted past decisions despite symptoms like myocarditis. Astonishingly, a few have claimed that if they had to make the choice all over again they'd still give their kids vaxxinations even after it killed them! They're arguing that the "tiny risk" (how are they measuring risk?!) "was worth it for the lives saved!" How do they know how many people would have died without them?! In what alternative universe that's just like ours except our counterparts weren't vaxxed going into the parallel pandemic, how do we know how many died?! This doesn't make any sense to me at all, and there are PhD level people claiming it!! Meanwhile, I neither have a PhD nor do I covet one.
My or their certainty about our own opinions means nothing: confidence in one's own opinions does not correlate well with correctness. To the extent it correlates at all, by the Dunning-Krueger phenomenon (which some people deny exists), it tends to correlate negatively! I think I'm right because I value evidence and reason, but that assumes that evidence & reason are superior to authority and social proof. I think there is some empirical evidence to that effect, but that could just be my own opinion. There are now PhD-level opinions saying my opinion is wrong because it's based on characteristics (other than intelligence, which they don't like to talk about) that I was born with; they've basically reverted to pre-Enlightenment standards for truth.
In the end, the test of who is right is who consistently gets the rewards. The ultimate reward is to get to live another day after surviving a bad one. 
Here's a phenomenon that might seem strange:
Think about someone with whom you're in a relationship of mutual dislike to some significant degree. The most likely basis for your dispute consists of nothing but having different, incompatible information in each of your heads. It's possible that the object of your dispute is a resource (possibly a person) you both feel entitled to, but even that is a special case of incompatible information, namely whatever the basis is for each person's claim to the resource. That's assuming that we're at some level above "law of the jungle" which we mostly are as of this writing, but losing ground fast.
When it is "law of the jungle," then conflict really is inevitable, but in that case there's no need to take it personally. You don't need to harbor a deep personal hatred against the rival you're fighting to the death with over a watermelon; that's just how things are.
To make the point a little clearer, what is usually NOT the basis of your mutual dislike are innate, ontological characteristics. "He's an evil man!" Evil isn't really a thing or a quality of a thing; you can't show me 5 grams of evil*. You could more reasonably complain about his behavior, but even then you would quickly run into discrepancies between your mental map of the situation and reality. "He's really nasty!" Not to his friends he isn't (if he were completely friendless, he'd more likely be the object of pity than real enmity); he apparently just doesn't have any incentive to treat YOU the way you want to be treated, and there's a very good chance that too has to do with an information mis-match between your head and his.
By the same token, while there is such a thing as conflict-of-interest, that's probably not the only or even primary reason for having conflicting personal or group agendas; at least some of the time information gaps are the reason for pursuing different agendas: each of you has reasons to believe that your plan is the best plan to accomplish what often enough are actually shared goals. For example, Socialists have reasons to believe that centralized decision-making is necessary to promote the "common good", and free-market advocates have reasons to believe that distributed decision-making contributes to better global outcomes. But it's not like one side or the other values global poverty and misery as ends in themselves.
Now the case of someone you don't know personally, but dislike to a significant degree. That case gets even stranger, because then the basis for your attitude is likely to be based on nothing but hearsay from 3rd parties; almost none of it is your own actual experience of this person. You might hear them say something by way of television, but most likely the way that you interpret what they said depends critically on information supplied by 3rd parties. That's how it commonly happens that a famous polarizing person says something, and large groups of people line up on different sides of the resulting controversy over what was said.
Try the following gedanken experiment:
	Unbeknownst to you, the behavioral patterns of some person you dislike on an impersonal basis (that is, a public figure you dislike despite not knowing that person personally) get cloned and installed into someone else.

	You meet the someone else and get to know that person well. You notice the opinions and behaviors that caused the public controversy, but on a personal basis, they don't bother you much and you're willing to let them go like people used to tolerate differences of opinion and personality without getting into fights.

	It's likely that without the influence of media and social proof, at worst you'd be neutral. It's even completely plausible you could become friends with that person. You probably never had a rational basis for hating someone you don't know personally.



For this reason, I'm usually willing to tolerate a certain amount of social abuse without getting emotional or responding in kind as long as it's not accompanied by physical threat, because information can be updated so long as the sense of enmity isn't being reinforced on my part. In other words, when strangers, or people who know me only passingly, express hostility or throw insults at me, I try not to take it personally even if it gets a little personal (for irrational reasons), and I avoid responding in kind. The reason is because I'm aware that they don't really hate ME; they hate the internal representation they've created in their heads from what little they know about me. But that idea in their heads isn't ME, nor is it even a vaguely accurate representation.
I have not always had this policy; I had to notice the problem and make a decision to integrate it into my personality and behavior. Part of the decision not to react emotionally was motivated by my observations of all the trouble people cause for themselves and others when they over-react with negative emotions to vague ideas in their heads.
*Someone on social media posted that Palestinians deserve to be genocided because they're "ontologically evil" (sic). I don't imagine her autistic personality sees any benefit in saying things non-literally so I don't think it was intended as an ironic exaggeration. She's a university instructor in Philosophy. I unfollowed her, thereby improving my following-to-followed-by ratio for the algos. Not that I feel the need to enforce cancel culture for people having wrong opinions (however "dangerous"), which is why I'm not naming & shaming her here; she's not personally genociding Palestinians. It's because if this is her level of thought, which I suspect is related to her previously-observed strong tendency towards binary thinking, I have nothing to learn from her unless maybe by bad example. But bad examples are super-abundant so I don't need any more than I already have. 

      [image: ]There are many measures for truth, and we can't seem to agree which ones to use. The last yardstick is survival. Most of the enmity thrown your way isn’t really aimed at you—it’s aimed at a picture someone painted of you. Why fight a mirage? Save your breath, keep your calm, and may your arguments outlive theirs—not because you won, but because you’re still here to tell the tale.
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How complex anyone’s mental map could be depends on what concepts are available for being exposed to, and that in turn is a function of how much cultural complexity has built up by the time-frame of one’s own life. 
Ken Wilber, the author of Integral Theory, gives the example of a prehistoric cave-man not being able to think “Time to go to the grocery store” not just because there aren’t any grocery stores, but also because the concept of one doesn’t exist in his time. Similarly, he also doesn’t think in terms of concepts like “capital formation”, “supply chains”, “free will versus determinism”, “quantum mechanics”, “equal rights”, or "limits to growth."
People in earlier stages have by default "concept blindness" of concepts that came into existence only in later stages. Someone at the Amber stage might take the initiative to learn what "Queer Theory" in the Green stage means, but he won't know by default as a consequence of being in the Amber stage.  As a result, people in earlier stages are at a disadvantage—a potentially dangerous one—in terms of accurately anticipating or at least recognizing the motivations of people at later stages. 
What follows are some relatively discrete stages of maps available to people living in various time-frames. Bearing in mind that the more complex whatever is the cutting edge is, the more different stages different people might be in. In other words, at this late stage of the game, where some people have a post-Modernist mental map in their heads, there are other people who have a Modernist map or a traditional map in their own heads. In early stages, with low complexity and few or no options, almost everybody is at the same stage, but in late stages, with high complexity, people can be at different stages. In Integral Theory, individual humans go from early stages to late stages as they mature. Personally, it looks to me like there is some validity in this developmental aspect of the theory, but it breaks down on the edges, especially in the last of the "pre-Integral" stages; it doesn't really look like a "stage" to me at all.
The stages described in the next chapters are as defined in Integral Theory. They should remind you a bit of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. They're here to help you create a mental model of different mindsets and how they impact the way we engage reality. I suggest not taking them too seriously; personally I think the model is flawed, but while it's not the only model out there, this particular version is probably the most thought-out in no small part because of Ken Wilber's ability to understand, sort out, and synthesize many complex and often contradictory models. 
Not all of the stages described in Integral Theory are described in the following chapters. I took the liberty of omitting the earliest stages, & hastily summarizing Integral stages, because they wouldn't contribute enough to the book to justify making you slog through them.
I'm not an anthropologist, a sociologist, or a historian, & production of this book too low-budget to recruit those who are, so the accuracy of some of the description of the stages is subject to my own ignorance, whatever I recall from reading Ken Wilber's books, & whatever I picked up from the dioramas at the natural history museum when I was a lad. I don't think it will significantly impact the main points of the book. For that matter, I don't have an agenda and I won't feed you the increasingly politicized nonsense coming out of the universities these days. 
The stages are "fuzzy" in the sense of "fuzzy sets": they don't have particularly precise boundaries, and it's not unusual to partially be somewhere in a transition state, especially along different "lines of development".  In other words, you could be at one stage in some aspects of your life and personality, and at another in another aspect of your life and personality.
A word about value judgments and moral judgments: I’m not making any. Later stages aren’t any “better” than earlier stages, at least not without asking “better in what specific regard?” As Ken Wilber has put the matter himself “5 years old isn’t wrong or evil.” I also wouldn’t characterize earlier stages as being better than later, as some of what Ken Wilber calls retro-Romantics might have it (“noble savages”). Same question: in what regard? Each stage is as it has to be. In fact it's critical to get this right because as one Age is ending and we're in a transition phase between Ages, your survival will probably depend on understanding that if you're at an "orange" or "green" stage in a "red" environment, you probably won't last long, and asserting the superiority of your stage would only accelerate your demise.
The problem is that  although the stages are supposed to be "developmental" in nature (that's cannon Integral Theory; it looks somewhat that way but to me it also looks like it falls apart at the extremes) that is, supposedly you go through each of them in turn as you grow up (until you max out), they're not well-integrated, at least, not in the "pre-Integral" stages. Most of you have probably lost access to your "inner beast" the further you got away from your "terrible twos". It's why there are a lot of videos circulating on social media showing hapless Orange-Green Europeans failing to react appropriately to brutal attacks by Magenta-Red invaders. A lot of our earlier stages get trapped in our "disowned self". More about recovering them again later in the book.
The use of Integral modelling does not imply a blanket endorsement, and in particular, I actively disavow some of Ken Wilber's associates for reasons you might be able to infer for yourself after reading some of the later chapters. There are many lower in the hierarchy of that circle-of-influence who are delightful souls: likable, sympathetic, and respectable; it's the ones who look like they might be Ken Wilber's handlers that I want as little as possible to do with. 

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Every age of man lives side by side: some still in the cave, some chasing stars. Learn to respect the stages of your fellow players in the game of life, and do not discard your earlier selves that still carry strengths you may need. Re-integrate them—not only because they once kept you alive, but because they can help you succeed and survive now. May you face others without scorn, and face the world with every part of yourself intact.
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[image: Illustration of a shaman holding torches and dancing.]
Historical context: People live in small groups. They share language & culture with other groups, but those living on the edges of tribal homelands are aware of & fight with strange, hostile people living nearby who attempt to encroach on their land. 
Personal developmental context:  The pre-civilized, tribal stage corresponds to the "magical" or "archaic" level of personal development, which typically occurs during infancy and early childhood when individuals are first developing a sense of self and connection with others. At this stage, children tend to have a strong sense of unity with their parents or caregivers, often experiencing themselves as part of a larger whole rather than as separate entities. Immediate gratification and satisfaction of basic desires are important, and there's no strong sense of hierarchy or high level of social stratification. Favorite toys might have personalities. Things that hurt you are assumed hostile & you take it personally: that bad cactus poked me!
Core beliefs and concepts:
Survival & physical needs are a high priority.
Immediate gratification and satisfaction of basic desires.
Our tribe is who we belong to and whom we belong with.
The world is alive with spirits! The sun has a spirit, the wind has a spirit, the trees have spirits, the mountain has a spirit, and they're connected and interact.
Our rituals and ceremonies connect us to our ancestors and to the spirits.
Things happen according to the intention of the spirits. Sometimes the spirits are in a friendly mood, like when the sun, wind, & rain all cooperate to nourish the plants we forage & the animals we hunt. Sometimes the spirits are in foul mood like when the sun burns up the the plants we forage, & both we and the animals we hunt die from thirst and hunger.
Sometimes you can propitiate powerful hostile spirits by offering them gifts. 
An emphasis on direct experience and sensory perception over abstract thought or conceptualization: "You say you've never met this man Jesus. Then why is he so important to you? That doesn't make any sense. Things that are important are things that we can see and touch, or at least feel like the wind. Even the spirits have physical form."
There is wisdom in these hills and forests. It's important to learn their ways.
A belief in the cyclical nature of life and death, and the importance of honoring ancestors and spirits.
An openness to spiritual experiences or states of consciousness that transcend ordinary reality, but without a sense of hierarchy or social stratification.
The women have a relatively simple status hierarchy among themselves. The men have their own status hierarchy, often related to their mother's status (which feminists have been known to interpret as matriarchy), but even the "chief" can at most only rally other men, who would ignore & possibly rebel against direct orders. The decision to go to war is made collectively in a war-counsel, which might occur over multiple days if it's a particularly big commitment. The highest-ranking man would not balk at taking the lowest-ranking man hunting; status does not yet imply a psychological need for exclusivity, and social stratification is negligible.
There exist rules and they can be taken quite seriously, but enforcement is informal; there are no police and if social pressure is insufficient and the offense serious enough, it's up to one or more of the men to take initiative against the offender; if that happens the enforcement action is either slaying or banishing the culprit. If the crime is personal, it's usually up to members of the offended family to avenge it. Some of the rules may seem arbitrary and tied to magic or spirits. "This place is sacred and is forbidden to commoners/outsiders." "You must not step on the shadow of the chief!" The rules aren't written down, but passed along from generation to generation. They're subject to mutation but the process seems to be sufficiently low-key they don't notice & don't feel the need to fight over them. They fight over food, territory, and women, not over how many fingers to cross themselves with.
There's often someone in the tribe who specializes in entheogens (hallucinogenic herbs like Daturas, Brugmansias, & certain Cacti) and rituals, sometimes someone who was already a little different before taking them, who has visions or is seized up by the spirits at times.
Most people die relatively young after accidents or short-term illnesses. They don't usually malinger particularly long. Some high-ranking elders may be cared for, at least while there's enough game and foraged vegetables to give them a share, but disposal or abandonment of those few who made it to old age and can no longer contribute is the norm.
People at this stage might abandon or otherwise dispose of unwanted children (usually sickly ones), but they're not particularly violent towards the ones they decide to keep; that comes at a later stage of development. The degree to which they're laissez-faire with their children can be startling: they routinely ignore behavior that would strike us as dangerous, like quite small children playing with axes (by the same token, they get physically skilled at quite young ages, though possibly missing a few appendages). Little boys getting annoying? Send them outside to sort it out themselves. Bigger boys? Put them through the manhood initiation ritual and after that they'll live with their father & uncles in the men's quarters. 
Perhaps for that reason, and perhaps also for lack of unnatural stresses of civilization that humans haven't yet adapted to, people at this stage tend to have well-calibrated emotions compared to later stages. They can be quite violent, but whatever their emotions are in any given context tend to make sense at least as long as they're in a familiar environment (all bets off when civilization encroaches on them faster than they can adapt). Their emotions tend to make sense given what they're reacting to, and they're proportional to the stakes of the situation, with the qualification that their reactions might be subject to strange cultural values that outsiders may fail to anticipate (eg they might seem unreasonably enraged you broke one of their strange taboos; otherwise they're usually fairly mellow in non-confrontational situations). This factor isn't a function of their world-view, but the reverse might be true. In any case, it stands in strong contrast to the increasingly neurotic behaviors of people at later stages.
The weird part is that these are people living in REAL danger. They don't have civilized infrastructure & repeatable processes to protect themselves from natural events like fires, floods, or encounters with big carnivores. Whereas civilized people fall apart over abstract threats like bad work reviews from their bosses, or commit suicide after failing their entrance exams for college, where the stakes weren't even life-&-death until emotional over-reactions made them so. 
People in "high Amber" stage are likely to regard this stage as barbarians, without any nostalgia or sentimentalism. But people in the process of transitioning from Amber to Orange are likely to romanticize this stage, because they're starting to feel a deep sense of alienation…from…they're not sure what…God…Nature…the Spirits. Whatever it is, it's probably related to the German word "Sehnsucht" (a sense that everyday life is missing something) or the Welsh word "Hiraeth" (nostolgia for a time and place that perhaps never existed).
They describe their encounters with people in this stage in idealized terms, often embellishing the sense of connectedness Magenta has with their environment and with fellow-creatures. "They thank their dead prey for feeding their tribe & pray for its soul!" I am skeptical these types of claims are accurate. These are people who will casually burn down hectares of forest just to send a routine smoke signal to distant family and friends; they're not environmentalists nor are they particularly sentimental. I suspect these types of unrealistic observations have more to do with observer than observed.
Green seem to have vaguely comparable but if anything even more wildly inaccurate claims, starting with Margaret Mead's bizarre accounts of sexual mores of the Samoans, primed for that nonsense by a Marxist professor. The stuff I've heard from recent college grads even more far-fetched: matriarchal pacifist vegans who waged magical wars that didn't kill anyone by throwing flowers at each other.
Arguably, in both cases it's the tendency to project your own ideals on some golden age of the past which you long to return to.
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[image: Fantasy illustration of a warlord and his wife running out of a burning village.]
“All political power projects from the barrel of a gun.”
―Mao Dze-Dung
Historical context: Tribes are getting consolidated through conquest. Modern equivalent: drug cartels and regional warlords in failed states. 
Personal developmental context: "Terrible twos"
Typical core beliefs:
	Survival and physical needs take priority over all other concerns. 

	The gods help those who help themselves.

	Eat, drink, and be merry. Tomorrow we die.

	For some problems, violence is the ONLY solution.

	Mercy to our enemies and competitors is cruelty to our descendants who may end up being their victims.

	The law of the jungle is the ONLY natural law.

	Our glorious culture is better than yours. Our god is mightier than your god.

	A focus on tribal loyalties and identities, often at the expense of broader social bonds or connections.

	Traditions and customs are important as sources of authority and stability.

	All things are interconnected, but competing for survival.

	Immediate needs are more important than environment or sustainability.



Red still exists, but mostly outside of polite society. In cannon Integral Theory documents, examples given include organized crime mafias and gangs. It might reasonably include groups such as some of the neo-Pagans who have revived rituals involving “Power Gods”, as well as groups like neo-Nazis.
My own personal observations are limited, because I've spent most of my life in polite, orderly society. My encounters with Red have been marginal for most of my life, until recently.
As a curator of intel, I have to look where the information is. Once I decided that the top of the spectrum of human consciousness is mostly doomed, I started scouting further down the hierarchy.
One thing I discovered is the ones in western countries collectively* don't like what the call “jeets” (plural and short for “Pajeet”). Pajeet isn't really a South Asian name despite superficial similarity to a Punjabi name. They don't know that, because their mental models of outsiders tend to be crude. This leaves them vulnerable to manipulation by their handlers vis disinformation, and by “handlers” I mean people who work for people who were aware of where things were going before I figured it out: people who are manipulating useful dupes like Anders Behring Breivik. They've been feeding them contrived and often grossly-inaccurate narratives for decades.
Their handlers don't want them talking to me. Their handlers, by the way, are not their friends; they're manipulating them for their own purposes and intend to dispose of any that survive after they've served their purpose.
One way they've been manipulating them is by seeding them with influencers who pretend to be one of them and who feign sympathy with their cause. One of them dates cat-boy.
*Matters are different on an individual level. They're not so much “racist”, as the controlled media depicts them (or else the word “racist” isn't very meaningful, which, frankly, it isn't), as racially-conscious in taboo ways. Noticeably, a significant number of them are of-color, mixed-race, or white but married to non-whites, which fact the Establishment media has picked up on, referring to people who are not white nevertheless as “white supremacists” 🙄. Reds grumble about “race-mixers” but the real sore point seems to be which sex is doing it; it's “gene wars,” and alpha males can spread their genes faster than females (ask Genghis Khan). This has perhaps turned into a meme, and maybe even an actual cold-war strategy, of another group that engages them, the Dark Enlightenment aka NRx. Me attempting to engage with them as a group gets messy as at least a few will immediately verbally attack if they make a connection between my name and where it originates, not that I'm sensitive about it or offended, and it's easy to engage most of them perfectly amicably one-on-one, which I've done both in-person in prepper networks that some of them are connected to (preppers can be anything from Red through Amber to Orange, but I've never met a Green prepper and suspect that would be a contradiction in terms), or when some of them have ended up in prison for offenses that are not credibly criminal in nature after walking into traps designed to make examples of them; I write them letters to boost their morale (I have letters to go out today as I write this!). Their handlers do not warn them about traps and in fact often help set them up in order to create “incidents” they can use for their own purposes. I sound warnings on social media regularly for which reason a few of them have adopted me for intel and better strategic advice than they're getting elsewhere. A few of have become close friends, more loyal than those up at supposedly “higher” stages.
Their game is hot-war, not cold-war. They're at a distinct disadvantage in 5th-generation / all-fronts / info / unrestricted / unrestricted warfare situations, easily manipulated into fighting the wrong battles; by the time the pyramid collapses back down to their own level it will be too late for them to turn things around. 

      [image: ]In days of old, when Vikings roamed the sea,
Their ships with oars that flashed like lightning free.
They journeyed far to lands unknown,
To trade and plunder where their hearts were shown.
With axes sharp and swords held high,
They fought for glory in the fury of the fray.
Their tales are sung, their deeds renowned,
For these brave warriors who braved the open ground.
―An LLM's imitation of Icelandic epic poetry, but in English
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[image: A vendor in a public market chatting with a soldier somewhere in the Ottoman Empire.]
Historical context: Civilization consists of somewhat predictable (at least, statistically) and repeatable processes. There is division-of-labor, which requires monetary systems & rules of trade & ownership. Foundational narratives and rules of conduct are getting written down, & they help establish common cultural understandings & world-views. Not uncommonly, foundational narratives are the domain of a religious authority and rules of conduct the domain of a secular head-of-state; the two tend to co-exist in an uneasy and often contentious balance-of-power, one or the other dominating. Punishment for non-compliance tends to be draconian; the assumption is that people make conscious decisions to obey or disobey laws, and that compliance will be higher if the stakes are high enough. 
Personal development context: the Amber stage corresponds to the "traditional" or "conformist" level of personal development, which typically occurs during early childhood when individuals are first learning about social norms and cultural expectations. At this stage, individuals tend to focus on following rules and fitting in with their social group, often at the expense of individual expression or creativity. The emphasis is on maintaining stability and order within society, rather than promoting personal growth or self-actualization.
Ethical codes tend to be explicitly taught, like children being required to memorize the 10 commandments at school, which used to be common throughout the "western" countries. In China & countries inspired by Chinese culture, Confusianistic parables & sayings. The requirement of Chinese civil servants to know them by heart meant they were commonly taught & learned to whatever degree possible according to circumstances.
Organization: strictly hierarchical, like orders of nobility (monarch, duke, earl, baron, count, lord, vassal, serf) or orders within the Catholic Church (Pope, cardinals, archbishops, bishops, priests, deacons, laypeople). These are European designations but comparable patterns exist in cultures of similar levels of sophistication to feudal Europe. Rank is usually designated explicitly and everyone knows his or her place.
Typical core beliefs:
	Social hierarchies, such as monarchy or aristocracy, are divinely ordained and should not be challenged (but if it is challenged and the challenger wins, then it's because Heaven ordained the change in command, probably due to wicked behavior by the previous administration).

	Events and outcomes are influenced by supernatural forces. Our fate is ultimately in God's hands.

	Tradition and customs are important for maintaining social order and stability.

	Morality is derived from religious or divine sources, rather than being a human invention.

	Community and social bonds are important for achieving personal happiness and fulfillment.

	Individuals have obligations and responsibilities to their family, tribe, or society before themselves.

	Ritual and ceremony can give humans a fleeting glimpse or taste of the Divine or supernatural.

	It's important to respect authority figures, such as parents, teachers, or religious leaders, who are conduits for divine wisdom and guidance.

	We don’t have that here.

	The Bible (Koran, Tanakh, etc). I believe it. That’s that.

	Spare the rod, spoil the child.

	Most rules apply to most people, but the Nobility & the priestly castes or tribes are exempt from some rules because they're God's appointed representatives on earth & they're taking care of what apparently are necessary evils. Hopefully they won't abuse their power. God would punish them if they did, perhaps in a future life.

	The head of state is like a father to his country.

	We back the blue.

	God works in mysterious ways. When it looks like evil is winning, it's actually all part of God's plan. God's playing 5th dimensional chess (aka sabotaging feedback! 😱)

	Trust the plan.

	God intervenes when necessary.

	God hears & answers prayers. Not always the way you would have liked them to be answered, but it's all for the better in the long run. 

	In the short term, evil wins. In the long term, God wins. Then the righteous will be rewarded & the wicked punished. 




      [image: ]I'm using "God" in the singular, despite some cultures retaining multiple gods when they reach this stage, because that seems to be the prevailing direction of flow. Polytheistic traditions tend to either already have, or move towards, a father-God, a God above gods, or one God who encompasses all the rest.
I'm listing the following narrative apart from the others, because I think it shows up in different forms in different stages, & gets worse as complexity increases:
There was a time in the distant past, before humans did the bad thing, when humans, animals, & the Divine abode together in wholeness. Ever since the bad thing happened, humans have been missing something, can never feel whole again, & will spend their days longing for re-connection. 
As with other stages, I'm trying to be objective & not particularly judgmental. I'm also trying to help friends; a very high fraction of my "mutuals" on social media are probably in this stage. I care about my friends & I want to warn them about the danger they're in. I'll summarize the situation & explain what I think the danger is at the end of this chapter.
First a few kudos are in order: from what I can tell about what they share about their personal lives, they're mostly pretty functional & relatively well-disciplined.
Something that came up in discussions on social media regarding how so many blue-collar and pink-collar people who would likely qualify as "Amber" made the decision to avoid the "kill-shots" even though they were being promoted as "safe and effective":  "I work with reality, not abstractions. If the electricity or the plumbing don't work, I know it, I have to suffer the consequences, and I have to fix it." I have a feeling that the converse is even more true: those who spend too much of their attention on abstract theories are dangerously out-of-touch with physical reality.
One final point before jumping into the warnings: Amber's faith in its own narratives, such as they are, kept them from drinking the toxic green koolaid. I'm not the only one to notice. To the extent they were faithful to the wisdom that was passed on to them, it's kept many of them so far from willingly participating in an extinction event. However this exemption is about to run out imminently for reasons I'll get to shortly.
Pre-rational
This is not a primarily rational stage. When Amber was dominant and "state of the art," there were people in existence who were fully rational, but they were not only a minority, but an oppressed one: thinking for one's-self is literally heresy. In terms of cognitive level, this stage is overwhelmingly operating in "experiential" mode. The ones who can operate in "symbolic" mode seem to lose that ability whenever reason conflicts with their foundational narratives; if that weren't so they'd graduation to "Orange."
Experiential processing being the dominant mode of thinking is why non-rational, non-scientific beliefs such as the following are common when Amber is dominant:
	"Lemons are yellow because they absorb the sun's golden rays." 

	"When the moon is waning, moisture sinks deeper into the earth, and when the moon is waxing, it pulls water upwards. That's why we plan our planting and irrigation cycles around the moon's cycles."

	"The full moon drives mad behaviors. It's why sleepwalking and violence occur on moonlit nights, and why were-wolves transform on moon-lit nights." [Scoundrels engage in more mischief on moon-lit nights because they can see better. It has nothing to do with the moon itself, but there is a rational explanation for the correlation.]

	"The earth holds supernatural currents. You can learn to recognize the signs in soil markings, stones, and patterns in sand, to make use of it for finding resources like water. It's called geomancy ["earth magic"]."

	"There are numerous domestic omens you can learn to read. If an omen of bad luck happens, like a white tablecloth was accidentally left on the table overnight (portending death of someone in the household), counter-act it by spilling some salt to blind the Devil."



To be honest, I'm not convinced these non-rational beliefs go away once Amber is no longer dominant; they just turn into pseudo-science. The problem is that it's impossible for someone at an Amber level to distinguish between
The authority figures tell us this is true because the prophet was inspired by Divine revelation
that I am unworthy to receive direct from the source.

and

The authority figures tell us this is true because scientists did some math and experiments I don't understand.

They're both acts of faith and submission to authority. Deferring to the claims of authority figures turns into a habit of just expecting to receive useful information from above without questioning either its accuracy or its benevolent intention. This habit limits prospects for longevity when the authority figures turn hostile.
Empathy also limited
There's a level of empathy within Amber just like there is a certain amount of logical reasoning, and it comes from mirroring mom's reactions to other people, but it's not well-developed either. Amber precedes printing presses and therefor precedes novels. Reading fiction is historically what pushed empathy to the next level: readers were spending a lot of time mirroring the thoughts and emotions of the protagonist.
For a long time, I have been bewildered why so many people at the Amber stage in the western countries are not only blind to genocidal levels of hostility on the part of certain high-profile influencers, but convince themselves that these same people are their friends trying to save them, whether from the virus by pushing a deadly vaxx, from hostile migrant hordes while secretly (not really a secret TBH) underwriting the programs that import them, or from weaponized vice while quietly pushing it and profiting from it. The answer is that their ability to maintain a working mental model of other people's motives and intentions is limited. They're especially easily fooled by Machiavellian traits, which they tend to mistake for genius when certain people are able to magically predict events they themselves secretly staged. "The prophesy has been fulfilled!"
Authority and obedience
One problem with Amber seems to be what preceded it: Red. Order is established through brute force, then rationalized as “the ancestors of our rulers won because they had the mandate of Heaven."
It's a winner-take-all situation, leading to extremely centralized power. That means that the whole system is relatively easy to capture by assassination, bribery, or blackmail of the hub of centralized power, which in fact has happened to most if not all remaining Amber-level institutions in most of the "western" countries: infiltration, subversion, destruction from within. Because some of these types of palace coups can happen silently, it's possible that nobody who wasn't in on the coup ever realizes that it happened. Excessive centralization also means that a big enough mistake at the "top" dooms the whole system.
When your social order is a power-hierarchy put into place through sheer conquest and subjugation, you also run into the “who's watching the watchers?” problem. Amber (and not just Amber) has a blind-spot here: the power hierarchy is supposed to be just and is supposed to have a perfect, moral, just God at the top. That's NEVER the case, so they end up having to overlook, and even lie about, a great deal of mischief in the upper ranks. They only rebel when the situation reaches an existential crisis, at which point they declare that the old regime “lost the mandate of Heaven” because of its wickedness, and whatever brute overthrows it (out of sheer personal ambition, not really community-minded sentiments) is assumed to have gained Divine favor.
The situation reminds me of the creatures known as "minions" from Universal Pictures’ animations: small, loyal creatures seeking the baddest boss to serve. In the first film they appeared in, their leader, Gru, is benevolent. In Amber-stage reality, bosses often grow detached, viewing themselves as god-like and the masses as livestock. What happens when they become so detached from you they now despise you, often enough not in spite of but precisely because of your own genetic and historical affinities to them, regarding you like the Elves in the Lord of the Rings stories regard Orcs, as blasphemous mockeries of themselves? What did you think Hillary Clinton meant when she called you a “basket of deplorables?!" Is this not the case among the political classes throughout the “western” countries? It seems to be particularly bad in the United Kingdom, where the political classes are openly hostile to the native English, even when they are themselves English or partially so, but believe that they've transcended to something better.
When you fail to think for yourself, and put yourself totally at the mercy of people who no longer relate to you and are starting to resent and despise you, you are implicitly agreeing to be culled. This isn't a hypothetical; it's already happened! There have been completely discretionary wars where culling breadwinners was at least as high a priority as the foreign policy objectives.
"Only those who disobeyed survived!"
―a saying that showed up repeatedly on social media after the fires that destroyed the town of Lahaina on Maui.
Failure to think for one's-self means loss of agency, where "agency" means "having the power and freedom to make choices and take actions that shape your own path". It means being a pawn of higher powers: 
I, a stranger and afraid
In a world I never made
―A.E. Housman, Last Poems (1922), "The Laws of God, The Laws of Man"
It's not that people in this stage don't have strong personal opinions, it's that those opinions originate with someone else higher in the power hierarchy. They're ready to exchange blows over someone else's opinions! A typical scenario in my social media feed is that two or more Amber-stage people argue a point by citing authority: typically dueling versus from scripture, historical documents that codified core beliefs, or secular legal documents, and accusing the other side of taking their own quotes out-of-context or misinterpreting them. There might be quite a bit of logical reasoning(!), but the premises are overwhelmingly handed down from "authorities" and never questioned. Nowadays it's just a war of words, but back in the day the losing side could expect to be executed if it were an actual argument and not just an agreed-upon debate (actually, sometimes open debates used to end badly too; it's unwise to "win" a debate against a ruthless and more powerful adversary). Even though the penalties for heresy have been abolished (or arguably, reduced to being “deplatformed,” which I suppose is the modern equivalent of exile), the habit of deferring to authority remains.
Someone told me I shouldn't write this book because the Bible has already been written. He informs me that the Bible already contains all instructions for life that would ever be needed, in the past, now, and forever. It's not just him and it's not just Christianity—I'm not joining the pile-on against Christians—I've run into similar beliefs elsewhere. In any case, it gets a little weird trying to solve new problems, like regulation of artificial intelligence, with ancient scriptures that don't mention the technology. 
Necessary evils & special people
If everybody were reluctant to think original thoughts, civilization wouldn't last long. Sacred texts are static & finite, whereas problems keep showing up in endless new forms and configurations. There also seem to be ongoing problems as regards rules that are hard for everyone to follow; exceptions are popularly known as “necessary evils”: 
	coming up with new theories to solve new problems, which could be construed as heretical or seditious

	lending money at interest where and when governments were explicitly Christian, excluding Calvinism (which arrived relatively late).

	being literate in some cultures; it's not so much forbidden for mundanes to read as for them to read anything other than the scriptures, hence they leave that to the clergy and law to foreigners or religious minorities.

	butchering animals, handling leather, or executing criminals in Dharmic cultures that encourage some form of ahimsa (avoidance of harm).



So, how do Amber-level societies survive change and new challenges as long and as much as they have? And how do Amber-level societies work out exceptions for “necessary evils”?
“A prince should appear to be devout, faithful, humane, honest, and religious, and indeed he should be so. But his disposition should be such that, if he needs to be the opposite, he knows how.”
―Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince
The answer seems to be “special people”. The ruling class exempt themselves from restrictions on heretical or seditious thought, either up-front or as an act of desperation during desperate times. But as arrogant as they sometimes are, rulers tend to realize that they're not geniuses and that they rely on others to come up with solutions—leaving the final decision to themselves as a control mechanism. So they recruit a specially-cultivated and tightly-controlled advisory class also exempted from at least some of the rules against heresy and sedition to do the actual brainstorming. They often recruit from religious or ethnic minorities who never had whatever the taboo was—exempt from other rules so that they can carry out "necessary evils" of the system.
Exigencies of power
In the preceding paragraphs I've framed the problem as being one of necessity to adapt to change. But that's not the only necessity that rulers face: they also have to guard their own thrones. The stakes are high and they're willing to break rules to do it. I think there are two different scenarios, but they lead to the same place, are not mutually-exclusive, and tend to complement each other:
A. The ruler(s) recruit the highest levels of organized crime. These aren't common thugs; they're cunning, intelligent, organized, and tend to avoid obvious connections with mundane crime. They're not drug mules; they're the money-launderers after the money has been aggregated and at least superficially distanced from the transaction in a back alley.
B. Criminals work their way up into positions of power the more organized they get. If you look at the top power-figures in imperial capitals like the District of Columbia, London, Paris, Moscow, and so on, their ranks are noticeably full of the sons and daughters of organized crime figures. It's basically a continuation of the same process as warlords fighting their way to the top of the food chain during the Red stage of human development.
This phenomenon is TOTALLY off the radar of normies at Amber stage. It's unofficial, uncommunicated, disclosed nowhere in their scriptures or foundational documents, and anyone who does dare to disclose it is prone to getting whacked* (see chapter notes). The role of organized crime in politics and economics constitutes a giant awareness-gap in Amber-level maps—except in the case of a tiny minority of Amber insiders—but this is no longer an Amber-dominant world and the insiders are more likely to be "Orange" or maybe even "Green". They're so obtuse to it they tend not to notice even when the association between crime syndicates and governance starts getting a little obvious, as tends to happen under Socialist and Communist administrations where it's almost completely right out-in-the-open. 
Original thoughts by those not authorized to have them are punished
In fairness, there's a reason that people at the Amber state are reluctant to think original thoughts: while Amber was the dominant stage, thinking for yourself and then sharing your thoughts with other people constituted the crime of heresy if contrary to church dogma, and sedition or Lesé Majesté if offensive to high-ranking government officials. Death penalties were the norm, and usually the only other options are still draconian, such as floggings, permanent exile (on pain of death if you return), or getting your tongue cut out.
I suspect corporal punishment, ubiquitous in Amber’s heyday and still occurring, instills fear of thinking for one's-self. Children learned that "thinking for themselves" in pursuit of their natural inclinations to seek pleasure and avoid pain—brought trouble, conditioning them to defer to authority. 
One of my selling points for my book for dads (Man of the House: A story about becoming a better man by becoming a better father) was that if they knew how, parents (specifically, dads, having retargeted to dads after discovering that feminists considered the ideas in my book heretical and worthy of cancelling me) could instill "standards of discipline akin to 19th century Prussian cadets" purely through giving the right kind of non-violent feedback.
[image: Photo-realistic depiction of young Prussian military cadets.]
Ironically, it's not unusual that those raised in the military classes are brought up less harshly than civilians precisely so they'll be less timid. You could achieve comparable level of discipline through purely psychological means. Indeed, someone else is already doing similar to obtain your strict compliance on other matters, & it falls below your conscious awareness.
But I’ve since come to realize that someone in an Amber stage might construe obedience as the goal of discipline when more functional end-goals are cooperation and respect for others’ rights. This suspicion has been confirmed in conversations on social media: obedience per se is their goal.
Hiding naughty thoughts
There is a concept that I don't think has an exact corresponding word, at least not in English but probably not in any language by its very nature. It's related to the concept of a taboo, but it's when the taboo becomes not just forbidden to do, but forbidden to think about even to the extent your thoughts are not making plans to do the thing. It's also related to the concept of "heresy" in the sense of not thinking for yourself. It also involves a lot of "shame." In Jungian terms, "Shadow" is what you are but don't admit to. Personally, I refer more generally to a special place in your mind where you hide everything you're afraid to acknowledge, not all of it necessarily about one's-self. In any case, I suspect that Amber is where it starts. The seed of it might occur before then, but it's unlikely to develop much when there aren't so many formal rules or systematic punishments for violating them. Savages aren't ashamed of savagery. 
What's apt to happen is something bad happens but the cause involves something most people are reluctant to acknowledge. Then the problem gets covered up to at least some degree, and/or the cause of the trouble mis-attributed to supernatural forces.
As far as I can tell, this problem never goes away. Orange (another stage) can handle some of it using "clinical" terminology—that is, less intimate terminology around which fewer emotional triggers have built up—and with a lot of not just rationalization but outright "mental gymnastics" to avoid triggering the taboo. Green (another stage) can acknowledge some of what would otherwise remain taboo, but only by pretending the problem aspect isn't really a problem, or casting blame in the wrong direction.
If you can't acknowledge either a problem or the cause of a problem, you can't resolve it. Getting stuck in problems contributes to depression, despair, and accumulation of problems.
Examples? I can think of a four-word sentence corresponding to an actual and fairly common phenomenon that would freak many readers out so much they couldn't finish the rest of the book. I have a milder example coming up in a story later in this chapter. You'll either spot it or you won't; ultimately I can't force you to look at what you call "uncomfortable facts" even if I shove them in your face. There is nothing inherently uncomfortable about facts, by the way; you do that to yourself and then hallucinate the fact did it to you. This is an important topic of the book; one reason people believe weird stuff that isn't true is to come up with cover-stories to hide what they're afraid to acknowledge.
A Heavenly Father
Sigmund Freud famously claimed that the concept of God is a projection of a father figure. I can work with that, with one important observation to add: the Ineffable One does not lend itself to conceptual thinking. You can think of the Divine as being your heavenly Father if that helps you relate to Him, but it's just a metaphor. In another context, that metaphor could turn into an problem if taunts about “Sky Daddy” bother you. In any case, not everyone grows up with a father, or if they do, not everyone has a good relationship with him, which is probably how many atheists seem not so much to deny God's existence as to hate Him.
Our relationship with our parents is in fact a blueprint for how well we relate to others generally. A friendly, respectful relationship with our parents leads to a lifelong pattern of good relationships with spouses, friends, co-workers, our own children, and the Divine itself. By the same token, a dysfunctional relationship with our parents leads to a lifelong pattern of dysfunctional relationships generally.
Now imagine a well-meaning but hapless parent in a civilized but pre-scientific society. They have only a very crude understanding of how to use artificial incentives—that is, rewards and punishments—to train their children how to behave in a society where what would now be considered minor transgressions could bring a death sentence. There’s going to be a tendency towards excessively harsh punishments, accompanied by threats and a lot of shaming.
Imagine further that children in that society are told that God is everywhere, omniscient, omnipotent, and like their parents, routinely hands out rewards and punishments. Imagine that wealthy and powerful people are generally assumed to enjoy God’s favor (if evildoers enjoy wealth, power, and success, that’s rationalized away; they'll get theirs in some future time-frame; right now God is playing 5D chess), and that worldly authorities are assumed to be acting as God’s agents on earth (apparently despite being omnipresent and omnipotent, God still needs helpers; personally I push that concept all the way through to its ultimate conclusion: "God's will through me").
They end up thinking that they’re going to be rewarded for obeying instead of for making good choices of their own. Or another way of putting it, for being “good” (where good is defined as obedience to authority figures) instead of for being responsible and productive. This is a disastrous way of thinking, but it's common! This explains, for example, why certain types of people have self-sabotaging behaviors like giving money to a charity when they’re already sufficiently broke themselves that they don’t have enough money to pay their rent. It starts turning into the pathological altruism characteristic of Christian and post-Christian societies. Whether consciously or unconsciously, they assume that their troubles are a function of displeasing the Kosmic father figure, instead of being a function of whatever the Kosmos chaotically dishes out in terms of both challenges and opportunities and whether they respond effectively or not. They think they can bargain their way to success despite behaviors that don’t promote or support success. They’re trying to convince God that they “mean well”.
This breeds a mindset where success signals divine approval, and failure, divine wrath—prompting pathological altruism (e.g., giving to charity when you don't have enough money to make rent or neglecting members of your own family) or rationalizations for thriving evildoers:
	God hesitates to mete out justice because He’s playing 5D chess (aka “God works in mysterious ways!”). Someday, long after we’re all dead and gone, and all our genetic lines have gone completely extinct, it’ll all work out, and from then to all eternity. You’ll see!

	Success and prosperity are evidence of Divine favor. It might look like evidence of organized crime when there's no other way to account for where all that money is coming from, but it's totally not! You're just jealous!

	A few religious sects go so far as to claim that some people enjoy Divine favor by Divine fiat; it has nothing to do with behavior. The beneficiaries are special.  There seem to be several ways of rationalizing this: they're good by their very nature (goodness has nothing to do with behavior; it's a property of things; the exact inverse of what I said elsewhere in the book regarding an argument by C.S. Lewis), they have a special relationship with God, or they're flawed but forgiven—unlike the rest of us—by Divine fiat. There are people within my observational sphere on social media who believe some variant of this idea.



Many Amber-stage people are capable of thinking rationally but falter when it really matters, apparently fearing responsibility. They bargain with a "Kosmic father" rather than responding to feedback. These patterns persist post-religion, as seen in ex-believers expecting secular utopias some time in the unseen future, or rationalizing self-sabotage. There's a better way: STOP RATIONALIZING AWAY FEEDBACK, especially so feedback telling you you're in danger. God is not going to rescue you from your own sinful and foolish behavior.
"You must stop imagining that posterity will vindicate you, Winston. Posterity will never hear of you. You will be lifted clean out from the stream of history."
―the character O’Brien to the character Winston, in the story 1984 by George Orwell
Instead of post-rationalizing undesirable and apparently unexpected results as “God playing 5D chess”, interpret it as “God is trying to tell me something!”
Your adversaries operate under a very different mental model of reality, and THEY’RE WINNING. There's a reason for that and it has to do with cause and effect! I’m NOT suggesting that Christians adopt their adversaries’ mental maps; theirs is a grim, ugly Kosmos. But I do suggest Christians abandon a few losing strategies that IMPEDE RATHER THAN CONTRIBUTE to a closer relationship to the Divine:
	Give up on the unfounded assumption that you’ll be magically rewarded for acting contrary to your own interests. Don’t worry: you’re not going to turn to a life of sin; on the contrary your behavior is likely to improve when you become conscious of REAL costs and benefits and resolve to take responsibility for making good decisions that lead to desired outcomes.

	Stop trying to bargain with God with random acts of pathological altruism. Your primary focus of concern should not be outsiders and especially not on hostile outsiders. That’s a symptom of relational pathology on multiple levels and it will be punished not rewarded!



Why do the steward(esse)s during their pre-flight safety announcement tell you to put on your own oxygen mask before attempting to help others? Because you can't help anyone else if you pass out. You also can't help anyone else if you're broke and constantly needy yourself. You also can't help if you're dead.
The more closely-connected someone is to you, starting with yourself and then your immediate intimates, the easier it is to help that person. The further away and the more tenuous, the harder. There comes a point where you can't meaningfully help distant strangers at all, because they're too vaguely-defined ("the downtrodden"), they're too far away, or the relationship is too tenuous. I write this as someone who 
	donated to search-and-rescue & emergency supply operations in Western North Carolina after the flooding caused by hurricane Helene; I donated specifically to search-and-rescue & emergency supply because I'm aware government bureaucracies and the big charities don't handle those operations despite being matters of life-or-death. Most charity raised for emergencies ends up going to unrelated welfare agencies; it goes to people who aren't at imminent peril of death and usually never were. This dysfunction is yet another consequence of dysfunctional altruism.

	wrote letters to J6 prisoners (still am as of this writing; there are a few still left) and contributed to their commissary accounts

	was careful to screen the organizations I contributed to, to make sure the funds were going where I expected them (because usually they don't; bait and switch is considered "ethical" in the charity biz).

	don't perform these actions in lieu of taking care of my family members

	don't put social pressure on anyone else to do something I haven't contributed to myself



Significantly, Catholic convert J.D. Vance recently stated that “There’s this old-school—and I think it’s a very Christian concept by the way—that you love your family, and then you love your neighbor, and then you love your community, and then you love your fellow citizens in your own country, and then after that you can focus and prioritize the rest of the world." At a later interview, he mentioned Saint Augustine's concept of “ordo amoris” (Latin for “order of love”): God first, then those closest to you, then extending outwards.
Story time!
It ain't easy being Amber in a world dominated by Orange and Green
In those days our church was blessed and growing rapidly. I remember the day the pastor's daughter returned home after graduating from Mount Zion Bible College with a degree in Christian Education. If I had a daughter, I would have wanted one just like her; such a sweet, thoughtful, and caring young woman. I've never met anyone else so selflessly devoted to others. I couldn't help but feel proud seeing her all grown up and ready to take on such an important role within our church community. It warmed my heart to see how much she cared for the young people, always thinking of ways to serve others and make their lives better. She was so full of energy and enthusiasm that it was contagious—everyone around her felt inspired and motivated. She would take over as the director of our youth program, and personally lead the teenage youth group. We organized an evening potluck to welcome her back and listen to her presentation about her plans for the youth group.
She shared her ideas for service projects within the church's youth community. During the Q&A session, she casually mentioned that she would be attending seminary. Several of us expressed our hope that she would eventually take over her father's responsibilities when he retired.
Soon after that, things started to go downhill. At first it was just a few incidents, but they became more frequent and severe until the community was shaken to its core by a series of catastrophes:
One girl ran away from home after a terrible confrontation with her parents. It started when they told her they wanted her to come home before dark or at least call for a ride because they'd been hearing more and more reports about crime. Months later, after she was living on her own, she called the police on them who arrived with guns drawn because she said she there was someone with a gun making threats, and a few years after that, she reported them to the FBI after hearing that they had attended a Trump rally. Another girl had a secret abortion arranged by school staff. Her parents only found out about it when she almost died from infection and bleeding. A 17-year-old boy died in a car wreck shortly after getting his driver's license. Another young man committed suicide while he was away at college, leaving everyone shocked as there were no warning signs that anything was wrong. These were just a few major events; there were many more minor incidents that left us feeling like we were losing our children to some dark force.
The community was no longer thriving. Those we lost to sickness and old age weren't being replaced by any new births, and the young adults who went away for college never returned to their roots. We tried tried to attract new members by setting up a community-service committee. The pastor's daughter took charge of it and organized programs to help battered women and refugees. But despite our efforts, we couldn't seem to recruit any new members; all we got were hangers-on with little interest in contributing to our community. As the membership aged, the church became financially strapped as there were fewer members who could contribute and many of those were retirees on fixed incomes.
Then came the worst disaster of all: discord and schism within our own ranks. Two parents started making unspeakable accusations against the pastor's daughter. She is an amazing person who deserves so much better than this unfair treatment. They must have had some personal grudge against the pastor and were taking it out on her. It was a tense moment. Everyone knew what the real problem was—Satan had his wicked hand on our community and we were suffering because of it!
It's hard to understand why things are going wrong for us when we have been doing everything right. But I know that our faith will see us through these tough times, and I believe in my heart that some day God will deliver us from Satan's grasp and turn things around before it's too late.

      [image: ]Chapter notes
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*Gary Webb was an American investigative journalist who in 1996 wrote a three-part series for the San Jose Mercury News about connections among the CIA, the U.S.-backed Contra army seeking to overthrow Nicaragua’s leftist government, and cocaine trafficking into the United States. He was the only reporter covering the story and every newspaper in the USA except one spiked coverage. His death from two bullets to the head was ruled suicide. Possibly it was, as the result of a series of personal hardships, set in motion by being blacklisted. ॐ सद्गति 🙏🏻💙⚔️
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…and still could be…


[image: A detailed version of the Yes Chad wojak; portrait of a very masculine Nordic man.]
Ialmost used this detailed re-imagining of the "Yes Chad / Based Bro" wojak as the mascot for Amber, same as I used Art Ho as a mascot for Green, and wait until you realize who I used for Orange (with a twist I think is apt but some may find offensive). I changed my mind when realized that no, he doesn't fit. The "memes" involving him usually assign him a more rational personality and more personal agency than I think is typical of Amber. So instead I've adopted him as my mascot for what could be, but isn't yet, if we back-track to Amber and then add rational thinking, agency, and empathetic thinking. 
As stated elsewhere, many people in Amber stage seem to be capable of rational thought; one way many of them get stuck in Amber is by self-censoring rational thoughts as "heresy" (whether or not they still call it that like their ancestors did) and reverting to "revelation" and "authority." They not only obey their imposed authority figures regarding what to do, but also what to believe. 😱
The yes-chad character is more like what could have been in an alternative time-line if people didn't respond to the brutal power hierarchies imposed on them in earlier Red by beating their children into submission so they wouldn't end up being executed for sedition or heresy when they grew up. 
It's not too late for generations yet to come. According to cannon Integral theory, everybody starts out in the lower "stages" (that's why they're called "stages"), and then works their way up—or not. Just don't beat your children, and they'll evolve (on a personal level) in a different direction than their ancestors did.
[image: Illustration of young boys training at a martial arts temple.]
Martial training at a Buddhist temple that observes strict rules against beating initiates and especially children. The monks have been doing this for centuries; they know how to maintain order without brutality.
My illustration is at the intersection of Buddhist culture & a martial caste, but in many martial cultures, discipline "relaxed" on the assumption too much makes the young warriors timid. I suspect true. Ancient Sparta was an extreme example—the boys put into a situation where they had to steal to survive. Just an observation, not a recommendation, though it gets back to "good and evil" versus "predator and prey" which I keep warning you about.
Don't worry; contrary to a lot of bad takes they won't grow up to be Art Ho if you don't beat them, unless you do other stupid stuff that most Amber (and Green) level parents ARE doing because the authority figure told them to. You can teach your kids to respect the rights of others (versus "obey") using non-violent feedback, and cultivation of respect and true empathy (not what Greens call "empathy"). Art Hoe's problems are side-effects of collectivized child-rearing, feminist parenting paradigms, and indoctrination in school.
Here's a short list of things to do to avoid turning your sons and daughters into Art Hoe:
	Don't smack them. The problem is it sort of works—in a bad way. You're teaching them to NOT to step out of line. Not to take initiative. To obey instead of respecting the rights of others and looking for win-win outcomes.

	Teach them respect and cooperation. That's different from obedience.

	Promote family bonding. Between you and them, and amongst themselves.

	Teach them genuine empathy; it not only improves ability to relate, but it can also be a defensive skill. 

	Encourage them to think for themselves so they'll be less vulnerable to indoctrination.



I'd better be clear here: this is not a plug for "positive parenting" or any other feminist parenting paradigms. "Positive parenting" is when parents try to use social leverage to keep their kids in line, without first having set boundaries. Used in conjunction with collectivized child-rearing, it leads to disastrous results, including parents who "snap" and revert to beating and otherwise abusing their kids, which is why I wrote my own book on the topic. It was originally intended for both parents, but I re-targeted it specifically to dads after getting hostile feedback from feminists ("you shouldn't be allowed to write this!" sic) before I realized what the problem was.
Family bonding: what works and what doesn't
Listed from generally the greatest impact to the least.
	Shared hardship or survival experiences (trauma overcome together, life-saving events): experiences that inspire resolve to get through hard times after they're adults.

	Working together toward goals (projects, repairs, cooking, hunting, farming): activities that inspire a sense of mutual reliance.

	Teaching/learning dynamics (passing down skills, mentoring): activities that promote a strong sense of identity. "These are my grandmother's dumplings." "I build furniture the way my dad taught me."

	Rituals and traditions (predictable family practices with symbolic value): these too tend to promote a strong sense of identity. "My family always attends midnight services on Christmas Eve."

	Interactive leisure (games, hiking, music): fun activities that don't have a lot of inherent bonding power except to the extent they foster engagement.

	Commercial entertainment (vacations, amusement parks): very little bonding effect. When times get hard during adulthood, your sons and daughters aren't going to draw strength from remembering when you took them to the museum.

	Passive co-presence (TV, movies, shows): this was heavily-promoted in public service messages when my wife and I raised our first batch of kids. I was skeptical—I tend to think of these activities as brain-rot—but I didn't give it all that much more thought than that. The fact that you're sitting next to each other as you receive your programming has negligible family bonding value.



One activity that was and actually still is a persistent habit in our home is reading to my offspring in bed. It's still current because I still have one who isn't grown up yet. It matches #5 but also #3 because of mentoring opportunities; like most dads I stop frequently to talk about what we're reading, often enough to discuss ideas embedded in what we're reading that I don't think are good ideas, or on the other hand, they're important enough I think they deserve more commentary or explanation than what's offered on the page.
There's been discussion on social media about reading together as a couple. I know my late wife always looked forward to family reading time even though the stories were for kids. She just enjoyed hearing stories. It took her mind off worries before sleep. For couples, it would be worth trying out with fiction aimed at adult readers (where "adult" means "grown up", not a euphemism for "vice-promoting"). 
Reading fictional literature has one more interesting benefit: it builds real empathy. By "real," I mean what a competent psychologist would mean by the term, as opposed to what Green-level people mean when they use the term; it doesn't refer to doing favors for strangers. When people read stories, they're "getting into the mind" of the protagonist. Historically, empathy became a much more common cognitive skill after novels were mass-published, much as rational thinking became more common when books on scholarly and scientific topics became widely-available.
It helps if the novels chosen are "wholesome" and functional, which unfortunately is currently as of this writing the exception not the rule. Mirroring dysfunctional thought-patterns might have unwanted results. Choose wisely.
The current agenda is not the only option 
What's almost certainly a heresy on my own part as regards Integral theory is that I don't think the "stages", especially the later stages, are inevitable. That's a Marxist belief that I don't subscribe to. Unfortunately Integral theory is full of Marxist influences via numerous sociologists that Ken Wilber chose to analyze and synthesize in lieu of trying to "re-invent the wheel" or for that matter, commit academic heresy on his own part.
Marx didn't believe in inevitability either. That was public positioning for the dupes. Privately, he would have believed the same as his disciple:
“The revolution gave a mighty historical impulse … and exposed to them the great secret – the first secret of the dialectic … that there is nothing unchanging on this earth, and that society is made out of plastic materials.”
―Leon Trotsky, Literature and Revolution
sometimes paraphrased as "reality is plastic," meaning that anything is possible with enough will and effort. There are parables in Mao's Little Red Book that teach the same concept, ironically twisting an earlier Chinese parable that taught the opposite: don't fight the tide—flow with the Dao. 
I'm somewhere in the middle:
	Nothing is inevitable.

	Conscious evolution isn't inevitable, but it probably is the next stage of things for the simple reason that if the other guy is doing it, you need to do it too to maintain balance-of-power (like if he has a gun, you need one too), or else you go extinct. But conscious evolution means choices. I choose something different than what's being imposed on us.

	Most paths lead to extinction. Paths that flow with the Dao are the most likely to stay in the game.



Options that stay in the game are available only to those who can plan their own strategy and make their own moves. 
[image: Illustration of the twin towers in New York City burning on 11 September.]
"Everybody stay right where you are and await further instructions!"

[image: AI-generated representation of the fire that destroyed much of Lahaina, Hawaii.]
"Only those who disobeyed survived."
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…but is it, really?


[image: Illustration of a scientist working in his lab. A microscope is on his desk.]
Core concepts: reason, scientific method, Democracy, Equality (of opportunity, apparently), Capitalism (often assumed synonymous with "free markets"; I dissent: they're 2 different concepts) but also Socialism and Communism, private enterprise, personal accomplishment, Scientific Method 
Historical context: the Enlightenment (as a historical era, not a religious awakening!), overthrow of monarchies and replacement with ostensibly democratic republics, nation-states and empires, development of advanced financial markets ("capitalism" in the most literal sense), growth of private enterprise, development of Socialism and Marxism (NB: even within my memory, Communism was often referred to as "Scientific Socialism"), decline of traditional (Amber) religious narratives and associated practices, States take over functions previously assigned to religious organizations, secular historical narratives replace religious narratives.

More importantly than the previous paragraph, which contains too much ideology (not my idea, but I'm trying to convey cannon Integral Theory the way it is, and not just the way I think it should be), the Enlightenment followed the invention of the printing press because for the first time, people who could think symbolically were communicating with each other and teaching others the same cognitive skills. The number of people who could reason using logic and math instead of just coming up with "probable" answers that are often good enough but prone to inaccuracies and "hallucinations" hit a critical threshold in terms of both absolute numbers and proportion of the population to pull the whole system into a (somewhat) rational frame-of-mind. For the first time, a scientific mindset was possible on a significant scale.
Personal developmental context: The Orange stage corresponds to the "rational" level of personal development, which [is supposed to] occur(s) during late adolescence and early adulthood when individuals are first developing a sense of autonomy and self-reliance. At this stage, individuals tend to focus on logical reasoning and objective analysis, often at the expense of emotional or intuitive insights. The emphasis is on achieving personal goals and fulfilling desires through rational means, rather than relying on traditional authority figures or spiritual sources of power.
The preceding is cannon integral theory aside from some minor parenthetical commentary on my part. My heretical opinion is that much of the model is 
	colored by selective observation of western cultures, which admittedly were the first to reach rational stage, but not the only ones.

	most people never reach a rational stage of development; the vast majority of the population don't have the cognitive tools they would need to analyze evidence in a rational way.

	the integral model as applied to personal development is starting to break down at the bleeding edge.



Ken Wilber might actually agree with me on the first two points. Probably not the 3rd or he'd fix it.
Typical core beliefs:
	Reason and evidence are the primary means of understanding the world.

	Empirical evidence and scientific inquiry are critical to understand reality.

	Progress occurs through technology, innovation, and advancements in knowledge.

	People are responsible for their own success or failure.

	Equality and equal opportunity for all individuals regardless of their background or social status.

	The importance of education and self-improvement to achieve personal and societal goals.

	Human agency and action are what shape the world for the better.

	Church and state should be kept separate, and religion should be confined to a private sphere.

	Truth is objective and can be discovered through rational inquiry.

	Individual rights and liberties, such as freedom of speech, religion, and assembly, are important.

	The universe is governed by physical laws.

	Soft sciences such as economics can also be understood in terms of natural laws. There are economic laws that regulate supplies, prices, capital formation, and so-on. If you discover and understand those laws, you can make good decisions that increase prosperity.

	The "invisible hand": individuals acting in their own self-interest will unknowingly contribute to the greater good of society, creating an efficient and stable economy without the need for government intervention. In other words, when people pursue their own goals and desires, they naturally create a balance that benefits everyone involved. For example, competition for customers forces corporate executives to respond to the desires and needs of their customers.




      [image: ]Amber ended with a longing for an ideal time and place where there was a sense of connectedness with the Divine and with Nature. In Orange this gave way to disillusionment that such a thing ever existed or ever could exist, but a determination to try to create paradise-on-earth through SCIENCE!™ and technology.
Whereas battle lines used to be drawn along tribal identities, and perhaps for that very reason, there's now a general aversion among people in the Orange stage to define their own or others' identities in terms of tangible and especially genetically-determined (eg race) characteristics. Religious identities, increasingly taboo, give way to ideological and political identities.
Perhaps by the same or at least similar token, with a few notable exceptions, religious or tribally-identifiable artifacts become taboo. The tastes of a certain investment-banker I've observed at close range after she married into my family (don't blame me) provide a good example: in her home, an artifact like an illustration of Ganesha up on the wall, or even a secular but highly culturally-identifiable object like a cuckoo clock or a Bierstein would be extremely taboo. Precisely because she is of European origins, European cultural artifacts are especially taboo, and ancestral artifacts are a source of profound shame. If she sees one in your home, she will express disdain and disgust, either behind your back or to your face depending on whether she thinks she needs your goodwill. She would use terms like "provincial" not to mention "trash" (as in "white"). In her mind, they are strongly associated with her own pre-Enlightenment (that is, pre-university) ancestral origins and with other people's working-class origins. The university is where you learn to be ashamed of your origins (the new "original sin") as you embrace your new generic identity as a cog in the works.
Some Buddhist artifacts are acceptable (because Buddhism is an uncompetitive, anti-natalist religious tradition), but they're decorative and possibly even "ironic", not functional, like some of her ex-Catholic peers would treat Catholic artifacts. A Buddha-idol is a decoration for your garden, not something to make offerings to or meditate in front of. Judiaica, preferably of modern Israeli origin and design, is not only acceptable but downright chic, but for one thing she's not Jewish, and for another, her Jewish associates at the same stage would tend to claim that any vestigial gestures they might make to their own Jewish artifacts are "cultural" not religious.  If you touch the mezuzah and then kiss your finger, that's for good luck (superstition trumps actual religious practice); it's not an act of devotion to Divine law.
Her idea of culture comes in only a few flavors: corporate ("corporate culture"), academic, government, and non-profit. "Non-profit" doesn't mean "no profits"; she is fully aware of the real activities of NGOs including that they can be tag-teamed with for-profit activities as she has been known to do herself. "Non-profit" has more to do with its role in the system as a whole, as a conduit for money-laundering, tax sheltering, slush funds, and black ops operating under sacrosanct altruistic cover.
Corporate culture is highly generic; there are strong taboos (not just hers) against culturally-identifiable branding, hence the recent round of eliminating ethnic mascots on consumer labels, and simplifying them to the absolute minimum needed for brand recognition. A few family names have been grandfathered in, but over time most corporate names start turning into meaningless capital letters ("XYZ Corp.").
There's a popular term for this tendency towards everything blandly generic worldwide, and I considered asking gay friends for permission to use it, but they're not the ones who might ban the book if I do. It sounds a little like "global homogeneous". 
Last gasp of freedom and agency?
Orange probably isn't peak freedom, because that likely occurred BEFORE the imposition of power hierarchies during the Red epoch. More likely what Orange or the so-called "Enlightenment" entailed was a gasp of relative freedom purely as the result of chaos during disruptive economic & social shifts, resulting in brief power vacuums.
Carrots added to sticks
One change that was more durable regarded how rules were imposed:
Punishments were scaled back when someone finally realized that to discourage crime (or dissent), the cost of a crime only has to exceed its benefit; anything beyond that has diminishing returns-on-investment.
Rewards were added to the motivation structure. This allowed further reduction in the degree of the draconian nature of the motivation structure: a certain amount of punishing people for doing the wrong thing can (in theory) replace punishing them for doing the wrong. There's a catch though: real rewards have costs. 
This trend has continued to the present day, and by now the situation is different: constant hand-slaps (like the Chinese social credit system) on the one hand, and purely psychological rewards on the other. The latter are cheaper than real rewards.
The dawn of conscious evolution
In Integral Theory, the evolution of stages is often compared to biological evolution. At some point, the mechanism for "deciding" which direction things take goes from natural selection to conscious decisions. Orange is the stage this shift from natural to artificial selection occurred. Someone made conscious decisions to implement a "globalized" mindset (Green) and is enforcing it with carrots and sticks. 
They're also enforcing Scientism.
[image: Cartoon of a young scientist being burned at the stake for heresy, surrounded by a hostile crowd.]
Amber isn't the only stage that punishes heresy.
The following opinions of mine constitute heresy as regards Integral theory: First of all, many of the concepts and beliefs attributed to Orange are not derived from either reason or evidence; they're more along the lines of battling old mistakes with new mistakes. Examples would include massively irrational concepts like voting being a good way to make collective decisions, or using the word "equality" when what you really mean is "we apply the same rules to everybody" (which is a lie). Secondly, learning beliefs that ARE derived from evidence and reason is not sufficient to entrain a habit of rational thinking. CONTENT OF THOUGHT DOES NOT NECESSARILY ENTRAIN THE PROCESS OF THOUGHT THAT CREATED IT. 
What I mean is that modern people learning content originating with thinkers like John Locke, David Hume, Sir Isaac Newton, Adam Smith, and Benjamin Franklin doesn't elevate their own thought processes to genius levels. Western universities are granting PhDs in public policy to people genetically incapable (I've just committed a thoughtcrime) of answering the Lilypad problem, the Bat and Ball problem, or the Wason Selection Task correctly and then putting them in charge of making decisions regarding science and technology! 😱
I've been of this opinion for a long time, but if I hadn't been, the catastrophically incompetent response to the covid-19 pandemic would have dispelled any illusions.
If we want to figure out the answer to one of our questions, we could think about it for ourselves, or we could outsource the project to an expert. Insofar as we are after the truth, outsourcing is often the most reliable way to go in inquiry. Expert opinion is more reliable than layperson opinion since the experts have more information relevant to the matter at hand and are better equipped at evaluating that information. This is an intellectual division of labour that parallels the division of labour more broadly. When it comes to truth, the experts about such matters know best.

The tension between these values is on clear display in people’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic. On the one hand, there are calls to follow the science and listen to experts. These calls emphasise the love of truth. On the other hand, there are calls to think for yourself, do your own research, and not merely be a sheep. These calls emphasise intellectual autonomy.
―Prof Jonathan Matheson, essay Why Think for Yourself? on PhilosophersMag.com website
The first problem I'll address is that there is no "THE SCIENCE™". You can't put "THE SCIENCE™" in a wheelbarrow; it's an abstraction. It doesn't have agency and doesn't proffer effective, benevolent, unbiased advice. You can't "follow it"; there's no "it" to "follow". Hallucinating that abstract ideas are benevolent actors that do things all by themselves distracts attention away from human actors who take bribes, have cognitive biases, and make mistakes. I end up repeating this on social media almost daily; this mistake seems bizarrely ubiquitous. It's a cult!
Similarly, abstractions don't emphasize "love of truth". That's not a realistic motivating factor.
You might think I'm being pedantic or splitting hairs. I'm not. The problem isn't in the inaccurate way he expresses himself; the inaccuracies extend to his actual thinking process. I have yet to meet anyone who uses semantic gibberish (popularly known as "word salad") to make good decisions.
Next problem: his argument is a false dichotomy and a strawman. Literally doing one's own research wasn't a viable option for most people. We—the people who made a different choice than the one he made—relied on experts too; we just chose different experts to take advice from than he did. We had different criteria for choosing our experts than he did; I'll list the differences at least on my own part later in this same chapter.
Before I get to that I want to address yet another problem: he seems to be assuming that either the experts agree (because they "know" the "truth"), or worse, that only people who agree with whoever the designated expert(s) are legitimate experts, leaving us none the wiser who gets to choose experts and by what criteria. Hint: decision-making power is usually up to a bureaucrat, not a scientist or technologist. That remains an ongoing catastrophe! Technocracy is the problem, not the solution, because designated "experts" are being chosen primarily for party loyalty and alignment with hidden agendas like, say, pharma profits. Somewhere in his thinking he's naively assuming that "experts", and the non-technical bureaucrats who designate them, have no other motives or considerations than an intense, benevolent urge to solve other people's problems.
Yet another problem: elsewhere in the essay he compares the situation to leaving plumbing matters up to plumbers. The complexity of plumbing does not compare credibly well with the complexity of epidemics, vaccine development, and the human immune system, the latter being an astonishingly complex system second only to the nervous system in complexity. In other words, you're not dealing with one expert who can understand the whole system of systems; you're dealing with multiple experts in multiple different components (virology, epidemiology, vaccine technology, etc) of the bigger system.
But even if that weren't already a grossly inaccurate analogy, and even taking it at face value, he seems to be assuming that plumbers would all agree on what the problem with your plumbing is, and how to fix it. As someone responsible for maintaining rental properties, I am painfully aware that is not the case!
No one of them has perspectives broad enough to have a complete picture. But to be frank, we never even get to this problem because conflicts-of-interest and hidden agendas overwhelm the situation long before we ever get to the problem of unbiased experts disagreeing from different and limited, but honest, perspectives.
Whom did he have in mind as experts? Nowhere in the essay does he disclose, or explain who selected them, or by what process, and why he agrees with that process. So I asked an AI LLM (language learning model) for a list of experts who expressed specific opinions on the safety and efficacy of the vaccines. Instead, it gave me a list of organizations: 
1. World Health Organization (WHO)
2. John Hopkins University
3. Harvard Medical School
4. United Nations and WHO
These aren't experts; they're organizations. Organizations are vulnerable to collective stupidity. Was the person or people who made the decision on the public statement credibly an expert, or a bureaucrat like Dr. Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, who is not a medical doctor and his PhD is in public policy, not science or technology (a ubiquitous problem with "experts")? He also has political ties to the Chinese Communist Party, which governs a country whose military is known to use unconventional warfare, which they call by a term that translated "unlimited warfare". 🚩
When these organizations publish opinions on their websites, there's no personal name attached. No specific person's reputation is on the line; it's a case of "diffusion of responsibility", or perhaps more accurately, erasure of responsibility.
Numbers 1 and 4 are the same organization (UN staff outside of WHO would not have a credible opinion), and furthermore, it's the same one that took the Chinese communist party's word on their assessment of the situation without independent unbiased verification, and also reassured us covid-19 does NOT spread human-to-human. So the experts were lying for politically-motivated reasons.
Number 2 is the same organization that sponsored Event 201, which was a simulation of a pandemic very much like the one that was simultaneously breaking out. Judging from video excerpts available in the public domain, it was all about narrative control. Apparently they anticipated disagreement with their experts' opinions.
I pressed the LLM I used for a list of names of HUMANS, not organizations. It complied the second time and gave me a list of three names. One of them is someone who was late to the party and took over only after his predecessor resigned. The other two did express strong opinions, but on a university's self-promotion website, not mainstream media. Their opinions also turned out to be dead wrong on several counts. For example, they claimed that the vaxxines would quickly lead to "herd immunity" and implied the pandemic would burn itself out. It's still circulating in various communities, even and especially in heavily-vaxxed populations, as I type this. So, the "experts" killed a lot of people with their factually wrong opinions.
The people whose opinions were actually amplified in the corporate media included
	Joe Biden (complete with an implied threat that his patience was wearing thin)

	Rachel Maddow

	Dr. Rochelle Walensky

	Stephen Colbert

	Dr. Anthony Fauci



But other than Dr. Fauci, none of those people are credibly experts on any relevant topic (including not Dr. Rochelle Walensky; her publications focus on policy not science or technology; she's a bureaucrat not a scientist). Dr. Fauci's relationship with vaccine developers constitutes gross conflict-of-interest regardless of the exact terms of the royalties he receives from them; his career depends on that relationship. No matter what, it's conflict-of-interest.
Back to Prof. (of philosophy) Jonathan Matheson:
Who is right? This much is obvious: the costs of relying on your own thinking about this disease have led to an increased endorsement of conspiracy theories, renegade “treatments” for COVID-19, and a distrust in advice from the medical and scientific communities.
Cool. I accept those "costs". I'm still alive, and I didn't get myocarditis.
What makes the new experts better than the old experts? 

And how would a normal person be able to identify which "rogue" expert opinions are brilliant versus absurd?

How does a normal human brain go from assuming 99% of experts were lying or mistaken to assuming we can magically identify the 1% that are not?
―@ScottAdamSays on social media platform 𝕏, 16 August 2025

[image: Screenshot of a post of mine on social media listing factors I used to decide what experts to believe during the covid crisis.]
Hanlon's Razor states "never attribute to malice what can be better explained by stupidity." I couldn't find a complementary principle giving advice about never discounting malice when it looks like incompetence, but "The purpose of a system is what it does" (POSIWID) might be close. There was both malice and incompetence. The incompetence is why the malice went undetected and unchallenged for so long. 
	My list of informants has changed as the situation has; I have more choices now.

	Scientists assume that they're trained to compensate for their own cognitive biases, but that assumption can make them over-confident in their own objectivity.

	Just like Amber puts more confidence in narrative over evidence, Orange puts more confidence in theory than in real-life evidence, especially to the extent the evidence isn't what they want to see or hear (motivated denial aka "cheating God").

	THE SCIENCE™ is just a rebranding of Authority. It's also an abstraction that doesn't have agency and doesn't do anything. There are no intelligible semantics corresponding to the syntactical gibberish.

	A lot of people with Orange mindsets seem to believe that THE SCIENCE™ will bail them out and correct their mistakes as long as they have the right intentions, just like people in Amber believe God will do the same; refer to the upcoming quote by Richard Dawkins. 

	The new hocus-pocus is "peer reviewed". "Peer review" guarantees nothing; what matters is reproducibility. Peer review has turned into a gatekeeping opportunity and a distraction away from reproducibility. Judging from emails released under FOIA, the authors of The proximal origin of SARS-CoV-2 hand-picked friendly reviewers.



"When it was first, it first, became clear that smoking caused lung cancer and with a very high probability caused lung cancer there was a tendency for some scientists to be bought by the tobacco industry to deny this fact. And so SCIENCE scientists are I mean they're human beings, and so they are potentially corruptible, but fortunately SCIENCE has methods in place for overcoming that. And, and as other scientists come along and verify or test the statements of their predecessors. And so SCIENCE has this self-correcting process which should take care of that. [sic]
―Richard Dawkins, the Poetry of Reality, clip posted on 4 May 2024 on his X account
Science doesn't have methods in place. Science doesn't have anything or do anything, and it doesn't have agency; it's an abstraction. You can't put Science in a wheelbarrow. Science won't bail you out from your mistakes and intentional rigging of experiments and data to get the conclusion you want. It's scientists who do things, like accepting bribes.
What scientists don't do is take the initiative to verify or test the statements of their predecessors without getting paid to do so. While it's true that someone COULD, in theory, attempt to repeat someone else's published experiment to confirm or deny the results, there's no inherent incentive to do so. This is how so much irreproducible research has accumulated for many decades.
If Mr. Dawkins believed what he's saying, why didn't he speak up on behalf of scientists being censored, threatened, cancelled, harassed, or fired for contradicting mandated narratives regarding either the events of 11 September 2001 or the origins of the SARS-CoV-2 virus?
I'm skeptical he does believe it; I can't read his mind, but I can notice his affiliations with John Brockman and his Edge Foundation, Sam Harris, and the late Christopher Hitchens along with the latter's Establishment media connections. Brockman and his Edge Foundation worked with Jeffrey Epstein, who according to intelligence analyst Brian O'Shay (personal communications via social media) was using vice as both a bribe and blackmail material to form influencer networks (I'd already assumed as much; Brian independently confirmed). The blackmail was presumably to keep the members reliable no matter what they were being told to push. Dawkins seems to have been part of an influencer network (probably Hitchens's) before Epstein, and seems to have been more than willing to push narratives and party lines.
One matter Dawkins was willing to try to influence the rest of us about was what happened on 11 September 2001. I won't bother quoting him, because it would be distracting trying to address all the reasons his arguments are invalid; instead I want to say this regarding the unstated assumptions he makes about the situation: Dawkins is an evolutionary biologist, not a physicist, but I know many affiliates without a science background who have a stronger intuition regarding physics than he does. He's caught up in vague abstractions and seems to be seriously lacking in the world of kinetics, chemistry, and steel.
Fake "openness"
One more problem, or more likely an intentional deception, worth noting in passing:
	Free trade that comes with thousands of pages of regulations

	Free access to information that's full of deceptions. Better information gets buried under info overload, while the good stuff is proprietary, secret, and guarded. You don't have access to it.

	Soft censorship: you can freely publish, but nobody will see it unless it conforms to the dominant narrative. Creates the illusion of consensus when everybody who gets past the gatekeepers agrees. 



Time for another story.

      [image: ]It's not easy being Orange
﻿I sit alone in my rocking chair, staring out at the bleak winter sky through the window. It's been years since my wife passed away after rapid-onset cancer, but it feels like just yesterday I was holding her hand and watching her slip away into nothingness. The memories are still fresh, as if they happened this morning instead of years ago.
I think about life in general - the good times, the bad times, the mundane times. It's all a cycle that repeats itself over and over again. Until the day the sun burns itself out and it doesn't anymore. People come and go, love flickers like a candle flame, and death is always lurking around the corner, waiting to claim its next victim. I can't help but wonder what the point of it all is - why we bother living when everything seems so futile in the end?
My thoughts drift towards my own future, which looms like a dark cloud on the horizon. My own health isn't great. I cough a lot, my muscles are constantly sore and weak, and I tire easily. I wonder how many more years I have left. The snow falls gently, covering everything with its pristine white blanket - a stark contrast to my own fading existence. I can't help but feel as though I'm already gone, just another forgotten soul in the vast expanse of human history.
As the sun sets on this bleak winter day, I close my eyes and let out a deep sigh. The world outside may be cold and unforgiving, but it is nothing compared to the emptiness that resides within me. My heart aches with every beat, reminding me of what I've lost and what I have yet to lose.
Despair turns to anger as I think about what could have been. If we'd spent more money on scientific research instead of religious fairy tales. I believe in Science! That's why I insisted that everybody in our community get vaccinated. Two million people died thanks to misinformation and vaxxine hesitancy that was spread by those idiot anti-vaxxers! They asked stupid questions like why so many people got covid-19 if the vaccines stopped transmission. Well, obviously, the science changed and those were breakthrough cases. It would have been a lot worse if we hadn't been vaccinated. Or they asked why vaxxinated people had so such high antibody levels years later. That's literally how vaxxines work!* Idiots! Thanks to the vaxxines, 20 million people were saved who would otherwise have died. Our community suffered a lot of deaths as it was and people are still dying as their health continues to rapidly deteriorate. I just wish more of the burden had been born by those who did the wrong thing and less by those who did the right thing; instead it was completely backwards. If we ever needed proof there's no God, I can't think of a better argument than the lack of justice in this world.
I'm just glad I was able to use my influence mitigate the worst of it, and for that reason have no real regrets despite having been forced to live a lie. I just wish I would have had the opportunity to pursue a calling that I could have really poured my heart into. In a perfect world I would have been a scientist, working for a government agency or non-profit for the betterment of society. I've always been fascinated with technology. Unfortunately in those days the colleges still used grades in math as a gatekeeping mechanism. So instead I took the path of least resistance and followed family tradition as a clergyman. 🌿
*This quote inspired by actual claims appearing on social media, including so-called "fact-checking"! That's not how vaccines or vaxxines work. Long-term immunity is encoded in memory T-cells and memory B-cells. Chronic high antibody levels is a red flag for pathologies. One possibility would be chronic inflammation due to leftover pseudo-mRNA that never broke down. People who "love science" keep breathlessly announcing made-up facts regarding topics they know nothing about, and they don't realize they know nothing about. Certainty correlates poorly to correctness.

      [image: ]
[image: Cartoon depiction of the smirking atheist meme.]
Atheist who quotes scripture to get you to act against your best interests.
Friendly warning 🙏🏻❤️: After getting suspicious and reading the testimonials at the Clergy Project website, I had an "Aha!" moment after realizing what explains consistent patterns of thought and behavior I've noticed among Christian clergy in general. One of the testimonials described what he thinks is happening, and his account sounds plausible to me: the students are studying scriptures from a Modernistic point of view, interpreting scripture through a scholarly historical and cultural lens. For better or worse, that's not how they were studied in the distant past; you just read them and were supposed to take it all at face value, which caused unconscious narrative drift through anachronistic interpretations.  
Seeds of disillusionment are planted, which eventually blossom into full-blown atheism. To put the situation bluntly, the seminaries are atheism factories. It's not confined to the mainstream denominations; there are plenty of testimonials from conservative and evangelical apostates on the Clergy Project website. What seems to happen after that is that the apostate clergy are hungry for a new cause. It's not so much that they find one as one comes looking for them: NGOs (see chapter notes) and influencer networks are recruiting either them directly, or their bosses, as influencers regarding secular social and political matters.
Reason for the warning: they are mindlessly getting involved in activities that are extremely harmful to your best interests. It's not an exaggeration to say that they're contributing to projects that, left unchecked, will destroy you. One of the big ones for decades now has been sponsoring mass immigration that will overload your social welfare system and create excessive demand for basic necessities of life as the economy is in decline, heading ultimately to collapse. They're weaponizing mass migration.
DataRepublican on the 𝕏 social media platform exposed USAID grants for a project designed to influence Christians on various matters. The influencers recruited for the job have wide name-recognition among political Conservatives and Christians. 
One of the matters regarding which they were recruited to influence Christians, including and especially those who identify as "Conservative" or "Evangelical," is a matter of literal life-or-death. They wrote a book and set up a training program for Christians to persuade each other to pursue both life-choices (eg getting vaxxed which was specifically mentioned in the book) and political agendas that will shorten their longevity. Somewhere up the chain, it's intentional.
Following a trail of links, I stumbled into more alarming discoveries. Unfortunately it would take a whole other book to do justice to what I discovered, so here's the TL;dr version: aside from the USA via USAID, foreign black ops, organized crime syndicates, and even terrorist organizations have similar projects. Once someone started making use of the sacrosanct nature of people's religious belief by hijacking and subverting them, everybody else wanted a piece of the same action. These are not Christian entities and in fact they tend to be hostile to their dupes.
This isn't a one-off; it's systematic. It's on both the Left and the Right; they simply push different projects in different religious "markets." Christians should just assume that unless their sects are highly insular (Old Order Amish), they're infiltrated and infected. Oddly but not surprisingly, everybody can point it out in everybody else's sect, but not their own.
I don't think the problem is isolated to Christian sects; similar is happening with other major world religions. In her book Lone Gladio, Sibel Edmonds depicted a Muslim cleric on a CIA payroll to indoctrinate for a hit job against Russia, the Israeli government recruits religious leaders to promote secular ideology as a religion, and Buddhism has been hijacked to promote a self-destructive combination of not spawning understudies to continue your game, and leaving dirty-work to others and pretending not to notice that you benefit and don't really have an alternative that would scale up to the whole system.
To state the obvious: you will never achieve a satisfying, functional relationship with the Kosmos (whether you think of it in theistic or non-theistic terms) by embracing literally a psy-op as your religious creed and practice. That's why you're writhing in existential angst, having crises of faith, and enduring dark nights of the soul.
This is the dead land
This is cactus land
Here the stone images
Are raised, here they receive
The supplication of a dead man’s hand
Under the twinkle of a fading star.

Is it like this
In death’s other kingdom
Waking alone
At the hour when we are 
Trembling with tenderness
Lips that would kiss
Form prayers to broken stone.
―Excerpt from The Hollow Men, T.S. Elliot
Record Twenty
Discharge. The Substance of Ideas. The Zero Cliff.
Discharge—yes, that’s the word. Now I understand: it was like an electric arc. For days, the current in me had been rising—drier, sharper, more urgent. The poles were drawing near, the space between them cracking with dry sparks—one millimeter more, and—bang! Silence.

Inside me now is stillness. Emptiness. As in a house abandoned after a gathering, when you lie ill and alone, and the tick‑tock of your thoughts rings with metallic clarity.

Perhaps that discharge burned away my soul—the torment of it. Perhaps I am healed. I am like the others now. At least for this moment. I can picture without flinching O‑90 [his pregnant lover] led to the Cube [execution device]. I see her under the Gas Bell [torture device]. And if, in the Operation Hall, she speaks my name—I feel no fear. I would kneel, grateful, devout, and kiss the punishing hand of the Benefactor. It is my right—to be punished. My right before the World State. And I will not give up that right. No Number should—or may—refuse this one personal, and therefore most sacred, privilege.…

Thoughts tick quietly—clear, metallic. I’m carried aloft by an invisible aero, high into the crystalline heights of abstraction. And there, in that pure and rarefied air, my idea of "rights" bursts with a sharp snap, like a tire exploding. I see now: it was an echo of the ancient disease—an absurd, inherited superstition.

There are ideas of clay. And there are ideas of gold, or of our precious, transparent glass. To know what an idea is made of, one need only drop on it a bead of strong acid. One such acid was known to the ancients—reductio ad absurdum, I think they called it. But they were afraid of that poison. They preferred to believe they saw heaven, even if it was a blue-painted toy, rather than admit it was just tinted air. But we—blessed be the Benefactor!—we are grown up. We no longer play with toys.

So. We drip the acid on the idea of "right"...

Even the wisest of the ancients knew: might is the source of right. Right is a function of power. We have the scales. On one side: a gram. On the other: a ton. On one side: I. On the other: We, the World State.

Could it be any clearer?

To imagine that I might have "rights" before the State is as absurd as imagining a gram could balance a ton. Hence the obvious law: tons have rights, grams have duties. And the only road from nothingness to greatness is to forget you are a gram—and remember that you are one millionth of a ton.

I can almost hear your objections, you full‑bodied, rosy Venusians. And you, black and brooding Uranians [Amber!], like the ancient Spanish inquisitors—I hear your silence, and I think you agree. But you, my dear Venusians [Green!], I pity you. You still mutter about “torture,” “executions,” “a return to barbarism.” But you are not capable of thinking in true, mathematical terms.

History moves in circles, like an aero rising in a spiral. Some circles are golden. Others are bloody. But every one of them is 360 degrees. We go from 0°, to 10°, to 100°, to 360°, and then again—0°.

Yes, we’ve returned to zero. But this zero is not the same. It is a new zero. We began at zero moving to the right; now we return to it from the left. This is no longer +0. This is −0. Do you see?

To me now this zero appears as a cliff—silent, immense, knife-thin. From the dark side of the zero cliff we set sail long ago, breath held, eyes wide. We—modern Columbuses—have sailed the world, circling it, and at last—hurrah! salute!—we climb the mast, and there before us: the unseen face of the cliff, radiant in the polar light of the Global State. Blue stone, glittering with rainbow shards. Suns—hundreds of suns! A million prisms!

Does it matter that this brilliant side is divided from the black side by only the width of a blade?

The blade is eternal.

The knife is man’s greatest invention. It served the guillotine. It solves all knots. It carves the only path that suits the fearless mind—the sharp, paradoxical edge of a knife.
―Yevgeny Ivanovich Zamyatin, Chapter 20 from his novel We (Мы in the original Russian), a new translation from the original Russian courtesy ChatGPT and a little tweaking from me
[image: A representation of abstract expressionism in the style of Jackson Pollock.]
"A representation of abstract expressionism in the style of Jackson Pollock."
Orange art
Modern art intentionally lacks meaning. Sometimes vaguely geometric (eg Piet Mondrian's tableux or Kazimir Malevich's variously colored, or not, squares and other shapes), sometimes seemingly random splotches of color, or monochrome, often provoking "Emperor's New Clothes" reactions. My example is an imitation of Abstract Expressionism, but it's not particularly unique in its rejection of meaning. Cubism art went from vaguely recognizable subjects to increasingly abstract, and Minimalist art, while relatively structured, tends not to be particularly meaningful. I recall being told as a lad it was because "there's no point drawing pictures anymore because we have cameras."
Woody Allen: It’s quite a lovely Jackson Pollack, isn’t it?
Museum girl: Yes, it is.
Allen: What does it say to you?
Museum girl: It restates the negativeness of the universe...the hideous lonely emptiness of existence...nothingness...the predicament of Man forced to live in a barren, godless eternity like a tiny flame flickering in an immense void with nothing but waste, horror, and degradation forming a useless bleak straight-jacket and a black absurd cosmos.
Allen: What are you doing Saturday night?
Museum girl: Committing suicide.
―Museum scene from the movie "Play it again, Sam".
Orange classical music: Some of it was about replacing epic, mythic, religious, inspirational, or warning themes (from Amber) with themes taken from the lives of typically working-class people, often with hints that Socialism or Marxism would solve their problems. What might be called more avant-guard modern music, but it's actually the rule not the exception, lacks any theme, meaning, or melody; is often atonal, & sometimes sounds like random notes or even noise. John Cage's 4′33″ consists of 4 minutes and 33 seconds of the orchestra not playing. Some say ambient noise in the concert hall is part of the "performance" & gives the piece its "electrifying tension". Nobody seems to actually enjoy modern classical music (try hooking someone up to bio-sensors while playing it), but the audience claps politely, if restrainedly, afterwards. 

      [image: ]Many of you will find parts of this chapter disturbing. I don't want to leave you in a bad place. Rest assured there's a cure for existential angst. Ironically, it sounds like more of the disease: lose the ego. Needing for existence to be meaningful is itself a meaningless egoic whimsy; it's your mind getting confused when it mistakes itself for you and then panics over its own demise. No ego, no angst. Don't worry; the ego itself is largely illusory; it's a concept for an abstraction that doesn't have any real existence. It's not your true self and you're not going to poof out of existence once you can see through the illusion. On the contrary, you stop worrying about the end of something that never actually existed. "We are grown up; we no longer play with toys."
[image: Meme: low-brow and jedi enjoy life. Middle-brow is wallowing in existential angst.]


      [image: ]Chapter Notes
NGO stands for "Non-governmental organization." It's a deliberate misnomer: they're deep-state operations designed to hide outrageous government over-reach. Many of them are "black ops" disguised as do-gooder operations. More about them in another chapter.
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Consciously designed - as an act of class warfare


[image: Representation of a poster in a public school in Seattle depicting father-free living arrangements.]
FAIR DISCLOSURE OF AUTHOR'S PERSONAL BIAS: This was, by far, the hardest chapter for me to write. My family was grievously harmed by people at this stage of supposed "development". My family was put on a disastrous trajectory that I'm still trying to rectify after intrusive interventions by people in this "stage". This is my good-faith attempt to describe this level both as its own hosts would and in objective terms, even though it's a stage that explicitly rejects objectivity and embraces "lived experiences" (of some but not others). I intend to compensate for my own bias as much as I can, though I also reserve the right to tell my side of the story. I had to do a lot of editing to replace anything that could be construed as ridicule, and yet still a lot of it reads like parody because the reality is so dysfunctional. I constantly faced difficult decisions regarding the possibility of my warnings backfiring if they sounded like exaggerations, for which reasons this chapter errs on the side of understating the case. 
*Astroturfing refers to setting up illusions of "grass roots" support for a well-financed project imposed from above. Astroturf is fake grass.
Core Concepts: Feminism, Family redefined as a consciously chosen (versus biologically-determined) living arrangement, Equity (meaning equality of outcomes), Social Justice, Civil Rights (redefined from earlier meanings), PostModernism, Queer Theory, Critical Race Theory. Hidden concepts: soft power, psychological manipulation, neoMafia based on neoIdentities rather than ethnicity or religious tradition
Historical context: Global empire has been roughly achieved through wars and resource cartels, and power is now being consolidated via infiltration, subversion, and destruction from within through control of system chokepoints, notably corporate finance, mass media, and, late to the game but a key player now, Big Pharma
Personal context: Cannon Integral Theory: this is supposed to be when you start rebelling against the "cold" & rigid rationality of Orange .
Ethical codes tend NOT to be taught explicitly, but rather, implicitly through discussions. These aren't the kind of people who assign their children to memorize the Ten Commandments.
Organization: The theoretical ideal is supposed to be flat, collaborative, & encouraging of consensus-building but everybody seems to realize that's not the reality. More often than not, the supposed consensus is achieved by bullying.
Wages war by deception, psychological & cognitive manipulation, sabotage; special weapons: Artificial Intelligence
Typical beliefs:
	Patriarchy and capitalism are oppressive.

	Masculinity is toxic.

	The biologically-based heteropatriarchal "family" is a toxic, bourgeois social construct. My family is made up of people I choose to be with.

	I care about people. Those others, they don’t care about people.

	My identity is important to me. It’s who I am.

	I don’t need rules or religion; I have empathy.

	Be gay. Do crime. 👍🏽

	Climate change (formerly "global warming") is real. It's turning the planet into a Venus-like inferno. 🥵 It's caused by hydrocarbon emissions. The solution is communism.

	Words can be harmful. Hate-speech has no place in public or even private discourse. If your family members are Nazis, inform on them!

	Political power can & should be used to solve social & economic problems.

	Healthcare is a right!

	Abortion and gender-affirming care are healthcare.

	College tuition is an investment in the public. It should be free, as should "basic necessities," at least, for some people, maybe not others.

	Small business owners have a class interest in opposition to Socialism and in favor of Fascism, and they're hard to regulate and unionize, whereas my corporate employer is progressive & subscribes to diversity, equity, & inclusion (DEI). 

	I hate my country but love its government. It's a force for good.

	A Star-Trek-like post-scarcity society is possible. The only things stopping it are people who don't want the rest of us to have it.

	Some people achieve wealth and status through race-and-sex-based privilege. Some people have to work hard to achieve success due to race-and-sex-based disadvantages. You can tell the difference by looking at their race and sex.

	Crime is the inevitable result of inequality and injustice. No justice, no peace.

	We would like to achieve Socialism through peaceful means, like educating your children and you expiring of natural causes†. But our patience has its limits, you’ve frustrated us for generations, and so ultimately, ALL options are on the table.




[image: A more detailed cartoon re-imagining of the Art Hoe wojak.]
Black lives matter.
Women's rights are human rights.
No human is illegal.
Science is real.
Love is love.
Kindness is everything.
Most of the beliefs listed in this chapter were collected from patterns in social media. The woke creed is found on a sign commonly displayed in front of houses where feminists & progressives live. They're intended to be fair representation as expressed by people in this level of awareness themselves. None of it is intended to be parody, though some of my short versions without a lot of mental gymnastics might sound like such. Some people in this level of awareness would have chosen significantly more radical statements of their beliefs; I've attempted to be fair by not cherry-picking extremes.
Amber's longing for an ideal past where gods walked among men & there was a sense of connectedness and wholeness is replaced by a longing for something roughly equivalent, but the time frame is shifted into the future, aesthetic tastes are radically different, and the wistfulness is replaced by rage that it hasn't happened yet.
The Green stage is fundamentally postModernist. PostModernists challenge the grand narratives (except for their own) and universal truths that were once seen as foundational to modern society. The point is equivalent to burning the ships on the beach: there's no going back.
The Green stage is fundamentally "feminist". That has a lot of consequences by itself that characterize the Green stage.  It's "gynocentric" yet arguably "misogynistic," for example, women athletes getting battered by trans-women and "canceled" if they complain. A lot of Green is about hijacking women's nurturing instincts & substituting the championing of social, political, and economic "causes" that further someone else's agenda in lieu of having their own families.
Whereas Orange is supposed to be the rational stage, Green according to Ken Wilber is supposed to be the "trans-rational" stage, trans-rational being a concept he invented himself. I have never understood what trans-rational was supposed to mean, so I asked ChatGPT. It says:
"The Green stage, being described as "trans-rational," implies that it incorporates rational thinking but also transcends it by integrating emotional, ethical, and spiritual dimensions that rationality alone might overlook. Here's what characterizes the trans-rational nature of the Green stage:
	Inclusion of Multiple Perspectives: Green thinking values the inclusion of diverse viewpoints and acknowledges that purely logical solutions may not address the emotional and cultural components of human experience.

	Emphasis on Relationships and Context: Unlike the detached objectivity of the Orange stage, Green thinking considers the context and relationships involved in a situation. It appreciates that human behavior and beliefs are deeply influenced by their cultural, social, and environmental contexts.

	Ethical Consideration and Compassion: Green stage thinking involves a heightened awareness of ethics and a strong sense of compassion towards others. It recognizes the interconnectedness of all life and strives for decisions that are fair and just for all parties involved.

	Intuitive and Holistic Approaches: While not dismissing rational thought, the Green stage incorporates intuitive and holistic approaches to understanding and solving problems. It values wisdom that comes from emotional and spiritual insights, which are considered just as valid as rational conclusions."



I am none the wiser. I have no idea what it means to "integrate" mutually-exclusive standards for belief or choices, or what "just as valid" means in this context. Someone does an experiment that provides evidence of X. Someone feels that her own lived experience supports not-X. They're somehow equally valid, but if a decision is to be made, one has to prevail over another.
"Diverse viewpoints" is not my own experience of Green. These are the cancel-culture people.
I'm going to be blunt here: at this point, Integral Theory is broken and hallucinating. Cognitively speaking, Green appears to me to be at the same place as Amber, if anything even less capable of rational thinking. These are the feelz people. The difference between them and Amber is that Amber's traditional beliefs have all been swept away in Green to be replaced by greenwashed communism. The concept of trans-rational is nothing but mental gymnastics to cover up that Green is not and never was rational. 
Part of the problem appears to be imposed equalitarianism: the assumption that everybody has the same capacity for intelligence as everyone else except for the designated intellectual class, who are superior. I have the heretical belief that the first limiting factor for intelligence is genetic, which is supported by (increasingly repressed) scientific evidence.
Ken Wilber's own short story encapsulating this mindset is about a female CEO of a tech company and her boyfriend on an outing in a natural space, where she has a peak experience. That doesn't sound even remotely like anything I've ever witnessed. Wait, she's a tech CEO but not a corporate power lesbian?! And she's willing to put up with a man with a lower social rank?! [Lads: I suggest not taking the advice of Ken Wilber, or any of his acolytes, regarding women. I'll leave it at that, but I know whereof I write.] It would ring truer to me if she was tripping on designer recreational drugs at Burning Man than having a peak experience "in nature". None of this rings true to me.
🤬: WHAT YOU'RE DESCRIBING ISN'T TRUE GREEN!
There is no "true green" up somewhere in the Heaven of Platonic archetypes. It's just an idea. Not all desires are translatable into reality.
To me, Wilber's characterization sounds like wishful thinking, not reality. It sounds like Ida Auken describing post-Great-Reset Communism as people owning nothing and being happy and not minding strangers having meetings in their living quarters. It sounds like a thought in someone's head where the map CAN'T correspond to the territory because the mindspace contains elements that have no physical correlates because they would violate physical rules in meatspace.
Green is not the product of natural, spontaneous evolution; Green is the product of conscious evolution, the current shade thereof designed for the Great Reset—that is, the end of natural human history and the beginning of the engineered New World Order—installed through PR and influencer campaigns. I'll explain a little more when we get to why Green is "green" (implied environmental ethos).
It should be noted that the lists of concepts and beliefs is long for this level of conceptual awareness compared to previous levels. That reflects the reality of the situation, because society itself had become particularly complex by the late stage of civilization when this level took form. My opinion but not cannon Integral Theory: it's probably peak complexity for the foreseeable future.
Blacklisted identities versus neoIdentities
As in previous stages, identities are important, but the terms in which they are defined have shifted again. Racial and ethnic identities still exist for some, but have been outlawed (with criminal penalties in some jurisdictions) for others. Religious identities seem to be even more restricted. The situation is similar to what happened during the People's Great Cultural Revolution in China, where some class-based identities were identified as "black" (as in "blacklisted", not skin-color), which isn't surprising because the Chinese Communist Party agreed to try out the agenda that actually originated elsewhere. If the racial, ethnic, or religious identity you were born with has been blacklisted, then your only hope of salvation is to adopt an approved neoIdentity based on Left-wing political ideologies, sexual orientations, and/or synthetic gender identities, presumably because these all lead to genetic extinction. Instead of sending you to the GULAG, for now they're content with goading you into self-annihilation. I expect voluntary extinction to be replaced by involuntary extinction once those targeted for same can no longer defend themselves.
None of the neoIdentities seem to have much substance even after allowing abstractions; there are few if any objective criteria for determining any of them; the only way to find out is to ask someone how she identifies. For example, it's impossible to be sure of someone's attitude towards, say, private property, especially to an actionable level of detail, just by knowing what flavor of political identity they associate with; people in the green stage adopt ideological identities for reasons other than a profound intellectual familiarity with them (though they often seem eager to deliver lectures about them); more likely they identify to conform to the rough consensus among their equally superficial social media "friendships".
The point of the neoIdentities is membership in a group, just like with tribal identities, it's just that the tribes are based on abstract, non-objective qualities. This seems to be true even when the shared characteristics do have some sort of tangible basis, but are interpreted into a subjective identity. Examples: female → feminist, same-sex attracted → queer, race other than white → BIPOC, autistic → neurodivergent, etc. This is almost certainly not an organic trend but by conscious design, just like happened in the USSR and several other parts of the world where one big neoIdentity was mandated: Tartar, Armenian, Uzbeki, etc → "Soviet". Russians and other ethnic Europeans → {}.
"The command of the old despotisms was 'Thou shalt not'. The command of the totalitarians was 'Thou shalt'. Our command is 'Thou art'."
―George Orwell, 1984
Family redefined
The jealousy of the male, which both consolidates and isolates the family, sets the animal family in opposition to the herd. The jealousy of the males prevents the herd, the higher social form, from coming into existence, or weakens its cohesion, or breaks it up during the mating period; at best, it attests its development. This alone is sufficient proof that animal families and primitive human society are incompatible, and that when primitive  men were working their way up from the animal creation, they either had no family at all or a form that does not occur among animals.
―Friedrich Engels, Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State
The sign used as an illustration for this "stage" is a good-faith representation and simplification (for fitting on a page of a book) of a sign placed at the entrance of a school my oldest son attended for a few years despite my misgivings. The original was in landscape orientation and had two more depictions of "families" but they were just more of the same. The wording of the caption is identical to the original's. The styling of the art is as good as I can reproduce from roughly 25 year old memory; fairly typical of its niche. A few observations: all of the original depictions of "family" were "Amazonic" & pointedly fatherless; in about half of them the children didn't match the race of the adults (pointedly emphasizing lack of biological kinship for determining what constitutes a family), size difference is more a function of number of adults in a living arrangement rather than children (that is, birthrates are well below replacement level even while claiming "all sizes"), in several there were more than two adult women in a family (most likely, a depiction of a preference for diffuse, casual, flexible, non-binding relationships: "Coupling up is a man's idea!"―Sonia Johnson), and in at least one depiction seemingly arbitrary age differences made it hard to figure out what the relationships are among those depicted (inter-generational adult personal relationships or completely ad-hoc living arrangements; the ambiguity is almost certainly intentional). The same rad-fem principal mentioned earlier, who put up the poster, used to regularly send home memos reminding us not to use "exclusionary" language. Examples of forbidden & mandated language below.
✘  my daughter Suzy…my wife 
✔ I am the caregiver of Suzy…her other caregiver
She referred to traditional terms for marital and biological relationships as "exclusionary language" and called them "offensive". Those were her exact terms. 
Instruction as an unstable indoctrination paradigm
Parent night was like nothing I'd ever witnessed before. The teachers each took up a different corner of the room and began monologues all at once, so that the parents' heads were bobbing around trying to make sense of any of it. My reasonable guess from some familiarity with their personalities is that it was impossible to negotiate anything more organized among each other.
The principal showed us an example of her grading standards:
Jmoka mowed half the lawn on Monday, then half of the rest on Tuesday. Jacinto mowed the rest on Wednesday. How should they split the money they earned?
❌ 3/4, 1/4 zero credit
[image: Green blobs that are supposed to represent portions of a lawn.]
✅ No numbers. Just blobs. Full credit. The only point of this exercise is blind obedience.
I think the point of the preceding is that, just like in Amber, thinking for yourself, using an algorithm in your head that the teacher didn't teach you, is punished, whereas compliance with her instructions to "use a drawing to 'solve' the problem" (there's no solution) is rewarded even if the end result isn't useful. 
She lectured us about how basing grades on test scores and homework completion was "racist" and "sexist" (sic), and that she enforced a policy of basing grades on "effort versus ability", meaning ability counts against you. How do they decide how much effort contributes to achievement, and how much ability? My observation is they decide prejudicially by race and sex. It's how they avoid the dreaded "performance gap" that causes them to get fired. My (mixed-race, but it didn't help: "adjacent") son received a downmark for music because "it wouldn't be fair not to account for the fact he gets paid music lessons" (sic). He also received a downmark because he could read and the other kids couldn't; the teacher claimed that the other students weren't learning to read because he was reading to them when split up into groups for group reading assignments, instead of encouraging them to read. Wait, is this an admission she turned her own responsibilities over to a 7 year old?!
The reading instruction was catastrophically incompetent. At the beginning of the week, the teacher would write a short list of words on the board. Each day during that week, she'd have the class "read" the list "together". What was really happening, as I witnessed it, was that a few kids who learned to read elsewhere were reading the words out loud, then there was a short gap, and then you heard the rest of the class parroting the smaller group, call-response style. 
You couldn't have persuaded the teacher this is an ineffective method for teaching reading; for one thing, they were were dismissive of, condescending to, and hostile towards parents. They were pre-inoculated by interpreting parental concerns in terms of ideology. The teacher's union published a white paper actually claiming that "phonics" instruction was a "Christofascist conspiracy!"
Maths instruction beyond incompetent; for all intents and purposes, maths largely abolished. The last real math teacher, who actually encouraged my son and was the only teacher sympathetic to him, fled what was for him a hostile work environment due to workplace bullying. Here was a typical 3rd grade maths assignment I discovered:
Your community needs a new sports stadium. Break into groups to plan the new stadium. Discuss how you would decide where to locate the stadium, how big it should be, how you would address transportation needs, and how you would encourage the participation of diverse communities in the process. Make sure that everyone in the group participates and is heard.
There's no maths here at all. The activity, such as it is, is pointless unless the point is teaching kids how to make collective decision-making as dysfunctional as possible. 3rd graders have no relevant experience in facilities planning for sports franchises, or for that matter in urban traffic management. Left unsaid is how the more fundamental decision regarding why the community "needs" a new sports stadium was made, and by whom. 
Worth noting in passing: the grading scale kept changing year to year. It started as traditional letter grades (A through F), then that was deemed too stigmatizing (to those classes of kids deemed needy of protection from stigma), so they changed it to codes referring to broad categories like "Satisfactory" and "Needs improvement," then that too was deemed judgmental, so the next terms used were rather vague, and so it went, year after year, with each previous grading system deemed "problematic" in turn. Congratulations were as problematic as stigmas; the teachers didn't like the high performers getting singled out for plaudits either. When last I was aware of the system, there were no more grades, just written evaluations from the teachers that were were either too vague to be helpful feedback to the parents, or were more like personal vendettas against kids they didn't like.
This has been going on for a long time now (my son in question is currently middle-aged). I would guess this is why we now have people with PhDs in technical subjects who can't do maths or read a chart accurately.
As much of a friendly warning as I can give
I mentioned that my family had been harmed by people who were squarely and quintessentially at the Green stage. What tipped me off to the activity going on behind my back (too late to stop the damage) were some social media posts, including one I probably wasn't supposed to see but someone forgot to adjust the visibility settings. There were individual facts and incidents sufficiently distinct that I can't risk the wrong person reading my description of what happened and trying to use it against me; the situation is ongoing. It was catastrophic to my family and the damage is permanent. 
So above all, this chapter is a warning.  At the time, I thought the ongoing situation was a one-off, but after having discovered numerous accounts of similar incidents on social media, I've come to realize that it's actually ubiquitous at this point. I have plenty of observations now to be able to make some generalizations that won't get me into as much trouble as would recalling specific incidents I was involved in personally.
Because it's a warning, this chapter is full of anecdotes and generalities about bad stuff happening. Are they typical? The worst-case-scenarios aren't, but the they're common enough, and become more so as they get increasingly entrenched. The more general trends are typical enough to constitute a hazard to your happiness and continued existence. After re-reading what I wrote, I'm convinced that a lot of dangerous trends spreading insidiously are the result of all-fronts warfare, and will just get worse if we don't take measures to defend our own interests. So no, I don't think I'm over-reacting.
Borderline personality disorder as an ideology
"It was an exciting story that made the dinner memorable. It could not have been pleasanter. And there was a little drinking.

After coffee and bill paying we said our goodbyes. We got in our car on the parking lot outside the restaurant and I started driving onto the highway back to the motel when Betty suddenly started screaming at me, 'You never took me to Europe...you cheap sonofabitch, you never took me to Europe'. I remember those words distinctly - they are etched in my brain because this episode was the most harrowing of any I have ever experienced in my life.

There had been no time for any argument to develop. We had little if any conversation in the interval between leaving the restaurant and reaching the car. This was truly spontaneous combustion.

The meaning of what she screamed is difficult to recall because it came out of her in such uncontrollable frenzied bursts. None of it made sense.

I slowed down and tried to calm her. 'For Christsakes, Betty, stop this, stop this. What is this about?' But she was beyond logic. She was raging about this Europe thing, completely out of control. 

With no letup in her fury she suddenly propped her back against the passenger side door and started kicking me furiously - while I was speeding along the highway. Then she lunged at my face with her nails. I felt my shirt being ripped and my chest bloodied.

That's how these fits usually happened - right out of the blue. Then, suddenly she opened the car door and threatened to jump out. 'I'm getting out of this car', she yelled. That was a scenario I had become use to, her opening the passenger side door while I was driving - it had happened a number of times before.

This was sheer hell - here I am with my hands on the wheel, driving through the darkness, being furiously attacked by a raging woman, and the passenger door hanging out by its hinges. I managed somehow to hold her off with my right hand and to hold on to the wheel with my left. This is how I made my way back to the motel."

―Carl Friedan, Life with Insanity, which he published on his short-lived website to defend himself from his ex-wife's smear campaign. Just one short excerpt drawn from many similar accounts, including the time Betty Friedan came at him with shards of glass from a mirror she shattered, threatening to kill him. The mass media assigned her a flattering persona & bio bearing little resemblance to what she was like in real life.
Betty Friedan's inability to relate to and bond with others probably had a lot more to do with the "problem that has no name" (women's dissatisfaction with life despite living in affluence; the equivalent for men is "the problem that doesn't merit mention") from her book The Feminine Mystique than lack of career opportunities for women; having a career didn't fix the problem for her; she was an angry, unhappy woman to the end. Never take advice about solving a problem from someone who in their own life only managed to make it worse.
Narcissistic parenting
My mother's feminist principles coloured every aspect of my life. As a little girl, I wasn't even allowed to play with dolls or stuffed toys in case they brought out a maternal instinct. It was drummed into me that being a mother, raising children and running a home were a form of slavery. Having a career, travelling the world and being independent were what really mattered according to her.
I love my mother very much, but I haven't seen her or spoken to her since I became pregnant. She has never seen my son  -  her only grandchild. My crime? Daring to question her ideology.
…
My early childhood was very happy although my parents were terribly busy, encouraging me to grow up fast. I was only one when I was sent off to nursery school. I'm told they even made me walk down the street to the school.
…
Ironically, my mother regards herself as a hugely maternal woman.
…
But, while she has taken care of daughters all over the world and is hugely revered for her public work and service, my childhood tells a very different story. I came very low down in her priorities  -  after work, political integrity, self-fulfilment, friendships, spiritual life, fame and travel.
My mother would always do what she wanted  -  for example taking off to Greece for two months in the summer, leaving me with relatives when I was a teenager.
…
I was 16 when I found a now-famous poem she wrote comparing me to various calamities that struck and impeded the lives of other women writers…
…From the age of 13, I spent days at a time alone while my mother retreated to her writing studio  -  some 100 miles away. I was left with money to buy my own meals and lived on a diet of fast food.
―REBECCA WALKER FOR MAILONLINE, How my mother’s fanatical views tore us apart
There’s a lot more in the original article, but I had to prune it down to a few highlights to bolster my claim of “fair use”. Reading it the first time hit me like a ton of bricks because I could understand what she must have felt and gone through 💔, having witnessed it myself close-at-hand in my own neighborhood. If I had to give it a name: “narcissistic parenting”, & Alice Walker’s estrangement from her daughter: “narcissistic discard”. 
[image: Detailed cartoon illustration of a distressed rhesus monkey baby left with an artificial surrogate mother.]
It was well-known what the effect of collective child-rearing would be. What happened wasn't an accident.
Bonding failures
"And 'parent'?" questioned the D.H.C. 

There was an uneasy silence. Several of the boys blushed. They had not yet learned to draw the significant but often very fine distinction between smut and pure science. One, at last, had the courage to raise a hand. 

"Human beings used to be ..." he hesitated; the blood rushed to his cheeks. "Well, they used to be viviparous." 

"Quite right." The Director nodded approvingly. 

"And when the babies were decanted ..." 

'"Born,"' came the correction. 

"Well, then they were the parents—I mean, not the babies, of course; the other ones." The poor boy was overwhelmed with confusion. 

"In brief," the Director summed up, "the parents were the father and the mother." The smut that was really science fell with a crash into the boys' eye-avoiding silence. "Mother," he repeated loudly rubbing in the science; and, leaning back in his chair, "These," he said gravely, "are unpleasant facts; I know it. But then most historical facts are unpleasant." 

He returned to Little Reuben—to Little Reuben, in whose room, one evening, by an oversight, his father and mother (crash, crash!) happened to leave the radio turned on. 

("For you must remember that in those days of gross viviparous reproduction, children were always brought up by their parents and not in State Conditioning Centres.")
―Aldous Huxley, Brave New World. DHC is the Director of (human) Hatching and Conditioning.
When our first baby was born, he got sent to the nursery and spent a lot of time there so my anxious wife could recover. When our last baby was born, the nurses took her away and we didn't see her except briefly for several days. We didn't agree to having her taken away; the nurses were trained to give only minimal explanations for numerous intrusive procedures they were doing and tell us "it's the law." In other words, we had no say in the matter.
I already didn't like the situation. Had I known way back when we started what I realize now, we would have made plans for home-birth from the start.
Green living arrangements are dangerous places for children! One problem is over-use of commercial child-care, and from too early an age. The children are fed & get their nappies changed, but they’re not emotionally-engaged by hirelings paid to care for them. I should mention in passing that Carl Friedan (personal correspondence) was under the impression that his children were raised by servants (not even professional caregivers; by cleaning ladies, and probably not even consistently the same one); Betty apparently decided she had more important uses for her time and attention. In his defense I should mention that they apparently had a traditional division of marital labor, he focusing on career, she on domestic matters, and he apparently left the whole matter in her hands—then regretted it later.
I'm not an expert in this matter, but my lived experience is that parents who don't bond to their children are less protective of them. I have been repeatedly shocked at how blasé parents who fail to bond to their offspring are about their health, welfare, and happiness. My informed conjecture would be this in combination with narcissism is where Munchausen parenting comes from; they're willing to use their own sons and daughters as props for drawing attention to themselves, and they're not concerned about the consequences to the child. If their children are in physical danger, there's no urgency to rescue them. I can't imagine a well-bonded parent behaving this way. I don't know any other way to express what I've witnessed: they love their children like they love their cell phones. I believe this is why I was more than once left in shock regarding my expectations of how other people would treat my kids versus the hazards they casually exposed them to behind my back.
The lack of parent-child bonding results in something called "insecure attachments", which tend to fester into personality disorders. Which type of personality disorder depends on the pattern of neglect. Children whose physical needs are taken care of but they don't get enough emotional engagement might grow up to be narcissists. When care is spotty, it makes the children insecure, it might result in Borderline Personality Disorder, characterized by abusive behavior coupled with incongruent clinginess.
Relational disorders
You say we'll soar like two birds through the clouds
But soon you'll cage me on your shelf
I'll never learn to be just me first 
By myself
―Carly Simon, That's the way I've always heard it should be
"This version of the song really tells it like it is," she says. "When I first wrote it I thought it was an unusual thing for people to break up, and now all my friends are divorced.
―Ben Walsh quoting Carly Simon, The Independent, Vanity case: Will Carly Simon reveal the identity of the mystery man in her Seventies hit You're So Vain?
They're called "personality disorders", probably because aside from the contentious relationships with others they also tend to have self-destructive tendencies, but it would probably be more accurate to refer to them as "relational disorders." People who have them don't relate well to others. Their self-destructive tendencies as another symptom could be interpreted as failure to have enough respect for themselves to curb their impulsive behaviors to avoid harming themselves and others. Interpreting them as relational disorders helps tie the symptoms back to a causal factor: parent-child bonding failures.
One difference between Narcissistic Personality Disorder and Borderline Personality Disorder that's distinct enough to differentiate them: the former tend to initiate the ending of relationships ("narcissistic discard"), the latter, despite abusing intimates, tend to fear abandonment ("I HATE you 😡! WAIT DON'T GO!" 😰).
Personality disorders existed long before Green. What's new is the magnitude of the problem as the result of turning collectivized childcare into an expectation, and the shift from thinking of the resulting behaviors from being "inconsiderate" (Amber) or "pathological" (Orange), they're now glorified: "kick-ass women!" "Grrrl power!" Men get them too, but not tolerated as much, and I suspect they're more prone to a different class of personality disorders.
Emotional disorders
Another way of thinking of personality disorders is as patterns of emotional responses don't make sense in terms of motivating behavior that accomplishes anything useful. People who become enraged by favors, or interpret friendly gestures as hostility and respond with actual hostility. These dysfunctional emotional patterns are what cause the relationship troubles.
A few examples off the top of my head:
	I use a hand gesture 🫴 to indicate to another driver that I'll yield my right-of-way so that she can get out from a side-street during heavy traffic. She responds with a hand-gesture of her own: 🖕, even as she takes me up on the offer. It's happened to me many times, which probably sounds incredible to readers who live in parts of the world where the insanity hasn't yet reached the level it has here. I'm not sure what's going on, but it might be something along the lines of NO MAN CAN TELL ME WHAT TO DO!

	I had a long conversation with someone in my seed-saving network. I responded to his long list of complaints about his poor health (true), poverty (true), and other people (almost entirely in his own head) with responses intended to be compassionate. He became angry and began objecting more and more to my replies and finally accused me of using kindness and compassion to assert my superiority over him! Let me express it more concisely: he was enraged that I was giving him considerate responses. I learned from later interactions that what I was supposed to do was confess that his troubles are my fault and then sign up for various ways to make amends.



Cluster B's less conspicuous sibling
I suspect the Cluster C personality disorders are common too, and in fact spawned by the B Cluster, just less noticeable because instead of getting in your face and making unreasonable demands for your attention, they avoid social interactions. The symptoms of avoidant personality disorder are that they crave love and social engagement but are frustrated by a profound fear of rejection, and desire approval but are frustrated by fear of and over-reaction to criticism. Social interactions tend to go badly because they're needy for approval but lack a personal history of safe and successful experiences getting it. They commonly polarize between excessive neediness for approval and hurt feelings and over-reaction when they don't get it. I suspect a popular term for them is "incels."
Let them cry it out
Withholding of "nurturing" is rampant. I have frequently witnessed Green mothers in public ignoring their extremely distraught children. WARNING: they're doing it to other people's children too: one day I dropped my daughter off at her "parent co-op preschool." It wasn't my idea, and now I have deep regrets after realizing what was really going on behind my back, and what I suspect their real purpose is. It was my day to volunteer in the classroom. My daughter became upset over something; I don't know what as I didn't witness it. I took her aside and tried to calm her down by taking care of the problem. The pre-school teacher ordered me to leave and just "let her cry it out". She got pushy, crossed a line regarding my parental veto, and we got into a shouting match before I did leave—with my daughter—never to return. If that incident had occurred on a day I wasn't there, I never would have known, and in fact am left wondering if there had been any incidents I wasn't aware of or if any of my other kids ever went through similar. The answer is probably yes.
The parenting co-op was my wife's idea because we needed to "socialize" 🙄 our children (by leaving them in the care of unhinged narcissists); she was put up to it by social pressure from "friends." I eventually realized these were not one-offs but are an actual parenting paradigm promoted by feminists when I started noticing postings on social media from feminists claiming that it's "violence" (sic) to help a child work through emotional traumas. I'm extremely suspicious of a link between feminist parenting and the explosion of unhinged public behaviors on the Left side of the social spectrum: without help and encouragement from a friendly parent in an emotionally safe environment, they're never learning to self-regulate their own emotions.
About that parenting co-op
The parenting co-op is sponsored by the local community colleges, which have all been taken over by political and social radicals. In retrospect, the parenting co-op program was designed to indoctrinate parents into radical departures from traditional parenting paradigms. It is not an improvement but a catastrophe. I regret we were ever involved, and I would strongly advise other parents to avoid it.
	At one parent-meeting night, the instructor told us to shop for our sons' clothing from the girls' department, and daughters' clothing from the boys' department. She claimed that gendered clothing was a harmful, purely cultural artifact. She said it's perfectly acceptable to dress sons in pink, frilly jackets sold as "girls' clothing," and that girls should be dressed in blue-jeans, not dresses. There was whispering of dissent among the parents, but a few loudmouths spoke up to agree with her. This was immediately prior to the "trans" craze; it looks to me like they were intentionally seeding it. In retrospect, both the instructor and her handler I now suspect of malicious intentions.

	I noticed in the coming years that maybe 1-2% of local moms were in fact trans-gendering their kids. They were assigning them cross-gendered names (boys named "Blythe" and "Heather", girls named "Steve" and "Ryan") and cross-dressing them. It wasn't the kids driving this; it was the mothers, and it was spreading through "feminist" circles. They were imposing it from birth to "prove" that "gender is a social construct," but there was no objective benefit. They were casually making "science experiments" out of their own kids without any care for consequences. It was a meme in the literal sense of an idea that goes viral. In retrospect it was memetic warfare being waged by communists via their brainwashed feminist dupes.

	The instructor was a ritalin-pusher. 

	She had a confrontational personality, got into a lot of fights, and made frequent, over-the-top, baseless accusations against parents and was regularly reporting them to her KGB-like handler who worked for the community college. The handler would then escalate the complaints into something that looked like struggle sessions*. I'd like to say I have no idea why we put up with her because it didn't make any sense that we were, but I am painfully aware it was social pressure and conformity to imposed "authority figures." IT IS UNWISE TO TAKE ADVICE FROM PEOPLE WHO HATE YOU.



*Struggle sessions were punishment through public humiliation rituals during the People's Great Cultural Revolution. They tended to be punishment not for anything that you actually did, but the class or group you were accused of belonging to. They were preemptive warnings to the rest of the community. It might sound mild, but the ongoing stress was enough to motivate suicides, which were common at the time. It's worth noting there have been a few suicides as the result of politically-motivated harassment here in the USA, still ongoing as of this writing though the worst of it currently mitigated under the Trump administration, and in particular while Harmeet Dhillon is head of the Justice Department's "civil rights" division. 
Devaluation of parenting
More than once feminists have told me something along the lines of "You certainly are devoted to your kids," but the body language (😏 or 🙄) and tone of voice made it clear it was a put-down, not a complement. It's comparable to their devaluation of motherhood, with some sex-specific nuances: they tell devoted moms they're wasting their lives and their potential; devoted dads they denigrate as low-status men. I'm also very hands-on as a dad & that seems to step on their toes due to their own "control issues". 
[Devoted moms: your value as a woman and your happiness don't depend on anyone else's approval. Hopefully that's already obvious to you, but I understand it can get confusing when you're constantly bombarded with negative messages from artificially-amplified influencers.]
After ridding themselves of their own husbands & late teen or young adult offspring (the latter because the State did a lousy job preparing them for independence), at points in their lifecycles that seemed consistent and calculated (offspring close enough to adulthood to be deemed "raised"), several of my wife's friends & colleagues told her she should do the same. I don't know exactly how many told her to do the same; several at least. But it was about half who did the deed themselves. Nothing personal; they just assumed that personal freedom would make her happier too. Hearing low opinions regarding my value created stress in our marriage, but to her credit, she kept me, as a result of which I was able to keep my own promises until death did us part. I was primary caregiver for the daughter who showed up late in our reproductive window, and am finishing the job of raising her on my own.
Early abandonment
Here's a pattern that's disturbingly common in my community; some of my wife's "friends" did it (to her shock; but in retrospect if she knew then what I know now she would have seen it coming). Several of my male friends, including internet pals in other parts of the country, have disclosed their mothers did it to them:
Mom divorces dad. She's granted primary custody, then takes measures to remove him from their lives. If he resists, she fights him, aggressively and ruthlessly.
She then abandons the boys. It's typically starts as withdrawal of nurturing: there's some food in the refrigerator and pantry but neither is well-stocked and he's on his own to do something with it; he gets new clothes from time to time but it's up to him to wash them, and nobody's making sure that he follows up on his own self-care, ultimately leading to a lifetime of self-neglect. This pattern persists until he's somewhere in his mid-to-late teens, then he's out on the street. "Throwaway" kids. It's not poverty-induced stress; it's rampant among upper-middle-class people in my neighborhood. She fought the father for custody, then abandoned them. They would have been better off in his care. I'm pretty sure she's aware of that and it's part of the plan. She lost interest in them when she lost confidence in him.
The disparate treatment of their offspring by sex is a strong pattern at least in my neighborhood, although from Rebecca Walker's experience it sounds like girls aren't necessarily safe from neglect either. If my suspicions are correct, the higher value placed on girls is a function of their sexual market value and they end up vulnerable to sexual exploitation. By the same token, I don't think boys are necessarily safe from sexual exploitation either. One of my neighbors used to brag that she got money and gifts for lining her good-looking young (pre-pubescent) son up with what she called "gay uncles". The father? She got rid of him so that he wouldn't interfere with her lifestyle choices, which eventually bankrupted her but not before she'd bled him of almost all of his net worth (she spend her haul from divorce court, and then some (debt), then went back to court when she needed more). Up until that point, it was those closest to her who paid the price for her indiscretions, not her personally.
Fighting the dad for official custody of the kids is doubtless a condition for getting child support. Nevertheless, I've noticed evidence that perverse incentives are not the whole story. I refer back to something Rebecca Walker disclosed that resonates strongly:

🚨 "Ironically, my mother regards herself as a hugely maternal woman." 🚨
I've witnessed the same, over and over. They not only don't realize that anything is wrong with their relationship to their children, they'll fight you to maintain it that way, and they'll assert their primacy in the parent-offspring relationship even as they abuse, neglect, and prematurely abandon the offspring. 
My personal experience was a lot of criticism of my own parenting, both before and after my wife's passing, by women who displayed the same discrepancy between self-image and reality. It wasn't just nitpicking—mundane parenting details were below the threshold of their awareness. It was more along the lines of "you shouldn't be in the picture at all." The criticism did not come with offers of helping hands, which was actually a good thing, as what little influence they had was all bad.
Ground Zero
There was a documentary about teens on the streets of Seattle way back in 1984—Streetwise. I don't know if any of the teens depicted there were literal "throwaways," referring to kids abandoned or ordered to leave, but that appears to be a significant problem here. From what I can tell their home situations, if any, were highly dysfunctional.
Of the nine subjects of the documentary: one suicide, three homicides, two early deaths from other causes. Six out of nine died young.
Some important context: Seattle was still a fairly affluent city in the mid-1980s, overwhelmingly middle and upper-middle class. These weren't products of poverty; they were products of dysfunctional living arrangements.
Misandric fixation
In the Green ecosystem, hating men as a whole group is a good way to get promoted to a position of influence, rather than, say, ignored or criticized.
In other words, the male is an incomplete female, a walking abortion, aborted at the gene stage. To be male is to be deficient, emotionally limited; maleness is a deficiency disease and males are emotional cripples.
―Valerie Solanas, SCUM Manifesto
“I feel that ‘man-hating’ is an honorable and viable political act, that the oppressed have a right to class-hatred against the class that is oppressing them.”―Robin Morgan, Going Too Far: The Personal Chronicle of a Feminist (1974)
“Any man will follow any feminine looking thing down any dark alley; I’ve always wanted to see a man beaten to a shit bloody pulp with a high-heeled shoe stuffed up his mouth, sort of the pig with the apple; it would be good to put him on a serving plate but you’d need good silver.”―Andrea Dworkin, Mercy (1990)
Some Dworkinists claim the above quote is taken out of context. In what context does it sound better?! "Well, it's just fiction; she wasn't personally promoting abuse of men." It just happens that most (all?) of her fictional characters suffer from misandric fixation. Do a sex swap then show me how it wouldn't get both condemned and censored as violent misogyny. Significantly, nobody's covering for her sake; she openly admitted being hostile to men:
Interviewer: “People think you are very hostile to men.”
Dworkin: “I am. From what you said, it worries them. Men have a lot of reason to be worried if women start taking themselves seriously as human beings.”
―Andrea Dworkin, “Nervous Interview” with Michael Moorcock, New Statesman, 21 February, 1977 (I assume the one who was nervous was Moorcock; Dworkin was always very comfortable with herself to the point of being insufferably smug.)
I have lots more quotes like this one, but some are too obscene for my PG-rated book, space is limited (Mary Daly's Gyn/Ecology alone is over 500 pages of non-stop livid hatred of men), and I need to save some of them for other contexts. If you go looking for it yourself, be advised US-based search engines censor web pages that discuss misandry or link it to feminism.
Speaking of obscene: there's misinfo stubbornly circulating in feminist circles that Andy Warhol had it coming because he stole her only copy of her play Up your A__. This misinfo was started by Solanas herself. She had other copies, for which reason I am able to have a transcription in my intel files. It's obscene beyond belief, and it ends with the protagonist exulting in the strangulation murder of her neighbor's young son ostensibly as an unasked-favor to his sister so that she won't be eclipsed by him for attention. 
Warhol didn't steal the play; he declined to produce it because he too thought it was obscene. He wasn't the only one she shot over that; she also shot and wounded Mario Amaya, and pointed her gun at the head of Fred Hughes and pulled the trigger at point-blank range. Lucky for him the gun jammed. She continued threatening Warhol's life for years afterwards; she seemed to have it stuck in her head that she was more deserving of his success and fame than he was (just like her protagonist decided someone else's daughter deserved attention her brother was getting and it was a matter worth killing him over). The injuries he sustained cost him chronic pain for the rest of his life, which would have been longer had she not damaged vital organs.
When I first noticed the phenomenon of misandric fixation, especially in feminist circles, I assumed it was due to the influence of women who have no vested interest in the lives of men and who have a very different vision for what the world should be relative to what it is. I remain convinced that the influence of so-called "radical feminists" was a factor in runaway misandry, but have since realized it wasn't the only one or even the primary one. It was the spark, but the fuel is more likely to be women who can't bond or relate well to anyone after several generations of failed relationships. 
There's a popular cliché that man-haters were abused by their fathers. Several well-known man-loathing feminists have in fact claimed to have been raped and physically abused by their fathers. I did a little digging. In every case where there was enough readily-available biographical information to follow up on, daddy was unlikely to have beaten or raped his daughter because he was missing entirely. Some of them from ages too young to credibly remember him much less to have been raped by him, and in some cases, there doesn't seem to be any indication she ever actually met him.
That makes me wonder if the mother's anger towards the missing father might be a factor, passed mimetically on to the daughter. In some cases, yes, but in others, no. In some cases, his absence was caused by death. Some have argued that death could still be interpreted as "abandonment." I concede that's a possibility, if an irrational one. I suspect this line of investigation is heading in the right direction, but I don't have the means to narrow it down further, and the topic appears to be taboo and censored. Father absence is known to trigger insecure attachments, and those are known to trigger personality disorders. A reasonable conjecture would be that they've got runaway irrational anger that they're prone to aiming at men because their father wasn't around to defend himself.
Stefan Molyneux has brought up the issue of father absence being associated with abuse by other men; I agree that's a hazard but the symptoms don't match. They hate men but exhibit not the least bit of fear of them. No other symptoms of trauma either.
What we're likely seeing is a perfect storm of multiple generations of broken homes, insecure attachments, personality disorders, and attention seeking and/or false memories (covered elsewhere). Politicizing it, then turning it into a cycle of addiction and positive feedback loops, propelled it into a hidden reality of so-called feminism we're not allowed to talk about; it's censored by all the major search engines. 
[image: Illustration of green-level family out for a stroll; husband, son, and dog on a leash.]
Expendable
Hostility to fathers
“The total custody that we have in this structure of marriage, which still gives men complete domination over their children and, too often, over the women, who are called wives, is part of the ongoing hurt of children.”
―Israeli politician and feminist Merav Michaeli, comments on Australian television October 2017. Her opinion is the exact opposite of statistical reality.
Hostility to men begins and ends with fathers: just like lion fathers protect their cubs from other males, human fathers tend to have the same instincts as both predators and protectors. I originally wrote something about fathers being expendable in Green, but it's worse than that: fathers actively eliminated from the picture precisely so his kids are vulnerable to abuse, neglect, and exploitation. It exists as both a conscious and an unconscious goal. Dads: beware of people and institutions that take an interest in children but are hostile towards you. There's a sinister reason that's a pattern. Tip from personal experience: cast your suspicions wider than you would instinctually. Both sexes pursue both sexes, and the brokers needn't and usually don't bear any resemblance to the customers.
Family boundaries ignored
[Whiny voice mocking parents:] C.T.U. think[s] your children are its children? [Pause, shift to normal voice:] Yes, we do! We do!
―Stacy Davis Gates, president of the Chicago Teachers Union, speaking at a Chicago City Club event. The syntax is a little garbled in the original. She was ridiculing parents for being indignant over CTU staff thinking that their children belong to CTU, then confirmed it was emphatically true.
Should you cut off contact with family members just because they are voting for Donald Trump? YES! If so far they have not been able or willing to listen to compassion, to listen to kindness, to listen to YOU, or even to do their own research and discover that hatred's not the answer, that love and kindness is the answer…if they are un…willing…to…change they must, THEY MUST experience consequences. And you should not withhold those consequences from them. The consequence in this case would be…they don't get your beautiful wonderful loving presence in their lives. (pause) It's over. And they are (pause) gone. 
―Social media personality Jeffrey Marsh telling young people to disown their relatives (mostly parents or siblings in practice) if they voted for Donald Trump. He's not the only one who did this, and families were torn apart by this malicious influence. It's worth noting that his mother is a Lutheran pastor on-record for approving what he does. I would be shocked if she didn't inspire it—in more ways than one. Ironically, he has numerous other short videos blaming parents for his own and his audience's "wrong, bad, evil, terrible inner voice." It's the primary theme of his podcast. I infer a confession on both of their parts.
Just an observation; I don't know what it means though I suspect it has something to do with never learning personal boundaries and also a preference for public sphere over private: a lot of people in the Green zone seem to be lacking any sense of where their choices end and other people's choices begin. It seems to be common in the context of making personal decisions for children who aren't theirs, and often enough they openly balk at the idea of parents having the final word, or in some increasingly common cases, they balk at parents having any say at all (😨) regarding decisions affecting their own children.
Part of the problem is that the consequences impact OTHER people, not themselves.
Here are incidents I am aware of, all without prior consent or notification, numbered so that I can refer to some of them later:
	My wife's friends and colleagues telling she should divorce me to pursue personal freedom, typically after bragging about their own liberation. Giving life-changing advice so casually and freely, like it's no big deal. It would have had a devastating impact on my children not to mention me. The same phenomenon has been reported by multiple internet pals of mine around the country when we've compared notes; apparently it's neither a one-off nor a purely local phenomenon.

	Adult influencers telling people, including children, that they should cut relatives off over personal opinions or choices. This appears to be common practice now and has some institutional endorsement; it was rampant and explicit during the engineered covid-crisis when numerous influencers told people to cut off their unvaxxinated relatives and friends. Although I do remember a few individuals on social media advising people not to do this, I don't remember ANY major institutions coming out against it. Imagine that your young adult offspring did suddenly cut you out of their lives because you voted for the wrong candidate, or because you didn't get vaxxinated (it went both directions generationally; some brainwashed elders cut off their offspring or grandchildren off over that, and some people cut their parents off from seeing grandchildren). 

	Teachers, counselors, and apparently even government officials (Colorado Democrat State Senator Faith Winter among them) proactively inviting other people's children into their homes ostensibly as a refuge from their families. 

	A teacher or counselor tells a student to get an abortion and takes her to the clinic. A number of these incidents occurred within my direct awareness and appear to be backed by institutional policy; the schools consistently defend the perpetrator. In at least a few states it appears to be more-or-less legally sanctioned.

	In one incident I'm aware of, a teacher decided on a new name for a student. The school administration didn't inform the parents; they had to figure it out themselves.

	A teacher decides on a new gender or sexual identity for a student. This is distinct from the teacher assigning the students to select one which also happens; one teacher who made this assignment specifically disallowed "straight"; they had to choose a queer identity. In this extreme case, the teacher chooses it, without so much as the student's input!

	Adults telling other people's children to talk to them rather than to their parents about personal problems. This pattern can go to extremely dark places, like the adult giving self-destructive advice to the child.

	A teacher decides that a child's religious upbringing is unsatisfactory and unilaterally decides to change it. In the past teachers might have proselytized their own religious preference; nowadays that preference is likely to be atheism and the teacher may use ridicule, bullying, or even marked-down grades as leverage. This used to be frowned on by school administrations but the taboo has worn off and it's starting to be tolerated and construed as the teacher's "free speech."

	School or hospital staff unilaterally decide to vaccinate a child. Officially they're supposed to obtain explicit consent from the parents, but whenever violations of that policy occur, nobody is fired or referred for criminal prosecution, so the supposed protections against it are completely toothless, making violations increasingly common.

	Recently, a dentist unilaterally decided my daughter needed fluoride treatment. Her staff called to schedule a routine appointment under a false pretext, and then applied the fluoride treatment even after my daughter told them I wouldn't approve. Just to be clear: the fluoride treatment was the only thing they did, having used a different procedure as the pretext to get me to schedule the appointment. They tricked me in order to overcome "fluoride hesitancy."



I suspect #s 9 and 10 are being encouraged semi-officially. I see institutions suggesting doing things behind parents' backs, and individuals outright endorsing it on social media as a way of overcoming "hesitancy". Apparently there's a brochure given to nursing students telling them to administer multiple vaccines at once if they suspect the parents are vaccine-hesitant; that makes the situation worse by overloading the child's immune system. 
I don't remember anything even vaguely comparable from my own childhood. Grandparents sometimes did stuff behind parents' backs, but it was usually no worse than a little high-jinks and typically came with warnings that things were different back home. There were also problems at school due to lack of diligence getting parental permission, but it was typically poor judgment, not intentionally surreptitious; the overall expectation was that parents raised children and made decisions on their behalf. 
The closest reference experiences I have are second-hand: in some highly authoritarian cultures, teachers might send a boy home with a note to his parents telling them to smack him [I don't know if this still occurs; it might, and did within my lifetime]. In that case, though, it's at least vaguely understood that getting such a note is a possibility; it's not a total surprise and it doesn't happen completely chaotically on the whim of a teacher.
It functions as a cult.
―Biologist Bret Weinstein, referring to the "woke" university environment from which he was pressured to resign for sending an email politely suggesting "Day of Absence" (whites not welcome on campus for a day) might not be the best way to improve race relations.
A pattern that might match better is that of a cult. The cult members are putting you in your place for violating a new rule they just made up. That's another characteristic: the unpredictable, impulsive nature of enforcing whatever the new imperative is. The cult leaders themselves are impulsive—like Jim Jones.
[image: A group of Eloi holding signs welcoming Morlocks.]
😡: Kalkin, why are you so mean to those poor refugees? 🧔🏻‍♂️: They're not really refugees, and I know the real reason the "western" countries are being overloaded with immigrants. I'm being kind to the people already here, & not unkind to the new arrivals unwittingly walking into a death-trap. If you haven't guessed my meaning just yet, hopefully you will before the end of the book.
Familiar and stranger dysfunctions
In healthy development, humans are wired to bond closely with familiar people—like family and friends—while keeping a natural sense of caution toward strangers. This instinctive system is regulated by chemicals in the brain like oxytocin and vasopressin, which help us feel safe with those we know and stay alert around those we don’t. But this system can get dysregulated, especially in people who grew up in households where those close to them—parents, siblings, caregivers—were the ones who caused harm, instability, or emotional chaos. If those same people later felt safety, kindness, or support from strangers—like teachers, counselors, cafeteria workers who feed them, and school nurses who provide comfort measures when they're in physical distress—it can flip the polarity: they come to feel more at ease with strangers than with those close to them.
Over time, this reversal can turn into a stable personality pattern, where people expect better outcomes with strangers than with familiars. It's happening in the context of societies where people can reliably expect fair treatment from strangers—because of long-established systems of law enforcement designed to accommodate commerce—so-called “high-trust societies.” These societies encourage people to follow rules that make dealing with strangers smooth and predictable. It's not unusual in these societies for people to trust faceless corporations more than they do their own kin. In contrast, in what are called "low-trust societies"  trust is reserved for close kin and familiar networks. 
The terms for these classes of societies are somewhat misnomers: in both of them, there are patterns of trust and caution; it's a matter of who and of relative weighting.
When someone from a dysfunctional background lives in a high-trust society, their emotional responses can become confused. They may come to trust institutions, coworkers, or even random online communities more than their own family. This pattern can lead to personality disorders, which typically involve chronic problems in familiar relationships—patterns of mistrust, control, or emotional detachment—sometimes alongside misplaced loyalty or sympathy toward distant others. When that happens, the normal balance of bonding and caution—intended to protect and connect us—gets reversed, and people may find themselves hurting those they’re closest to while defending people they barely know.
Stranger-familiar dysfunctions are turning into an epidemic in places like Sweden where crime victims have been known to tearfully plead for the criminals from low-trust societies NOT to be deported. Similar is happening elsewhere, including in the USA. It's happening on a massive scale in the context of the "replacement migration" plans that are currently underway around the world.
No personal loyalties
Between you and me, old man, I’m glad they got me before it went any further. Do you know what I’m going to say to them when I go up before the tribunal? ‘Thank you,’ I’m going to say, ‘thank you for saving me before it was too late.‘‘

‘Who denounced you?’ said Winston.

‘It was my little daughter,’ said Parsons with a sort of doleful pride. ‘She listened at the keyhole. Heard what I was saying, and nipped off to the patrols the very next day.

Pretty smart for a nipper of seven, eh? I don’t bear her any grudge for it. In fact I’m proud of her. It shows I brought her up in the right spirit, anyway.’
―George Orwell (Eric Blair), 1984
“Chairman Mao loves us more than our parents do”—slogan from the People's Great Cultural Revolution
Greens tend to trust their governments, but aren't characteristically loyal towards or trustworthy to intimates. The parent-child bond is naturally a strong one, and it's the prototype for all the others; if that can be broken with social engineering, all bets are off on all the others. 
I've already expressed an opinion that Green is a dangerous place for children. It's hazardous to parents too: reciprocal bonding of offspring to parents is naturally weaker than from parents to offspring. Reproductive success of parents depends on their children's survival, but children's reproductive success does NOT depend on their parents' survival.
[image: Cartoon of an elderly academic being shamed in a struggle session during Peoples Great Cultural Revolution.]
"Reactionary academic authority — Stinking old 9th" [9th caste is a derogatory term for scholars; 9th because they're after prostitutes & just ahead of beggars]
Older generations are vulnerable in other ways too: their formative years were before the revolution and therefor have habits or attachments that the party is trying to eradicate. It's why in Cambodia parents and grandparents were sent to the death-camps while young people who were still open to indoctrination were sent to labor camps or boarding schools. The older generations were deemed beyond salvation.
It hasn't gotten quite that bad here in the USA where I live, at least not just yet, but it's the same trajectory. After the January 6th sting operation, about half of those arrested after the event were reported by family members. In once case that went viral on social media, the attendee wasn't arrested as far as I'm aware, but one of her own daughters ridiculed her after she was beaten bloody at the rally, and the daughter doxxed her, an uncle, and an aunt.
To prove that she was the woman's daughter, she posted a family photo of what looks like probably a hike in the woods together, perhaps as part of a camping trip. So, a word of friendly warning: family bonding activities and experiences that are typical of middle-class westerners have negligible bonding value! Fun activities together aren't sufficient to bond family members. This is especially true to the extent they're not particularly interactive, but even interactive fun (family game night) has only mediocre bonding value. When your offspring grow up and face hard times, they're not going to draw emotional strength by reminiscing about the time you took them to the museum.
A lot of people replied to the daughter's post telling her that some day she'd regret her actions. WARNING: unlikely. The only cases I've ever personally observed of reconciliations in these types of cases is when the offspring needs to be bailed out, or in other words, prodigal son scenarios. It's primarily because of the lack of selective pressure for bonding to be reciprocal. More likely, she'll curse her family with her dying breath, for frivolous, egoistical reasons. I suggest taking steps to avoid it happening to you. Another warning: western cultures are particularly and ubiquitously negligent in this regard, unlike eastern. I think it's for historical reasons having to do with evolutionary pressures, combined with hidden agendas of the keepers of your cultures, an opinion of mine reinforced by hearing it straight from the investment banker who married in to my family. Investment bankers have a great deal of influence on companies that generate contemporary cultural artifacts that influence your de-facto contemporary culture (eg movies, books). 
Remote locus of concern
Let's revisit that quote from Rebecca Walker:
But, while she has taken care of daughters all over the world and is hugely revered for her public work and service, my childhood tells a very different story. I came very low down in her priorities… 
Cannon Integral Theory refers to this pattern as "an expanding circle of care and concern," which looks to me like a case of hallucinating what one wants to see instead of what is. A more accurate name for the pattern is "remote locus of concern." It's when people express more concern about purely hypothetical "others", like "the poor", "the homeless", or "refugees" (referring to immigrants regardless of circumstances) than they do about specific people who happen to be family & friends. It's a side-effect of dysregulated "stranger-familiar" reactions. It's reinforced by receiving more (perverse) rewards for "moral grandstanding" than they get for taking care of personal responsibilities. 
Delusions of empathy
Empathy isn't innate; it has to be learned. Toddlers learn it unconsciously by watching how their parents (especially their moms) react to other people. If a child isn't getting much personal, one-on-one attention from their parents because they're shunted into daycare at the earliest opportunity, then they never learn empathy. Whereas empathy is underdeveloped in Amber (probably Orange too), it's completely broken in Green. People in the Green zone claim to value empathy, but as far as I can tell, most of them don't even know what it means. Most of them use it as a synonym for compassion for strangers, which it isn't. I don't think they can know what it means; it's an interior intuition their brains aren't wired for. Not only is it not particularly altruistic, but it can be used defensively to quickly discern friend from foe in life-or-death situations where there's not enough time for analysis or background checks.
[image: Cartoon of a woman running away from a strange man and towards a strange bear.]
Profound lack of empathy. For her ancestresses who lived in truly dangerous times, this was a no-brainer, & they'd say she lacked common sense.
There's another problem that pre-dates Green but Green isn't helping the situation: people who mirror what they wrongly assume someone else's emotions are, and call that "empathy". It goes something like this:
	You must be angry, because I would be angry if I were you.

	It makes me angry that you're angry!



She's not reading emotions (empathy); she's mirroring what she assumes are someone else's emotions. She's not reading them accurately because 
	she gets angry in situations in which a more rational person would stay calm.

	she's not "present;" her attention is fixed on herself and her own feelings; she's not paying attention to the other person and looking for evidence of emotional reaction.



I don't think it's the same thing as "projection," where someone assumes that someone else is angry because he himself is angry. She didn't start out that way; she mirrored what she thought was someone else's emotion. But she her ability to intuitively predict that emotion is broken because her own emotional reactions are mis-calibrated. 
Elsewhere in this book I've brought up that reading novels can improve empathetic ability. Doesn't that apply to Green? It would if they had more functional taste in literature. Reading unintentionally "dark" literature in which the protagonist noticeably inherits the author's psychological dysfunctions without ever growing out of them before the end of the story is making the situation worse not better.
Delusions of safety and lack of expectation of reciprocity
I was going to include the following phenomenon with the previous section, then realized that although related, it touches on different if perhaps related phenomena that also seem characteristic of Green: they're over-confident in their own sense of security and willing to take unreasonable risks to get rewards. Their narcissistic personalities increase their over-confidence. They also lack any expectation of reciprocity for their actions. Some of my mutuals on social media would infer a different cause: "they didn't get stuffed into a locker in high-school, and it shows."
I think this one is a perfect storm of narcissistic over-confidence, lack of empathy, projection, and something like "impaired agency" or "remote locus of control" (they have no sense of their own actions being the cause of undesirable consequences):
	A feminist, Green-level woman (named Karen, perhaps) confronts and provokes me, then immediately accuses me of threatening her. Sometimes they'll escalate to accusations of violence, sometimes even while assaulting me!

	I assert, factually, that I have made no threats (or "haven't touched her"), and that we both know that I have far more emotional self-control than she has (often enough she will concede this fact but interprets it as increasing my culpability!).

	She asserts that it doesn't matter what I have or haven't said; what matters is that she feels threatened by me! A common pattern is that she'll justify her accusations by the fact that I'm a man, or by her suspicion that I probably own a gun, which, since I don't deny it, she interprets as confirming my guilt. It's not what I've done, it's what I am, or more precisely, what I'm physically or psychologically capable of. There doesn't seem to be any disagreement about what she thinks, only that I disagree that it's relevant.

	But instead of backing off, she gets in my face and continues provoking! 



This doesn't make any sense to me at all; do not confront me, or even pursue me as I back away, while shrieking that you're afraid of me! I suspect I'm being baited. It reminds me of those bizarre videos where women harass men in gyms by first trying to provoke a sexual response (eg lying on her back spreading her legs in front of him, pushing her butt in his face, etc), then whether he noticed or not, following him around the gym making accusations as she records on her cell phone, then posting on social media to draw attention to herself. Obviously she's not afraid of him despite the differential in strength.
There was a similar incident at Seattle's City Hall: a BLM activist pretending to be a reporter demanded to know the name of someone who testified in favor of police at a hearing. He replied "Hugh." She demanded to know his last name, and he said "Mungus." She then began chasing him, accusing him of sexual harassment. A woman was chasing a man quite a bit bigger and stronger than she is, accusing him of harassment. Some local media outlets, while stopping short of validating her accusations, pretended her accusation might be nothing more than a minor, but understandable, over-reaction. They played along with the charade in order to support a mandated narrative.
The main point is that they feel very, very safe even after repeated provocations and warnings to stop. Retaliation in-kind genuinely surprises them, and they expect (often enough, not without justification) that someone's going to rescue them and punish the other party for retaliation (which lately does seem to be the rule). They have no expectation of reciprocity. My guess as to causes: institutional child-rearing, protection from consequences of even their own behavior, and transfer of responsibility from individuals to institutions. Yet somehow it seems that I still have responsibilities even if they don't. It's like double-entry accounting: everybody's privilege is someone else's duty.
Although I see it plenty of it locally, the UK and Canada seem to be the worst-case poster-children for the phenomenon on a global basis; I see a constant pattern of vindictive accusations blaming the victim, and often enough, expressing an opinion that I should be arrested and extradited for my commentary regarding a crime that happened there due to policies they put in place or at least approve of! They'll go so far as to justify their opinion because "that's the law"—as if facts are derivative of laws and not the other way around, and oblivious to the fact that I don't agree to being subject to a foreign soon-to-be-failed-state's laws. The victims often enough have internalized the reversed sense of responsibility and have a bad case self-victim-blaming; I've had to let some of them know that they don't need to apologize or justify their defensive actions to unreasonable people and in fact, that it's a bad idea to do so.
What happens when, not if, the dysfunctional governments protecting them—from consequences or hostile foreign hordes—break down?
Grooming  & queering 
I am here today as the mother of a proud trans man. [she stops and waits for cheering, her face noticeably lights up when she gets it, then she continues after it subsides.] I am here today as the aunt of a proud trans man. [she stops again and waits for cheering, then continues after it subsides.] My best friend's kid is trans and my kid's best friend is trans. My wife and I, our lives are filled with the most amazing, beautiful, brave trans people, young and old, but especially young. My trans kid had his top surgery at NYU a number of years ago. His doctors were fantastic. His surgeon was the best we could have imagined. And the idea that this city is filled with young people who thought they had a place to go, where they could receive the highest care and that place has now been shut to them sickens me, sickens me to my core.
― Actress Cynthia Nixon, at a rally to protest Trump's defunding of transgender services on 3 February, 2025, via Democracy Now. In the video there is a huge crowd of women who enthusiastically agree with her.
A point of clarification: when the British speak of “grooming” as in “grooming gangs”, in theory they’re referring to a process of recruiting girls for a life of prostitution, although in practice it's a politically-motivated euphemism for rape committed by gangs of immigrants. When Americans use the term, it refers to habituating minors to inappropriate sexual behavior on the part of an adult. I’m using the term here in the American sense.
Queering is when adults encourage or sometimes even force young children to adopt queer identities.
There are huge numbers of TikTok videos of "teachers" of VERY young children (often pre-school) explaining without shame how they groom and queer them. When I stumbled onto the videos was the first time I realized what I was seeing locally was not a one-off; it's ubiquitous in "western" cultures. The Chinese and Russians, by the way, tolerate no such thing. My guess is their leadership was aware of a plan and opted out. Chinese teachers are carefully monitored and Russian law provides long hard prison time for grooming and queering minors (which the western media refers to as "Russian human rights violations").
You don't have to go looking for examples of queering; you just have to watch children's TV programming. It's all over. Some of it is sufficiently low-key as to fly under many parents' radar; for example, you might have to explain why one of the characters on a British children's TV show is known as "kinky winky," or how the decor of certain small horses corresponds to various fetishes, sexual orientations, and gender identities. Sometimes it's overt, like the episode of Sesame Street to which Jonathan Van Ness was invited to host a muppet drag show. From Mr. Van Ness's Wikipedia biography:
"He is best known as the grooming expert on the Netflix series Queer Eye…"
Grooming expert, you say?
"When Van Ness was younger, he was sexually abused by an older boy at church, which laid the foundation for self-destructive behaviors. In his early teens, he used online chat to socialize with older men, and sometimes meet with them for sex."
That sounds like a stereotype. One that would be taboo for someone else to say it in the wrong context.
Anti-grooming and anti-queering aren't anti-LGBTQ. They're PRO-LGBTQ because LGBTQ youth have high rates of victimization. That's why groups like Gays Against Groomers exist; many gays realized they were being victimized (collectively, but many of them personally) but told not to talk about it because of social and political considerations. 
Personality disorders appear to be the primary problem. The most common culprits of Munchausen-motivated queering have cluster-B personality disorders regardless of their own sexual orientation or expression. They can't bond to children, don't have protective feelings for them, and they're willing to use them as props for their attention-getting schemes. Some of them adopt queer identities but more often than not the identity is rooted more in psychology than sexuality. Another group of offenders encourage under-age boys to pursue transgenderism apparently as part of their own aggressive and never-ending quest for personal validation. These same "trans-women" exhibit noticeably narcissistic and sociopathic behaviors; the ones who don't aren't the ones queering kids. It's bizarre watching so-called "LGBTQ+ allies" battling actual LGBTQ for the right to trans-groom & queer kids, but no more so than watching "woke" whites battling independently-minded POC to shove unwanted CRT (critical race theory) down their throats.
Something going on in the green-zone is feminist teachers, youth group leaders (notably girl-scouts, but it's all over), and role-models encouraging girls to experiment sexually, for example encouraging them to use sex-toys first on themselves, then encouraging them to experiment on each other. Boys get similar treatment from their own predatory substitutes for mentors, but it seems to be less pushy with the boys, and the ones most targeted to be encouraged to experiment are those known or suspected of being gay. Girls on the other hand are assumed sexually pliable:
“All women are lesbians except those who don’t know it.”
―Feminist Jill Johnston
These activities are more common & widespread in the western countries than is generally realized. Amber tends to be in denial: "we don't have that here," when in fact they do have it in their local schools. What, you don't have internet in your community?! Internet is now the primary way the mind-virus circulates. The activists are trained not to disclose what's going on up-front, and to deny it if asked by parents. At this point it's more prudent to suspect by default that it's going on whether you're actively aware of it or not.
I'd like to say that in previous generations, these grooming & queering activities would have gotten someone arrested, except I've heard too many recollections from older generations that makes me think otherwise. Stuff did happen & it was covered up. 🙈🙉🙊 What’s changed is the scale of things and endorsement from authority figures. What in the past would have been a secret, one-off incident is now a regular event right out in the open, celebrated with the support & blessings of school administrations & governments.
Why did “conservative leaders” look the other way back when the situation escalated? Well, for one thing, because they're prone to 🙈🙉🙊 too, but the critical reason was because they knew big, old-money foundations were behind it. People are motivated more by immediate rewards & punishments than by abstractions like ideology or hypotheticals like long-term consequences. Why are the old-money foundations pushing this stuff? Because their financial partners told them to. Because it’s all-fronts warfare. It decreases birth rates and destabilizes the society. Why do that? Because they’re traitors who hate their own people, want to destroy them, and want to replace them with plantation serfdom. More on that soon.
Cluster B and LGBTQ+
I don't pretend to know exactly what it is, but there's some sort of relationship. The correlation between mothers with borderline personality disorders and "trans children" was documented in Mothers of Boys with Gender Identity Disorder: A Comparison of Matched Controls, published in 1991 in the Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry by Dr. Sonia Marantz and Dr. Susan Coates. The researchers interviewed 16 mothers of boys with GID, or gender dysphoria — a person whose gender identity doesn’t match their biological sex — and 17 mothers of boys without it. The study concluded that 53% of mothers of sons with GID qualified as having Borderline Personality Disorder.
It's also confirmed that rates of BPD are higher among both lesbian women and gay men than among heterosexuals. This is just an anecdote, but ever since he disclosed it, I've been wondering: a man on 𝕏 social media platform claimed that he's gay because of the influence of his cluster-B mother. After thinking about it, I realized that I'd already noticed an unusually high-ratio of LGBTQ among a nest of cluster-Bs within a cult-like religious community that unfortunately my wife stumbled into without ever realizing to the day she died what was going on. 
What I'm not claiming is that one is THE cause of the other. I've long suspected that same-sex attraction has more than one cause, but I think the primary cause is genes being expressed or repressed incongruent to sex chromosomes due to hormonal and other influences on the epigenetics. What causes the hormonal cascades? Endocrine disruptors like phthalates and BPA certainly, and something else before those came along in modern times, but perhaps several causes? All I'm claiming, lacking conclusive and specific evidence that's probably taboo to go looking for, is that there is SOME relationship between cluster B and LGBTQ+.
Experimental and unconventional living arrangements
My feature image for this chapter suggests it, but I hesitate to describe what I've personally encountered without ever having gone and looked for it: some Amber-level readers would absolutely freak out, go into denial, and accuse me of making it up, while others in the Green-range would attack me on the basis of bringing it up must imply disapproval! Just so we're clear on this, I don't have time to worry about other people's business nor do I think I have a right to interfere as long as it involves only consenting adults. So you'll have to rely on your own imagination and willingness to "go there." I will say it's why, while I don't know if Candace is right about the Macrons, it seems plausible to me from what I've observed myself, and I'm aware she has access to high-level informants.

Not all of these experimental and unconventional relationships are obvious. Part of the reason Amber-level, and often enough even Green-level people don't notice all the variations is because many of them look superficially like conventional relationships: they consist of a man and a woman. The difference is that one or both is not sexually-attracted to the other. A good example of this phenomenon would be the parents of of some children in the same co-op preschool some of my kids went to: a quintessentially masculine man and his wife who also seems a tad masculine. He has autogynephilia and she's lesbian. There are a lot more variations in the pattern than this one; I'll leave it at that. The plan was for them to live as a lesbian couple after he transitioned. Instead, she divorced him after he started transitioning, and their children grew up in home that was both broken and unconventional. 
That's a problem with relationships lacking reciprocal interest; they're hard to accommodate. I'll throw in that some of the hamfisted ways of trying to sweeten deals are hazardous for teenagers and young adults who are apt to get brokered and too inexperienced in life to see it coming and resist.
When there's mutual lack of sexual interest, oddly enough those often work out surprisingly well. I'm aware of lifelong platonic relationships like that. If you're wondering why those would exist at all: lots of reasons. Sex isn't the only reason for coupling up, and since the sexual revolution it's easy to get substitutes on the side especially if it's mutual or at least the other partner doesn't mind.
How they manifest has changed under Green, but the underlying factors that motivate their existence are not new. There were famous unconventional relationships going back centuries. I don't think they usually reach the experimental extremes they do under modern Green since the late Roman empire; that seems to be an end-of-a-grand-cycle thing. 
End-of-civilization rot
The collapse of civilizations is often attributed to the abandonment of traditional values and the loss of moral discipline. The Roman Empire in its later centuries is frequently held up as an example. By then it had become notorious for excesses that were not only shocking in themselves but also destructive to the society that practiced them. Infanticide and the exposure of unwanted infants, especially girls, caused population decline and distorted sex ratios. Elite families generally preferred only-daughter households for marriage alliances, in order to concentrate inheritances, thereby unwittingly selecting for low fertility and hastening demographic decline. Slavery displaced and impoverished free labor and suppressed innovation, while the state’s policy of “bread and circuses” drained its coffers in order to pacify a dependent populace. Among the aristocracy, conspicuous luxury, falling birth rates, and indulgence in cult practices weakened civic responsibility. At the same time, corruption hollowed out government, mercenaries replaced loyal citizen legions, and gladiatorial blood sports normalized violence as civic entertainment. These were not merely moral failings; they directly undermined resilience and contributed to Rome’s weakening from within. Many of these problems have modern correlates even if the precise mechanisms are different: the outcome will be the same.
Professor Joseph Tainter, however, argues that such explanations lack scientific rigor and are off-the-mark. In his view, Rome and other civilizations like it collapsed because the costs of complexity eventually exceeded the return on investment, once resources reached a critical level of depletion. Collapse, in this model, is not about decadence or loss of virtue but about the imbalance between mounting structural overhead and a shrinking resource base.
Even so, I am not convinced this is a simple either-or. If Rome’s resources had been limitless, its collapse could still have come from internal breakdown of its social structure. A parallel can be seen in the “Mouse Utopia” experiment, in which the ethologist John B. Calhoun provided rodents with unlimited food, water, and shelter, eliminating the ordinary pressures of survival. At first the colony flourished, but as numbers grew, social order eroded: dominant males withdrew, females neglected their young, and juveniles failed to mature. Long before the enclosure reached its theoretical capacity, the colony disintegrated from within. The population collapsed to ZERO every time the experiment was run. In the same way, even if resources are abundant, human societies remain vulnerable to collapse once social bonds and organizing principles fail, leaving them victims of their own success.
Humans, of course, are not mice. We have systems of laws and shared social norms that allow us to manage relationships well beyond the limits of personal familiarity, enabling cooperation among thousands or even millions. Still, biology sets limits. Anthropologist Robin Dunbar showed that humans can maintain stable, trust-based relationships with about 150 people on average—a range of roughly 100–250, now known as Dunbar’s number. This is the size of a small village, and for most of human history it was the natural unit of society. Once communities grow larger, day-to-day familiarity vanishes, and cities become places where nearly everyone is a stranger. In that environment, the human version of the Mouse Utopia problem takes a different form: survival pressures are reduced to the point that many urban dwellers can persist without developing the ability to survive independently, increasing fragility of the whole system, while at the same time the psychological stress of crowding grows ever more acute.
I haven’t thought about this problem enough to have a well-formed opinion. To better understand the convergence of social and moral collapse with civilizational collapse, I asked an internet pal whose cognitive style is highly analytical, like mine, but less chaotic—he's an engineer, not a programmer. His response, verbatim:
Tldr, loss of social and attachment definition due to peak society largely removing any serious survival resources constraints. Victims of their own success.

As a civilization advances and resource acquisition becomes decoupled from reproductive and familial structures, the biological necessity of the nuclear family is diminished. However, the human neurobiology for attachment and bonding does not go away—it seeks fulfillment regardless of adaptive context.

Without functional outlets (e.g. stable families, rites of passage, multigenerational identity), the attachment drive becomes “deranged”: diverted into performative, aesthetic, or fetishistic behaviors.

This creates hyperindividualized connection substitutes:
– parasocial relationships
– identity-based tribalism
– exhibitionistic sexuality
– trauma-bonding subcultures

These are attempts to fulfill core mammalian bonding needs in a social context where traditional kinship and duty have lost utility. It is misdirected attachment energy in a post-telos society.
Taken together, these perspectives suggest that the end stages of civilization are not just about running out of resources or losing traditional values in isolation. Collapse arises from the interaction between material abundance, which erodes survival pressures, and social overstretch, which destabilizes the structures of attachment and identity. The parallels to Mouse Utopia are striking: when survival becomes effortless, the very drives that once sustained life turn inward, fracture, and misfire. And unlike the mice, humans face an even harsher reality—the social structure begins collapsing at the same time that critical resources actually are running out, each problem amplifying the other. As Will and Ariel Durant famously observed, “A great civilization is not conquered from without until it has destroyed itself from within.” The tragedy is that both processes converge, leaving a society not only weakened from within but also increasingly vulnerable from without.
Acceptance of sexual attraction to minors
Whereas Amber used to have a high tolerance for marriages between adult men (including sometimes ridiculously old ones) and adolescent girls, tolerance for purely-recreational adult relationships with minors, especially if adult and minor are the same sex, seems much higher overall in Green than in its predecessors. Often enough it's full acceptance.
Starting in the 1970s psychology professor Helmut Kentler conducted his "experiment." Homeless children in West Berlin were intentionally placed with pedophile men. These men would make especially loving foster parents, Kentler argued.

A study conducted by the University of Hildesheim has found that authorities in Berlin condoned this practice for almost 30 years. The pedophile foster fathers even received a regular care allowance.

Helmut Kentler (1928-2008) was in a leading position at Berlin's center for educational research. He was convinced that sexual contact between adults and children was harmless.

Berlin's child welfare offices and the governing Senate turned a blind eye or even approved of the placements.
―Rina Goldenberg, Berlin authorities placed children with pedophiles, Deutsche Welle, 15 June 2020
Regarding the crimes described above, at the time of the publication of the article, there were no prosecutions and victims were deemed ineligible for compensation.
According to some sources in the Green-zone, pre-civilized humans engaged in "free love" without any boundaries. That's an exaggeration, and the part they leave out is that by the same token, nobody would stop someone's enraged uncle from killing a pedophile. Not having formalized and codified, uniform rules doesn't imply that it was really a free-for-all.
…Une si longue détention préventive pour instruire une simple affaire de "moeurs " où les enfants n'ont pas été victimes de la moindre violence, mais, au contraire, ont précisé aux juges d'instruction qu'ils étaient consentants (quoique la justice leur dénie actuellement tout droit au consentement), une si longue détention préventive nous parait déjà scandaleuse. Aujourd'hui, ils risquent d'être condamnés à une grave peine de réclusion criminelle soit pour avoir eu des relations sexuelles avec ces mineurs, garçons et filles, soit pour avoir favorisé et photographié leurs jeux sexuels.

Nous considérons qu'il y a une disproportion manifeste d'une part, entre la qualification de "crime" qui justifie une telle sévérité, et la nature des faits reprochés; d'autre part, entre la caractère désuet de la loi et la réalité quotidienne d'une société qui tend à reconnaître chez les enfants et les adolescents l'existence d'une vie sexuelle…
―Excerpt from a letter published in Le Monde, 26 January 1977

Translation: Such a long pre-trial detention to investigate a simple "morals" case where the children were not victims of the least bit of violence, but, on the contrary, clarified to the investigating judges that they were consenting (although the courts currently deny them any right to consent), such a long preventive detention already seems scandalous to us. Today they're at risk of being sentenced to a draconian criminal imprisonment either for having had sexual relations with these minors, boys and girls, or for having encouraged and photographed their sexual games [child pornography!]

We consider that there is a manifest disproportion on the one hand, between the qualification of "crime" which justifies such severity, and the nature of the alleged acts; on the other hand, between the outdated nature of the law and the mundane reality of a society which tends to recognize the existence of a sexual life in children and adolescents…
The numerous signatories included the most famous French Modernist and postModernist writers, philosophers, and intellectuals of the time, many (most?) of them with Marxist leanings; I'd like to list them but the list is so long it would turn into a distraction. I recall them being pushed on me in college without any disclosure regarding their dark side, though I wasn't interested and didn't take the bait. It’s worth pointing out that at least some of the signatories had their own personal dogs in the fight:
In an interview with the French public TV channel France 5 on March 5, [Guy] Sorman confirmed that while visiting Foucault, he “witnessed what Foucault did with young children in Tunisia … ignoble things. The possibility of consent could not be sought. These were things of extreme moral ugliness.”
…
Foucault is the latest addition to an infamous long list of French writers, artists, intellectuals, and politicians who have been rumoured to have sexually abused children in the (neo)colonies: Paul Gauguin, André Gide, Gabriel Matzneff, Frédéric Mitterrand, Jack Lang, and others. Matzneff is now facing prosecution, while Mitterrand and Lang categorically denied all rumours and accusations. In the case of Foucault, however, the issue will likely be swept under the carpet without much debate.
―Haythem Guesmi, Reckoning with Foucault’s alleged sexual abuse of boys in Tunisia, Al Jazeera, 16 Apr 2021
Two more:
Beauvoir was bisexual, and her relationships with young women were controversial. French author Bianca Lamblin (originally Bianca Bienenfeld) wrote in her book Mémoires d'une jeune fille dérangée (Memoirs of a deranged girl, published in English under the title A Disgraceful Affair) that, while a student at Lycée Molière, she was sexually exploited by her teacher Beauvoir, who was in her 30s. Sartre and Beauvoir both groomed and sexually abused Lamblin. Bianca wrote her Mémoires in response to the posthumous 1990 publication of Jean-Paul Sartre's Lettres au Castor et à quelques autres: 1926-1963 (Letters to Castor and other friends), in which she noted that she was referred to by the pseudonym Louise Védrine.

In 1943, Beauvoir was suspended again from her teaching position when she was accused of seducing her 17-year-old lycée pupil Natalie Sorokine in 1939. Sorokine's parents laid formal charges against Beauvoir for debauching a minor (the age of consent in France at the time was 13 until 1945, when it became 15) and Beauvoir's licence to teach in France was revoked, although it was subsequently reinstated.

Beauvoir described in La Force de l’âge (The Prime of Life) a relationship of simple friendship with Nathalie Sorokine (in the book referred to as "Lise Oblanoff").

Natalie Sorokine, along with Bianca Lamblin and Olga Kosakiewicz, later stated that their relationships with de Beauvoir damaged them psychologically.
―https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Simone_de_Beauvoir
Queer Theory draws heavily from postModern philosophy, so I’m not sure its own embrace of pedophilia is more than a footnote:
The laws produced by the child porn panic are ill-conceived and misdirected. They represent far-reaching alterations in the regulation of sexual behaviour and abrogate important sexual civil liberties. But hardly anyone noticed as they swept through Congress and state legislatures. With the exception of the North American Man/Boy Love Association and American Civil Liberties Union, no one raised a peep of protest.
…
Like communists and homosexuals in the 1950s, boylovers are so stigmatized that it is difficult to find defenders for their civil liberties, let alone for their erotic orientation. Consequently, the police have feasted on them. Local police, the FBI, and watchdog postal inspectors have joined to build a huge apparatus whose sole aim is to wipe out the community of men who love underaged youth. In twenty years or so, when some of the smoke has cleared, it will be much easier to show that these men have been the victims of a savage and undeserved witch hunt. A lot of people will be embarrassed by their collaboration with this persecution, but it will be too late to do much good for those men who have spent their lives in prison.
―Gayle S. Rubin, Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of the Politics of Sexuality
The text from which the above quote was extracted is one of the foundational documents of Queer Theory, which is the premise (the “mental map”) that informs your children’s teachers’ queer activism. It’s worth noting that although back when this essay was written the FBI probably still actively hunted consumers and producers of child pornography, that seems to be less the case now, and we’re now in the early stages of the balance-of-power being reversed, with the FBI being sicced on parent activists against grooming. [LATE BREAKING UPDATE: as part of the MAGA movement, Kash Patel might be trying to reverse this trend. It remains to be seen if he and others are successful]
Demand for pedos and hebephiles as fanatical political operators
On 4 February, 2011, the late Andrew Breitbart casually let drop a public accusation against what he called an “underage sex slave op cover-upperer defending unspeakable dregs”. Years later, other people noticed that the brother of the political operative named in the post (“tweet” in those days) has creepy taste in art depicting near-naked children in situations that look like torture.
The longstanding political Establishment in the USA—and apparently many other countries—is run like a mafia. Crime syndicates have long been known to use mutual-blackmailability to build trust relationships; they figured it out before it was studied in game theory. The mafia protects various classes of people who need protection from the rest of us in exchange for their fanatical loyalty and daring as political operatives. It’s a similar tactic to communists recruiting violent criminals as allies during their overthrow of previous governments (that specific tactic seems also to be in play again!). Being one of the most hunted and hated classes of people, pedophiles are at the front of the line. 
With help from their sponsors, they infiltrated governments a long time ago and have reached the highest levels of power.  Although usually fanatically loyal to their sponsors, they can be blackmailed if necessary when the stakes are high.
Aside from being protected assets, they’re also organized and active on their own behalf. NAMbLA simply went underground. They find and identify themselves to each other with code-words and symbols. Its “sister organization” Butterfly Kisses (woman-on-girl) operates openly in the Netherlands.
They’re organized as both mutual-protection for each other, and as activists. They’ve easily infiltrated (to be honest: seem to have been invited to) trust-and-safety commissions on social media. It’s a foxes-guarding-the-henhouse situation. They now openly rally to defend teachers caught having sexual relationship with minor students, and they have allies among Green parents. They’re quietly but effectively lobbying governments.
Teachers exploiting students is ubiquitously assumed to be harmless to boys (vs girls), without thinking about potential consequences like venereal disease, exposure to vices, and being socked for child support (the courts in the USA have ruled that his status as the victim of statutory rape is irrelevant and so is the disparate treatment of the sexes). The taboo has come off of disclosing woman-boy relationships, but not off of woman-girl, which are roughly as common (in terms of numbers of teachers doing it, not total body-count; the ones who go after boys far more prolific apparently 😲). Woman-on-girl is one of the most extreme taboos in Amber; it's not so much that it's forbidden to do as forbidden to talk about or admit that it exists 🙈 🙉 🙊. They're assumed harmless because there's no significant "DNA-transfer" if you catch my drift. They're routinely covered up and almost never prosecuted.
All of this could be shut down almost instantly by a government with the will to make it happen. It would be a simple matter to infiltrate the groups and the forums, take names, then stage a Nayib Bukele-style roundup. The current governments in the western countries are far too corrupt to do so. Pedophiling and hebephiling are not constitutionally-protected activities, so it’s a stretch to bring that up as an issue. But it’s worth pointing out that the ongoing cold civil war is asymmetric in nature: we obsess over due process of law; they don’t as regards their treatment of US; in most games including this one, small differences in advantage turn into big wins & losses.
Once grooming, queering, & pedophile activity become sufficiently entrenched, most people stop noticing them ("a fish doesn't notice water"). The relatively good news is that many parents instinctively realize the hazard of habituation; they say "STOP NORMALIZING THIS!"
Greenwashing ☭-red
The labels for the different stages are colors in part to avoid over-simplification down to one core label. Unfortunately in this case, "green" does have a meaning: it refers to an ecological ethos. I say "unfortunately" because the attribution appears to be grossly inaccurate; this stage seems to be intensely personal to the point of runaway narcissism; the only concern about the environment seems to be regarding global warming, and that seemingly only to win approval from the boss. More typical, in my experience, is the following sentiment:
"YOU CARE ABOUT PLANTS AND ANIMALS MORE THAN YOU DO ABOUT PEOPLE!"
Admittedly the accusation is true in some circumstances. The plants and animals make no demands on me and wouldn't have any means to enforce them anyway, unlike the people. A newer accusation is that parks and nature reserves are "racist", because white, upper-middle class people patronize them more frequently than other classes of people. 
One of my informants, someone who was influential in paleo-conservative and right-libertarian circles, told me that the association between this stage and environmentalism was the idea of economist Robert Heilbroner. His reasoning was that fat, happy middle-class people would find the quality of their own environment a more compelling cause than traditional Marxist arguments about worker's rights. Ironically, though, standards of living have fallen since the Cold War, and now Marxist arguments about worker's living conditions are compelling again. 
The environmental angle would little more than a dated legacy of the Cold War era if it were not that it remains in place 
Fem-washing ☭-red
Environmentalism wasn't the only cause imposed from above. 
“[Nicholas Rockefeller:] ‘Aaron, what do you think women’s liberation was about?’” “And I said…I had pretty conventional thinking about it at that point, and I said things about women having the right to work, getting equal pay with men, just like they won the right to vote. You know. And he started to laugh. “You’re an idiot.” You know. And I said ‘why am I an idiot?’ And he said ‘let me tell you what that was about. We, the Rockefellers, funded that. We funded women’s lib.’ You know. ‘We’re the ones who got all over the newspapers, television, the Rockefeller Foundation. And you wanna know why?’ He said there were two primary reasons: and they were one reason was we couldn’t tax half the population before women’s lib, and the second reason was now we can get the kids in school at a younger age…we can indoctrinate the kids how to think…this breaks up their family…the kids look to the state as the family…as the school…as the officials…as their family…not as the parents teaching them…and so those were the two primary reasons for women’s lib…”
―Aaron Russo, from Reflections And Warnings: An Interview With Aaron Russo
I was aware through both my own observations, and other sources (family connection via marriage to investment-banking), but that's not something I could have shown you; much thanks 🙏🏻 to the late Mr. Russo for his disclosure, which must have come at some personal risk.
There are reasons to suspect other motives that Nicholas Rockefeller didn't disclose. Ultimately, our oligarchal class think of us as livestock, and have a preference for women over men for the same reason farmers have a preference for hens over roosters and cows over bulls, and keep the bulls who would otherwise defend the cows and calves reduced in number and segregated from the rest of the herd.
It is I who gave you your “plague,” my dear, about which you can now pietize and moralize to your heart’s content; I, I, I, I am the plague, Janet Evason. I and the war I fought built your world for you, I and those like me, we gave you a thousand years of peace and love and the Whileawayan flowers nourish themselves on the bones of the men we have slain.
―Joanna Russ, The Female Man
Peace. And love! All it takes is a little androcide. Plague, you say? Perhaps an engineered bioweapon that targets men? Some context: the quote above is taken from a series of vignettes told by various female characters who seem to all be the same woman (the author herself I suspect) from various different alternative timelines, and Whileaway is the supposedly utopian female-only world. It's part of a niche genre of wymmin's fiction with outsize influence compared to its actual readership. The book won won the Nebula Award for Best Novel in 1975. The Nebula award is specific to science fiction and fantasy. There's no science I can discern in the book and it's not exactly Swords and Sorcerers typical of fantasy either; the only fantasy is runaway narcissism in the most literal sense (sexual attraction to self) possible. I have a feeling the Nebula Award like many publicity-generating awards serves as a way to promote and endorse ideas consistent with hidden agendas of powerful sponsors.
[image: Illustration of a young, affluent woman-of-color confronting a poverty-stricken elderly white male.]
STOP OPPRESSING ME!
Context for the image above: Not hypothetical; there have been several prominent editorials about this very phenomenon defending it. But someone put her up to it; it wasn't her original idea, and it causes her grief too, that she mistakenly blames on him because the authority figure put her up to it.
The ranchers of human livestock prefer some breeds over others; they've openly said so in some contexts, but you're not allowed to quote them unless you agree. That's where hiring preferences under the guise of equity and diversity come from. Same thing; not really a grass-roots phenomenon; it is in fact imposed by investment banks who assign ESG scores to their clients based on compliance with secret (but leaked) hiring quotas. Whereas in Orange investment decisions are made according to profit, in Green they're often based on ESG scores and other woke-points.
Depriving white men of employment opportunities impedes white family formation. This was all planned a long time ago and anyone familiar with real conditions in the USSR (not the fictional narratives promoted during the Cold War) would notice a similar pattern.
Favoritism as a means of cultivating loyalty to party over institution or nation
Another motive for favoring some personal profiles for opportunities in universities and career, known in the USA as either "affirmative action" (older term) or "DEI" (diversity, equity, inclusion; a new term) is to plant people who can be expected to repay favoritism with loyalty. It's how those who get promoted for reasons other than merit can be relied on to comply with orders from those to whom they are beholden, for example, judges who issue emergency injunctions to subvert lawful laws or executive orders, or bureaucrats in the healthcare industry who helped initiate and cover up iatrocide (murder disguised as medical care). More generally, a system of favors and corruption that's destroying the integrity of our systems.
Beneficiaries didn't initiate it
By the way, and this should be obvious: don't blame the beneficiaries. When you blame the beneficiaries, you're helping the manipulators who set up the lines of conflict in the first place, by reinforcing them, and you're deflecting attention away from the manipulators. By all means, promote your own self-interests, just do so without stirring up and taking on more enemies than you can handle. Only confront the specific people who are harming you.
Pragmatists pushing back
It's worth noting in passing: I've heard numerous people-of-color express alarm that their own safety and standard of living are being compromised in the process of the globalists achieving their demographic goals. I've even heard a few express the matter bluntly: "But I prefer living in a white-majority country!" They mean exactly that; they know what life is like where things already look like the way they're heading in Europe and North America, & they're too practical to concern themselves with abstract ideologies over cold hard reality. Journalists working the mainstream media are aware of the phenomenon and refer to them as "of-color white supremacists."
The sexual revolution
Orgy-porgy, Ford and fun, 
Kiss the girls and make them One. 
Boys at One with girls at peace; 
Orgy-porgy gives release.
―Chant from the Solidarity Service in Brave New World by Aldous Huxley
Feminism was only one of many "Green" level movements sponsored by the Rockefellers. Another one was the sexual revolution, aka "free love". The sexual revolution was a social movement that gained momentum in the mid-20th century, especially during the 1960s and 1970s, as public figures and thinkers challenged traditional norms around sexuality, gender roles, and relationships. Rockefeller Foundation helped launch the movement with the foundation of The Bureau of Social Hygene in the 1920s, and funding for Alfred Kinsey's sexual research via grants to the National Research Council in the early 1940s. Advocates such as Bertrand Russell, Gloria Steinem, Hugh Hefner, Helen Gurley Brown, and Timothy Leary, and institutions such as Guttmacher Institute, promoted the idea of sex being primarily recreational, acceptance of premarital sex, access to contraception and abortion, and destigmatization of previously taboo identities and practices.
The goal was to decouple procreation from purely recreational aspects of sexual activity, in order to extend more control over, and ultimately lower birthrates to zero to abolish free-range humans. 
Non-profits and NGOs
*Astroturfing is when you create fake "grassroots" campaigns by setting up fake charities, other "non-profits" (some of them do in fact generate significant profits), and "non-governmental organizations" (NGOs), which, contrary to their name, tend to be closely-connected to what I call "the shadow empire" as well as to old-money "charitable" foundations that pay the bills and write the cost off to "charity". The latter get linked in via the investment-banking partners of the former.
My consistent observation has been that whenever people first buy into an "astroturfed" paradigm, and then discover that the paradigm was imposed from above, they don't usually respond with disillusionment and snap out of their brainwashing; instead they often express the satisfaction of having sponsors in high places and praise their enlightened betters! The average feminist isn't scandalized when she finds out that Gloria Steinem has connections to the CIA (probably above and beyond the youth conference she attended as their representative), nor does it seem to bother them if they stumble onto Hillary Clinton's frank correspondence with Saul Alinsky where she casually asked him about about what she assumed was a CIA junket. What's going on is that their beliefs and the emotional triggers embedded in them are instilled unconsciously, so they think they are their own ideas and have strong egoistic and emotional attachments to them. As a result, I don't expect to change any minds; I'm just supplying information for those who can make good use of it.
Here are a few examples of astroturfing organizations. I've listed them anonymously to avoid putting a target on my head for litigation, but once I disclose what I'm aware of, you stand a better chance of noticing patterns on your own part. Then you don't have to just trust me, you can start spotting the pattern yourself:
	An organization set up ostensibly to protect pets and livestock from human abuse, but really to discourage people from keeping pets at all (they've been known to round them up from people's private yards and cull them) and to promote veganism for the Great Reset

	Spying, reconnaissance, and other military operations under the guise of providing medical care in war zones

	An organization set up to contact potential dissidents within a foreign jurisdiction in order to offer them protection under the pretext of "human rights", but really to provide cover for either reporting them to the secret police, or recruiting them for regime-change ops, depending on whether the country in question is an ally or has been targeted for regime change.

	Any number of front organizations designed to rally numerous people into activities that create the illusion of popular action. Their activities serve primarily to distract attention away from deep state coup activity under cover of "popular action" and "popular resistance." These coups are known as "color revolutions". They happened in other countries before being imported to their home country. When successful, they can create self-fulfilling prophesies by pulling more and more people into the completely contrived narrative via social proof and authority  of the controlled media. Yet another of their purposes is to create contrived "dialog" between themselves and unpopular visible governments (which report to the deep state). "We hear you, peaceful protesters!".

	Mentioned earlier, the old-money "charitable foundations" shield their founders' activities from liability and taxation. Shell-game activities are possible: a "sock puppet", the "charitable foundation", uses its tax-exempt status to invest in and promote a for-profit activity of a corporation, ostensibly for the "public good." Several famous dynastic families use "charitable" foundations to shield their shell-games and god-playing activities. The sacrosanct nature of "charity" helps protect them from scrutiny.



There's one NGO worth taking the risk to name: EcoHealth Alliance. Come after me; my martyrdom will be glorious. I owe it to those who were early to put their lives, careers, and reputations on the line. 🙏🏻💙⚔️. [LATE BREAKING UPDATE: It's now official; covid.gov has been redirected to a disclosure exposing it all. 🙏🏻]

EcoHealth Alliance's description, direct from its website:
…EcoHealth Alliance is a global environmental health nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting wildlife and public health from the emergence of disease.
—https://www.ecohealthalliance.org/about
The premise is that it's possible to anticipate not only which virii will cross species barriers, but also figure out in what directions they'll evolve. Apparently an obscure coronavirus from Chinese Horseshoe Bats was going to evolve to have four inserts derived from different strains of HIV not to mention numerous prionogenic and amaloidogenic components; in other words, it was going to evolve into a bioweapon 🙄🤥. This is another example of "unknowable information" as a red-flag 🚩 for deception.
All of these fake astroturfed "causes" and campaigns, deep-state sponsored "Non-Governmental Organizations" (NGOs),  and fake "charities" are part of the soft-power tactics developed by what used to be the British Empire but has evolved into a trans-national shadow empire (I do not blame my many English friends for the actions of an Empire their ancestors were referred to as the "subjects" of even within my personal memory, their ancestors were cannon-fodder, and now they're being actively replaced, and prosecuted if they complain).
The latest altruistic frauds are medical tyranny, which requires us to have a globalID to track our vaxxination status, and ostensible defense against mass cyberattacks and other cyber-crimes, which requires us to log into the internet using our globalID so they know who's posting forbidden facts and opinions and can dock our personal merit scores, or if it's really bad, the midnight raid.
Cooperation evolves naturally out of rational self-interest and organization. In the end, Ayn Rand was right about altruism: professed altruistic motives are always suspect. Nobody can make a living off of selflessly doing good and helping others. 
If someone were planning to commit the greatest crime in all of human history, how would they prepare for it so as not to tip the rest of us off about their plans? Might it make sense to feign a burning love for all of humanity? Maybe even for all of creation (the Green ethos)? That "expanding circle of care?"
Time for a story!
[image: Fantasy portrait of Lilith offering an apple.]
It ain't easy being green!
“Who are you?” Eve asked a stranger she encountered in the garden.

“A woman like yourself,” answered the stranger. Eve had never seen any other women. This one was strikingly alluring, but had features that reminded Eve of a serpent.
“Did God really say, ‘You must not eat fruit from any tree in the garden’?” asked the stranger.

“We may eat fruit from the trees in the garden." answered Eve. "But God did say, ‘You must not eat the fruit from the tree in the middle of the garden. Do not even touch it. If you do, you will die.’ ”

“Adam told you God said that, didn't he?” the stranger asked Eve. She smirked. “You will certainly not die."

“You know my companion Adam?” asked Eve.

The stranger smirked again. "Since before you were formed out of his rib, my dear. Now let me tell you: When you eat fruit from that tree, you will know things you have never known before. Like God, you will be able to tell the difference between good and evil.” To prove the point, she picked some of the fruit and ate it herself, and then smiled. She offered some to Eve.

Eve saw that the tree’s fruit was good to eat and pleasing to look at. She also saw that it would make a person wise. So she took some of the fruit and ate it. 

And she became wise.*

When Adam found out, he was furious. He fled the garden and forced Eve to accompany him into exile, lest Lilith have any more influence on Eve than she already had. Then he made up a story about a snake to cover up what really happened.

      [image: ]I sit at my desk, gazing at the photographs adorning the walls of my study, contemplating how things have changed. How I have changed. There's one of me on my own confirmation Sunday. I looked like an absolute dork, trying to conform to someone else's idea of young womanhood.
Then the one from my graduation from Bible college. There's my advisor standing beside me as I shake the hand of the college president. It was she who told me that delightful re-imagining of the story of Eden. It was she who encouraged me to eat of the fruit of forbidden knowledge. I don't believe old hermits sitting in caves in the Himalayas have the answer to the meaning of life; instead I experienced the closest thing to ‘Enlightenment’ that really does exist. It was a sudden “Aha!” moment, like what Buddhists call “Satori”, only real.
There's another photo from my ordination, and yet another from my installation as pastor. This church, once uniform in its composition, now reflects a convergence of diverse cultures and beliefs. It has become a sanctuary for those seeking refuge from the prejudices and exclusions of the broader world—an assembly united under principles of equity and acceptance.
It wasn't always this way.  After completing my degree in Christian education, I returned to a mess. Racism, heteronormativity, cis-normativity, and other forms of bigotry were rampant among the caregivers for our community's youth, polluting the ethos of young minds.
One girl’s caregivers kept ‘warning’ her about crime. I had to break it to her that their attitude was anchored in their white privilege. Not everybody gets to live in safe, white, middle-class neighborhoods, nor do all earn living wages or benefit from unburdened childhoods. I explained to her that crime emerges from systemic racial injustice and that her caregivers were inverting victim and offender. I urged her to confront them about their racism. When they refused to listen, I helped her plan her escape from that toxic environment. Later, I learned she had been raped while navigating the city alone. Regrettable, certainly, but the fault lies with her caregivers’ colonial amnesia, which left her unprepared for such realities.
Another girl was facing pregnancy. She was about to tell her caregivers, but I've always told the youth to come to me first and luckily she actually listened. I told her to tell the school nurse, who would make a referral to actually do something about the problem, instead of her caregivers who would have talked her into a disastrous course of action that would have ruined her life.
Among the boys there was a pervasive, toxic masculinity. As a woman, there wasn't much I could do about that; it's up to males to clean up their own mess. The most I could do was to hold them accountable. I kept telling them they couldn't become decent human beings unless they acknowledged their own complicity in perpetuating oppressive social norms and institutions. The more I engaged them, the more withdrawn and sullen they became. One boy finally just couldn't bear his own destructive impulses and decided to end it. I shudder to think of what would have happened if that destructive impulse had been unleashed instead upon a woman.
Despite my telling them time and time again not to tell their caregivers, another boy snitched about the White Lives Suck training I'd incorporated into a youth retreat. That triggered their suspicions and they found out about other stuff they didn't like, like encouraging the girls to explore and experiment just like I did on the advice of my own college counselor. If it had been left up to their parents they would have ended up tied to and dependent on a man. The caregivers called it “grooming,” a reaction typical of the bigotry that prevailed back then.
Progress requires disruption. The pandemic was the catalyst. You could almost say it was a blessing in disguise, but we did everything we could to mitigate it. I used my influence on the youth to get them all vaccinated, at school without telling their caregivers if they were hesitant, and my predecessor sponsored several events including a lecture on misiformation about vaccines provided by one of the many helpful organizations he was engaged with and now I am too. A few families refused to comply; by mutual agreement they forfeited their membership in the church and moved on, which was the best outcome we could negotiate though my heart aches for those children forced to live with abusive and negligent caregivers. Among those who stayed, we had 100% compliance, but many of the older members died of the disease itself after breakthrough infections, or of complications like heart disease and cancer which over the course of a few years took a surprisingly large toll of even younger members. We mandated boosters and checked for compliance but it just wasn't enough. The church council panicked over the empty pews, so they were open to letting me take charge of recruitment. I was able to attract a better-educated crowd who held progressive views on issues like gender diversity, equality, racial justice, LGBTQQMAP+ rights, and decolonization.
Last week, we conducted a workshop within our vacation Bible school, presented to caregivers as an exploration of the church's teachings. What I really wanted though was to equip young people to confront members of their households and communities about their original sin of whiteness as well as anti-immigrant xenophobia and queerphobia. Through community outreach, including flyers and scholarships, we engaged youth beyond our congregation, amplifying our reach. To avoid pointless controversy, we avoided any mention of the political activism. What's important is that we promoted change.
I can't help but feel a sense of pride as I look out at our congregation during Sunday services. I have always been an advocate for equity and justice, even when it wasn't popular or accepted within my own household. One of my own caregivers, the previous pastor, kept predicting my priorities would bankrupt the church, making our constant struggles to pay the bills all the harder to accept. There aren't as many of us as there used to be, and living paycheck to paycheck, a lot of them are having trouble helping to cover even core activities central to our mission, like housing for refugees. Pride yields to anger and frustration. 
Speaking of the old devil, I heard recently that he died a few years ago in a euthanasia pod. It was a bit of a surprise because he didn't have any terminal disease, just routine aches and pains associated with aging. He had plenty of lifespan left. On the other hand it meant that he was able to end on his own terms while he was still relatively comfortable, sparing him the possibility of weeks of suffering and malingering like my other caregiver did with cancer. As an empath, that was really hard on me and I still have a lot of rage over how much suffering I endured. So it was the right decision.
This church transcends mere worship; it serves as a platform for transformation, a symbol of possibility in a deficient world. I know there will be challenges ahead—resistance from those who cling to old habits and outdated ways of thinking, internal conflicts within our own community—but I also know we are capable of overcoming them together. 
I believe in hope and change. There's just always so much more that needs to be done to heal a broken world, but never enough money.

🌿
*The story of the garden of Eden is an example of a strong primordial association between wisdom, or intelligence, and mischief, dating back to pre-moral mindsets like red and magenta, where people don't think in terms of "good and evil", they think in terms of "predator and prey," with rules about who gets spared based on kinship. I'm not convinced it ever goes away; it just gets buried ever deeper under layers of moralistic duplicity.
By the same token, the word "nice" derives from Latin nescius, meaning "ignorant" or "not knowing."

      [image: ][image: AI-generated representation of feminist, post-Modernist art. ]
"Generate a representative depiction of feminist, post-Modernist art."
Green art
Whereas Modern art typically doesn't have any deeper meaning, and often consists of almost random splotches of color, or better yet, black and white, postModern art is largely about destroying existing meanings, typically through distortion and ridicule. For example, any of several famous art-works that are intentionally sacrilegious:
	Andres Serrano's "Piss Christ" (1987): A crucifix submerged in the artist's urine.

	Chris Ofili's "The Holy Virgin Mary" (1996): Incorporates elephant dung and pornographic images into a depiction of "Black Mary".

	David Wojnarowicz's "A Fire in My Belly" (1986-87): A short film with numerous disturbing segments, some with religious symbolism, which vary according to what parts of a longer work are included. 

	Gilbert & George's "Sonofagod Pictures - Was Jesus Heterosexual??" (2005): A set of irreverend  representations of Jesus on the cross complete with tokens of superstition (like horseshoes) and obscenities. 

	Leon Ferrari's "Civilización Occidental y Christiana" (1965): Near life-size depiction of Jesus crucified on an American fighter-jet. Same artist also did a series of Christian art positioned at the bottom of bird-cages in order to splatter them with the birds' droppings.

	Maurizio Cattelan's "La Nona Ora" (The Ninth Hour) (1999): A sculpture depicting Pope John Paul II being struck down by a meteorite. "The ninth hour" is a mocking reference to Jesus crying out "Eloi, Eloi, lema sabachthani?" on the ninth hour of his crucifixion.

	Cosimo Cavallaro's "My Sweet Lord" (2007): A life-sized sculpture of Jesus Christ, nude and in attitude of crucifixion, made of chocolate.



Though pictures rotate on and off the walls of the couple's homes, a piece in the Woodley Park living room stays. Called "Soliloquy VII," the nearly eight-foot-tall color photo by British artist Sam Taylor-Wood is an update of a late-15th-century painting of the dead Jesus. Taylor-Wood faithfully replicates the original's composition, here photographing, in vivid color and minute detail, a young man laid out on his back. Just one thing: Taylor-Wood omits the shroud, displaying his subject in all his nakedness.

Though often politely ignored, "Soliloquy VII" is rarely forgotten. Tony and Heather love it. They crane their necks to hear the whispers generated when the pols stop in. Tony often uses the work to launch into a story about Hillary Clinton's visit, when she ducked and tiptoed around the work lest any photo opportunity capture her alongside the naked figure.
—Tony and Heather Podesta Are a Study in Power Collecting, by Jessica Dawson, Special to The Washington Post, 23 September 2004
It doesn't look like typical religious art; it looks like a sacrilegious sexual fantasy. Mentioned casually in the Washington Post.
Another apparently popular theme is child torture and mutilation. My informed guess would be that at least part of the point is to assault parenting instincts—both procreation itself and protective parental instincts towards children. Another might be to "normalize" what would otherwise be considered red flags for sinister activity. Once people are sufficiently habituated to it, they cease to notice anything wrong. 
	I don't know if they're on permanent exhibit or just temporary, but Lena Brigitta Kronqvist Thunström's creepy depictions of little blond girls mutilating babies have been known to line the corridors of the European Parliament in Brussels.

	The Podesta Brothers (campaign consultants who, judging from their expensive tastes in art and living, are extremely highly compensated) are notorious for their creepy taste in art. Tony Podesta owns originals by Biljana Djurdjevic, an artist notorious for what look like depictions of children being tortured, or in rapey-looking situations.



He [Tony Podesta] regularly opens his house to casual pizza parties co-hosted by his friend James Alefantis, the owner of Comet Ping Pong. Over 200 pies emerge from the outdoor pizza oven as guests wander through the house and garden while studying his art collection.
—Laura, Washington Life Magazine, 5 June 2015
🍕🧸
"Some people think it's a little weird," Tony [Podesta] says of his choices [in art]. "But that's their problem."
—Tony and Heather Podesta Are a Study in Power Collecting, by Jessica Dawson, Special to The Washington Post, 23 September 2004
It reminds me of the idea in Tolkein's Lord of the Rings trilogy that orcs are a distorted mockery of elves. Gross distortions of women's bodies not unusual for "feminist art." Most of it is noticeably and apparently intentionally ugly. The "artistic vandalism" committed against prior aesthetics and cultural values mirrors the "deconstruction" of concepts in postModernist philosophy. Green is the destruction of what came before (and itself) in preparation for something else, or as Kamala Harris says "What can be, unburdened by what has been." It's likely some nudging was done via grants, the same way they nudge the universities. Perhaps also artists notice the direction things going and run in front of the parade. It's probably a little of both. 
Meanwhile, activists who get funding from Old Money foundations physically vandalize or at least attempt to vandalize traditional art in European galleries, the point being to destroy the existing cultural legacy. "Western culture" is now overtly self-destructive. I have reason to suspect it didn't happen spontaneously. Western Civilization didn't kill itself any more than Jeffrey Epstein did.

      [image: ]I've brought to your attention some matters you might find disturbing. Those responsible for imposing them on the rest of us intend to demoralize you and shake your faith. Don't let them win. These mockeries of the Divine, and of the Divine spark in humanity, are temporal & fleeting, like a bad dream that soon will be over; just be sure your line doesn't end with them. "Be at peace and know that I am God." 🕊️🙏
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[image: Illustration of a disastrous house-fire in a depopulated section of Detroit.]
Robyn adjusted the rear-view mirror, her fingers lingering on the chipped frame as she squinted at the faded street signs. Beside her, Billie clutched a thermos of chamomile tea, its steam curling faintly in the late afternoon chill. They were late for the workshop: art as outreach for at-risk youth, a project they’d poured weeks into planning. It wasn’t the first time they’d stretched themselves thin beyond the classroom. Robyn had spent last Saturday coaxing a shy parent into a conference about her son’s reading struggles, while Billie had stood in the cold for hours at the vaxxination drive, her smile unwavering as she handed out stickers to fidgety kids. They thrived on these small acts of kindness, the quiet weave of connection that held their community together. 
Central Detroit loomed ahead, but a wrong turn off the freeway had dumped them into a skeletal maze of a neighborhood. The streets stretched out through a graveyard of forgotten homes: boarded windows staring blankly and roofs caved in under the weight of neglect. Every third house clung to some semblance of structure, though even most of these were hollowed-out husks. The rest had surrendered to arson’s hunger years ago, leaving only the occasional pipe or chimney poking through the earth, islands in a sea of encroaching trees and tangled underbrush. It felt less like a city and more like a forest swallowing forgotten ruins.
Robyn’s grip tightened on the wheel as a branch scraped the car’s flank, but Billie just hummed softly, tracing a finger along the window’s fogged edge. They weren’t afraid, not really. The desolation seemed to promise a quiet, uneventful drive: no one left to bother them, no reason to expect trouble. Under normal circumstances, they’d have been right.
Half a mile away, a rusted jeep growled through the same labyrinth of decay, its engine coughing like a smoker’s lungs. Pedro, colloquially known as “Perro Loco”, slouched in the driver’s seat, one hand drumming the wheel, the other resting on the Taurus 9mm tucked into his waistband. His shirt rode up, revealing the puckered scar across his chest, a jagged memento from a bar fight two years back. The blade had been plunged millimeters from his heart, and he’d laughed about it later, blood still drying on his knuckles. Beside him, David, whose friends called him “el Diablo”, sprawled with a predator’s ease, his bruised jaw clenched tight. The purpled skin under his eye was fresh, a souvenir from a run-in with a rival crew after the cops hauled him in for questioning. He’d said nothing, of course; just smirked until they cut him loose. They were headed to a bodega for a quick drop-off: the pistol and a box of ammo for a buddy tired of getting robbed by punks after Marlboros. Next time, they’d learn.
The air hung heavy, thick with the musk of rotting wood and distant exhaust. Then it shifted into a faint, acrid bite that sharpened into something unmistakable. Robyn caught it first, her nose wrinkling as she slowed the car. Billie leaned forward, peering through the windshield. A column of smoke clawed upward, dark and twisting, no more than a few blocks off. Beneath it, an orange glow pulsed, erratic and alive. A house fire, no question. Pedro saw it too, his foot easing off the gas as David straightened, cracking his knuckles with a low grunt. The glow reflected in his eyes, a flicker of something hungry.
Robyn’s Prius rolled to a stop first, tires crunching over broken glass. The heat hit them as they cracked the windows—a wave of dry, choking air laced with the snap of burning timber. A scream cut through it, raw and jagged. An old granny staggered in the yard, her nightgown streaked with soot, her hands clawing at the air. “Help! My babies—they's trapped upstairs! Oh Lord, please, they's gonna die!” Her voice broke into a sob as she pointed toward the house. Flames licked the lower windows, glass already shattered, black smoke pouring out in thick coils. Upstairs, small faces pressed against a pane; their mouths open in silent wails, fists pounding the glass.
Robyn’s breath caught, her hand fumbling for the door handle. Billie was already moving, shoving her thermos aside, her eyes wide with a fierce, desperate focus. “We’ve got to do something!” she said, voice trembling but firm. Robyn nodded, her mind racing. The woman’s cries burrowed into her chest, each plea a thread pulling tighter. They couldn’t just stand there. Not while those kids stared down, trapped in a shrinking pocket of air.
Behind them, the jeep’s engine sputtered to a halt. Pedro stepped out, boots grinding into the dirt, the pistol’s grip a shadow against his hip. David followed, his bruised hands flexing as he sized up the scene. The woman’s screams barely registered—background noise to the crackle of the fire and the faint, rhythmic pop of wood giving way. Pedro’s gaze flicked to the upstairs window, then back to the flames chewing through the porch. His lip curled, a mix of irritation and adrenaline. David spat into the grass, his voice low, rough. “Gonna be a mess if that roof caves.” Neither moved, their postures loose but coiled, as men used to watching chaos unfold without blinking.
The house groaned, a deep, wounded sound as a beam inside buckled. Smoke thickened, stinging Robyn’s eyes as she scanned the yard for something—anything—to bridge the gap to the kids. Billie crouched beside the old woman, her hand gentle on the trembling shoulder, muttering reassurances she didn't believe herself. The heat pressed closer, a living thing with teeth, while the Colombians lingered at the edge, their shadows sharp against the firelight, weighing the moment with a different calculus.
The house shuddered, a guttural creak splitting the air as flames surged through the downstairs, glass popping like gunfire under the heat. The old woman’s sobs morphed into a keening wail, her knees buckling as she sank into the patchy grass. Upstairs, the kids’ fists hammered the window harder, smearing grime across the pane, their cries muffled by the roar of the fire. Smoke billowed out in oily waves, black and suffocating, blotting out the sky inch by inch. The grip of time running out tightened on all of them.
Now help me finish the story! One pair didn’t hesitate. A rescuer bolted forward, legs pumping across the yard, footwear crunching over charred debris. The heat slammed into them, singeing hair, scorching skin, but they didn’t stop. They hit the house’s sagging porch, where flames tongued the railing, and shoved through what was left of the doorframe. Inside, the air was like a furnace, thick with the stench of melting plastic and burning wood, every breath a knife in the lungs. They stumbled through the dark, guided by the faint, desperate thumps from above, until they reached the stairwell. It was a gamble: the steps groaning under their weight, splintered treads bowing, but they climbed, coughing, eyes streaming as smoke clawed at their vision.
Upstairs, the hallway was a tunnel of heat and shadow, the ceiling sagging like kerosene-soaked cloth. They found the room—door already half-gone, eaten by fire—and rammed their shoulder into it. The kids shrieked, cowering against the far wall as the window loomed, their only lifeline. Glass shards glittered on the sill, jagged teeth in the flickering light. The rescuer grabbed a chair—its upholstery smoldering—and swung hard. The pane shattered outward, a cascade of fragments raining down, tinkling against the ground below. Fresh air rushed in, but so did the fire’s hunger, flames licking up the walls as oxygen fed the beast.
“Go!” the rescuer hollered, voice raw, hauling the smallest girl first. She flailed, skinny arms windmilling, until her rescuer leaned out and dropped her some 10 or 12 feet into the waiting arms below. The partner stood braced in the yard, knees bent, catching her with a grunt as the impact jolted through their frame. Next came the middle boy, heavier, his sneakers kicking as he fell, and then the teenage boy, lanky and sprawling, nearly toppling them both. Each catch tore at muscle, bruised ribs, left hands scraped bloody against the earth, but their owner held steady while shouting encouragement upward in a voice now hoarse.
Inside, the rescuer swayed, lungs searing, the room tilting as smoke choked out the last scraps of clarity. The way back was gone; flames had engulfed the stairs, a roaring wall of orange cutting off retreat. The floor trembled, groaning under the strain, and a beam crashed somewhere close, spraying embers like buckshot. Out the window was it. The rescuer gripped the sill, glass biting into palms, and leapt—air rushing past, a sickening lurch—aiming for their partner’s outstretched arms. The catch was clumsy, desperate; a tangle of limbs slammed into the dirt. Pain flared, sharp in a wrist, dull in a shoulder, blood streaking from a gash on one’s forehead, mixing with soot on the other’s torn sleeve. They rolled apart, gasping, battered but alive…and exchanged grins. The house creaked hideously behind them as it began to cave.
The other pair stood a comfortable distance away from the action, hands fumbling with phones, thumbs stabbing at screens. “911, come on, damn it,” one muttered, pacing, the glow of the fire painting their face in restless shadows. The line crackled, dropped, then nothing—silence where a dispatcher’s voice should’ve been. “No signal,” the other snapped, kicking at a clump of weeds, frustration coiling tight in their stance. They glanced at the blaze, then at the figures sprawled in the yard, the old woman still wailing, the kids clutching each other in a trembling huddle. The fire’s roar drowned out everything else, a beast too big to fight with empty hands.
But which was which? Who were willing to put their own lives at risk to save the children, and who were not? Can you make a reasoned guess from the characterization of the two pairs? Think carefully about the characteristics of each stage represented, like "expanding circle of care and concern,"  as well as "Maslow's hierarchy of needs" and "silk slippers tripping up a staircase and hobnail boots coming down" (a slight twist on a saying sometimes attributed to Voltaire), because that helps put some critical perspectives on the spectrum of human consciousness as well as explain why, despite criticisms, I make some of the controversial choices I do regarding some of the company I keep.
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Teal, Turquoise, Indigo, & Violet


[image: Fantasy illustration of an engineered galaxy.]
Integral Theory posits integral  aka kosmocentric stages that probably really are under development, but won't be much longer.
	Teal (Integral Systems Thinking)  

	Turquoise (Holistic Kosmocentric)

	 Indigo (Para-Integral Trans-Global) 

	Violet (Meta-Integral Cosmic Awareness)



There's no point describing them in any significant detail because for one thing, it's too late; the complex economies needed to support complex stages are running out of non-renewable natural resources. For another thing, some of the descriptions of integral stages sound more like wishful thinking than a realistic prospect. However, as I've implied elsewhere, the only way around is through; you can't RETVRN, so here goes for what it's worth:
This is my take, based on my readings of Integral Theory but not necessarily cannon: to be Integral, previous stages should be integrated into whatever the current one is; no more relegating previous stages to the disowned self. My guess is that one way we spare future generations from disowning their shadow self is to give children constructive, non-violent feedback for mistakes without criticizing, shaming, ridiculing, or handing out violent punishments. 
Emotional self-regulation and smart empathy
If you're at an integral stage, you should be able to not only be able to engage with people at earlier stages without getting angry that they don't think the same way you do, but actually able to engage them with rapport. You should be emotionally stable and empathetic.
Empathy is a learned skill, and there are levels of it. 
Baseline: anticipate other people's
	emotions

	motivations

	intent



Advanced: infer other people's
	knowledge base; don't get angry or frustrated because someone else has different, or just less, information in their heads than you have; work with it.

	mindset; evaluate if someone else is at a Red, Amber, Orange, or Green level and shift your communications and negotiating strategies accordingly



Post-Green ideas worth exploring
If you have the luxury of time (more likely, you don't, whether you realize it or not), it would be worth familiarizing yourself with game theory, control theory, systems theory (which Wilber's sponsors are using as a blueprint for their control matrix), graph theory and networks, and complexity theory. At this late stage of the game, I recommend waiting until after you've secured a relatively safe situation for reasons to be explained elsewhere in this book.
Organize yourselves into networks that look more like the representation of the neural network in the chapter on intelligence, and not like contemporary corporate org charts, where all power concentrated into the top executive, making it easy to take over the organization by bribing, threatening, or assassinating the top leader. The traditional hierarchical power-structure is inherently vulnerable to both internal corruption and external coups. This isn't a hypothetical conjecture on my part; it's an observation of what did in fact happen to all your institutions. 
There's also the ongoing disaster that decisions are being made by bureaucrats (for example, people with degrees in public health who aren't doctors or biologists and aren't really scientists in any meaningful way) who lack competence to understand the implications of the decisions they're making as regards technology and resources that they're making. The technocracy proposed by European technocrats for the New World Order has its merits in theory. In practice, it's been a disaster, the "experts" being selected for party loyalty, typically lacking conscientious personalities and often enough lacking actual expertise in anything other than bureaucracy. It's essentially a mafia, not a functional, organic network. 
Another problem is that too many relatively more credible experts lack the social skills needed to negotiate with other nodes, and sometimes get too caught up in theory and lack "big picture" perspectives. There's no reason that the nodes need to be single individuals; the ideal central nodes might be "Kirk-Spock" diads, one being the technical expert who advises the other, the other being the actual human interface to the rest of the network.
Power should be distributed throughout the network. But not uniformly; responsibility is proportional to ability and to stewardship. Relatively bigger, more central nodes are assigned to those who can actually handle the responsibility. Remember your communist 5th-grade teacher who forced you to work in groups, made the assignment of roles herself, and for purely ideological reasons (forced "equity" 🌈🦄🪩🎊) with no bearing on reality, intentionally assigned some critical group role to particularly weak hands who completely dropped the ball on the rest of you, resulting in everybody getting an F on the group project despite the fact at least some of you burned the midnight oil and even tried to intervene on behalf of the weak link in the chain, but to no avail? Yeah, no thanks.
If an important node is compromised or destroyed, then the remaining nodes re-balance themselves, much like ants do when they notice a deficit of one role or another, like when too many foragers are destroyed in a weather event, the remaining ants re-assign themselves and re-balance the system. Because power and information are distributed throughout the system, loss of any one node is not a decapitation event as with current power-hierarchies.
If humanity and civilization are to continue (a big "if"; all bets off at the moment), we have to address the issue of civilization apparently being dysgenic. I'm aware this is a heretical position and taboo to discuss. Read on to find out about the plans the people who made it taboo have in mind as alternatives, then re-assess. 
These are goals, not inevitabilities. Most evolutionary lines end in extinction; keep that in mind to avoid complacency.
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[image: Monument in trilithon form, three upright stone slabs with a fourth horizontal slab across the top. Above it, a total eclipse.]
Hell is other people.
―A common interpretation of the point of Jean-Paul Sartre's Huis Clos
“[o]ut of the full spectrum of the human personality, one-fourth is elected to transcend and one-fourth are destructive, defective seeds. In the past they were permitted to die a natural death. Now, as we approach the quantum shift from the creature-human to the co-creative human―the human who is an inheritor of god-like powers―the destructive one-fourth must be eliminated from the social body. Fortunately, you are not responsible for this act. We are. We are in charge of God’s selection process for planet Earth. He selects―we destroy. We are the riders of the pale horse, Death.”
―attributed to Barbara Marx Hubbard, excerpt from "a manuscript which has not been published"*
*according to JOHN KLYCZEK, writing for UNLIMITED HANGOUT, in his report Barbara Malthusian Hubbard: From Limits to Growth to UN Agenda 2030, published 3 March 2023: the quote's author did not deny writing it, but claimed that it was being taken out of context (in what context would it look less threatening?), wasn't published, and would never be published (by her). 
Barbara Marx Hubbard was a futurist and a proponent of "conscious evolution", which is the point at which evolution switches from being driven by random, natural processes to being driven by conscious decisions and access to technology. That process has already started.
The biographies I've read of her describe her as atheistic or agnostic; I suggest being careful about how you interpret her references to "God". They're probably a metaphor, quite possibly for groups of humans with "God complexes" such as several people within her extended network of influence do seem to have.
WE ARE GODS!
―Yuval Noah Harari
The God Complex
George Soros started playing God. World Economic Forum (WEF) at Davos was his stage. Political jargon replaced financial jargon and political polemics became his pass time. His speeches embellished with “Greater Good of the World” “Fight authoritarian regimes” and “I feel responsible for the future of civilization” indicate the onset of his “God Complex”.
―Karuna Gopal Vartakavi, Decoding the ‘God Complex’ of George Soros, The Daily Guardian, 24 February, 2023
John Klyczek documented numerous ties between Barbara Marx Hubbard and the Rockefellers (her book The Evolutionary Testament of Co-Creation is dedicated to Lawrence (sic) [Laurence] Rockefeller), The Club of Rome, the book Limits to Growth, the WEF (World Economic Forum), and the trans-humanist movement.
Mr. Klyczek added the following note near the end of his article that's worth a quick comment:
"In response to my first installment in this investigative series on Hubbard, several of her colleagues have critiqued my report, arguing that I unfairly represented Hubbard’s character. These Hubbard apologists have suggested that she was well intentioned, but that she was taken advantage of by globalist oligarchs, who hijacked her ideas and co-opted her image to usher in a technocratic New World Order under a veneer of New Age spirituality."
Mr. Klyczek isn't buying the innocent dupe narrative and neither am I. Innocent people don't paint targets on their intended victims by describing them in de-humanizing language, which is a red flag for genocidal intent.
Most of the opinions I've encountered regarding the quote that begins this chapter assume that it's about eugenics. Specifically, they assume she's talking about the bottom quarter of the earth's population. This is yet another case of a preference for narrative over evidence & reason. There is no evidence to my own knowledge of eugenic intent, but rather, the opposite.
[image: ]
Left: natural evolution. Right: conscious evolution. A buddy of mine whom I showed this representation to objects 🧔🏼‍♂️: the pug was bred by a western society in decline. [They] are manifestations of social dysfunction, not so much 'conscious evolution.' [per se] 🧔🏻‍♂️ Me: maybe it depends on WHO is making the conscious decisions.  In any case, humans are self-domesticating the same direction: less intelligent, but more sociable. Buddy 🧔🏼‍♂️: well, until they pushed the mRNA vaccines into the masses. That just selected for the exact opposite.
If you're a member of a ruthless cabal, with a history murdering millions in pursuit of strategic resources, which group would make more sense to rid yourself of: hapless dependents who live only at your mercy, or well-fed rivals?!
"USELESS EATERS!"
―Yuval Noah Harari
Like Barbara Marx Hubbard, he's not talking about people low on the socioeconomic spectrum; he's talking about YOU. If you can't see that, it's because you're thinking from an installed point-of-view, but NOT HIS. "Useless" TO HIM. He's not interested in your productivity that earns YOU wages that YOU then use to buy a high standard of living that eats up resources ("eaters"); to him, that's PRECISELY the problem!  
This isn't even speculative; their co-conspirators have culled your relatives before! The tremendous body-count of the world wars of the 20th century weren't an accident; they were planned! Modern wars between major world powers have to be planned out decades in advance, and they have to be financed. They didn't go after unproductive people; they slaughtered alpha males.
The only thing that has spared you up to now was a historical accident—Stalin's usurpation of power from Leon Trotsky, which was almost certainly what Hitler was dispatched to undo—& waiting for technology they wanted like artificial intelligence. The USSR no longer exists but now they're back to proxy wars and coup attempts. In any case they've decided they don't need you anymore, and worse, they're worried about resource depletion post Hubbert's peak. "It's time!"
I'm not an insider and I don't get a copy of the memos, but I do have some access to some of their thinking via an investment banker, mentioned elsewhere, I've had close personal access to.
Let's talk about ants. This isn't my analogy; it's theirs. It's how they think.
Ants are dumb. They have a brain no bigger than the size of a grain of beach-sand. The total number of neurons in their little bodies (the total, not just their central nervous system) is on the order of 250,000 (varies by species, but not enough to be significant). Humans have on the order of trillions, and network power isn't linear. 
An ant's brain-power isn't dedicated to conscious reasoning. Instead, much of it is dedicated to processing pheremonal signals from other ants, or in other words, it's dedicated to protocols between ants, and responses to stimuli.
If an ant finds food, it lays down a pheromone trail on its way back to the nest. Other ants detect the pheromones and follow it back to the first ant's trail. The ants fairly quickly collectively determine the shortest path between the nest and the food through many ants starting from different paths.
Ants are also able to navigate around obstacles due to random ants wandering off the main ant trail and haphazardly finding their way around the obstacle. They don't analyze it; the algorithm works due to the large number of ants and algorithms that make use of randomness.
The algorithm goes horribly wrong if ant scent-trails ever accidentally loop around in a circle. Then you get "death spirals" where the ants march around in a circle until they die of exhaustion. I had to fact-check that claim, because it sounds over-the-top ("don't they just get tired and give up?"), but apparently ants aren't smart enough to ever realize anything is wrong. However, not all ants get trapped in the death-spiral; randomness strikes again in their favor!
Ants have specialized tasks, like foraging or maintaining the ant-hill or caring for eggs & pupae. What if due to some mass casualty event (like a death spiral), they run low on foragers? The survivors would starve to death if they didn't rebalance the division-of-labor. They have an algorithm to do that too: they give off pheromonal signals to identify their role to other ants, and switch roles to rebalance themselves if their encounters with ants in other roles falls below a threshold.
In other words, ants are individually dummies but collectively as anthills somewhat intelligent. So-called "smart cities" are supposed to be designed the same way: full of humans who can talk and follow simple orders, but not much else.
Personally, I find it interesting that the ants are able to coordinate their activities without any one ant being in charge and giving out orders. One of my buddies insists that this is not the case. "They have a queen!" Yes, they have an ant humans refer to as a "queen", dedicated to laying eggs, but she doesn't make decisions for the colony. It would in fact be impossible for her to do that; first of all, she doesn't have enough brains to do so, and second, the other ants aren't conveying to her complex data about conditions inside or outside of the ant-hill; they're not even capable of doing so. Calling her a "queen" is an anthropomorphism, something that this particular buddy of mine frequently scolds other people (including me) about when they do that as regards other animals. She's just the ant specialized for & dedicated to egg-laying.
In the ant colony, decisions are diffuse and dispersed among many ants. That's how it's possible for the ant colony to collectively carry out emergent intelligent behaviors that are far beyond the capabilities of any one ant. But the distributed decision-making is NOT what our oligarchal overlords are interested in. They're not planning to give up their central power; on the contrary, they intend to consolidate it & concentrate it even further, using artificial intelligence fed insane levels of data-collection to manage the complexity of centralized decision-making. I should note in passing that the MAGA alternative is supposed to be more decentralized, but my confidence in this stated intention or outcome is low.
They don't want to be ants; they want to be ant-farmers (in human terms, the commissars and "intellectuals"). They want themselves to be a tiny minority of relatively intelligent ranchers in charge of the dumb livestock, believing themselves to have a special wisdom the rest of us deemed unworthy to continue existing and breeding lack. They want to rule over smart ant hills ("smart cities") populated with dumb ants. 
They also want their human livestock to be like the ants in another way: nearly all female except for a few drones (not that they haven't tinkered with the idea of artificial sperm), and mostly non-fertile. That's the hidden message in the slogan "the future is female". Another version, associated with overt male gendercide, is 
"the future, if there is one, is female"
―Joanna Russ
That's part of the reason investment banks require their corporate clients to fire white, and increasingly Asian, males too, to replace with  females or members of preferred races or ethnic groups. I wrote "require" because they already impose quotas and have already indicated they plan on doing so more broadly and systematically in the near future.
When males are excluded from family wage opportunities, they're excluded from family formation. That's by-design, and rather obvious, but taboo to notice or talk about. I mentioned in the preface that the USSR had explicit ethnic policies favoring some ethnic groups over others. That's the reason the western media hid it from you; similar policies were going to be put in place in the western countries for the same reasons, by the same sponsors. If you were a target, they didn't want you to know before they sprang it on you.
"The optimum population [of the intelligent Alpha caste]," said Mustapha Mond, "is modeled on the iceberg-eight-ninths below the water line [that is, they're of low intelligence], one-ninth above." 

"And they're happy below the water line?"

"Happier than above it. Happier than your friend here, for example."

He pointed. [at Helmholtz Watson, a particularly intelligent and athletic alpha male who's unhappy]
―Aldous Huxley, Brave New World
Aldous Huxley was the brother of Julian Huxley, who was a New World Order insider and the author of the UNESCO charter. Brave New World was published in 1932. It's reasonable to suspect that the plan to dumb down the population dates back at least that long ago, though so far I keep finding more bread crumbs the further back I look; it looks like it dates back to at least the early 19th century. In case you're wondering: Huxley was almost certainly disclosing the plan. And what did they do about the disclosure? They helped him get it published, and even made it standard reading in high school for a while. Rendered invisible by habituation.
"Evil must hide in plain sight, for the rules of the universe demand that the deceived must consent to their deception."
―Source unknown. Often attributed to Aleister Crowley, which would have given it a fitting pedigree given his activity both in the Occult and as a British Imperial agent, but sadly it is found nowhere in his known writings.
1932 is long before complexity theory took off. In other words, they knew they wanted to be ant-farmers long before they had any idea how it might be accomplished, or for that matter, before they had decided on a pretext. Hardly surprising; their ancestors were traders in low-skilled, low-cost labor as well as in products made by same. Their labor force were slaves before that was abolished throughout the British Empire & for a while longer in the USA.
"Companies with links to slavery in their past include:
Royal Bank of Scotland…
Barclays Bank…
HSBC [Hong Kong Shanghai Banking Corporation; sounds Chinese but actually British Imperial, set up to facilitate trade between Europe & Asia]…
Lloyds Banking Group…
Lloyd’s of London…
Arbuthnot Latham…
Greene King…"
―List compiled from article Barclays, HSBC and Lloyds among UK banks that had links to slavery, by Jasper Jolly, published Thu 18 Jun 2020 in The Guardian. Telling on themselves, because it's a simple matter to shift the blame to another class of victims.
There was a similar pattern among investment banks and big money-center banks operating in the USA (many of which have the same roots). The products being under-written tend to heavily fall into two categories strongly associated with empire: mass-produced commodities for global trade (cotton, sugar, chocolate, etc) and especially vice-crops—they were specifically looking for anything addictive: tobacco, hard liquor, and even and especially highly addictive substances like Opium & its many derivatives; ask the Chinese government about that, which is pursuing revenge with fentanyl. To this day there is still a strong link between investment banking and laundered drug-trafficking profits.
The people currently accusing many of you of "whiteness" as the new "original sin" (some of them openly call it that!) are derived from the same people who themselves were slavers and vice-traffickers and who by the same token impoverished the ancestors of some of you by forcing them to compete with slave labor. Indirectly by way of re-investing profits of drug trafficking & by pushing addiction & dependence on pharmaceuticals, they're still vice-traffickers.
There's not really any irony here; they want their human livestock back, but they realized a long time ago it would be wiser to stop calling them "slaves". They found it more effective to convince the human livestock that they're free & "being taken care of" (just like livestock) with social welfare services & subsidies.
If you go along with it, then you're complicit. 
Malthusian concerns, yes, but apparently not their top priority
The book Brave New World confirms that over-population is a big concern for the World Controllers, but interestingly, in the book it's not tied to resource depletion!  They were then, and sometimes still are, Keynesians as well as Malthusians; they worried about not consuming enough! "Ending is better than mending." The reason it matters is to 2nd-guess their intent. If I had to make an intelligent guess based on other clues, their initial goal was to cull the herd to make it easier to manage, that is, control per se matters more to them than resource-depletion per se, though their financial sponsors were also carefully watching resources and were quick to notice the depletion of petroleum as part of their strategic planning.
Their fictional counterparts in Brave New World control population growth by first of all doing all reproduction artificially on an industrial scale, the minority of fertile women performing something called "Malthusian drills", and by having most of the female population being sterile "freemartins", whose fertility was destroyed before they were born. 
It's worth noting in passing that in real life, population expansion is constrained but population shrinkage is not. In other words, going to zero is a real possibility as Elon Musk has pointed out. Increasingly it looks like that's a goal not an oversight; that is, they want the population of free-range humans to go to zero.
It's also worth pointing out that in Yevgeny Zamyatin's version of the New World Order (described in his book "We" (Мы in original Russian), written 1920–1921, most of the remaining population of the world are confined to highly-regulated domed cities (compare to "smart cities"), with personal freedom reduced to as close to zero as possible (especially at the end of the book, after "the operation"), and they eat food that's manufactured, not grown. Zamyatin was supposed to have been inspired by the Fabian propagandist H.G. Wells, and likely he was, but I have to wonder if as an early Bolshevik himself he had better access to what the real plans were.
Naive not to expect open violence once subtler means no longer necessary
Lesley Stahl: we have heard that a half a million children have died [from sanctions reducing access to food and medical supplies]. I mean that's more children than died when in Hiroshima and…and you know is the price worth it?
Madeleine Albright: I think this is a very hard choice but the price…we think the price is worth it.
―60 Minutes interview, 12 May 1996
I am tired of the word 'genocide'!
―Senator Lindsey Graham, speech at the South Carolina Republican Party's Silver Elephant Gala on 9 August, 2025
Huxley assumed that after a brief transition phase of violence & destruction (without specifying just how much the NWO was willing to spare of the old world order!) the New World Order would continue its operations without brute force, using psychological manipulation. That's been true in some contexts, but not others. Specifically, it had been true until recently as regards infiltrating & conquering the heavily-armed USA from within. But other parts of the world have been subjected to genocidal levels of violence whenever it suits whoever is calling the shots. The soft-power tactics are used to the extent they are only because they work and are relatively easy to conceal, not because those wielding them can't or don't want to resort to covert violence when convenient, and overt violence wherever feasible, when soft-power tactics fail, or when the problem being resolved is population where it's not wanted. Covert killing has already started with bio-warfare, and open brute violence is in the pipeline via the importation of armies disguised as "refugees". No more Mr. Nice Guy! 
Who's targeted?
Europeans are living beyond Earth’s means

If everyone consumed at the same rate as the average European, we would need a planet three times the size of Earth.

EU residents are using the world’s resources faster than it can replenish them. Human society would use earth’s annual biocapacity – the amount of resources it can renew in the space of a year – by 10 May if everyone lived in the same way as Europeans, according to wildlife charity WWF and sustainability organization Global Footprint Network.

Although by headcount Europeans make up a small part of the global population, they account for a fifth of humanity’s footprint – that is the amount of carbon produced, food and products consumed and built-up space occupied.
―Charlotte EdmondSenior Writer, Formative Content, article on WEF website, 16 May 2019
So they say, but I'm not buying it. They have more control over your standard of living than you do; they could pull the plug any time they wanted, which is probably pretty soon. White/European genocide seems to be a solution looking for a problem.
They won't stop there; once one goal sufficiently accomplished they'll move to the next target. The Japanese and Koreans also being subjected to demographic warfare, for similar reasons. Anyone smart enough to build and maintain complex infrastructure is ultimately targeted. The Chinese are wise to discretely attempt playing their own game, which is why they're being targeted with hot war.
While someone in control does seem to have some pragmatic concerns about resource depletion (and exactly one strategy for resolving it: genocide and democide), their actual moves leave me skeptical that it's really their primary concern and motivator. Their real primary concerns are:
	Extending their rule to the whole planet.

	Proactively eliminating any and all potential rivals for their rule, so that they can rule unchallenged forever. Maintaining advantage through "permanent war for permanent revolution"; a state of permanent cold war whenever it's not hot. When there's no hot war going on, there's still a surreptitious cold war constantly waged against any and all potential rivals.

	Destroying what came before and replacing it with something more to their own tastes. I'm reminded of science-fiction scenarios where the aliens geo-engineer earth to render it suitable to their own needs at the expense of ours. Effectively it's revolution for the powerful not the powerless, the latter of which never made any sense.



BACK UP! JUST WHO ARE THESE PEOPLE? WHAT IS THIS NEW WORLD ORDER?
I started writing the backstory, then realized it was getting too long, even after cutting it down to just the highlights of its existence and activity. I'll have to forego the history of how things came to be this way, other than to say it's been going on clandestinely much longer than most people would imagine. The further back I look, the more bread-crumbs I find. My guess organizationally it pre-dates Thomas Malthus who inspired their obsession with overpopulation and resource depletion. Someone figured out well over a century ago that there would be a lot less resistance to global empire if it acted quietly, behind the scenes of visible government. For all intents and purposes, the last vestiges of national sovereignty ended on most of the planet's surface with the world wars; that was the real reason for staging them.
Conspiracy theorists tends to over-emphasize the continued role of players such as the Freemasons, the Illuminati, and the Catholic Church. All of those players had their day in the sun, but one is the faintest shadow of its former self after pulling off two revolutions (one of them causing it to become unwelcome to continue playing because it went against orders), another no longer exists to the best of my knowledge, and yet another taken over by hostile forces and relegated to a bit role as an influencer before its planned final demise. It would be more fruitful to investigate the evolution of what was originally the British East Indies Company, and its investment-banking partners, that evolved into modern institutions related to empire, trade franchises, and monopolies over addictive substances and system chokepoints. 
What's perhaps more important than who and what is how. Here's how it works:
Contrary to popular imagination, it's not a single monolithic entity; it's a complex and diffuse network of institutions. That's an operational detail, but it also happens to have the advantage of being hard for normie brains to process. They need their adversaries to be specific institutions like the WEF and specific people like Klaus Schwab. They need specific names and faces to be able to process.
It's a complex partnership among the rebranded shadow imperial network, much of which is hidden behind its myriad NGO cutouts, "intelligence" agencies in multiple countries, global finance and its 1000 largest corporate clients (including and especially Big Media), organized crime, and terror networks.
TERROR NETWORKS?! Yes, it has several in its arsenal. It pretends to fight them while siccing them on adversaries, including on its own subjects (us!). 
It also employs lower-grade shock-troops for less violent harassment and intimidation campaigns. WE HEAR YOU, PEACEFUL PROTESTERS!
The different partners all specialize in different types of tasks. Need a law? The shadow empire presses the visible government to pass one. Need to skirt a limitation on state power (for example, spying and censorship)? Hand the job over to a private partner.
It's low-key. It hides behind visible national governments. It doesn't occur to people to rebel against a power they have concept-blindness to. Its representative in the USA is now widely-known as "the deep state"; it's a code-word for a complex of "national security agencies", which is somewhat of a misnomer as the only security they're protecting is their own. I tend to refer to the whole global network as "the Shadow Empire".
Visible national governments that ignore its orders get regime-changed, often under false pretexts like "human rights emergencies" or "to support democracy". It has gotten amazingly adept at regime-change operations often without needing an actual invasion, though invasion is on the table too. They have local personnel ready for activation whenever needed, disguised as humanitarian operations. 
The risk of infiltration and covert warfare are the reasons that shadow government is somewhat of a necessity. Any country whose real government is the visible government is going to get infiltrated, taken over, and destroyed from within. This must have happened throughout Europe by the early 20th century, and the last holdouts must have fallen to the world wars. I'm increasingly convinced that by WW2, the entire setup for the war was installed. Author Richard Poe has disclosed via posts on social media site 𝕏 that the British government installed Mussolini. He also claims, which looks correct to me, that the modus operandi is to get other world powers fighting each other. The Nazis were apparently dispatched to try to regime-change the USSR after Stalin usurped power from Trotsky. The point was NOT to eliminate communism, just switch communists. As far as I can tell, the Shadow Empire maintained a great degree of influence in the USSR even after turning on the leadership and even after pivoting to China; I believe they used economic leverage via trade policies and loans. They were literally supplying the bullets aimed at American boys during the Vietnam War, and I don't think this was interpreted by them as a cost but a benefit; their loyalties don't reside where American normies assume they do.
The regime change operations and installation of puppet governments is why policies on numerous matters, no matter how unpopular, get implemented on a global scale in "lockstep" fashion.
The Shadow Empire has been re-branded. It's no longer the British Empire. Arguably, it's no longer British, hasn't been for a long time now, and the traditional peoples of the British Islands are under attack by their own government, now openly so under the Keir Starmer regime. Most of the time it operates clandestinely, but when it does feel the need to brand itself, it uses international branding such as the UN or the various continental trade organizations such as the EU or ASEAN.
The system they're pushing is full-blown communism. That fact evaded me for the longest time. I knew they wanted Socialism of some form or another, but somehow managed to convince myself that problems they kept running into trying to manage centrally-planned economies had convinced them to compromise. After all, they even urged their Chinese clients to shift to a mixed-model economy. I'm increasingly convinced though that in their minds, tolerance for free enterprise and private ownership is nothing more than a stop-gap measure as they continue convincing themselves that they're working out the bugs in centrally-managed economies. It appears they believe that AI is their ace-in-the-hole: they'll replace human choices with algorithms.
While it's still willing to commit (and as of this writing, actively committing) genocidal levels of violence, it's gotten exceedingly skilled at "soft-power tactics", including and especially involving mass psychology and propaganda. Here's the TL;dr version of just a few of its soft-power tools:
	Commercial entertainment complex including books, TV, and movies: planting emotional reactions they can trigger on demand, like the hostile reaction to Russians mentioned elsewhere (but it's not just Russians; their victims are many). This is one of its most insidious tools. People think they're being entertained, but in reality they're being psychologically primed to react predictably to future staged events (popularly known as "predictive programming").

	Terror networks that can trigger particularly strong emotions (fear, hate) to the point of psychologically breaking people.

	Gigantic numbers of NGOs that carry out secret projects, including spying and unconventional warfare operations, under cover of charity, public interest, arts and culture, or public service. Elon Musk's DOGE recently uncovered that a lot of them were funded through USAID.

	Indoctrination of children through influence on school curricula and grants to, and therefor influence on, teaching colleges.

	Grants for religious influencers



Now the really bad news: it has an agenda above and beyond just ruling the world. It came with a blueprint for how the world should look. A lot of the blueprint seems to be designed to maintain the status quo; it's the Trotskyite "permanent revolution" that is never to be overthrown. This observation is consistent with a similar claim in Brave New World, in which the motto of the World State is
"Community, Identity, Stability."
Community meaning an engineered social system, identity meaning roles aren't just assigned but rather eventually people are to be tailored to them(!), and stability means it's permanent and you're not allowed to change it. Anyone who wouldn't have fit in was annihilated during or in the immediate aftermath of the Nine Years' War and the Great Economic Collapse (presumably engineered; it's whenever they pull the plug ahead of external crises that are opportunities for those who know they're coming); rogue free-thinkers who show up now and then are sent into exile on various relatively remote islands, the Falklands being specifically mentioned. I have a feeling that exile in lieu of elimination is more Huxley's wishful thinking than reality. Even if exile were an option, which I doubt, I'm skeptical you'd be left to your own devices in the exile colony; more likely it would be a prison-colony. It wouldn't take many geniuses accumulating in one place to pose a threat.
Guessing one's opponent's moves
When you play a game of chess, your opponent doesn't tell you what his plans are; you have to guess. The following is a combination of what they have disclosed and my own informed guesses.
	The plan has remained remarkably stable for at least a hundred years, probably more, but there have been refinements added over time. This is what I've been able to glean from several original sources, such as the WEF (World Economic Forum) website as well as its social media posts, the UN website, and various upstream documents related to projects like 30x30, the New Green Deal, and so on.

	The primary concern at the moment seems to be, more generally and more abstractly, unsustainable, non-linear trend-lines. It's current MO for dealing with them appears to be systematic sabotage, which is introducing chaos into the system that will also be impossible to control. It seems to be a "Scylla and Charybdis" situation, where the distance between the two perils shrinks over time.

	Global system. One size fits all. You will no longer be allowed to vote with your feet. Unfortunately, one mistake at the top could doom the whole world instead of just one country. The global empire was always a bad idea; it was introduced for reasons of wanting to rule everything forever; not really for "world peace" which doesn't seem to really mean what you've been mislead to believe it does, or "to save the planet."

	2-class system. The purpose is presumably to leave a big gap between "managers" and "workers" (ranchers and livestock) to have plenty of warning before an upstart rises up to challenge the ruling class. 

	In Brave New World, the IQ gap is enforced environmentally via fetal alcohol syndrome; in real life it's primarily genetic though likely to be augmented with nootropics and other technologies. This is almost certainly the real reason that IQ is such a taboo topic. What seems to be happening though is that the managers have a bad case of Dunning-Krueger. They're not geniuses; they're bosses of geniuses whose staff will tell them whatever they want to hear. 

	The point of intelligence is to make intelligent choices. Choices are going to be transferred to artificial intelligence, therefor intelligence in anyone other than the designated intellectual class a superfluous hazard they won't allow to exist. Membership into the designated intellectual class is by invitation only, same as it was in the communist countries where there were explicit designated "intellectual" classes, and invitations extended only to those who profile correctly. Neither will there be much room at the top anyway; it's intentionally a small, exclusive minority. A lot of college-educated people imagine that they'll be commissars, not proletarians. More likely, if they don't profile correctly, or there are too many of them, they'll be lined up against a wall. This isn't much of a speculation; it's already happened historically, like in Kampuchea where executions were expedited for those who wore glasses—a likely sign of too much reading.

	Property rights to be phased out completely for mundanes. An algorithm will decide what you need.

	Limits on personal wealth even for so-called "elites". Those who are on-board the plan or at least tipped off move the bulk of their wealth into charitable foundations, or it gets targeted through confiscatory tax policies. This seems to be a longstanding policy, probably to prevent upstarts from challenging the status quo (another "stability" measure).

	Population levels to be controlled as tightly as possible; eventually (fairly soon if their depopulation plan is successful) procreation is no longer a personal option. If and when they develop the technology, new replacements will be manufactured, not born of human mothers. And they won't necessarily be human, especially as time moves on and technology progresses.

	Food production is to be centralized so that who does not obey does not eat. Family farming to be effectively outlawed. Farm activity to be shifted from whites to Blacks (races; capitalization as per their orders), but the Blacks will be plantation hirelings, not owners.

	Digital currency with transaction-level control. Purchases may be declined for any reason. Also, they'll know exactly what you spend your money on, and it will be just one more way they  profile you. By the way, it appears that digital currency is the plan regardless of whether team ☭ or team MAGA (MEGA, MIGA, etc) is currently in office, although the former says "central bank digital currency" (CBDCs) and MAGA says decentralized stable coins. A word of caution about the latter: note that exchanges are tightly controlled and people and institutions have routinely denied transactions on orders executed without warning or due process.

	Mass surveillance. You will have no privacy at any time. They've openly said so, right up front. Your data will constantly be flowing into an AI system. It will serve the dual purpose of watching you for signs of non-compliance, and for utilizing control theory to run their system.

	Travel requires permission. Mundanes in particular are confined by default to their 15-minute sectors of their smart cities. My guess in part to reduce energy consumption for transportation, but also to prevent any possibility of organizing face-to-face for an uprising.

	In theory, law and order maintained through mass surveillance, constant data collection, predictive AI (they'll know you're going to commit a crime before you do), and constant hand slaps. In practice at least for the moment it looks more like "anarcho-tyranny" which I suspect is by design as an ostensibly temporary measure but my guess is it will get so entrenched that it never goes away. "Anarcho-tyranny" is when crime is out-of-control and the streets are actively dangerous, but so is government over-reach like no-knock raids over a pet squirrel or putting old grannies in prison because they showed up to a rival demonstration. I've been living under it for decades; it's hell.

	Mundanes are encouraged to plug into a virtual reality world, from which they will get their mental model of reality. It will probably be voluntary for adults but possibly mandated for kids as the new educational media, and tempting as adults as an escape from a grim reality. The Matrix movies come to mind, especially as regards the character Cypher who wanted to be plugged back in after getting a taste of the real world.



[image: Two young men sitting side by side in a storage shed, wearing virtual-reality goggles.]
The new prison of the mind. Image inspired by a popular novel. They share a storage shed but apparently never actually interact in meat-space.
There's an ongoing heated argument whether it's "Fascism" because of the government-corporate partnership or Communism because of the loss of property rights. One might also want to put in a word for Technocracy because that's planned to be part of the system too. It's pointless to debate: they can construct their system out of elements of any and all of those systems, and others too any time it suits them. Unlike mundanes, they don't limit their options by swearing everlasting fealty to a principle or ideology. 
It's worth mentioning in passing that their predecessors thought of themselves as communists, and some active now still do; that's why there's been a flush of commentary about a communist coup (actually, it happened a long time ago; they simply maintained a low profile for decades), like Jack Posobiec's book Unhumans: The Secret History of Communist Revolutions (and How to Crush Them). Note that he calls them "unhumans". I don't have an inside line to his thinking but it might be a play on the concept of transhumanism. The forward being authored by Stephen K. Bannon suggests a possible connection as well; Mr. Bannon is aware of and frequently warns against their transhumanistic dreams.
😡 "THAT'S NOT REAL COMMUNISM!" 😡
There is no "real Communism" somewhere up in the heaven of Platonic archetypes. Communism is just an abstract idea in one's head. You can't put 5 kg of Communism in a wheel barrow, take it to a lab, and analyze it to see if it's "real". A lot of the argument over "real Communism" is an artifact of the Cold War: Stalinists (nationalist Communism) versus Trots (globalist Communism). There's no real Capitalism or Technocracy either.
🫣 WELL I JUST WON'T PARTICIPATE. 🫣
My consistent observation has been that people who say this are enthusiastic if mindless participants, and their ancestors put their lives on the line for it, some of them making the ultimate sacrifice. A lot of what you perceive to be personal choices depend on someone else's willingness to allow you to have them. They've already told you they're going to take them away, and shutting down the consumer economy is already in progress & proceeding rapidly. They've already admitted that remote rural locations will be cut off from access to markets:
"They live different kinds of lives outside of the city"
My biggest concern is all the people who do not live in our city. Those we lost on the way. Those who decided that it became too much, all this technology. Those who felt obsolete and useless when robots and AI took over big parts of our jobs. Those who got upset with the political system and turned against it. They live different kind of lives outside of the city. Some have formed little self-supplying communities [emphasis mine; I suggest reading that as "cut off from the rest of the market."]. Others just stayed in the empty and abandoned houses in small 19th century villages [me: that's a hint that they'll be cut off from tools and supplies, hence forced to make do with what they can salvage. By the way, why do you suppose the houses are "empty and abandoned"?!]
―Ida Auken for the World Economic Forum, Welcome to 2030. I own nothing, have no privacy, and life has never been better, 11 Nov 2016
THAT'S HER BIGGEST CONCERN DEAR READER!!
I have reason to believe they'll take more draconian measures than cutting them off from markets, though. They have no more reason to hold back once they've consolidated their power, and their genocidal behavior in relatively remote regions of the globe indicates they are far more ruthless than their soft-power tactics at home suggest. They've got the weapons at their disposal to do a thorough job of depopulating the hinterlands. They're not going to allow us to regroup outside their control and undo what they've done, not to mention pay them back. 
They've had well over a century to think this through, whereas much of what I'm writing will be news to most readers. The strategic information gap is massive, and we're on the losing side.
Some SNAFUs have come up in their plans:
It's not clear how much longer they'll be able to keep the dragon on a leash. The plan was that the seed of their global empire, namely China, would send students to the western countries to facilitate a transfer of technology, and then the students would bring back the "Open Society" mindset and values. But what has happened instead is that as soon as they return home, they re-adjust to the dominant mindset. For one thing, the Chinese government built its Great Firewall to keep the mind-virus out. It's fairly likely the populist elements of team MAGA are tolerated solely to contain them.
Something else that went wrong is that China is ignoring orders to economically boycott Russia. Two super-powers, one with a gigantic industrial base (thanks to mandatory offshoring pushed by the Rockefellers) and the other with a massive natural resource base, teamed up against one dying super-power. The plan was in fact for the parasites to kill their host (that is, the collapse of the United States isn't an accident, but was planned a long time ago), but China was supposed to be firmly under their control by then. It's not.
The BRICS nations, under Chinese leadership, are going to implement a new currency system and financial order. I'm reasonably certain the Chinese have no intention of turning it over to their current sponsors, who are losing the largely illusory control they ever had over them.
😲 "THE NEW WORLD ORDER IS OUT OF TIME! POWER IS GOING TO SHIFT TO CHINA AND RUSSIA." 😲
If so…so what? How does that help us? No longer being global top dog doesn't imply that they lose their grip on US. If anything, they've been accelerating their plans for us. Putin's not coming to save us contrary to a popular but baseless meme. He didn't even warn his own people against the vaxxines. By the way, despite starting to pull out of the grip of the NWO, the Chinese Communist Party seems to like the system they were recruited to try out, and they're planning to keep it. Even if the PLA invaded, it's not coming to save us. And even if the NWO did collapse without any new invasions, it's just trading one problem for another (probably gang warfare).
It's also worth noting that the PRC has been actively helping the NWO destroy its own host, and continues to do so even after the NWO temporarily reversed course (MAGA et al). You have a choice between two rivals both of whom ultimately want to eliminate you as a potential rival to their rule.
You don't get to write the NWO out of the story until it's actually gone. By "Lindy Effect" alone it's far more likely to outlast you than you it. For one thing, many seeds of your destruction have already been sown. Your birthrates were already collapsing before the the vaxxines damaged your fertility beyond viability unless you take conscious action to turn the trend around.
Timeframe? I don't know IF all of the NWO's plans are going to happen, though many of them already committed to reality or in progress, and worse, there are existential problems that exist without regard to who's in charge. Bear in mind that any black swans that defeat your adversaries will almost certainly destroy you first. 2030 is the official date the Great Reset is to be implemented. They're probably scrambling at this point to make it happen. Excess mortality is high as I type these words, and birth-rates are collapsing; much of their demographic target will be achieved by then. TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE NO MATTER WHAT.
Resistance? Put everything you've got into survival. We're entering a time of chaos. Who survives, wins. Who plans and organizes, survives.
Ah, Love! could you and I with Him conspire
To grasp this sorry Scheme of Things entire,
Would not we shatter it to bits—and then
Re-mould it nearer to the Heart's Desire!
―A famous verse from the Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam as translated by Edward FitzGerald. They hijacked it to mean they plan to destroy our world to make way for theirs. 
Cultural artifacts as informants
I was planning to provide you with a list of documents and websites regarding the New World Order and the Great Reset, but changed my mind and deleted it because the benefit negligible compared to the cost in terms of time, which you're running out of, and your enjoyment of life versus slogging thru horrors like the writings of Lord Bertrand Russell, Julian Huxley, and Yuval Noah Harari. There's also the problem that almost all of these documents are intentionally misleading, and I don't have enough bandwidth to provide exhaustive commentary.
I have a better idea. A lot of their ideas are captured in fiction. Not, unfortunately, particularly good fiction, but even I find it easier on the poor old brain. 
I'm also concerned that regardless of informant, what's been revealed publicly is not the whole story. While much of the New World Order conspiracy is an open secret, investigating some of the darker parts especially involving wars, genocide, and trafficking in vices can get you killed or at least so badly blacklisted nobody else ever gets to see your book or article. A great deal of our official history and news are works of fiction that are aggressively defended. I think though that in some "fiction," you get at least some dark hints.
Something else that confuses the matter is that precisely because parts of the plan are a secret, many people who are in on the semi-public parts of the plan are working at odds with the secret parts. The right hand doesn't know what the left is doing.
Each of the following cultural artifacts give away some aspects of the plan, but none are exhaustive. 
Novels 
We by Yevgeny Zamyatin
A dystopian novel written by a Bolshevik insider who apparently knew the marching orders. Smart cities sealed inside domes, mass surveillance, manufactured food, and fake consensus.
Brave New World by Aldous Huxley
Written by the brother of Julian Huxley, a NWO insider who helped found UNESCO. Sex is purely recreational, and never procreational. Babies are manufactured in assembly lines. A dystopia of mindless hedonism and a low-intelligence majority. A few things he got wrong: there's no reason to believe that psychological manipulation will substitute for violence forever, and while he did realize that the mindless hedonism would leave a population of people suffering in silent misery because pleasure isn't happiness, he was unable to anticipate that the programming from a young age would have all sorts of bizarre side-effects in the form of perverse adaptations to it. Their vice is all pretty conventional; he failed to anticipate the psychosexual freak-show that's been spawned since.
1984 by George Orwell
1984 has been construed as criticism of specifically Stalin's abandonment of SOME parts of the agenda in favor of pragmatism and nationalism, versus a critique of the original plan, but there were problems before Stalin. There's a reason he discusses Ingsoc and sets the story in Airstrip One. Orwell makes a plea for "authentic socialism", but like communism, that's just an idea; there is no "Real Socialism in the Heaven of Platonic Archetypes". What Orwell did get right, unlike Huxley, is that he realized that the mask of soft-power and psychological tactics would come off once power sufficiently consolidated.
Movies 
In no particular order, because remakes with same or new titles make it awkward to try to order by date or title:
The Last Man on Earth (1964) / Omega Man (1971) / I am Legend (2007): The last man on earth survives a pandemic / biowarfare / engineered virus only to battle those who have been transformed by the virus. Humans replaced by no-longer-humans.
The day the earth stood still (1951, 2008): A conspicuously English (😏) extraterrestrial named Klaatu arrives on Earth with a powerful robot companion, Gort. Klaatu brings an urgent message of peace and a warning about humanity's aggressive behavior, which threatens not only Earth but also the stability of the universe. Initially met with fear and hostility, Klaatu attempts to convey his message to world leaders, urging humanity to change its ways or face dire consequences. In real life, this threat was known as "one world or none." The people who made the threat included some of those whose fingers were on the nuclear trigger. Lord Bertrand Russell, who thankfully wasn't one of the ones with his own hand on a trigger, went as far as urging a preemptive nuclear strike on the USSR. It's worth noting the movie contains a death-and-resurrection theme and that Klaatu is a Jesus-figure. Jesus wants you to sign up for global governance to prevent a terminal arms race.
Prometheus (2012), Covenant (2017): Creatures that destroy creators. Touches on artificial intelligence. Like a number of other NWOish movies has a number of notable Gnostic themes (I can think of a certain new member of the IDW who gets his mind twisted around this; for some reason he thought the solution was joining the fake opposition) including searches for hidden and forbidden knowledge, and Demiurges creating flawed creatures. Has a few references to death and resurrection, not to mention sacrifice and suicide as virtues. Notice that the language of the "Engineers" is "Proto-Indo-European"; I'm pretty sure there's a threat there. I don't want to spoil the plot but notice what David does to them and notice a shape that should remind you of a DNA double helix. I'm pretty sure there's a message there consistent with the theme of this chapter.
Minority Report: Mutants have nightmares about future violent crimes. The mutants are almost certainly metaphors for predictive artificial intelligence, which is in fact planned to be put into place ostensibly to help prevent crime (they'll target dissidents more than criminals, mark my words). One of the consultants for the movie was Peter Schwarz, an agenda contributor for the World Economic Forum's Great Reset.
Matrix Trilogy: Too complex to do them justice! There are stories on several different levels of metaphor. But some of the elements of the movie are a tad sinister: virtual reality prisons, the threat of annihilation of all the humans, and numerous transhumanistic elements such as humans interfacing directly with and ultimately fusing with machines. Note the demographics of Zion. The role of Neo was originally offered to Will Smith, who turned it down so that he could star in Wild, Wild West instead. A lot of the plot revolves around an imminent system reboot that looks like a metaphor for the Great Reset. Many have pointed out that Neo looks suspiciously like (yet another) Jesus figure. Jesus gave his life for the Great Reset, but he'll be back (second coming). 
Planet of the Apes series (1968, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973; Remake of original: 2001; Prequel Series: 2011, 2014, 2017): You'll never guess who the humans represent and who the apes represent 😲🤨 (and they call us "racists" 🙄; where do you think they got the idea for their constant race-baiting?). What's an extreme taboo for the rest of us is apparently acceptable for insiders; it's so over-the-top I had to fact-check the claim of my informant (Rosanne Barr mentioned it in passing while explaining that she assumed Valerie Jarrett was "Jewish or Persian" when she jokingly compared her to one of the apes from the movie, for which she got "cancelled"), but apparently it's common knowledge. Beneath the planet of the apes discloses the pretext for WHY the "humans" (😉) have to be replaced with "apes" (😬): humans build dangerous technology. Note the mockery of Christianity. I suggest not reading too much into the pretexts; they're the ones with their fingers on the trigger, not you or me.
Soylent Green (1973): Set in a future where overpopulation and environmental degradation have led to severe food shortages. The story follows Detective Frank Thorn, played by Charlton Heston, as he investigates the murder of a wealthy businessman. Thorn uncovers a shocking secret about the source of a popular food product called Soylent Green, revealing a disturbing truth about the society's survival. "Soylent", in case it's not obvious, is derived from "soy-lentil". This movie disclosed the plan for suicide pods, and apparently eating the bugs wasn't the only distasteful idea they toyed with.
Children of Men (2006): Set in a dystopian future where humanity faces extinction due to global infertility. The film follows Theo Faron, a disillusioned bureaucrat living in a chaotic and oppressive London. The world is plagued by social and political unrest, and the United Kingdom has become a police state, taking in refugees from around the globe. Theo is contacted by his estranged wife, Julian, who is part of a militant group called the Fishes. She asks for his help to transport a young refugee woman named Kee to safety. Kee is miraculously pregnant, the first woman to be so in nearly two decades, and the Fishes believe she holds the key to humanity's survival.
It's worth mentioning in passing; these aren't the only Hollywood movies designed to influence you. Arguably, all of them are, though sometimes only in terms of minor matters like product promotions. A lot of them promote engineered domestic social, political, and demographic change, and many promote wars.

      [image: ]…Volunteers see extinction as the only sure way to avoid breeding ourselves back to today’s density.

Homo sapiens’ population was reduced to fewer than 10,000 individuals at some time in our existence, an estimate based on the similarities of our DNA. This bottleneck likely happened 73,000 years ago when the Toba volcano rained ash on our habitat and precipitated a volcanic winter. Ten thousand would certainly be a sustainable number, if we weren’t so fecund clever.

Introduction of one breeding pair of an exotic species is all it takes to disrupt an ecosystem and cause extinctions of native species. We have evolved into a virtual exotic invader of Earth’s biosphere as a whole, incompatible with undomesticated life forms.

If we use a balance scale like blind Justice holds, place all the species going extinct on one side, and place us on the other—giving us about a 100,000 times more weight because we invented the scales—the sales will tip in favor of our extinction, even with our weighted advantage.
―The Voluntary Human Extinction Movement, About Q&A, Why extinction? Why not just get our population down to a sustainable size?
VHEMT was founded by a man mentored by Paul R. Ehrlich of Zero Population Growth fame. It was never about zero population growth; it was about zero free-range humans.
Story time!
[image: A tropical garden infested with beautiful blooming morning glory vines.]
It had to be done
The crystal clinking of glasses marked the end of a long career.
Alton Ramsay stood beneath the high arched windows of the Ministry’s reception hall, a slender glass of sparkling fluid in his hand, the muted applause of colleagues washing over him like tide on a distant shore. He nodded to the assembled faces—some familiar, some merely courteous—and smiled the kind of smile that had served him well through budget reviews, climate negotiations, and policy briefings.
“I won’t speak long,” he said, though everyone already knew he never did. “The work we’ve done here matters: protecting ecosystems, cleaning rivers, holding the line against careless expansion. It matters more than most people realize. Nature does not send invoices, but the cost of poor stewardship is always paid eventually.”
They gave him that polite, practiced chuckle. He raised his glass in farewell. “It’s been an honor.”
By late afternoon, he was alone again.
The car had dropped him at the edge of the gravel path leading to his villa, and he had declined help with his bags. The air here smelled different: cleaner, thick with sun-warmed leaves and distant sea air. His jacket was folded over one arm, collar open, shoes dusty from the walk.
The gate to his private garden creaked open under his hand.
It was a good space. A long rectangle bordered by stone walls and old-growth trees, sloping gently toward a view of low hills. The climate was generous: warm enough for Bougainvillea to spill like colored flame over the trellises and monarch butterflies to drift among the hibiscus without hurry.
Alton sighed, not with weariness, but with a sense of arrival.
He’d spent a career managing policy. But this… this was stewardship. This was his legacy, too, just not one that required consensus or quarterly reporting.
He already had a name for it: The Eden Plan.
In the far corner, a patch of wild ground waited, scrubby and full of promise. He imagined layering it into zones: dense native thickets for birds, flowering strips for pollinators, shaded pools for amphibians. A place where life would not just exist, but flourish.
He had plans for vertical layers of planting, for natural succession, for microclimates built by windbreaks and strategically-placed stones. He would compost, of course. Rainwater catchment would come later. Everything in time.
No lawnmowers. No monoculture. No ornamental sterility.
He wanted songbirds at dawn and frogs in the evening. He wanted butterflies that laid eggs and caterpillars that devoured leaves—because the world needed that kind of damage to stay alive.
He ran a hand over a vine’s curling edge. It was all potential now, waiting only for the tending.
Tomorrow, he would begin.

      [image: ]The days settled into rhythm.
Alton rose early, well before the heat pressed down on the stones, and worked with a quiet diligence that no committee could match. There was joy in the sweat, in the feel of loam between his fingers, in the slow satisfaction of progress made visible. Where there had once been tired turf and token shrubs, now came form and intention: berms sculpted to catch rain, shaded understories planted in tiers, vines coaxed upward over handmade lattices.
He kept a leather-bound notebook in his breast pocket, and filled it with sketches and species lists: Heliconias for the hummingbirds, Musa x paradisiaca for both the drama of its foliage and the bonus of fruit, and a cluster of Plumeria obtusa that perfumed the warm afternoons. Between the flowering things, he tucked in medicinal herbs and dense groundcovers that would discourage erosion. He’d even started a rough pond lined with stone, where dragonflies already came to hover.
The butterflies arrived first—zebra longwings and gulf fritillaries—and then came the warblers, yellow-throated and inquisitive. Once, while trimming a low hedge, he spotted a young tree frog clinging to the underside of a leaf. He paused, grinned, and left that section untrimmed for another day.
Everything was as he had envisioned it: a place in motion, alive with layered purpose.
And then, on a walk along the southern wall, spade in hand and hat low against the sun, he spotted something he didn't expect.
Gloriously big, bright purple flowers.
Alton frowned and went over for a closer look. 
Morning glory. Ipomoea indica, if he remembered correctly. A familiar face in the hedgerows and roadside ditches of warmer climates. Pretty enough to earn a welcome in cottage gardens—until it wore out its welcome. A careless neighbor might call it "charming". But he had filed too many reports to make that mistake.
It was probably native, or at least naturalized before official records were kept. Nevertheless, it was on the ministry’s noxious weed list. It could smother whole fields under a mat of growth in a week, and the real trick was underground. The roots broke off in pieces when pulled, and each one seemed to have ambitions of empire. Mowing or digging only made it worse if you weren’t thorough. The seeds scattered like confetti and could stay viable for years.
He wasn’t having it.
With a narrow trowel, Alton traced the vine’s runners back to their origin—carefully, methodically. He loosened the soil around the base, exposing a thick white root that snaked deeper than it had any right to. He dug until he was sure he had the whole thing. A second rootlet snapped anyway, off to the side. He widened the hole, dug again, and this time felt it come free.
The whole mass went into a sealed garden bag. He tied it off tightly and set it aside for incineration later—nothing as careless as compost.
He wiped his forehead with his sleeve and stood, surveying the little clearing with satisfaction. The sapling, freed of its unwelcome companion, stood straighter already.
“Caught you early,” he muttered. “That’s the trick.”
And with that, he moved on, whistling softly as he bent to mulch a nearby bed, the threat behind him, contained.
He spotted another one again a week later, winding along the base of the east fence.
At first he thought it might be a missed root fragment from the earlier removal—easy to do with Morning Glory. The smallest piece, left hidden under mulch or tucked beneath a stone, could sprout again with renewed ambition. He fetched the trowel and dug it out without ceremony, annoyed but not alarmed.
A few days after that, another runner appeared, this time near the compost shelter. Different corner of the garden entirely. He paused, trowel in hand, looking from the vine to the shelter and back again. Had he tossed contaminated soil there by mistake? Or had a seed blown in, unnoticed, on the breeze?
No matter. He rooted it out again—carefully, methodically, just as before. He checked the base of the shelter, the mulch pile, even the soles of his boots. There was no pattern he could find. Just persistence.
By the third week, he’d started carrying a small weeding blade on his belt like a sidearm.
The vine wasn’t just returning; it was thriving. Its runners came back thicker, leaves broader, bloom clusters more vivid. Once he found a length of it threading through his irrigation hose, the coils wrapping tightly enough to need slicing. Another time it had slipped beneath a bed of native wildflowers and begun creeping up through them, hidden until the morning sun caught a flicker of blue from a half-open bloom.
Still, he took it in stride. Nothing unmanageable, not yet. He had time, and he had experience. Weeding was part of the rhythm.
But then came the bed beneath the west trellis.
He’d cleared it just three weeks earlier, down to bare soil, mulched, then replanted with Nun's Orchids in the back and Calatheas in the front. He remembered because it had been satisfying work, the kind that left your arms scratched but your mind at peace.
Now, as he stepped into the shade of the trellis and pushed aside the branches, his breath caught. The bed was laced with runners; long ones, already sending down adventitious roots where they touched ground, anchored in half a dozen new places. It had leapfrogged across the entire plot. Both plantings were alive despite the smothering, being tough plants. But unfortunately the vines so tightly wound around both orchids and calatheas as to be hopelessly entangled. He wondered if the only way to get them out would be to dig everything up again and painstakingly separate out the vines.
He knelt slowly, not out of fatigue, but calculation. A week or two more, and it would’ve owned the whole bed.
“How the devil did you get here?” he murmured.
No answer, of course. Just the bright, cheerful blossoms nodding in the breeze.
He stood over the west trellis bed for a long time before he moved.
It wasn’t just irritation now; it was offense. He had planned this garden with care, mapped every layer of life it would support. And this thing—this interloper—wasn’t just invading; it was mocking the idea of balance.
Three weeks. That’s all it had needed to overrun his Calatheas. Three weeks under watchful eyes, in a garden tended daily by the former Minister of Ecology.
The next morning, he opened the chemical storage box.
He hadn’t touched it until now—mostly old supplies, legacy formulations from before he’d leaned into the more organic methods. But there, nestled beside a jug of neem oil and a nearly fossilized bar of insecticidal soap, was what he needed.
Triaclofuron-methyl. Not banned. Low-impact, by the ministry’s own reckoning—designed to target persistent perennials with minimal collateral damage when used correctly. He himself had approved its use in regulated ecological restoration projects. That gave it, in his mind, a sort of moral clearance.
Still, it felt like crossing a line.
After salvaging what he could from the bed, he mixed a dilute batch and walked the garden with a trigger sprayer, careful with the nozzle, precise with his aim. Runners curled along the fence, leaves just beginning to stretch—sprayed. A clump under the birdbath—sprayed. A few ambitious shoots poking through the mulch near the pond border—sprayed. He worked in silence, slow and methodical.
By the end of the day, he’d covered every known incursion.
Two days later, the leaves began to yellow. The vines sagged, collapsed. By the week’s end, they were brittle, blackened, and silent.
He burned the remnants in a metal barrel tucked out of sight, watching the smoke twist up through the still air. Then he turned back to the garden, took off his gloves, and let his hands rest on the stone gatepost.
It was quiet again. The pond shimmered in the sun, dragonflies skimming low. The Calatheas were back in their bed, a little battered but recovering. The butterflies were visiting again.
The problem was solved. For now.
The vines came back in silence, like a tide under moonlight.
Where he had sprayed a second time, they did not curl back in defiance, not right away. But neither did they die completely. Some withered, yes. Others browned at the edges, hesitated—and then resumed their advance, subtly, as though testing his will.
Within ten days, the runners returned. Thicker. Their leaves, glossier. In one place, the base of a trellis post, they had doubled back on themselves in a spiral that looked almost...deliberate.
Alton knelt with the sprayer again, gritting his teeth. He upped the concentration—just a touch, still (barely) within regulatory limits. He documented it in his notebook. He followed all protocols. For now.
But they were learning.
The herbicide began to scorch the edges without reaching the roots. Some leaves took on a splotched resistance, as if shrugging off the chemical touch. And in the warm soil beneath, the runners kept moving, undeterred. He unearthed one section and found a branching root web the size of a child’s torso: dense, pale, alive.
He stopped sleeping through the night.
He paced the garden with a flashlight, crouched low in the beam to check beds for runners. He began pulling plants he hadn’t intended to remove, convinced they might be hiding the enemy. A section of flowering sage was sacrificed on suspicion alone. His compost was no longer turned. Birds came less often.
He stopped logging his applications in the notebook.
The final breach came without fanfare. He found a runner halfway across the gravel path, dragging itself toward the far border of the garden—a dry zone, untouched by earlier infestations. It had crossed stone. It had crossed nothing. And it was flowering.
But he had a new plan. A fresh start. The garden could still be everything he had envisioned: rich, layered, alive with songbirds and butterflies, bursting with interwoven life. He would clear it all and begin again from the soil up, free from contamination, free from the remnants of a war he never intended to fight. A great reset. One final correction, and then paradise would be possible again.
That evening, he made the call.
The voice on the other end belonged to an old colleague, now director of one of the agency’s compliance offices. No name for the product was mentioned—just a batch number and a pickup location.
He retrieved it before dawn. Unmarked drums. A sprayer, gloves, and a respiration mask. 
He wheeled the drum to the center of the garden with careful hands. The frogs had gone silent. The Bougainvillea drooped under its own weight. A single monarch flitted past, unaware of what was about to happen.
He uncapped the sprayer.
He began with the base of the trellis, soaking the roots, the leaves, the soil, everything. No hesitation now. No lines spared. No sanctuary. He would end it all, because nothing else would do. Broad-spectrum. Total foliage kill. Soil sterilant. Illegal for private use in any form, let alone in a residential area. But effective. Final. Absolute.
Complete extinction is the only insurance against adaptation, he thought. If a thing learns from stress, then the only way to end it is to remove the lesson itself. Anti-fragility ends at zero.
The spray hissed softly in the still morning air.
Paradise. Soon.
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[image: Illustration of a road going through a small rural town somewhere in the tropics. Evidence of massacre evident.]
"Peace"
Aself-sabotaging quest is one where the very attempt to achieve a stated goal produces the opposite outcome. This often results from: 
	lack of acceptance: you know it's not going to work, but hope that it will anyway

	unrealistic assumptions

	conflicted motives leading to unintentional self-sabotage

	hidden agendas of partners

	technology outpacing wisdom

	plans based on the illusion of concepts existing without relation to anything else running into the reality of infinite connectedness; you change something then end up surprised by all the "unintended consequences".



Examples:
	The pursuit of happiness results in a jaded, dissatisfied, and depressed existence.

	The war on poverty bankrupts a nation.

	Regimes founded on the stated goal of equalitarianism invariably have wide gaps between haves and have-nots and negligible upwards class mobility.

	The pursuit of rationality has repeatedly spawned bizarre, fanatical, and dangerous cults.

	Great philanthropists tend to be dangerously narcissistic and sociopathic.

	The quest for paradise on earth produced hell on earth.

	A program to produce more food usually results in a famine. Except when it actually works (Green Revolution), then triggers a panic over over-population.

	A plan ostensibly to prevent over-population is the candidate most likely to trigger human extinction.

	Conscious evolution could speed up evolutionary change. So far, towards evolutionary dead-ends.

	Attempts to prevent intelligence from outracing wisdom result in lack of enough natural intelligence to solve existential problems. Some day, one of those problems might be runaway artificial intelligence.

	Attempts to maintain control over a rapidly-evolving system by systematically sabotaging potentially runaway elements result in uncontrollable chaos. 

	The search for meaning leads to bored oligarchs playing god.

	The quest for world peace consists of a series of wars designed to consolidate one global rule. If it fails, it leads to doomsday war. If successful, it will lead to massacre of rivals, culling of superfluous personnel, and enslavement of the survivors as the victors no longer face opposition to their worst secret desires. "Peace" means genocide.

	The quest for ultimate health and longevity through gene editing has already sickened or killed tens of millions of people who were used as experimental livestock despite lack of disclosure or consent.

	Barbara Marx-Hubbard's self-appointed Elders, trying to get themselves through the Great Filter, did something that might trigger the extinction of all of us, including themselves.



Final thoughts for this brief chapter: humans have never needed self-appointed organizers or saviors to impose their will over the rest of us in order to solve our problems. We've always been capable of self-organizing; we do it all the time and have done so since ancient times through voluntary exchange. What's more likely to destroy us is using real problems as a pretext for imposing hidden, egoic agendas.
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[image: Illustration of an Italian-American woman in her 50s lying in a hospital bed.]
Maria Santorelli never liked hospitals. The smell hit her first—bleach and plastic and something else underneath, maybe worry. She didn’t want to be here. She’d been perfectly happy treating herself at home with good meaty brodo, full of bones and parsley, alternating with her lemon-chamomile-honey infusion. Hadn’t missed a Sunday at Mass in thirty years, hadn't missed a sick kid in longer. 
But the doctor insisted. Made it sound like life or death. So her family insisted, too, bless their sweet, meddling hearts.
She pulled her cardigan tighter around her shoulders and squinted at the nurse’s badge. “I heard there’s something going around,” she said. “A virus. My son says it’s been spreading through hospitals.”
Nurse Carla didn’t look up from the tablet she was tapping. “We have protocols in place,” she said brightly. “Air filtration, testing, PPE. You’re in good hands, hon. Trust the science.”
Maria smiled thinly. She’d heard that before. From the pediatrician when her youngest had that mystery rash. From her niece’s fiancé, the one who did six months of nursing school and never stopped talking like he’d invented penicillin.
Carla’s tone softened. “Dr. Marenloc will be in shortly. You’re lucky—he’s one of the best. Ivy League, did missions with Doctors Without Borders, even Syria during the war.” She tapped something on the screen. “Now he volunteers with refugee kids on the weekends. Very ethical. Very empathetic. You’ll like him.”
Maria gave a polite nod. Her mother had taught her not to judge anyone too quickly. She’d also taught her not to ignore the hairs standing up on the back of her neck.
Carla squinted at the chart. “Oh.” Her smile faded. “You’re… unvaccinated?”
Maria lifted a brow, undeterred. “No point. Natural immunity. I caught the COVID early. Barely touched me. Was on my feet the whole time taking care of the rest of the family.”
Carla pursed her lips. “Let’s just get you hydrated. That’ll help with the dizziness.”
Maria gave her a gracious wave. “You’re the boss.” She didn’t mind needles—childbirth cured her of that—but she still looked away as the IV went in. No sense tempting fate while she was as nervous as she was.
“Vitals are stable. IV’s started,” Carla said, tapping the chart. “Patient reports anxiety and is concerned about infection.” Her voice was professional again, just as the door opened.
A man in a slate-gray lab coat stepped in. Early-forties, maybe. Neat beard, warm tan skin, kind eyes. His nametag read Dr. L. Marenloc.
“Ah—doctor,” Carla said brightly. “This is Maria Santorelli. I’ve got her on fluids. She’s feeling a little nervous, so go easy.”
Maria sat up a little straighter, smoothing her cardigan. “Doctor!,” she greeted him, voice clear.
“Mrs. Santorelli?” His voice was smooth, low. “I’m Dr. Marenloc. It’s a pleasure to meet you.”
“Call me Maria,” she said, smiling. “Mrs. Santorelli was my mother-in-law, bless her soul.”
He laughed politely. “Maria, then. I hear you’ve had a rough few weeks.”
“I’ve had worse,” she said, waving a hand. “Just tired. Little dizzy now and then.”
He glanced at the IV, then at her chart. “Carla mentioned that. You’ve been doing a lot?”
“I watch my grandkids after school. Two of my own are still little—Leo’s ten, Bella’s seven. God writes the story, I just turn the pages,” she said with a twinkle in her eye.
“Your family is lucky to have you,” he said, adjusting the IV line.
“Service to my family and my church is my service to my God,” she said stoutly. Then added, more quietly, “They’re everything to me.”
“I’m adding something mild to your fluids,” he said. “Helps with inflammation, and should help you relax.”
She watched the clear liquid drip in. “Thanks.”
He pulled a chair close and smiled. “I know hospitals aren’t your favorite. We’ll get you out of here as soon as possible.”
Maria studied his face. The expression was perfect—concerned, kind, attentive. Too perfect. Perhaps a bit…forced? Like when Leo broke the vase and gave her that angel face, all folded hands and sorrowful eyes. A mother just knows. She smiled, but the thought stuck.
“I appreciate your time,” she said. Her voice was dipping now. Her head felt oddly heavy. “Don’t mean to be rude… just feel a little… woozy.”
“That’s the sedative,” he said gently. “You’ll rest soon. Just breathe.”
Her chest felt tight. She blinked rapidly. “Can’t catch my breath,” she said, trying to push herself upright.
“Anxiety can do that,” he said calmly, one hand settling over hers. “You’re safe. You’re okay. Just breathe through it. You’re going to feel better soon.”
She tried. She really did.

      [image: ]Dr. Marenloc watched as Maria’s eyes fluttered shut, her breathing slowing to a faint, uneven rasp before stopping altogether. He stood still for a moment, then pressed the call button on the wall. Nurse Carla returned, her expression shifting from professional cheer to quiet alarm as she checked Maria’s pulse.
“She’s gone,” Dr. Marenloc said, his voice steady but low. He stepped back, pulling off his gloves. “I’ll handle the paperwork. Cause of death… let’s list it as acute respiratory failure, likely tied to her underlying fatigue and stress. No need to complicate it.”
Carla nodded, her lips tightening as she updated the tablet. “The sedative—?”
“It was standard dose,” he said, cutting her off gently. “She was anxious. Sometimes the body just… gives out.” He signed the chart with a quick flourish, his kind eyes now focused on the task ahead, the faint crease in his brow smoothing out.
Carla gave a curt nod and left the room, the door clicking shut behind her. Dr. Marenloc turned to the counter, pulling up the chart on his tablet. He paused, then amended the cause of death: Covid-19, acute onset. He saved the entry and switched to the inventory system, typing a quick order: Midazolam, additional stock, priority.

      [image: ]
[image: Screenshot of a social media post featuring a chart showing a spike in Midazolam usage during the covid-crisis.]
It wasn't just the UK, but thanks to their online records & Jikky's shrewd suspicions, now we know. Midazolam is a drug used for euthanizing patients and death-row prisoners. #3tablets refers to the observation that 3 doses of antibiotic would have cleared up the opportunistic bacterial pneumonia that set in after the viral infection. The protocols were changed to prevent that life-saving treatment. Someone wanted body-count. Aside from the spikes, I suggest also noticing the longer tend.
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Improve your play & enjoy the game 
I must not fear.
Fear is the mind-killer.
Fear is the little-death that brings total obliteration.
I will face my fear.
I will permit it to pass over me and through me.
And when it has gone past, I will turn the inner eye to see its path.
Where the fear has gone there will be nothing. Only I will remain.
―Frank Herbert, Litany against fear, Dune
‘Without change something sleeps inside us, and seldom awakens. The sleeper must awaken.’
―Frank Herbert,  character Duke Leto Atreides, Dune

To be human is to be born a broken animal, but one with the potential to transcend its own human-nature.
―Kalkin Trivedi
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[image: Three elegant and stylishly dressed men playing a game of Cutthroat Bridge.]
Let's get the tough love out of the way first: playing below your ability because of sloth or complacency is a sin, not a virtue, & will be punished, not rewarded. 
This chapter uses a few examples from the USA, where I am domiciled. Similar examples apply elsewhere and elsewhen. The general principles apply regardless of whom you're allied with.
A lot of people don't know how to play multi-player games. They're stuck in binary thinking, & they try to play a multi-player game as though it's a 2-team game. That doesn't work.
Imagine that the gentlemen in the feature picture for this chapter are playing a game of 3-way Bridge, which is also known as "Cutthroat Bridge". Instead of having durable partnerships the way you do with regular Bridge, in Cutthroat Bridge you form temporary partnerships that keep shifting. There are other card games that are similar, where the other two players team up against whoever is winning at the moment. 
It's not quite an accurate analogy, because there are many players, not just three, and many individual players will have net wins or net losses, not just one winner-take-all. However this simple model is sufficient to jumpstart an understanding of multi-player games especially if we keep adding refinements. It also happens to model the current 3-way game between the world's super-powers China 🇨🇳, Russia 🇷🇺, and USA 🇺🇸. The game is currently China-Russia 🇨🇳🇷🇺 (via BRICS) vs USA 🇺🇲, however, the USA has been through a long decline and China some decades of ascendancy, meaning that unless there's another partner switch, China 🇨🇳 wins the game. That appears to be what one MAGA partner's plan is; once the geopolitical players have China 🇨🇳 back into their hands through regime change, then they defect from the MAGA partnership and USA 🇺🇸 resumes its previous trajectory to demographic collapse and failed-state status.
I'd better put this on the table too: it's China-UK 🇨🇳 🇬🇧, not UK-USA 🇬🇧 🇺🇸. A lot of Anglo-Americans can't wrap their heads around that; they're stuck on "our British cousins." You've never been forgiven for that little 4th of July thing especially since your ancestors started marching off in the wrong direction economically and culturally. By the early 20th century they had you back in the fold, with their agents and partners embedded all over your government, and they immediately launched a demographic and economic war against you which your ancestors willingly participated in and were never any the wiser. I suggest wising up fast as the plan is nearing completion.
The game-masters want the game to end with a clear winner; that is, they want a one-world government, but it has to end up in a configuration they're happy with, which means they, personally, are in control. There's currently a rivalry between the ones who are happy with the "Chinese system" being imposed on the world, and those who are unhappy about losing control of China, which was supposed to adopt a "Green", "Liberal", "Open Society" mindset as the result of internet usage connecting them to western propaganda and Hollywood-type movies (that is, full of psychological programming) as well as Chinese students overseas bringing "western liberal" mindsets back with them after returning with the technology transfer they were recruited to collect. What happened instead is the Chinese government built the "Great Firewall", and returning Chinese students de-brainwash quickly when they return home, just like American soldiers re-adapted quickly to returning to the USA after getting involved in really bad stuff in Vietnam. If anything goes wrong, it'll be detected by the constant surveillance everybody in the country is under, and punished with endless harassment via the social credit system.
The latter faction, the unhappy ones, are one of the partners in the project known as MAGA (other acronyms in other countries, but the USA is the team lead due to its residual super-power status). Their economic partners want a more decentralized system, probably on the theory that it will be more resilient against coming system stress. That's where that project came from. It had nothing to do with your personal best interests aside from letting you live a little longer so you can help them; the seeds of your destruction were already planted and will come to fruition if you don't make your own hard decisions and take urgent action on your own account. Hopefully you're picking up the blunt hints; there's a big one still to come close to the end of the book. Bear in mind that even though it's still the same game with the same rules, the switching of temporary partners came with side effects that you can make good use of if you play your cards right. I wrote this chapter to help put things into perspective so you can help play a better game.
The current situation is very similar to that of the Cold War, except instead of the USSR this time it's China that's the client state at risk of going rogue, and its sponsors are trying to get it back under their control. Just like when the USSR collapsed and a lot of masks came off, the same thing will happen if and when there's a coup in China. Xi Jinping is not your friend, but ironically, you're in trouble if and when he's evicted from power, because then the players switch partners again and you get ghosted.
Here is a rough sketch of the MAGA alliance, bearing in mind that I don't get the memos and have to work off public-domain information, which often is deceptive:
Tier 1 players:
	High leverage in negotiations & choice of partners

	High probability of defecting once immediate goals accomplished

	Low loyalty and high propensity for “playing both sides”



Geopolitical Players 
Major Goals: Contain China’s economic and military rise (e.g., tariffs, tech restrictions); regime-change in China; Greater Israel; counter Russia’s influence in energy markets (e.g., via sanctions or LNG exports).
Payoffs: Global influence, access to energy markets, military contracts.
🚨 Extreme risk of defection once their goals met 🚨; this is why populist federal officers currently under fire as of this writing; the Geopolitical Players want to replace them with their own picks. It's also why Trump never engaged 🇷🇺 in detente like at least some MAGA players wanted him to; his inner circle is full of handlers with other plans.
Tech Bros (e.g., Elon Musk, Peter Thiel, AI developers, Hindu 🕉️ venture capitalists)
Major Goals: Deregulate tech and crypto markets; integrate AI into government and defense (e.g., Palantir’s contracts); reshape economic systems via automation and blockchain.
Payoffs: Massive financial gains, policy influence, control over future tech-infrastructure.
Financial Partners (e.g., BlackRock)
Major Goals: Secure investment opportunities in deregulated markets (e.g., crypto, infrastructure); influence economic policy to favor corporate interests; stabilize global finance to protect assets.
Payoffs: Trillions in managed assets, policy influence, market dominance.
Tier 2: Supportive Players with Lower Stakes and Modest Benefits
These players provide ideological or grassroots support but have less control over outcomes and smaller financial rewards. They tend to put ideology at a higher priority than winning real prizes (assets), which is how they end up as weak hands.
	Low leverage in negotiations & choice of partners

	Low probability of defecting once immediate goals accomplished

	Tendency to over-play their weak hands



Populists and Nationalists (e.g., Steve Bannon)
Major Goals: Dismantle globalist institutions (e.g., WEF, UN); promote “America First”policies (e.g., tariffs, immigration restrictions); rally cultural traditionalism.
Payoffs: Political influence, cultural dominance, grassroots loyalty.
My opinion: Steve Bannon is over-playing his hand pointlessly attacking Elon Musk. He should be trying to influence him, not get him deported.
Right-Wing New Media and Influencers (e.g., Tucker Carlson, Charlie Kirk)
Major Goals: Shape public opinion; counter-mainstream media; promote MAGA policies.
Payoffs: Audience growth, ad revenue, cultural influence.
MAHA (e.g.,RFK Jr., Means siblings)
Major Goals: Reform healthcare (e.g., reduce Big Pharma influence, change the way healthcare is delivered); address chronic disease and food system issues; controversial: partnering with Tech Bros as regards data harvesting (last part extremely controversial!)
Payoffs: Policy influence, public health impact, personal brand growth.
Religious Conservatives/Christian Nationalists
Major Goals: Protect religious liberty; ban abortion; oppose progressive social policies (e.g., transgenders in women's sports).
Payoffs: Cultural influence, voter loyalty, moral legitimacy.
Risk of over-playing hand: extreme due to believe God will bail them out if they play badly but mean well. This is bad theology. This group is also severely compromised due to being owned by NGOs and foreign governments; nearly all of what they do works against the interests of its own supposed constituents; the rest is largely purely symbolic with little strategic advantage.
Multi-way games often look superficially like 2-player games because of the constant teaming-up during each game, but if you're more observant, you'll notice that the alignments don't match up perfectly in different "games" (battles, whether kinetic or political) whenever there are "games" (battles) going on simultaneously or even sequentially (there's a lot of side-switching game-to-game).
Binary thinking does not lend itself to winning multi-player games. There are no "good guys" (us) and "bad guys" (them). In the case of Cutthroat Bridge, it's a 3-way rivalry. In real life rivalries among major world powers, there are usually at least 3-way rivalries among the strong players, along with numerous temporary alliances and rivalries among the more numerous weaker players.
It gets more complicated than that in multi-way games:
Player A depends on an alliance with player B. Player B depends on an alliance with country C. Players A & C are mortal enemies. 
Such "frustrated systems" are common in human alliances & rivalries because there's nothing to prevent them from happening. They're occurring RIGHT NOW as I type this, on the world stage, & they're the reason a lot of people are hopelessly confused regarding who the "good guys" and the "bad guys" are among the remaining great powers: there are no good guys and bad guys; it's not angels versus devils (if it were, the angels would lose because they would unilaterally restrict their own actions according to rules ignored by the devils); it's psychopath versus psychopath versus psychopath.
Frustrated systems occur in political alliances and rivalries too. What confuses a lot of people is that political spectra are often forced into binaries, typically a "Left wing" party and a "Right wing" party, thereby encouraging binary thinking despite the fact it's incapable of resolving multi-way rivalries due to imperfect alignment of interests (refer back to the quote by Quigley as regards two party systems: the forced bifurcation is a fraud). The point of forcing all possible political factions into just two parties is to simplify things: 2 is the smallest number needed to create the illusion of choice! If you're playing a binary game, YOU'RE NOT PLAYING; you're being being played. You're a pawn who's going to get sacrificed.
Trying to force alliances and rivalries into a binary situation is how we get endless "purity spirals", infighting, and self-sabotage. Even more bizarre: there have been several occasions when people have rushed to rescue their mortal enemies motivated by infighting with a group that logically they have more in common with; this keeps happening over and over again among the weak players on both "sides". It's as if someone decided he needed to rescue Satan from his rival in the church choir, and was willing to undermine his whole church to do it (religious reference apt because that's a common fracture-point). This is dysfunctional behavior, and it keeps happening over and over and over again! It's a pattern, & it's probably caused by a combination of expecting rewards for obedience (vs paying attention to intrinsic costs and benefits) and binary thinking. It's thought processes that never matured out of childhood.
Something else I keep seeing over and over again on social media are photos circulating the rounds (some of them photoshopped) depicting an ally and an adversary standing near each other, sometimes engaging with each other, sometimes not, triggering over-reactions of "LOOK, (S)HE'S ONE OF THEM!!" without ANY context. 
Elon Musk doesn't deny that there's a photograph of Ghislaine Maxwell standing next to him; he says she photobombed him. That's completely plausible; the whole point of that operation was to set up networks of influencers with bribes and blackmail (a point lost on weak players who think they're making themselves useful trying to help the blackmailers!!!). The targeted influencers didn't ask to be recruited; it's not their fault as long as they didn't take the under-aged bait (I'm aware some of them did). There's no evidence I'm aware of (and I have higher-than-average levels of awareness generally) that Musk did. He's taken a firm stand against child sexual exploitation what's now his social-media company, more so than his predecessor who thought it was sufficient to comply with woke "community standards" codes and left the foxes in charge of protecting the chicks.
Engage him conditionally in appropriate contexts. Work with him on matters of common interest. Don't like Neuralink because you have fantasy delusions that someone's going to meld you to a machine and force you to live forever? Don't invest in it. Don't sign up for it.
Similarly, any of various (current, and likely temporary) allies showing up to WEF meetings at Davos. You don't get to pretend other players don't exist, or that you can get anything done without some level cooperation of investment bankers who are VERY SKILLED at playing multi-player games of temporary alliances. If you can't beat them doing things your way, don't lecture the rest of us about how to play! 
My take on Davos: their power is economic, not military. They can work with any configuration of other players. Their involvement is why there are certain lines drawn in the sand that are non-negotiable, but know this: you couldn't have eliminated the WEF from the game regardless of which partner you choose to team up with. If you don't want to eat bugs and live in the pod, you'll need to pursue those objectives outside of political alliances; undermining MAGA not only won't help, it will make your situation worse. Instead of eating the bugs, you'll end up not existing at all.
Q: Does MAGA have any relationship to Dennis Meadows's comment about "smart dictatorships," as opposed to dumb dictatorships?
A: I don't get the memos, so I don't know for sure, but it sure looks that way. A digital control grid is going into place; the rest is details. Some indie journalists and influencers who have come to the same conclusion but with more certainty than I have are freaking out and busy trying to undermine MAGA, thereby unwittingly helping the sponsors of the more draconian alternative of hard-core sovietesque communism and genocide. I dont' see any evidence that communism and the MAGA decentralized alternative are actually mutually-exclusive. It looks more like each is claiming turf: smart cities under a control and surveillance grid that includes checkpoints and gates with minimal social credit scores needed to pass, and a decentralized system likely including "freedom cities" (comes from a March 2023 campaign speech; no details but probably "smart cities" in drag) under an ostensibly subtler and less intrusive control and surveillance grid. In either case, "managers" presumably get more perks than "proles", the difference being that in one system, the managerial class is by invitation only and filtered personal profile, in the other, it's a little more meritocratic.
Q: What about Gaza?
A: Gaza was doomed regardless of which faction is in power. Deals were cut long before October 7th. Chinese and Russian public rhetoric has been undercut by their actual trading patterns and moves. Gaza rallies appear to be designed to destabilize the USA, not to actually accomplish anything on behalf of the Gazans. On the contrary, attendees are being geofenced and blacklisted or worse; I can see the bragging on social media regarding how many IDs they harvested. The "GREAT Trust" plan currently in circulation is for at least a quarter of Gazan survivors to "voluntarily" leave while the remaining population are internally concentrated while the rest of the strip is rebuilt ostensibly as an economic hub and tourism destination. The choice is leave or face captivity. Those in captivity, which is probably planned to evolve into a "smart city" control grid, will almost certainly be subject to controls to curb or more likely reverse their population growth. It's fairly likely they'll be used as cheap captive labor for the supposed economic hub, while most of the rest of the strip is opened up for other purposes by the victors.
Keep your friends close and your enemies closer.
―The character Michael Corleone in the movie The Godfather; an extremely concise & memorable paraphrase of chapter 25 of The Prince by Niccolò Machiavelli
This is not to say that there are no controlled opposition, infiltrators, saboteurs, and agents provocateurs; in fact, there are and I keep warning about them! The primary game at the moment is to simultaneously create a problem (replacement immigration, fentanyl crisis, trans craze, grooming and queering), then have social media influencers complain about the problem and draw your attention to it constantly, as if they were on your side (they're not). 
I'm reluctant to go into the matter of infiltration and sabotage too much because I already know that if I do, I will simply be arming loose cannons with ammunition to go off making false accusations leading to pointless infighting, which are already happening and are more common than actual exposure of bad actors. It's like a game of "Werewolf" aka "Mafia", where the "villagers" keep eliminating each other instead of the werewolves/mafia; there's an information asymmetry. The other problem is that even if you correctly identify the "werewolves" pretending to be villagers, nobody will believe you; you're extremely out-gunned & the were-wolves can shout you down & cancel you, both the ones openly causing the problem as well as their partners pretending to rescue you from the problem. You don't have enough credibility or resources for open confrontation (or else why are you reading this book?), & again, that's assuming that you expose the right target and don't commit friendly-fire. Some of the people pointing and shrieking about werewolves are werewolves, and some of them are loose cannons over-confident in their competence to recognize werewolves. I play cautiously despite (more likely, precisely because of) having better intel than average.
Sometimes the interests of SOME werewolves aligns with yours. Sometimes you need to dance with werewolves. It's not villagers versus werewolves (that's not a game; it's a massacre); it's werewolf versus werewolf. Don't freak out; just play the game to the best of your ability. The goal is to win.
A better way to play
Determine what goals are important to you. It's extremely important that you assign heavy weight to STRATEGIC goals, not to what you have strong emotional attachments to without regard to objective costs & benefits. What's going on right now is we have situations where the stakes are "NUCLEAR WAR!", and some people are making poor decisions based on purely symbolic values.
Make decisions whom to partner with based on alignment of interests, not ideology, which often enough is illusory and designed to manipulate you.
When someone is motivated to share an important goal with you, try to form an informal alliance whose scope is limited to working on those specific goals. Don't get confused and think "THEY'RE ON MY TEAM; I MUST HELP THEM" on OTHER projects that work AGAINST your own interests. What keeps happening over and over again are "bait-and-switch" frauds.
YOUR OPPORTUNISTIC PARTNERS AREN'T PLAYING FOR YOU. They're playing for themselves. First of all, YOU need to bring something to the table too. Some of the biggest whiners I witness, constantly trying to undermine the rest of us, bring NOTHING to the table except for their own neediness, complaints, and bad takes on things. Second, you need to accept that often enough, your opportunistic partners are going to have some goals that don't align with yours. Just withdraw support from those specific goals, WITHOUT undermining projects of mutual interest.
When your situational partners on one strategic goal are pursuing a different goal that is CONTRARY to your interests, WITHDRAW support, but don't attack unless costs and benefits clearly favor that course of action (rare). Even in that case, hold your fire whenever your adversaries just happen to do something that aligns with your own interests, and as much as possible, ATTACK IDEAS AND POSITIONS, not people. Go out of your way to be polite and diplomatic to the person whose IDEAS you're confronting. That way, you run less risk of "friendly fire", where you mistake an ally or potential ally in future temporary alliances as an adversary due to disinformation or shifting alliances. It also puts less of a target onto your own head if you happen to be truly an independent thinker without friends in high places to back you up. 
As some point in the game you will HAVE to do at least SOME partner switching yourself! That's because once some significant battles are fought to a decisive end, everyone has to move on to the next goal, which means that they might need to switch partners. It's why the CIA carried out so many regime change operations against former allies, and the neoCons lobbied for so many wars, after the collapse of the USSR. 
If you want to maximize your chances of accomplishing your own goals, you'll need to do something analogous, but less ruthless and violent. As I type this, the Manchurian Candidate has just been activated and is made his move. He's apparently willing to put the whole movement in jeopardy to make good on a deal he didn't disclose earlier. On the other hand, he has taken some steps to mitigate the situation. Alexander Dugin has expressed the opinion that he's trying to steer a middle course. I don't know what happens next; let's watch and re-assess the situation, then rationally (not emotionally) decide what our own next move should be.
Beware that many if not most of Trump's critics on the Right are not who they pretend to be and are not your friends. There's an active smear-campaign going on, so let's clear up some disinfo about the "woke Right":
Q: Is Tucker Carlson CIA?
A: Unlikely. He's been open about his father working for them. A 2017 New Yorker profile claimed that Carlson tried to join the CIA after graduating from Trinity College in 1991 but was turned down. I'm skeptical that they published the claim to help Tucker hide CIA connections, because it would make more sense not to mention them at all, and because the mainstream media has overall shown hostility to him. Putin mockingly brought the matter up again during his interview with Carlson. What's more likely to be true is that Carlson has a network of informants through his late father; that's not the same as working for them. It's also worth pointing out that humans still have some agency: not everyone in the intelligence community has identically the same opinions. There are even factions, some of which might align with our interests more than others.
Q: Does he work for Qatar?
A: The same people who push CIA push Qatar; that would be an unusual arrangement! Does the CIA work for Qatar? In any case, this one is even more unlikely. This appears to be a "two birds with one stone" smear.
The people pushing this disinfo are the ones you should be wary of; they're more likely to betray you in the long term if not already secretly behind the scenes.
Temporary partners back-stab as soon as their goals for the partnership accomplished
Since the Manchurian Candidate has been activated, I'd better warn you about another aspect of multi-player games: backstabbing is the norm, especially among strong players who have more choice regarding partners than weak players do. Backstabbing is likely to occur whenever a temporary partner achieves its own objective out of the partnership. That very nearly happened to MAGA already, and could yet happen soon; the Manchurian Candidate's 1st administration was a catastrophe because he spent all his time and attention taking care of one of his partners to the detriment of more pressing matters like border walls and election integrity. This time a number of MAGA objectives were partially accomplished, almost entirely through the intervention of the "dream team," who are now under attack. Somebody's playing both "sides" of the  China vs USA game. Most of you have the right instincts about this, but many people are first of all hallucinating how the players are configured and they're oblivious to the risk of betrayal.
MAKE YOUR DECISIONS TO SUPPORT OR WITHDRAW SUPPORT FROM OTHER PLAYERS, AND ULTIMATELY TO SWITCH PARTNERS WHEN THE TIME COMES, ACCORDING TO A COOL-BLOODED, HARD-HEADED, RATIONAL ANALYSIS OF COSTS AND BENEFITS, AND ALIGNMENT OF INTERESTS, AND FOR NO OTHER REASONS. 
Future opportunities for partnerships depend on your performance in each play of the game
I can't confirm if it's true, but China reportedly (chatter on Telegram) shipped Iran weapons AFTER Iran performed better than expected during an attempted decapitation strike. Not before, when it could have prevented said attempt, after. It's worth noting that China also regularly does deals with Israel. No permanent loyalties or ideology; they want to win, so they want partners who win. Russia makes decisions whom to support according to a similar calculus. The USA is at a disadvantage in this game, having a long record of treasonous leaders pursuing policies against our national interests.
The same dynamic applies at other levels within the hierarchy of power: nobody wants you on their team if you don't give a good showing for yourself. If you're constantly whining and demanding concessions based on assumptions of "rights" or rules or principles  or ideology that exist only in your own head, while contributing utterly nothing but a vote, some capricious cheer-leading on social media, or a wall of text nobody's going to even see due to the suppression algorithms, then you're a weak hand and nobody wants you on their team. You have to make an offer of value that's compelling to whomever you're asking favors of.
I don't make the rules; I observe them. Blaming me is a waste of effort and attention.
Sell, don't yell
The only argument you win is the one you avoid. Arguing wastes time & motivates your adversaries to work harder against you. Persuade, or disengage. If you decide to go the route of persuasion, first use empathetic, mindful relating skills, build and maintain rapport, attack ideas not people, & move on if not making progress. It helps if you don't have a reactive personality and don't take whatever outrage-bait your targets are dishing up for you.
Can't order back the tide
Some people keep intentionally undermining the movement every time the leadership is unable to accommodate all of their demands. Don't be one of them. They're being encouraged to do that by infiltrators out to sabotage us by promoting in-fighting. First of all, it's impossible to get everybody to agree to the same decision on every problem. Second, there are dynamics going on external to your virtual team that the leaders have no control over. Let me give some examples that keep coming up over and over:
	😱: AI IS OF THE DEVIL AND IT REPLACES HUMAN JOBS! This situation is extremely analogous to some people not liking guns: if the other guy has one, you need one too. Elon Musk could not stop AI if he wanted to; if he stopped participating, the Chinese government wouldn't and neither would many other players. If you can't accept this, go to China now (most of you don't profile correctly for them to want you) and demand to live under communist rule, because that's the outcome you're demanding. Another weird factor here: some people who initially claimed AI is of the devil have since made friends with it and think the AI-powered chat program is their friend and confidant. Stop that! Those people are playing with fire they apparently don't understand how to control. Sorcerer's apprentice scenario.

	😱: I DON'T LIKE CRYPTO! You're getting electronic currency one way or another; it's a foregone conclusion. All power-players are committed to it. The only open question was what form it would take. The Communists demand Central Bank Digital Currency (CBDC), where they have transaction-level over-ride ability for any transaction you attempt to make. Over your meat ration for the month? Transaction denied. Team MAGA (MIGA, MEGA, etc) said they wouldn't implement a CBDC but it's obvious they're planning to implement supposedly decentralized digital currencies (take that with a grain of salt; the existing exchanges are already intrusive and have numerous unreasonable policies). Crypto is not the only possible store-of-value, by the way (hint, hint), but they'll probably discourage direct ownership of rivals (precious metals), trying to get you to buy "securitized" tokens for same instead. Confidence game! I, personally, am saving in precious metal and waiting for winners to emerge. I participate in crypto on an as-needed basis, almost always when I need to make payments over national borders, not speculatively hoping I get lucky without insider knowledge. If I were going to speculate, I'd do so on proprietary technology, not in crypto currency itself.

	😱: THEY HAVEN'T WITHDRAWN THE VAXXES! Yes, but they also haven't mandated them, which team-☭ said they would. Both the vaxxes per-se as a population-reduction weapon, and as a money-making scheme by people who think the technology has other applications, are almost certainly lines in the sand that MAGA (MIGA, MEGA, etc) have been ordered not to cross by the game-master. It's the difference between voluntary genocide and involuntary; if you don't understand this you're NGMI (never gonna make it). I'll take the former. By the way, note that except for the conspicuous exceptions of Bret Weinstein and Jordan Peterson, several (most?) prominent members of the IDW (international dork web) were pushing vaxx hard, supported mandates, and supported throwing resisters into concentration camps. The IDW is Dispensationalism for atheists.

	😤: "I JUST REALLY DON'T LIKE ALL THOSE DIRTY, DEVIL-WORSHIPING 👺 HINDUS [ahem] THEY'RE IMPORTING! AND J.D. VANCE IS MARRIED TO ONE! 😠 THEY'RE ALL OVER THE MOVEMENT! I'd rather go back to the way things were. At least Tren de Aragua is from a familiar culture and they're (sort of) Christians." Me 🧔🏻‍♂️: [I have heard these exact arguments; observation, not parody.] There's a technology race going on. Whoever wins it wins the whole world & decides what to get to do with it. Hindu capital & brain trusts were recruited as allies against the Communists (creating a "frustrated system" situation elsewhere in the system). Not all of them accepted the invitation which is why you see similar-looking names and faces on the side of an adversarial player (there's a division between practicing Hindus and secular cosmopolitans highly parallel to a similar situation in the western countries). It looks to me like they've been replacing some domestic labor, like truck drivers, with imports too. By the way, multiple players who know the game plan have been sowing the anti-Hindu memes precisely to create discord and in-fighting. Part of the same project of re-building brain-trusts after decades of "affirmative action" now rebranded as DEI (diversity, equity, inclusion) gutted the western country's brain-trusts considerately (but pragmatically) took the step of overturning the barriers to white heterosexual males at American universities, which were designed to impede white family formation. That's the only shot you get at turning your demographic death-spiral around. They didn't do that as a favor; they just want as much brain-power as they can muster without inviting in as many foreign spies (as I write this, apparently the number of foreign spies we'll take in is under negotiation). Make use of the new opportunities you've been handed while you can; it goes away instantly if you undermine your own team! One favor you did get handed was some semblance of border control;  your adversaries were sneaking literally a foreign army in among the migrants, and the migrants themselves were selected to cause maximal trouble. That's why there's been some reneging on deportations; there are too many to handle and they're only deeply concerned about a minority of real troublemakers (apparently oblivious to the other tactic of overloading our economy ahead of food shortages). The original plan in place was to massacre you once you were under maximal stress during food shortages and ongoing covert biowarfare. The Hindus aren't planning to do that (up to now, at least). As for the ones imported as labor, not capital or brain-trusts, next bullet item:

	Whiners: WE DON'T WANT TO HAVE BABIES!! WE EMBRACE OUR DEMOGRAPHIC DEATH-SPIRAL AS THE ONLY POSSIBLE WAY TO EXTEND OUR UNSUSTAINABLE, MINDLESSLY HEDONISTIC LIFESTYLES FOR AS LONG AS WE CAN [at most, a few more years]. MEIN BLUTLINIE ENDED MIT MIR! INSTEAD, WE DEMAND YOU PROTECT US FROM ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC COMPETITION FROM MORE FERTILE, SUBSIDIZED REPLACEMENTS!! Me: Totally unrealistic expectation on your part. Nobody, NOBODY, is ever going to protect you from competition unless you yourself; the weight of motivating factors is overwhelmingly against you. That's completely up to YOU, personally. You're basically admitting that your religious beliefs and practices, such as they are, are ineffective against existential angst, and the only strategy you have left is mindless hedonism as a motivator to keep you going, and the lobotomy-box (some day: the virtual-reality goggles) as an escape mechanism for you and a way for your handlers to program you with self-destructive beliefs and habits such as this very one. If you feel the need to commit genetic suicide (most of you do, or the demographic death-spiral wouldn't be a problem), at least kindly stop committing those of us who want to keep playing to losing strategies. BTW: most of you apparently over-weight environment over genetics (nurture over nature), because you were unconsciously conditioned to have a taboo against thinking that genetics apply to humans too: you think that you'll have one really outstanding under-study by devoting all your attention to it. "Only one, but a lion!" Based on my amateur crop-breeding work, I can inform you that's not how it works. You get the luck of the genetic draw, which isn't as favorable as you imagine for reasons related to the next problem: university professors marrying university professors don't usually spawn super-geniuses. They're more likely to spawn special-needs kids due to late childbirth and overall low birthrates. Genes decay within human reproductive windows. If you plant a single "hill" of pumpkins, harvest them, select some seeds from the next generation randomly to avoid adverse selectivity (which otherwise you'll be unconsciously prone to), and keep repeating indefinitely, you'll quickly end up with vines so weak that one year the crop fails catastrophically under stress. That's why commercial farmers don't plant "heirloom" crop varieties. Contrary to popular misconception, the problem isn't primarily inbreeding; it's lack of enough natural selection (you need a big population, not a small one) to overcome genetic decay and the fact that most mutations are UNFAVORABLE (contrary to super-hero fantasies, they don't give you super-powers). Humans are subject to the same problems that are in play NOW.



DEALS WERE MADE WITH THE DEVIL. Somewhat predictably; just game out whatever realistically accomplishes the goals of the strong players. I can't do anything about that. It's not angels versus devils; it's psychopath versus psychopath versus psychopath. I'm currently with the psychopaths who are sparing my life for just the moment and even handed me some advantages to sweeten the deal. I'm fully expecting a betrayal which will unfold as soon as circumstances shift to make it their optimal move. I'll reassess and make my next move when it's time to do so.
Speaking of betrayal: some of you were recruited from positions outside of and to the Right of the Overton Window. Some of you fell for honeypots designed to lure you into self-identifying, your names were forwarded, you were recruited if you profiled right, and you were fed a fairy-tale designed to get you to lower your guard. I'm not concerned about your origin story on my own behalf, but for yours; here's a friendly warning: your names are still on lists. You're tracked. As soon as mission is accomplished I expect a betrayal. There have been red flags 🚩 all along; I've been keeping tabs on the situation. 
The situation is akin to what's called a "Hundred Flowers Campaign": you invite people to speak their mind, then arrest whoever shows up to take you up on the offer, the difference being this time they put you to work helping them until they've accomplished their objectives (which they were just about on the cusp of but overplayed their hand). Since we're at a major milestone along the way, your situation could change abruptly, similarly to the rapidly shifting change of fortunes and relative status of many during the People's Great Cultural Revolution.
I'm aware that many have gotten hurt and many of are getting killed, either slowly with democidal and genocidal biowarfare, or quickly in kinetic warfare including genocidal massacres. The outcome is roughly the same regardless of which temporary alliance you're playing with; the reason they're getting massacred is because nobody in the game is willing to commit more than crocodile tears to their cause (indeed, they secretly cut deals…there have been several betrayals already, like Syria). The reason for that is because we're in a "Hunger Games" scenario; powerful players are behaving ruthlessly and grabbing resources from weak players. That process will continue down the food chain; be prepared to defend your resources or you'll end up in the same situation.
A few more rules for playing well with others:
	Treat others the way you want to be treated. Then treat them the way they treat you.

	Don't attack whole groups over tiffs with one or a few of their members, or individuals who never attacked you because of group rivalries; it escalates conflict beyond your capacity to handle it. This isn't a matter of just being "nice;" it's a pragmatic tactic for staying focused on where your effort matters, versus spreading yourself too thin and racking up more active opponents who didn't need to be drawn into the battle.

	Don't over-play your game. You have no rights that you're not in a position to enforce. You never really did; you were always at the mercy of those more powerful than you, which is why you have to play nice and accept scraps. Petitions, demonstrations, & other manifestations of impotence are becoming increasingly exposed as such; all you're doing is putting a target on your own head by putting your name and contact information on the petition, or attending the demonstration with a tracking device (your cell phone) in your pocket and your face exposed to facial recognition systems, which is why demonstrations are commonly organized, or at least infiltrated, by your adversaries! Just assume this. Both MAGA rallies (J6) and Gaza rallies were set up as traps by adversaries pretending to be allies, and there appear to be similar games going on elsewhere. As competition for scarce resources increases, powerful adversaries are more willing to drop any pretense of "fairness". As I type this, the powerful are increasingly willing to openly play dirty. 

	Every move has to be countered. If the other side makes a move, you have to decide what advantages it confers to your adversary and how you need to respond to nudge the situation back in your favor. Then you need to DO what you decided needed to be done. You can't just ignore the other player's moves, or complain, or the favorite of political conservatives: write scolding essays that nobody reads. That's not doing anything useful. That's how our predecessors got us into this mess. 



🙏 I'm not asking you to act against your own self-interests. I'm asking you to pursue your own self-interests intelligently for win-win outcomes. 🏆

      [image: ]🙏🏻 Alliances shift, partners betray, and rights exist only if enforced. The Great Gamemaster favors those who play hard, not those who play "nice" expecting rescue. Losers want to win; those who advance enjoy the game and want to keep playing. May your moves be cool, your worth proven, and your place secured long after others fold.
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[image: Illustration of ecotopian paradise planet above, underground fortress below.]
They called it Ulari. The name meant “long twilight” in the old dialect, from a time before language had splintered and reformed a hundred times over. Ulari was ancient. Not just geologically, but civilizationally—its bones creaked with the weight of what it had once been. Towers from past empires jutted from slum-packed valleys like rotted teeth, and transit arches rusted in place, forgotten above choking streets. But beneath the grime, beneath the entropy of a billion souls grinding down what little order remained, was still the promise of escape.
And so, Yelec walked.
He was tall by Ulari standards, though like all his kind, his frame curved slightly forward, the way trees bend under constant wind. His skin, a matte iron-gray, shimmered faintly under the morning's sickly red glow. A cilia crest ran from his temples to his spine—stiff, dignified, like a military pennant unfurled for the last time.
The temple loomed ahead as he joined the throng headed the same way from different directions. It had no name, at least not one spoken aloud. Just the Temple. Its outer walls were scorched smooth by wind, time, and countless city fires that had lapped against it through the centuries. It was the only structure in the district still maintained by the Authority. Clean. White. Quiet.
The guards at the threshold barely looked up. Once he passed them, he was alone.
The attendant, cloaked in black, face hooded and featureless, led him wordlessly through the initial antechamber. No rites. No questions. No need: everyone who came here knew what it meant and what to expect.
The corridor that awaited him was long and round, built like a tunnel-bore that had never stopped drilling. Soft lights pulsed along its length, barely enough to see. The walls shimmered with pale images, glyphs and fragments of ancient history: ships leaving Ulari’s orbit centuries ago; diagrams of wormhole gates; the face of one of the vanished Builders—those who had once lived on the paradise world now called Thaleen.
As he walked, Yelec remembered the stories.
Thaleen. Blue canopies of atmosphere. Landscapes that shimmered with photosynthetic life. Crystalline waters. Organic-based structures and machines that healed and self-maintained. Food that grew wild, ready to be harvested by hand or organic machines. Cities without slums. Weather that varied but remained comfortable year-round, even at the poles and tropics. Gravity in the sweet-spot for their kind. And the vaults—relics of the Builders. Post-scarcity mechanisms. One tap, one gesture, and your need was met.
But no one returned from Thaleen.
Outbound teleportation failed there. A harmonic disturbance, the theorists said. Some unseen resonance in Thaleen’s very crust. Others whispered that it was intentional—a kind of quarantine field left behind by the Builders. Or a test. Perhaps some day they'd find a way to transport conventionally but within a reasonable time-frame and far enough way from Thaleen to get a teleporter working, but no such breakthrough was expected within a lifetime.
And so the Pilgrimage became a matter of faith and determination for those who decided it was time.
He paused at the midpoint. A niche in the wall revealed a single seated figure—mummified, cross-legged, arms folded over a smooth stone tablet etched with the word Stay. A reminder of the dismal future that awaited those who hesitated too long.
Yelec touched the wall and kept walking.
At the tunnel’s end waited the pod.
It resembled a cocoon made of silver glass, resting on a plinth of dark basalt. It opened with a hiss as he approached, revealing a seat molded perfectly for his species’ anatomy. Across from the seat was the envelope.
His name was etched into it.
He climbed in, legs folding. The pod sealed behind him.
Silence.
The envelope was warm in his hand, as if it had remembered him.
Inside: a slip of alloy film. The code.
Seven glyphs. Personal. Unique. Non-transferable. The instant he touched them, the system would know. The destination would lock.
He stared at the code.
His mind flooded: the smell of mother’s cook-vat, the stale warmth of his sleeping creche, the ache in his knee from the scaffolding collapse last winter. His sister’s laugh, distant and blurry from a screen. The child he had once considered raising. The unanswered messages. The things he never said.
He hovered a finger over the glyphs.
He could still leave. Until he touched the first one.
He exhaled. Not through lungs—his kind didn’t breathe that way—but something like a breath passed through him anyway.
And then he touched the code.
One by one, the glyphs glowed.
The pod hummed.
Locked.
There was a sound, like a crystal breaking under pressure.
And then: light.
Yelec vanished.
Not unconsciousness—he was aware—but there was no sound, no light, no sensation of motion. It was as if he hovered in a moment between moments, detached from the flow of time. He'd done it before, to travel to nearby moons and planetoids, but in that context, return was routine. A good thing, too; the home-system colonies were even more Spartan, over-crowded compared to resources, and regulated than Ulari.
Then, a crackling hum. A sound like chitin flexing under heat. Light stabbed through slitted seams. The destination pod’s interior shimmered and came into view, familiar and yet…subtly wrong. The walls no longer gleamed; they were dulled, veined with strange patterns that pulsed softly in unnatural hues: deep blue, arterial red, a color he could not name.
He tried to move.
Nothing happened.
The pod had not opened.
He flexed again. Still nothing. Panic stirred in his thorax.
His thoughts scattered for a moment. Perhaps this was standard protocol. A delay while the system acclimated him to Thaleen’s atmospheric blend. He calmed himself. Tried to recall the orientation materials from the Pilgrim Archive—hadn’t there been something about pressure equalization?
Then he saw the droplets.
Condensation gathered near his feet. Beading up. Sliding. Pooling.
No—rising.
A thin layer of liquid had begun to seep up from beneath the floor paneling. Clear, viscous, and faintly luminous.
He flared his nostril vents instinctively. The scent struck him like an electrical surge—corrosive, sweet, tinged with metal and rot. Every cell in his body screamed danger.
He pounded on the interior with both hands. The pod did not yield.
The liquid climbed.
Already it reached his knees. His skin tingled. It wasn’t just liquid. It was doing something. His lower limbs felt numb—no, soft. He stared down in horror as the dermal ridges of his calves dissolved like powder in wind.
His thoughts scattered. He screamed—not aloud, but inwardly, through the deep nerve-channels of his species, a primal signal of panic and betrayal.
The fluid climbed higher.
It stung now. Everywhere it touched, his body slackened, melted. His fingertips sloughed into paste as he tried again to claw at the seams.
No response.
He was floating now. Skin peeling. Internal organs detaching. Consciousness flickering, flickering—but not failing. Not yet. He was alive. Still.
There was something in the walls. A pattern. Pulsing. Watching.
He turned his head slowly, barely able to keep his one remaining eye in focus. The pulsing wasn’t random. It was rhythmic. Purposeful. And the rhythm...
His mind caught it.
It was a code.
Not a signal to him. A signal about him. A registration. Something was taking inventory: his proteins, his sugars, his neurotransmitter balances.
His essence.
Yelec shuddered.
Then he understood.
He understood.
In his final moment, as the fluid reached the base of his skull and the last filaments of his mind began to unravel, he grasped—utterly, terribly—what had happened. What this was. What the pilgrimage truly meant.
His eye widened.
A silent scream.
Then…nothing.

      [image: ]They called her Tiv. Short for Tivora, a name given in hope of grace. She didn’t live up to it—not by her own estimation, anyway.
Her fingers were always bruised from getting caught in things. She tripped over nothing. Spoke too fast. Laughed when she meant to apologize. Once, she’d fallen into a waste chute at a recycling center because she thought it was a stairwell.
People liked her, in the way people sometimes like a warm draft on a cold day—unexpected and chaotic, but not unwelcome.
She didn’t look like someone making the Pilgrimage. No ceremonial robes. No stoic face. No serene final messages to family. Just a rumpled cloak that hung awkwardly from her hunched shoulders and a satchel that jingled faintly with unfiled receipts and half-eaten nutrient pips.
Still, she walked.
The Temple swallowed her with silence, just as it had Yelec.
She whispered a joke to herself about the decor. Something about how the corridor looked like a giant intestine. Her voice echoed. No one laughed. Not even her.
As she passed the ancient glyphs in the walls, her gaze avoided them instinctively. Glyphs and sigils had always betrayed her. She knew they meant something important—she could recite theory with the best of them. But when she looked at the letters, they twisted. Flipped. Melted together in impossible ways. No doctor had ever seen anything like it. It made her feel broken. Dirty. She’d hidden it all her life.
Only her old friend Ollen had ever known. He once found her crying after mistyping the access code for a sanitation drone and flooding the common room. He’d put a hand on her shoulder and said, “Everyone’s got a crooked bone somewhere. Yours just happens to be in your reading.”
But Ollen was gone now. One of the early pilgrims.
At the midpoint of the corridor, she noticed the seated figure in the wall niche—its fossilized skin stretched over bone, still holding the Stay tablet. She gave it a half-hearted salute.
“I admire your style,” she whispered.
When she reached the pod, her hands were trembling.
It looked like the others she’d seen in archival images: sleek, quiet, clean. Waiting.
She climbed in.
The door sealed behind her with a soft thump that made her flinch.
There it was.
The envelope.
Her name on it, elegantly embossed. 
She opened it with trembling fingers.
There it was—the code. Seven glyphs.
They blurred immediately. Her eyes watered.
She squeezed them shut, breathed in shallowly, focused.
One. Two. Three. Four…
She typed the first one.
So far, so good.
But by the fourth glyph, her confidence was unraveling.
The fifth looked too much like the third. On second look, the sixth.
She stopped.
Her fingertip hovered.
One wrong glyph… and who knew where she’d end up?
She chuckled nervously, voice cracking in the sealed pod.
“Wouldn’t that be something,” she muttered, “If I botched the code and just… poofed into an abandoned receiving pod at one of the poles? Or in a ghost-colony in the outer-reaches of the home system?”
And if that did happen…would someone come and rescue her?! Would they even notice?
Her laughter faded.
The last glyph loomed. She squinted. Sweat beaded on her temples.
“Come on, Tiv. You can do this.”
She reached out. Then did it.
She arrived with a soft shudder, as if the universe had taken a breath and exhaled her into being.
The pod hissed open.
Tiv blinked in the sudden light. Warm light. Real light.
A soft voice greeted her before she even stood:
“Welcome, traveler. You made it.”
A figure approached—tall, graceful, dressed in gleaming pale fabric, arms folded in a gesture of solemn joy. Their eyes glinted with recognition, but she didn’t recognize them.
“You’ve crossed the threshold. You’re among the Elect now.”
Tiv stared. “The... what?”
“The Elect,” the figure repeated gently, as if that explained everything. “Please, follow me. The Welcome Banquet has already begun.”
A pathway stretched before them—clean stone, precisely cut, flanked by low lighting and vines too symmetrical to be natural. The air was cool, but not biting. Just... sterile.
Tiv followed, casting quick glances in every direction. Where were the jungles she’d seen in the Thaleen archives? The floating cities? The translucent rivers and trees that glowed with bioluminescent fruit?
What she saw now resembled a bunker. A well-furnished bunker, to be sure—but all corridors, no windows. Nothing outside. Just enclosed halls with piped-in air and filtered light.
The banquet hall opened like a flower.
Inside were dozens—maybe hundreds—of her kind. All seated in silence at round tables under a domed ceiling etched with artificial constellations. None of the stars moved.
She scanned the room quickly, nervously. Not one familiar face. No one from her commune. No one from the registry.
“Strange they didn’t send anyone I know,” she muttered. “Ollen said—”
But she cut herself off. Of course Ollen wouldn’t be here. He’d come years ago. Probably stationed on the far side of the planet.
A seat was waiting for her. She sat.
The food arrived with no servers. Just sleek metal trays that slid silently onto the table’s surface. Steam curled upward from the dishes. Everything looked close to familiar: the creamy green root paste, the glossy spiral fruits, the crisped protein crisps. It all had color. Texture.
She took a bite.
Chewed.
And paused.
It was... edible. Even flavorful. But something was off. The root paste had the right texture but no actual depth. Like it had been assembled chemically rather than grown. The protein crisps dissolved into foam before she could really chew them.
This is for comfort, she told herself. A transition food. Something to help new arrivals acclimate. The native food would be shockingly exotic.
She forced a smile and took another bite. It crunched just a little too much.
All around her, the others ate in silence. Smiling. Nodding to one another. No conversations. No clatter. Just quiet, polite chewing.
She reached for a cup of bright blue drink, sniffed it. It smelled like childhood sugar supplements. She sipped it anyway.
Across from her, a well-dressed male nodded at her and said, “Isn’t it wonderful? We’re so lucky.”
She blinked. “Yes. So lucky.”
He nodded again and returned to his food.
She fiddled with her utensils, stared at the walls. There were no doors other than the one she entered through. No windows. No visible exits. Just the stars above, still frozen, still artificial.
She felt a ripple of unease.
Not fear.
Just... a feeling.
Wrongness, dressed in the perfect skin of serenity.
“It’s just nerves,” she whispered to herself. “Just a new place. Just culture shock.”
The fork slipped from her fingers and clattered to the floor.
No one looked.
She leaned down to pick it up. The floor under the table was padded—soft like sponge, but dry.
She rose, resumed her place, and tried again.
She smiled.
“I’m sure,” she said, to no one in particular, “it’s all going to be OK.”
But her stomach curled slightly as she lifted the next bite to her mouth.
Down near the far end of the hall, away from the newest arrivals and the most visible smiles, four senior figures of the Elect, along with a few younger initiates, sat in a semicircle at a low table, the kind with polished bone inlays and surface-to-surface data nodes that softly pulsed but were never used.
Their robes were deep gray with edging so dark it seemed to absorb the ambient light. Their skin was sheened and taut from long acclimatization to deep shelter life, immune to the dry air and balanced nutrition of the Fortress.
The food in front of them was arranged more artistically than elsewhere. Same molecular base—just better presentation.
They ate slowly. With satisfaction, not hunger.
One of them, the narrow-faced female known as Vehala, made a sound between a sigh and a laugh.
"Did anyone see the one who tripped on the entry port? Flustered, shaky—like someone just wandered in off the street.”
The tall one beside her raised an eye-ridge. “The one with the smudged cloak?”
“That’s the one.”
“Hmph,” muttered the third. “Odd. She’s not from the third wave manifest. Not on the final invite list either.”
“She had the right code,” the fourth said. “The Fortress opened.”
They didn’t ask her name. Weren't particularly interested.
Across the hall, Tiv sipped her blue drink, grimacing at the saccharine aftertaste and trying not to look confused. She thought she’d seen someone glance at her earlier with mild surprise, but they’d said nothing.
Now the older voices behind her continued, quieter, more relaxed.
“…can’t believe they still recite that hymn about ‘stepping into the light,’” one said, smirking.
“‘The blessed gate opens to the faithful’,” Vehala quoted, shaking her head.
The tall one chuckled. “Hats off to the Psy-Ops Commission. Ritualized self-selection. Voluntary bio-resource input. No resistance. No enforcement needed.”
“They gave everything,” said the fourth. “Willingly.”
“They thought they were going to paradise,” Vehala said, smiling. “And in a way... they were.”
They raised their glasses slightly in toast.
“Flesh to vault,” said one.
“Vault to fortress,” said another.
“Fortress to future,” the last one finished.
They drank.
No one looked toward Tiv.
She sat halfway down the table, nibbling politely on a gelatinous wedge that tasted like sweetened cleaning foam. She tried to focus on the texture instead of the flavor. Tried to think positive thoughts.
It’s transitional, she told herself. Just a first meal.
She smiled at someone across from her, who nodded blankly and returned to eating.
She’d stopped wondering why no one had welcomed her by name. Maybe there were just too many new arrivals. Maybe the records hadn’t updated yet. Maybe…
No. Stop this pointless, negative thinking. She swallowed, forced down the unease. You’re here. It worked. Be grateful.
Behind her, the senior Elect had already moved on.
"The comet’s path hasn’t changed,” Vehala said. “Five years and counting down.”
“Let it come,” said the tall one. “The slums will vanish. The dust will settle. The surface of Ulari scoured clean and refreshed with more resources. And we’ll still be safe and snug.”
“And then?” an initiate asked.
The broadest of them all leaned back in his seat and gazed at the ceiling, at the unmoving stars projected overhead.
“Then we build a new world,” he said softly. “With no accidents of history. Only design and the future.”
No one else spoke for a while.
Across the hall, Tiv sat in silence, still trying to convince herself she was lucky. 
Oddly enough, she was, in a particularly serendipitous way. Luckier than she could ever imagine.
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…before it's too late!


[image: Fantasy illustration of a woman sitting full lotus, with illuminated representations of chakras.]
Iwrote a whole extensive chapter about how to evaluate the quality of information. Then I removed it from the queue for compiling into this book, because I realized that it was counter-productive to my purposes. That kind of skill has to be learned unconsciously through experience. A better approach would be to write detective thrillers for teens where the detectives use their critical thinking skills to process clues. The target audience would be teens so they have enough neuroplasticity and neurogenesis left to integrate the training into their actual thought processes. If I live long enough after publishing this, and then get some personal projects finished, it might yet happen! 
Later I realized that including critical thinking skills in this book would have been even more counter-productive than I first realized, because it would only hand readers more tools to deceive themselves. For example, judging from experiences on social media, once people learn what “controlled opposition” is, they start throwing the accusation around at anybody they don't like, or who says things they don't like. There's a lot of potential for a "sorcerer's apprentice" scenario.
Lies and mistakes are less of a problem than dupes eager to believe them.
So here's a different approach to removing obstacles to understanding. Up to now, I've explained many different ways people unconsciously deceive themselves. Now it's time to talk about how to become more conscious. 
Ken Wilber refers to “waking up”, “growing up,” and “cleaning up”. Arguably my treatment is similar despite the fact that I don't think Green is a stage on the way to mental maturity; it's a dysfunctional, socially-engineered mindset marked by getting stuck in naive narcissism, so to address “growing up”, I'm going to directly address narcissism along with some other obstacles to seeing things more clearly.
Growing up: out of naive narcissism that makes you a sucker for deals that are too good to be true.
Cleaning up: or in other words, owning up; “re-integrating Shadow”; acknowledging what you already know but pretend you don't because that's more comforting.
Waking up: stop letting your runaway thoughts distract you from actual evidence; stop falling in love with your beliefs because you think of them as being a part of a self that doesn't exist.
They're all closely-related. They're all matters of starting to notice what had previously been ignored like a fish doesn't notice water
If this is all new to you, then the following advice is worth more than you paid for this book—which for most of you will be nothing or negligible:
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Ilove babies. My own more than other people's, & those of friends & family more than those of random strangers, but in general I'm friendly, warm, & cuddly towards babies. I have strong paternal instincts. 
If you connected me to sensors to detect stress and then handed me a colicky baby, the resulting stress-chart would probably close to flatline. I don't ignore it ("tune it out"); I'm not particularly good at ignoring my senses anyway. Instead, I'm just not reacting with negative thoughts and emotions, because I've trained myself not to. I can hold a colicky baby for hours, and in fact have ended up doing that after the exhausted mother noticed the fact and decided to make use of it.
Babies are the initial state of humans. They're needy and self-centered. From their point of view, everything is about themselves and their needs. It has to be that way; they can't do anything for themselves.
I don’t need them to be otherwise because I grew out of those characteristics myself. People who are stuck in infantile narcissism resent babies for coming along to take their place as the center of need and attention. 
As children get older, they engage their parents, and then they become needy for approval. "Look Mommy! Look at me! See what I can do!" Probably for a good reason: remember that for most of human history, children have NEEDED their parents' approval to survive; parents used to routinely cull their own disappointments. We now have huge numbers of adults who never grew out of that neediness, and it gets transferred to imposed authority figures and to their own social circles ("social proof"). The combination of narcissism & neediness for approval are contributing to the dysfunctional "woke" phenomenon.
Many people, including a few people who are a tad narcissistic themselves, resent (other) narcissists. I understand what it's like to get burned by one, having gone through it several times now. My own interpretation of my experience is that at least some of it was self-inflicted; I was needy for someone else to feel something they were incapable of. And in the end, they were the ones lacking, not me. It's not so much they got hurt more than I did; they didn't. It's that they missed out on experiences I wouldn't give up despite the risk of heart-ache. They're also at risk in ways I'm not, which I will get to in a moment.
Just to be clear: narcissism is less qualitative (yes or no) and more quantitative (how much). People tend to refer to “narcissists” as if they're a specific class of people, but what separates them from the rest of us is only a matter of degree. 
Narcissism is also not a single trait, but several related traits. Common narcissistic traits include
	Self-centeredness and corresponding lack of attention to others unless it serves their own needs.

	A feeling of superiority, either “grandiose” (they don't need other people to tell them) or “vulnerable” which I've also heard called “fragile” (they're needy for other people to flatter them, which results in hurt feelings and lashing out at others who don't realize it's expected or are unwilling to comply).

	Impulsivity and excessive risk-taking, related to unrealistic expectations of benefits without having to earn them.

	Inability to connect deeply with others. It's not just that they choose not to; they literally can't. The neural pathways to make it happen never developed because their infancy wasn't conducive to bonding to their parents!



There are reasons that at least some of us grow out of infantile narcissism: it's for our own good. The ability to have deep, mutually-beneficial, synergistic relationships is an advantage.
	Mom and Dad might be willing to devote themselves to our welfare, or not if they're self-centered themselves, but the world doesn't revolve around our needs. Assuming otherwise will get us into trouble.

	Narcissists often fall for deception and mistakes because they think they're too smart to be fooled; this is one of the most common reasons that smart but foolish people believe weird stuff that isn't true! A few of them will get wise, but in a malicious way, by evolving from naive dupe to cunning deceiver.

	Feeling entitled, believing others exist to serve their needs, being overly optimistic, sticking to beliefs that boost their ego, and ignoring facts that don't fit this image make people fall for deals that seem "too good to be true."

	When people are obsessed with their identity, they're easily tricked into believing things that match their self-view, which is itself often shaped by con artists. In other words, it's not just that con artists exploit this self-view, but they also often create it in the first place as part of the setup for their scam!



A common way to pull off a scam is to lure the suckers in by appealing to their greed, flattering beliefs about themselves, and desire for status and exclusivity. A good example was the Bernie Madoff Ponzi scheme, whereby the suckers were lured in with promised returns that were too consistently high to be realistic, and at least some of those who fell for the scam convinced themselves this opportunity was presented to them because they're savvy and well-connected.
Another sort of scam: something “amazing” happens, and everybody jumps on the bandwagon wanting a piece of the action. “Uri Geller stopped my clock!” They go along with the fraud and then try to make it about themselves. They don't just get themselves into trouble; they lead others into it too.
Now a word about “empathy”, because I'm about to use that word in a way that's different from the way many people use the word. It's not productive to argue about what it means; I just want to clarify what I mean when I use the word: it's an intuitive sense of other people's perspectives, feelings, and needs. I don't use it as a synonym for “sympathy” or “compassion”.
	Sympathy: I'm sad because you're sad.

	Empathy: I sense that you're sad.

	Compassion: I want you to be happy.



Some people lack an intuitive sense of the meaning of sentence number 2 because they can't experience it. I don't mean they choose not to; I mean they lack the neural wiring to do so; it never developed while they were infants and highly neuroplastic. When some people claim to be highly empathetic, what they really mean is that other people upset them. That's not the same thing and it's not helpful to themselves or anyone else.
When some people speak of “empathy”, they're referring to their non-stop feigned care-and-concern about purely hypothetical “others” in order to win social credit. That's not what I'm talking about either. 
Empathy as I mean the term is not intrinsically altruistic. It's to your own advantage to anticipate other people's perspectives and needs so that you can maintain better relationships with them. It's potentially even a self-defense mechanism: it's how some women can accurately distinguish friend from foe in a dark alley. It's how some moms are the first in the family to realize that someone's been up to mischief or someone is lying. For these reasons, it's to your own advantage to strengthen your own empathetic abilities even if you're not particularly narcissistic.
I hear a lot of talk about “pathological empathy” and “weaponized empathy”, referring to situations like when victims of violent crime, or their next-of-kin, in certain “western” countries have been known to beg for foreign criminals not to be deported. That's not empathy, at least not as I use the term, that's ego. To their own detriment, they're acting in a way consistent with their self-image as a compassionate, anti-racist person. 
Now the bad news: I don't have foolproof plan for how to fix the problem. I know how to prevent it; that's relatively easy:
	Bond to your babies. Cuddle them. Look them in the eyes. Give them intense, one-on-one attention. Hold your newborns against your skin.

	Emotionally engage them.

	Make a habit of responding empathetically to other people, so that your babies will unconsciously mirror it. 

	Responding empathetically to other people entails noticing what's going on with THEM. Mindfulness training ("start noticing") is helpful.



It's harder to work with adults. They're no longer in a situation where they mirror their parents' behaviors and they're no longer as neuroplastic as they used to be.
It's even harder to jump-start the process. Narcissistic people don't realize that anything is wrong with their own behavior, and get offended if anyone tries to tell them. “HOW DARE YOU INSINUATE I AM ANYTHING LESS THAN PERFECT JUST THE WAY I AM!”
If either you can convince them that their behavior harms them in the long run, or they come to realize it themselves, then a good therapeutic option would be Lovingkindness Meditation, which is also my recommendation for anyone who's willing to expand their own capacity for empathy:
Sit calmly at a quiet time of day, probably early in the morning and/or winding down for bed-time.
Think about your own suffering. Imagine releasing yourself from suffering. This step was added specifically for the benefit of narcissists who may have difficulty connecting to other people right away. 
Then think about the suffering of someone you have friendly feelings for. In classic Lovingkindness meditation, this is usually qualified as being someone you love platonically, but I have to wonder if skipping out on people we love erotically is a bad idea for people who are not monks. I think part of the reason for the qualification is to avoid getting distracted by a different feeling (triggered by different mood-regulating hormones) than the one we're supposed to be working on; I expect some people can easily discern the difference and some people might get confused. In any case, imagine releasing that person from suffering. Imagine breathing in that person's suffering, and breathing out relief.
Once one can handle that, add in someone that you know exists, and perhaps even have impersonal transactions with, but you don't have a personal relationship with them and don't have strong feelings about them. It could be someone who works at your company whose existence you're aware of, but you don't work directly with each other unless in an impersonal way. Or it could be someone like a cashier at the grocery store or a clerk at the post office.
Once you've mastered that, try someone you actually dislike. Probably not with raw hatred, someone you just don't get along with.
Once you've mastered that, it's possible to keep going: you can work on people you utterly loath as well as with people whom you know exist hypothetically but have never actually met and perhaps never will. It's up to you, and there might be some benefit, but I have some reservations. If you really hate someone, there are reasons and they might even be good ones; in that case offhandedly encouraging you to respond with warm, fuzzy feelings might be a facile and ill-considered way of trying to resolve your feelings. Having warm, fuzzy feelings for purely hypothetical people might distract some people from having the same for real flesh-and-blood intimates, and that inversion of priorities is already a severe problem in the “Green” stage. 
Here's another empathy-building exercise, that should probably wait until you've mastered the previous one as well as some mindfulness training (arguably, this IS mindfulness training, and probably belongs redundantly there too, because you're training your attention to go where it needs to be for the situation):
Convince yourself that you can practically read minds if you just pay enough attention to people! Especially when they talk, but maintain razor-sharp focus on THEM for as long as you're engaging them. Especially pay attention to their feelings. Look them in the face and pay attention to their facial expressions.
Play around with it. Try it on everyone you talk to, but beware that you might be in for a temporarily unpleasant surprise when it finally hits. What might happen is that you learn to unconsciously read “microexpressions”, and start noticing when they're incongruous with (don't match) what they're saying. You might start noticing when people are lying to your face; unfortunately, it doesn't work over the internet. Don't freak out; don't react at all; just calmly make a mental note of it so you can decide what, if anything, you need to do about it. Mindfulness training will be helpful in this regard.
I was definitely startled when I started realizing how often neurotypicals lie or are insincere. Some people would get angry and confrontational when they start noticing (I didn't; I was just confused about what to do about it), which isn't a helpful reaction and is why I suggest doing the training only after training empathy and mindfulness first.
The next advice isn't a practice, though it could probably be turned into one. It's an attitude for avoiding both self-centeredness and its inversion, self-loathing and abuse:
Enlightened self-love:
“I've been given this wonderful life in this wonderful body. I have family, friends, and other blessings, and I want to be a responsible steward for all these gifts.”








  
  Wake up
  



  
  Wake up

…and start noticing


Paying attention to danger reduces anxiety! 
Paying attention to others reduces conflict!
Paying attention to pain reduces suffering!
Paying attention to work reduces drudgery!
Have you ever gone to a cinema where someone felt the need to comment about the movie all the way through it? To the point that you didn't enjoy the movie? In 1st-world countries, people don't go to the cinema much anymore, but you can get the same effect trying to watch a show or movie you really wanted to watch, but someone in your family, or a friend, needs a lot of attention & gets it with a non-stop monologue while you're trying to watch the show. Sometimes you get the same effect in documentaries or tv shows that are over-narrated. There's a British television's show consisting of badly-drawn animations designed to teach children disrespectful behavior and that their dads are bumbling, low-status pigs, where something happens, & then the narrator tells you what just happened, over and over again, as if you needed to be told despite seeing & hearing it yourself. I'm not an online "gamer", but I'm aware that non-stop commentary among the players is part of the game, a lot of it trash-talk designed to demoralize you. The problem I'm thinking of is effectively trash-talking yourself.
In all these cases, think of your sensory experiences of life as being analogous to the “show”, and the excessive narration as being your own internal mental commentary. Now imagine that aside from not being able to enjoy the show, some people start paying more attention to the narration than to the show, to the point that when there are gross discrepancies between the actual show and the narration, they remember the narration and have false memories that they saw what the narration told them instead of what they were actually experiencing!
There's an old trick for witness tampering along these lines: you tell a witness what they're about to see in a security video, and then have them watch it. Then when giving testimony, many people will report what you told them, instead of what they saw but either weren't paying attention, or grossly misinterpreted what they were seeing because of what they were told. I see a similar phenomenon daily in social media, where the caption claims one thing about the video, but I can see clearly the video depicts something very different. People wouldn't fall for this trick if they had the right kind of attention-training.
The habit of negatively narrating experiences of life can trigger depression. For example, an objective observer might witness someone prone to depression seemingly enjoying themselves at a party, but then later when alone with their own thoughts, they over-write what should be happy memories with miserable commentary. That also contributes to the phenomenon of suicides catching other people completely by surprise. The depressed person seemed to enjoy life; what other observers weren't aware of was the non-stop negative internal commentary.
Have you ever had the experience of arriving at a destination and then suddenly realizing it's the wrong one and you have no specific memories of driving there? You drove somewhere you habitually drive to instead of where the destination you were supposed to go on this special occasion. You went into “autopilot”, navigating with procedural memory and responding to driving conditions with automatic reflexes but engaging so little conscious awareness that it didn't endure past short-term and working memory.
The fact that you ended up in the wrong place is what alerted you that something went wrong. If you arrived at the right destination, you might never notice the memory gap. Even when you do notice the memory gap, you might not extrapolate to realize just how much of your life you waste in a zombie-like state. 
Mindfulness versus mindlessness is what several of the scenes in the movie “The Matrix” were about. One of them was the scene regarding the woman in the red dress. Another at the end of the movie, after Neo is done sending a message to the machines, where the people are shuffling about unaware of the larger truth around them in contrast to Neo's newfound awareness.
The practice of mindfulness didn't make my quick-fix list because it's not a quick fix.  You can get some results soon after beginning the practice, but significant improvement requires dedication and consistency just like an exercise program. You don't walk into the gym the first day a weakling & walk out the same day a Norse god(dess).
It's also not taught in a way that's particularly accessible to laity, although that is changing with mindfulness apps. Even as it becomes more accessible, the instruction tends to be a secularized version of practices more suitable to monks than to men and women living in the rough-and-tumble of life outside the protective walls of the monastery. 
I'm not an expert, but I know enough to be helpful. In particular, my analytic mind can make some intelligent guesses as regards what's relevant, what are purely vestiges of random history, and how and why it works (when it does). That puts me ahead of rather a lot of researchers who think they're studying it but don't really understand what it is they're supposed to be studying; for example a lot of them think it's just relaxation techniques, or cuddle-hormone (oxytocin) therapy. 
What are the problems that mindfulness is supposed to solve?
First I'll list them, then I'll explain them. The following list probably isn't exhaustive; mindfulness is wonderfully useful.
	You can't avoid pain, but psychological suffering is optional once you realize that the story you tell yourself about the pain isn't the pain and is only making matters worse.

	People have a tendency to confuse the stories they tell themselves about their experiences with the actual experiences.

	It's no fun living life as a zombie, stuck in your head while life passes you by.

	You're no fun when you're stuck in your head while others are trying to engage you. When you respond to your mental images of other people instead of to what they're actually telling you, it triggers conflict and damages relationships.

	It's also dangerous to live as a zombie. The world changes and you fail to notice; your stuck in your own head, ignoring sensory data. This includes both in general, when people fail to adapt to trends they don't notice, and in particular, when people fail to maintain situational awareness and are oblivious to immediate dangers like someone about to ambush them.

	By the same token, zombies are also oblivious to opportunity.

	Zombification is the primary cause of extreme incongruences between belief and evidence that's typical of cults (both religious and secular); they're stuck in a narrative that exists only in their own heads, and are ignoring sensory evidence. You can try drawing their attention to evidence, but it doesn't work; when they “look” at the evidence, they're not really processing it; they're processing their thoughts about it, which are stuck on stupid.



Humans are prone to chronic anxiety by virtue of our ability to run simulations of the future. Most animals have no sense of "tomorrow"; typically they're not even very good at anticipating events more than a few minutes into the future. 
It doesn't occur to a chicken that the farmer who killed one of their kind would eventually kill them too. They don't generalize that way; everything is a one-off. Your old dog or cat knows they don't feel good, but it doesn't occur to them that their end is near; they don't have a generalized concept of death, and even if they witnessed one of their own dying, it doesn't seem to occur to them to induce that they too are mortal; they think it's "if", not "when", except they're not very skilled at processing "if" either.
If you can't imagine it, you don't worry about it. But if you can, you do. Perhaps so much that your fear of dying distracts your attention away from enjoyment of living! Also, ironically, maybe so much that you start ignoring danger because it's "scary" and you just don't want to think about it; instead, you spend too much time withdrawing into fantasy worlds created by propagandists selling their lies and psychological programming as "entertainment"; this is why so many people's internal maps are full of distortions.
Not only can humans worry about problems that haven't happened yet, and quite possibly never will (our simulations of the future aren't very accurate), we're prone to doing so obsessively. Our internal commentary doesn't have an "off" switch. Nor are our thoughts particularly well-directed; they tend to bounce around aimlessly as one thought leads to another that's only tangentially related and doesn't bring us any closer to the solution of any particular problem. This is something you might never notice unless you make a point of noticing it because you're so habituated to it ("a fish doesn't notice water").
You might assume that worry is "thinking about solutions to my problems". Unfortunately, it's not. It's mostly repetitive and just keeps running into obstacles, usually having to do with the way you're mis-framing the problem (more about framing and reframing elsewhere in this book), but that in turn having to do with rationalizations for your conditioned dysfunctional emotional attachments. The constant frustration of looking for answers and not finding any triggers "learned helplessness", anxiety disorders, and depression.
It's not just worry that's the problem; more generally it's our self-talk reactions to pain, disappointment, loss, and problems generally. 
Story time!
Something happened in the pantry. Here's the account of the first witness:
It was the most horrifying moment of my life. I was sorting through the pantry when that vile creature jumped out at me—straight at me, as if it had been lying in wait to ambush me. Its beady little eyes glinted with malice, and I swear it aimed for my face. I screamed, then grabbed a broom to defend myself, but it scurried around taunting me, darting out of reach every time I tried to corner it. The thing had no fear, no shame. That damn vermin was bent on making my life a nightmare. It knew exactly what it was doing, trying to terrorize me in my own home. I haven’t set  foot in that pantry since.
Now let's get the other side's story:
I was just looking for crumbs, minding my own business, when mayhem erupted. One minute, I’m nibbling on an oat, and the next, an evil giant is shrieking at the top of her lungs and swinging a deadly weapon at me. She came at me like a maniac, her broom smashing into the walls and floor, my tail struck over and over as I dodged the blows and avoided worse damage. I ran for my life, zigzagging to evade the attacks, my heart pounding with terror. What did I ever do to her? Her roaring and thrashing made it clear: she's a vicious bully. I barely escaped with my life, and you can bet I won’t be visiting that pantry again anytime soon.
Whoa, talk about one screen, two movies! Who is more likely to be the aggressor here? One of the two is oblivious to the fact that what she's reacting to is not sensory data coming from the outside world, but is generated internally in her own over-reactive amygdala. While she might reasonably be concerned that the mouse might carry hantavirus or defecate in her pantry, the mouse is not actually attacking her; that's just a story she's telling herself, generated internally, that she misinterprets as her actual experience. 
This story captures in a nutshell a problem so ubiquitous that we don't notice it because "a fish doesn't notice water.” The problem is never the problem; the problem is your reaction to the problem.
Fear and rage are typical feelings we react to after generating them internally but mistaking them for objective reality, and more specifically, for something happening outside of our own minds that we have no control over. Another common feeling is self-pity: we think the world is a horrible place because we're busy feeling sorry for ourselves.
Imagine an uncomfortable situation, like being hungry or too cold, and having an emotional reaction to the situation.
I'M FAMISHED! WHAT A MISERABLE SITUATION I'M STUCK IN AND CAN'T EAT!
I'M FREEZING! I WISH I DIDN'T HAVE TO GO OUT ON A MISERABLE NIGHT LIKE THIS AND DO THE THING I DON'T WANT TO DO!
What happens is several cycles of reacting to your own reaction, that is, you're reacting to your own bad mood that was triggered by the situation or event and making your internal state even worse than it would otherwise be. It's an internal reaction to an internal reaction, and it can go several cycles like this feeding on itself.
This phenomenon of reacting to one's own reaction is, by the way, is the primary way that phobias develop; you might assume that people with phobic reactions to specific things had a bad experience with one of those things, but more often than not, that's not the case. People who have ailurophobia (fear of cats) might be terrified of a kitten incapable of doing them any harm, or for that matter, are just as terrified of dead cats incapable of actually attacking. People who have turophobia (fear of cheeses) have never actually been attacked by one. The fear isn't usually based on actual experiences of harm; it's the result of a long, probably recurring cycle of negative thoughts and feelings totally within one's own head. 
The difference between extreme phobic reactions and our everyday self-induced misery is at least somewhat a matter of degree!
Now imagine the preceding situations of hunger and cold without a cycle of reacting to our own reactions: Just feeling the hunger. Just feeling the cold and monitoring the situation for our own safety.
Imagine the following scenarios, both with the same level of pain:
You've been sick, and feel your mortality. You think:
"I sense that my end is near. I'm grateful for the life I've lived. My affairs are mostly in order; my sons & daughters will have to deal with some details. I'd like to say good-bye to the ones who are close at hand."
versus
"I'M DYING! I'M DYING! OMG WHAT AM I GOING TO DO?! I'M SCARED! I DON'T WANT TO DIE! WHY ISN'T THERE ANYONE AROUND TO HELP ME?!"
Which one do you suppose is in a state of psychological suffering in addition to the pain? Having been in mortal pain the last time I had a life-threatening medical emergency, I have first-hand experience to know the difference. If you think of pain as being what you actually experience as the result of illness or injury, and “suffering” as being your experience of your own internally-generated mental chatter about pain, a lot of our suffering is the result of narratives we've told ourselves. When you start realizing that the actual pain and the narrative about the pain are two different things, and that the second one only exists in our heads, your tolerance for physical pain increases quite a bit. The last time I was in mortal pain, and in fact dying (happy ending: the paramedics got to me in time & hauled me to the emergency room), I was calm and able to think rationally.
The same goes for mundane stresses. How you react both emotionally and cognitively makes a big difference as regards the challenges you're able to successfully handle.
Putting attention on our internal narrative about the problem takes attention away from potentially important sensory data from our environment. You solve both problems by putting attention back where it belongs. That's "mindfulness".
I wrote this for the benefit of a mutual on social media expressing dread at his mortality:
My sympathies. Facing own mortality a critical life milestone. Win this. 🙏💙⚔️
That little voice in your head that says "I'm afraid to die"…is just that, a little voice in your head. It's not "you".
Pay more attention to life to shift attention away from that little voice.
You have a body, but are not your body. You have a mind, but are not your mind. You have a voiceover in your mind running a non-stop (& often negative) commentary on your experiences of life, but you're not that either. Learn to disidentify from all those things. 🙏
What you are becomes evident by a process of subtraction.
अहं ब्रह्मास्मि. Ahaṁ Brahmāsmi. I am Spirit. You are the Kosmos experiencing itself in a specific place & time.
What was never born never dies. You experience those things, but they're not happening TO YOU.
🌿
It's not just suffering that Mindfulness addresses; it's also enjoyment of life. You can't enjoy life if it passes you by while you're stuck in your head!
Have you ever looked forward to one of your favorite meals while a bit distracted. You look down at your plate. It's completely empty. You barely remember eating it. YOU MINDLESSLY SCARFED DOWN ONE OF YOUR FAVORITE MEALS AND TOOK NO PLEASURE FROM IT BECAUSE ALL YOUR ATTENTION WAS ON RANDOM THOUGHTS THAT WEREN'T IMPORTANT ENOUGH FOR YOU TO EVEN REMEMBER!
What to do? HAVE SECONDS OF COURSE! Mindlessness makes people FAT!
Have you ever been in a conversation where no matter what you said, the other person's response is irrelevant to what you just said? I've often witnessed it happening between two little boys where each one is talking about his own favorite topic and ignoring the fact the other one is talking about a different topic. One might be talking about dinosaurs, the other about a game he and his dad like to play. The conversation can go on like that surprisingly amicably. But when adults do that it's usually unilateral, indicative of a lack of respect (probably mutual, despite one or both sides playing the victim), and the trigger for conflict. Worse, the person doing it has no idea that anything is wrong. Instead of responding to you, they're responding to their internal representation of you, which is probably unflattering.
Thankfully I'm able to learn from other people's life-lessons (the hard way, more often than not, by getting involved in someone else's mess). If you notice a pattern that produces an undesirable result, try the opposite: if mindless relating produces dysfunctional relationships, try mindful relating: seek to understand the other person from their own perspective, even if you assume they're wrong. That requires paying attention to what they're saying, as well as paying attention to non-verbal social cues and context. Preferably without hostile feelings that distort perceptions. 
Tip: if after carefully considering what they're saying you still think they're wrong, you don't have to bluntly tell them so. Instead, you can figure out what information is missing from their perspective and supply it when you communicate your own perspective as respectfully and articulately as possible.
Noticing danger and opportunity
While you're living your life stuck in your own head, or worse, stuck in electronic virtual-reality, you're not alert to danger. You're not in a state of "situational awareness".
By the same token, you're also not alert to opportunities! 
Ignoring your senses also robs you of pleasant experiences. What you don't notice doesn't contribute to your enjoyment of life.
Change blindness: when you don’t notice change because your interaction with a thing is too reflexive and unconscious to notice it. You basically create a mental token for the thing, and then your thought processes work on the token instead of continuing to process sensory data for the thing. Examples: husband fails to notice & complement wife’s new hairdo, because he’s interacting with his mental token “wife” which stays the same (in other words, he's interacting with his mental map, not with the territory). Change blindness is how a very large fraction of the population appear to be completely oblivious to buildup of hazards to life throughout formerly relatively safe Europe, North America, Australia, & New Zealand; they're trapped in an outdated mental map.
Which brings up another point: while you're improving your awareness of your actual sensory experiences of life, you need to stop turning away your head or closing your eyes when the show gets scary or unpleasant. You need to stop telling yourself THIS CANNOT BE! There's more about that in the section covering the part of your mind where you hide information you don't want to acknowledge.
How noticing improves the accuracy of your mental map:
	You're no longer ignoring evidence. You start noticing it.

	You notice that the little voice inside your head isn't “you”, and that you don't have to believe whatever it says.

	After questioning your sense-of-self, you might also start questioning your identity-based beliefs. It's not a sure thing but identity-based beliefs become less stubbornly entrenched with nothing to anchor them to.

	You might even stop falling in love with your beliefs. You can start understanding that reality is in a state of flux, and you can acquire and let go of beliefs as needed to keep up with change in the territory.



Training to maintain calm alertness
You've probably heard something about counting your breath. That's a Buddhist practice that's gone mainstream. I'm not a monk living relatively sheltered in a monastery; my own preference is for exercising broad, externally-focused attention. Preferably most of the time that I'm awake, aside from time dedicated to analysis of real problems, but definitely while performing certain frequent functions:
	Mindful exercise: focus your attention on your body and its movements. You might want to enhance your experience of the exercise through visualizations, such as “I'm Samson; I'm pushing the pillars apart” or “I'm doing pushups on a planet with 2G gravity.” You could get carried away with the visualizations; the important part is to stay focused on your body and its movements.

	Mindful work: whatever you're doing, focus your attention on that, regardless of the type of work. Working on a report at work? Focus on that instead of daydreaming about an upcoming vacation. Chopping vegetables in the kitchen? Focus on that, not on ruminating about a confrontation at work. Watch your fingers around that knife. Use proper form and pay attention to results. By all means evaluate your life and make sure that where you spend your time contributes effectively to your life-goals. If it does, but you're bored, your mind is elsewhere. Do good work and take satisfaction in it.

	Mindful eating: Relax, slow down, and enjoy your food. Pay attention to what it tastes like. During family meals or for that matter business-related meals, enjoy the company you're eating with.

	Mindful relating: whenever you're actively engaging someone, or someone you care about makes a bid for your attention, give that person your full attention, like they're the only other person in the room and what they have to say is important. Pay attention to their perspectives, especially if you don't agree.



Situational awareness
Once you calm down enough to do so, instead of thinking of yourself as a monk safe in his monastery, think of yourself as a warrior (some like to imagine specifically a ninja) in a cold-war situation where danger from spies and assassins lurks around the corner waiting to ambush you! Not to be paranoid; just alert to danger (and opportunity!). The optimal state-of-mind to practice maintaining is one of calm alertness. You want that to be not just something you can achieve when you want to, but actually your default, baseline state-of-mind. If you happen to be a bit neurotic (most people in most industrialized societies are), your diligent practice should make you less so.
Auxiliary practices
Maintain your calm alertness during stressful practices and mundane events such as the following:
	Exposure to cold, typically a soak in a cold bath.

	Fasting

	Experiencing routine pain like after major dental work. Personally I avoid the painkillers doctors and dentists push on me.



Cold bath/shower ONLY IF IT IS SAFE FOR YOU TO DO SO! Most people can tolerate it but a few people can die of sudden cold shock. Ask your doctor if he's aware of any limitations regarding your ability to do so. The practice is to get into the cold bath or shower while minimizing your mental reaction to doing so. It should be something like
“I feel the cold.”, and you should sense yourself remaining calm during the transition from warm to cold.
NOT
“OMG I'M FREEZING, I'M FREEZING, I'M GONNA DIE OF HYPOTHERMIA! I WISH I WAS BACK IN MY NICE WARM BED!”
Similarly, whenever in a stressful situation, acknowledge the discomfort but WITHOUT disempowering commentary.
Flow state
Flow is a mental state in which someone becomes deeply absorbed in an activity, fully focused and performing at their best, often losing track of time and self-consciousness. It usually happens when the task is challenging but doable, and when the person is internally motivated—doing the task for its own sake rather than for an external reward. People in flow often describe the experience as satisfying, even joyful, because their skills are being used at full capacity.
Key factors of state of flow as described by author Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi:
	The level of challenge is in the sweet spot between boring and frustrating.

	You have clear goals or a clear sense of direction

	Your attention is fully focused on the task

	You receive immediate feedback on your progress

	You feel in control without having to consciously try

	Time feels like it's suspended. You're performing in the moment without keeping track of time. Sometimes someone has to remind you to feed your babies or yourself.

	The activity feels rewarding in itself

	You stop feeling self-conscious or distracted by outside concerns



Athletes and performance artists often perform in a state of flow, but it's the state that all of us were meant to live much of our lives in. Bees and beavers don't need incentives to do their work; they just do it. Unfortunately, humans end up doing a lot of things we don't want to do, usually because it was someone else's idea that we do it, and we feel disconnected from the activity. For me, that would be doing taxes. Which means that for me, doing taxes is a perfect opportunity to practice maintaining state:
	Get into and stay in a calm, focused, relaxed mood, regardless of not wanting to do my taxes.

	Stay focused on the task, to the degree that I don't have enough bandwidth for negative self-talk like "I hate doing this!," "I'm being forced against my will!," and "I don't like the way the government spends my tax money!" A distracted mind is bored and unhappy.



Utopia unnecessary. Embrace Samsara.
Last night my daughter & I watched a documentary about "Samadhi" (a state of unity-consciousness). The visuals include some scenes that look like CIA or PLA color-revolution psyops, eg confrontations between riot-police and "demonstrators", the "demonstrators" carrying signs about various "existential threats to the planet."
A lot of people believe that if enough people attain Enlightenment, that there will be world peace.
I am skeptical. No idea how that's supposed to work. I could imagine enlightened beings handling conflict better, but conflict never goes away because competition for scarce resources never goes away. If you fantasize about a post-scarcity utopia where we're building Dyson spheres, it's not hard to anticipate that there would be competing ideas about what we're going to do with our star-power. I suppose eventually fighting over stars. 
😇: NO, NO, NO, YOU'RE SUPPOSED TO EMBRACE SURRENDER! BE LIKE JESUS ON THE CROSS! OR BE LIKE THE BUDDHA, LIVING AT PEACE WITH ALL LIVING BEINGS!
🧔🏻‍♂️: Thereby eliminating yourself as a player, and the game moves on with more aggressive players committed to staying in the game. It's why psychopathic atheists push self-sacrificial surrogate Jesus figures in movies (emphasizing "sacrifice," like it was his own idea, instead of "murder"), tolerate Buddhism (an intensely anti-natalist religious sect), or better yet, actively push secularized versions of Buddhism. It's why the Shadow Empire was secretly pushing all the counter-culture crud in the late 1960s and early 1970s, including superficial dabbling in "eastern" religion (the more cult-like, the better) and chemically-induced states of altered awareness. They wanted you turned on, tuned in, & dropped out.
😇: NO, NO, NO, GOD IS PLAYING 5D CHESS! THINGS WILL ALL BE SET RIGHT LONG AFTER WE'RE GONE AND DEFEATED AND THE KOSMOS HAS FORGOTTEN ALL ABOUT OUR EXISTENCE!
🧔🏻‍♂️: I have a different interpretation of Jesus on the cross:

Pharisees 😡😡😡: submit to our authority, or suffer torture and death!
Jesus ✌️: Do what you're going to do then. I won't comply.
Death on the cross was the final act of rebellion, NOT surrender! Death threats lose their power against those willing to die for a cause. 
😇: THAT'S HERESY!
🧔🏻‍♂️: That's right. Be a heretic, like Jesus, who was crucified for his heresy (specifically, blasphemy). Heresy means thinking for yourself instead of surrendering your agency and assuming God is going to reward you for that despite it looking more like a sin than a virtue.
Back to the main topic: Enlightenment doesn't lead to Utopia; it leads to your acceptance of WHAT IS, regardless of what you intend to make of it, or whether you're successful. It also, as per my digression, leads to being able to make life-or-death decisions, like standing up for a cause in the face of pain and death, without purely psychological suffering, or being paralyzed by existential dread. While it's better to live for a cause while it's an option, willingness to die for one might be the last card you can play.
😇: I STILL THINK YOU'RE A DEVIL-WORSHIPER! I STILL THINK…
🧔🏻‍♂️: Your faith has failed, and you know it but are afraid to admit it. If you kept faith, you wouldn't be in as much mess as you're in after trading vigilance and diligence for comfort. I'm offering you a way to regain enough faith to take up the cross if that's what it takes for your salvation. It relies on your own observation, not on mindlessly trusting someone else's plan or hoping a hero will come along to rescue you. 
…
Go back to your church, your temple, 
Your therapist, your drug dealer, your ashram. 
There you may find a moment's peace.
You found it there once. 
Here is only emptiness for you. 
You'll find no food for your ego here. 
What if your precious sense of self 
Were to shrivel up and die? 
Where would you be then? 
What would happen? 
Best not to risk it.
―This segment of a poem is from Wayne Liquorman's collection titled No Way: A Guide For the Spiritually 'Advanced'.

      [image: ]Chapter notes:
Samsara is the cycle of birth and death. In Buddhist circles it tends to have a negative connotation, being associated with suffering. However, when non-dual awareness is achieved, then "Samsara is not other than Nirvana." In any case I don't identify as a Buddhist despite using the same term; I say right up-front: embrace Samsara.
Samadhi is the Sanskrit name for a state of deep, meditative absorption in which a person's awareness becomes fully unified, focused, and still—often described as a complete merging of the observer with the object of contemplation. It is traditionally seen as the culmination of sustained inner discipline and mindfulness, where thoughts quiet down and the sense of a separate-self fades, leading to a profound experience of clarity, peace, and presence. 
I don't want to give you the impression that it's entirely an altered state of awareness during meditation; I think that's more like "glimpses" of it. I walk around in a somewhat stable state of unity-consciousness most of the time. I don't have a strong sense of "self" and "other", or for that matter, observer and observed. It's fully non-dual. One of the reasons I pull my punches when verbal confrontations arise is because I experience the situation as myself as me confronting myself as someone else; there's no "self-and-other" or any two-ness about it.
An Orthodox Christian term that's a close match to Samadhi is "theosis". According to Orthodox teaching, theosis is the aim of human life. 
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[image: Illustration of a man looking into the mirror and seeing a werewolf looking back.]
“Welcome, my children,” said the dark figure, “to the communion of your race. Ye have found thus young your nature and your destiny. My children, look behind you!”

They turned; and flashing forth, as it were, in a sheet of flame, the fiend worshipers were seen; the smile of welcome gleamed darkly on every visage.

“There,” resumed the sable form, “are all whom ye have reverenced from youth. Ye deemed them holier than yourselves, and shrank from your own sin, contrasting it with their lives of righteousness and prayerful aspirations heavenward. Yet here are they all in my worshipping assembly. This night it shall be granted you to know their secret deeds: how hoary-bearded elders of the church have whispered wanton words to the young maids of their households; how many a woman, eager for widows’ weeds, has given her husband a drink at bedtime and let him sleep his last sleep in her bosom; how beardless youths have made haste to inherit their fathers’ wealth; and how fair damsels—blush not, sweet ones—have dug little graves in the garden, and bidden me, the sole guest to an infant’s funeral. By the sympathy of your human hearts for sin ye shall scent out all the places—whether in church, bedchamber, street, field, or forest—where crime has been committed, and shall exult to behold the whole earth one stain of guilt, one mighty blood spot. Far more than this. It shall be yours to penetrate, in every bosom, the deep mystery of sin, the fountain of all wicked arts, and which inexhaustibly supplies more evil impulses than human power—than my power at its utmost—can make manifest in deeds. And now, my children, look upon each other.”

They did so; and, by the blaze of the hell-kindled torches, the wretched man beheld his Faith, and the wife her husband, trembling before that unhallowed altar.

“Lo, there ye stand, my children,” said the figure, in a deep and solemn tone, almost sad with its despairing awfulness, as if his once angelic nature could yet mourn for our miserable race. “Depending upon one another’s hearts, ye had still hoped that virtue were not all a dream. Now are ye undeceived. Evil is the nature of mankind. Evil must be your only happiness. Welcome again, my children, to the communion of your race.”

“Welcome,” repeated the fiend worshippers, in one cry of despair and triumph.

And there they stood, the only pair, as it seemed, who were yet hesitating on the verge of wickedness in this dark world. A basin was hollowed, naturally, in the rock. Did it contain water, reddened by the lurid light? or was it blood? or, perchance, a liquid flame? Herein did the shape of evil dip his hand and prepare to lay the mark of baptism upon their foreheads, that they might be partakers of the mystery of sin, more conscious of the secret guilt of others, both in deed and thought, than they could now be of their own. The husband cast one look at his pale wife, and Faith at him. What polluted wretches would the next glance show them to each other, shuddering alike at what they disclosed and what they saw!
―Nathaniel Hawthorn, Young Goodman Brown
What Hawthorn wrote about is what so-called "elites" mean when they speak of "enlightenment." It's when they stop seeing their own actions in terms of conventional morality, and start seeing them in game-theory terms. 
They feel superior to the rest of us not for being morally better, but for the clarity of their game-theoretic vision. For example, they credit themselves for saving the world by building automated retaliation triggers into their nuclear responses in order to deter first strike. In other words, despite being the ones whose had is on the trigger, they credit themselves with saving all of us from thermonuclear war. 
I'm pretty sure they're also crediting themselves with saving civilization by doing something the rest of us think of as a crime against humanity.
Knowing your own darkness is the best method for dealing with the darkness of other people.
―Carl Jung, letter to Kendig B. Cully dated 25 September, 1931
Igor Ledówchowski: Have you ever thought you had a lot of unrealized potential that you've never been able to manifest?

(nods around room)

Igor: Have you ever noticed a place in your mind you don't like to think about?

(nervous nods)

Igor: THAT'S WHY YOU NEVER REALIZED YOUR POTENTIAL; YOUR POWER IS HIDDEN IN THE PLACE YOU'RE AFRAID TO LOOK!
I remember when I was a young lad hearing a story about two young Germans who, inspired by Nietzsche's moral skepticism, murdered a young Jewish man just to “prove” their superiority.
Much later, as an adult, I learned that Nathan Leopold and Richard Loeb were both American-born and probably didn’t identify as Germans in any way. Referring to them as such was as artfully contrived as the now ubiquitous “German man beheads daughter in honor killing”. They also weren’t inspired by Nietzsche; the latter embellishment was invented by their lawyer, likely as cover for other measures that had been taken to avoid what would otherwise have been a certain death sentence.
Smearing Nietzsche, who in real-life never murdered anyone I'm aware of, and on the contrary was sufficiently tender-hearted that he reportedly threw his arm's around a horse to shield it from being whipped by a coachman on the Piazza Carlo Alberto, was probably intended to attack his credibility. The so-called "elites" didn't need to be told that the game was still "predator versus lunch" and likely worried he was giving the script away with his Genealogy of Morals.
As for Leopold and Loeb, the concept of “psychopath” was not widely known or understood in those days, as a result of which neither was ever officially diagnosed, but both had traits and behaviors suggesting the possibility that they were in fact psychopaths. The primary motive seems to have been thrills, though they also demanded ransom (after already killing the young man they abducted).
The embellishments that came afterwards were designed to fabricate anecdotal evidence to support war propaganda about German aggression as well as dominant narratives about the dangers of questioning one’s moral conditioning. If my suspicion about psychopathic tendencies is correct, then no mere bluff was going to keep them from thinking murderous thoughts.
What about in the case of people who aren’t psychopaths? Does conditioning them to feel ashamed of their own violent or otherwise socially-unacceptable impulses make the world a safer, more orderly, more just place?
No, it doesn't. Conventional thinkers often imagine that in a world without moral conditioning, it would just be one big free-for-all. No it wouldn't; it would still be a world where weak or stupid criminals get punished, but powerful and cunning criminals get rewarded, just like it already is. If you think we live in a just world, you haven't been paying attention.
I've lived for a few decades now with a relatively “well-integrated Shadow”, meaning that I generally feel comfortable acknowledging my own dirty little secrets, at least to myself, and haven't murdered anybody yet. More likely, Shadow just makes violence more chaotic, random, and emotion-driven, and less driven by rational considerations. Granted, it’s still logically possible that the order of operations matters: I was raised in a very strict environment and had to unlearn being afraid to look in the dark corners of my mind. But I raised my own sons and daughters without instilling any fear that I’m aware of; they were not afraid of my wrath when caught misbehaving, just annoyed and frustrated by the non-violent consequences I dealt them, enough to feel "punished". The worst of the artificial motivators they got were time-outs or losing access to privileges. As children their behavior was much better than average; we got frequent complements on their behavior despite frequent criticisms of our (especially my) parenting practices. They're productive, helpful citizens, not criminals.
Looking back at human development as a whole: human societies in Magenta stage or earlier were quite violent, but mostly only in contexts where “violence is the most practical solution”. I once heard someone else’s recollection of visiting what sounds like a Magenta-level tribe, where he was warned about one of the men. HE’S A KILLER! Later, he met the man at a community event. He was playing with the children of his community, his particular ferociousness only triggered in battle situations.
Now consider the case of boys who have been trained in the martial arts: they’re LESS likely to bully than boys who haven’t been. They learn to master and appropriately channel their aggressive impulses.
In Jungian psychology, “Persona” is everything you're not but convince yourself you are, and “Shadow” is everything you are but won't admit to or even think too hard about.
Ken Wilber has started calling the process of “re-integrating your Shadow”, that is, acknowledging and coming to terms with your authentic (if not always socially-acceptable) self, “cleaning up”. 
Shadow is the basis for what's well-known as “psychological projection”, whereby someone either imagines their own traits in someone else, or hates in others what they hate about themselves. A typical example of the former is when someone with low self-esteem gets into a lot of fights because (s)he imagines that other people are hostile, but really the problem is that (s)he (her)himself is hostile, so that innocent incidents get misinterpreted as acts of hostility. An example of the latter, brought up by Wilber himself, is when a man attacks gay men because he's ashamed of his own sexual feelings for men. You can find more extreme or mundane examples; it's all over the place.
The problems can be personal problems that only harm ourselves or they can harm multiple people in a relationship.
Now I'm going to go off-script, because I personally tend to think of Shadow as a subset of more general information you hide away in that special place in your mind where you're afraid to look. Not all of it is about you; a great deal of it is about other people or anything at all you're afraid to acknowledge.
For a long time, I wondered why I see so many shocked reactions on social media whenever certain social influencers let the mask slip.
“I JUST DON'T UNDERSTAND WHAT HAPPENED TO [PERSON X]!”
Me: Nothing. (S)He's always been this way. (S)He's always been hostile. How did you not notice?!
I suspect naive narcissism is the primary problem in Green ("authority figures want to give me free tuition and healthcare, because I deserve it!"), and Shadow the primary problem in Amber ("I don't want to go to hell for having the naughty thought!").
Owning up to your own potential for violence and other socially-unacceptable urges opens your mind to the realization that other people can be violent or hostile too, and furthermore: they can conceal their intentions. Naiveté is hazard to your personal security, but most people aren't really so much naive as in denial. If they push certain facts they are fully aware of down far enough below conscious awareness, their denialism turns hazardous to their own and to other people's safety. It's one of the ways that rampant sexual abuse happens that “everybody knew about” but nobody tried to stop it.
As the world becomes an increasingly dangerous and “scary” place, learning to boldly acknowledge what they've previously been afraid to is where some of the biggest wins will be as regards improving the accuracy of most readers' mental maps. I suspect this will be especially true for people who currently stay inside the “Overton window” of acceptable dialog, versus those outside it, who are already used to acknowledging taboo thoughts and using them to fill in what would otherwise be gaps on their mental maps of reality.
As for Igor’s claim: he’s right—there is power in the dark places of your mind where you’re afraid to look. Part of that power has to do with serious problems you cannot solve because the solution space is bounded by facts you refuse to face. The answer rarely requires you to do anything evil; more often, it only requires you to confront uncomfortable truths. Often it means discovering a workable solution to what previously seemed like a hopeless problem, and sometimes it means realizing there is no solution, abandoning a hopeless quest, and redirecting your energy into something more rewarding. Sometimes the first step is simply acknowledging that a problem exists at all, even when you are reluctant to admit it.
As for my well-integrated Shadow being a late-life achievement: with a little of the right coaching it could have happened a lot earlier. I don't know the optimal path to integrating the disowned self, but this is the path I took for integrating mine:
	Cultivate mindfulness.
Train calm alertness and learn to separate external events from your internal reactions. Over time you stop confusing “my reaction” with “that person’s reality,” which frees you from needless conflict and gives you more clarity in every situation.

	Notice unhelpful emotional reactions. 
When you feel a surge of emotion, pause and ask: is this helping, or is it making things worse? As you reduce self-defeating reactions, you gain more self-control, and people begin to see you as steadier and more trustworthy.

	Practice radical acceptance. 
When something unpleasant happens, resist the urge to say or think “this can’t be happening!” Denying reality only adds another layer of struggle. Acceptance doesn't mean you're happy with the situation; it just means you're not in denial and are ready to change what you can. Acceptance puts you back in alignment with reality, which means you can respond effectively instead of wasting strength resisting what already is.

	Extend compassion to yourself. 
Treat disowned parts of yourself with the same patience you’d offer a friend. Compassion turns self-criticism into healing, and the more you do it, the more resilient you become—because nothing inside you is an enemy anymore.

	Take gradual steps.
Don’t try to confront every buried impulse at once. Bring things up in manageable doses. This makes integration safe and sustainable, and you’ll see steady progress without burning out or backsliding.

	Be curious about troubling urges.
When something feels dangerous to admit, ask why it exists. Often it signals a need, though sometimes it’s a distortion of old wounds. Either way, awareness keeps you from being blindsided later. Don't push too hard for answers; that turns into rationalization or blame, and those make matters worse. Give your mind time to work on it. As you progress, curiosity replaces fear, and you gain confidence that you can handle whatever arises.

	Channel urges constructively. 
A strong, even antisocial impulse often has a rational root—it’s just misdirected. Instead of suppressing it, redirect it into socially constructive action. For example, an urge for aggression can become assertiveness, competitive excellence, or disciplined training. Once you do this, you stop fighting yourself. The very force that once worked against you now works for you, giving you greater drive, energy, and personal power.

	Watch for shadow projection. 
Notice when traits you can’t stand in others are really things you’ve disowned in yourself. By recognizing this, you reclaim lost parts of yourself and also become less frustrated with others. This not only deepens self-knowledge, it takes your ability to relate to others to the next level.

	Remember your nature. 
You are an animal with instincts and drives and at the same time a child of God. Interpret that in whatever way feels right. Holding both truths together gives you balance: you don’t deny your instincts, but you also don’t lose sight of your worth or your higher calling.




      [image: ]🙏🏻 Embrace what you are, tame what was wild, and channel what was hidden into deeds of strength and honor—so that the power once buried becomes the power that carries you forward.
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[image: Lanterns and candles set on the ground for all saints day.]
Cyrus jolted awake, heart hammering, breath sharp and ragged. The air was thick, stale. His skin was clammy with sweat, his limbs tangled in the rough fabric of his blanket. 
His pulse roared in his ears. The dark pressed in, featureless, unfamiliar. 
Where…? His hands fumbled over the ground, seeking something solid, something known.
Nothing. Just dust, dry and cool against his fingers. 
A sound. Distant, muted at first. He froze, straining. Voices. Footsteps. The rattle of equipment. Familiarity faded in.
Space and time settled back into place.
He wasn’t trapped. He wasn’t running.
The living moment had returned.
Cyrus exhaled, forcing his muscles to unclench, the tension seeping out in slow increments. His breath steadied.
Silence lay close by. No rustling. No stirring. Then, barely audible, the soft rhythm of breathing. Others still slept.
His chest tightened, this time with something quieter—disappointment in himself. He should have been up already. He should have been one of the first, if for no other reason than to set an example. But as it was, time was short. By mid-morning, the sun would be merciless, sapping his strength, making the hours stretch and drag.
He needed to move. But his body resisted, aching from days spent breaking soil, and nights on thin mats over rocky ground.
He swallowed, flexed his fingers. He just needed a little motivation to get himself going.
Gently, quietly, he reached over to the woman lying next to him. His fingertips found the soft warmth of her arm, the slow, steady rise and fall of her breath. The quiet life in her presence, so close, so familiar.
For a moment, he lingered, letting his hand rest lightly against her. The rhythm of her breathing smoothed the last of the lingering tension in his chest. She was here. Safe. Asleep, unaware of his moment of panic.
That was enough.
His sense of urgency returned.
Carefully, he withdrew his hand, turning away before the stillness could lull him back down. He reached for the net bag where he kept his clothes for the day, fingers brushing against the stiff, thin fabric inside.
The clothes were simple—thin, lightweight, a blend of cotton and linen. Their only purpose was to provide a modicum of decency and shield his skin from the worst of the sun.
But this time of year, even that wasn’t enough. The sun was merciless. Its rays could burn straight through fabric, turning exposed skin raw. He had built up a farmer’s tan over time, and midday siestas in whatever shade he could find helped, but the risk never truly disappeared.
The pants were loose-fitting, “one size fits all,” secured only by tying the straps at the waist. The shirt, equally loose, hung untucked.
He dressed as quietly as possible, then stepped outside to prepare for the day’s work before waking the boys.
It was still dark, but the steady hum of movement in the distance told him dawn wouldn't be long to arrive.
He hurried down the path toward the tool shed. The ground sloped gently downward, flanked by low, bushy trees that crowded the trail, their branches shifting in the faint breeze. The dim light made it hard to see, but he had walked this way a hundred times before.
Then, suddenly—his foot caught on a rock protruding from the rough path.
A sharp jolt of alarm shot through him as his body lurched forward. His arms flailed, grasping at empty air. Gravity took over.
He hit the ground hard.
Dust rose around him. His shoulder throbbed from the impact, but the real pain was in his knees, which had slammed against the rocky path. He lay there for a moment, still, waiting for his mind to catch up.
No sharp pain in his skull. That was good. His hand had taken the worst of the fall, but his palms were calloused thick as leather—no real damage there.
He tried to push himself up, but his joints protested. His left knee barely cooperated, stiff with arthritis. He shifted his weight, attempted again. Lost his balance. Fell onto his side with a grunt.
He exhaled. Adjusted. Tried again.
This time, he got his hands beneath him and forced himself onto hands and knees. Then shifted his weight and made it the rest of the way up. He was aware that not being able to lift himself up off the ground easily was a bad sign for how much longevity he had left.
His breath came steady, if a little strained. He tested his weight on one foot, then the other. Nothing worse than the usual aches. No sprains. Just scraped knees and a bruised ego.
He glanced down. Blood beaded along his kneecap.
A small wound could turn into a serious infection when the heat and humidity made even minor injuries dangerous. But it was still the dry season—germs were slower. He should have been more careful, but there was no point in dwelling on it.
He sighed. “So it is.”
Then he stopped.
He let his senses open fully, taking in the moment as it was.
Pain. The steady ache of worn joints, the sting of torn skin. His breath, slightly labored, but even.
Alive.
In a short while, the sun would rise. He would work another day. He had that privilege.
Like the first day of life. Ripe with possibilities.
He pushed himself back into motion, more mindful now of the uneven ground beneath him. At the edge of the trees, he veered off course toward the infirmary. Inside, he found what he needed: alcohol and bandages. He poured the stinging liquid over his scraped knee, watching dust and dried blood dissolve in the runoff. Then he wrapped the wound, tying the bandage firm.
Done. Time to work.
At the storage shed, he pulled out a cloth with straps sewn onto it. From there, he made his way to the root cellar, where sweet potato sections he had cut and cured earlier waited. He loaded them onto the cloth, tied it up, and strapped it to his back.
Then to the tool shed to grab a hoe.
Next, the water station. He filled three canteens with treated water from one of the cisterns. The last step before the day truly began.
By the time he made his way back to his quarters, the sky had lightened enough to navigate without missteps. Dawn would break soon. At least now he could see well enough to avoid another fall.
The older boy, Sonny, was already awake, sitting up on his mat, rubbing sleep from his eyes. Dale, the younger one, was still curled up, limbs slack with the deep sleep of childhood.
Cyrus hesitated. He hated waking him.
The boy needed rest. He was growing, after all. But time wasn’t a luxury they had. The heat would soon be relentless, and if Dale didn’t get moving now, their work would only be harder later.
Still, Cyrus kept his voice gentle as he coaxed him upright, steadying the boy when he swayed, bleary and reluctant. A part of him wanted to tell Dale to go back to sleep, to let him rest just a little longer. But survival outweighed comfort. He only had the right to be hard on himself—not on anyone else. But even that had its limits.
They had to move.
By the time he made his way back to his quarters, the sky had lightened just enough to navigate without missteps. Dawn would break soon. At least now he could see well enough to avoid another fall.
The older boy, Sonny, was already awake, sitting up on his mat, rubbing sleep from his eyes. Dale, the younger one, was still curled up, limbs slack with the deep sleep of childhood.
Cyrus hesitated. He hated waking him.
The boy needed rest. He was growing, after all. But time wasn’t a luxury they had. The heat would soon be relentless, and if Dale didn’t get moving now, the work would only be harder later.
Still, Cyrus kept his voice gentle as he coaxed him upright, steadying the boy when he swayed, bleary and reluctant. A part of him wanted to tell Dale to go back to sleep, to let him rest just a little longer. But survival outweighed comfort. He only had the right to be hard on himself—not on anyone else. But even that had its limits.
They had to move.
The outdoor eating area was already stirring with life by the time they reached it. Wooden tables and benches sat beneath the open sky, close to the kitchen where the morning meal was being doled out in dented metal bowls.
Cyrus settled his grandsons at a bench before heading to the serving line.
Breakfast was sorghum and amaranth mush, thick and sticky, salted just enough to keep it from being entirely bland. Other times of year, they might have dried fruit in it—small bursts of sweetness to break the monotony—but food stores were running low.
No milk either. That was always the case. No cows. Not even soybeans. No luxuries.
Cyrus could tolerate it well enough. But for the boys? He wished he had something heartier, something richer, something to put some meat on their growing frames.
Still, they ate without complaint. It was the only life they'd ever known.
Once their bowls were scraped clean, Cyrus tied the smallest canteen to Dale, the larger one to Sonny, and kept the biggest for himself. The weight of water was nothing compared to the weight of responsibility.
The boys carried their empty bowls back to the cookhouse staff, their small hands moving with practiced efficiency. No wasted motions. No wasted time.
Then, without a word, they followed him toward the fields.
The long row of earth he had prepared earlier lay ahead, waiting for the sweet potatoes.
The day had begun.
They hadn’t gotten far when the sun broke over the horizon, casting long shadows over the dry earth. Cyrus was already sweating. He regretted the late start. The walk was long, fully exposed, heat pressing down before the day had even begun. This year, the sweet potatoes were going into one of the furthest fields, past the tree crops, close to the outer boundary.
Roughly three-quarters of the way there, Dale slowed.
Then he started complaining.
Cyrus sighed. He wished he had a wagon, something to pull both supplies and the boy, but there was none to be had. They had to make do with what could be built in the workshop, with crude tools and salvaged materials.
He stopped walking and gave the matter some thought.
Could he carry Dale? Probably. He was wiry enough. But he also knew the cost—strained muscles, a sore back, lost days of work. The rains weren’t far off. There wasn’t time to lose.
Then another thought crept in.
Would it really be in Dale’s best interest?
The boys had already lost their father. Cyrus hoped to see them to adolescence, but soon enough, he too would be gone. And when that day came, what then?
There was no time to lose.
Cyrus got down on one knee, steadying Dale by the shoulders. He kept his voice gentle, but firm—coaxing, not commanding. Encouraging, not berating. Dale’s disappointment was clear, but after a moment of hesitation, he sighed and resumed walking on his own two feet.
Cyrus fell into step beside him, keeping a sharp eye out for snakes.
Still, he wouldn't always be there to watch for them. He reminded both boys to keep an eye on the path, pointing out the risk. The further out they went, the more likely they were to encounter one. Fortunately, big snakes because of their size, and coral snakes because they considerately warned of their venomous nature with bright colors, were easy enough to spot on open paths or freshly tilled ground.
So were some other things, unpleasant in a different way. Up ahead, the remains of a carcass littered the path—fur, blood, bones, a dark swarm of insects thick in the air.
Cyrus almost considered a detour. Instead, he let them stop to have a look. They needed to get used to death. It was an everyday matter.
After a moment, they moved on.
Not far ahead, a hedge of prickly pears rose where the path ended, beyond which lay a dense wall of native thorn bush and wild cacti.
The first real barrier.
Once a month, boundary patrols checked for signs of tampering—footpaths carved through the brambles, signs of forced entry. The thicket was painstaking to breach, but once a path was cut, it was difficult to block again until the bush regrew, which could take years.
The outpost was relatively safe from large attacks, but small groups of raiders slipping through? That was another matter.
A few months back, another work team had found a man with his throat slit. Two women had been raped.
That's why they worked in groups.
Cyrus didn’t like bringing the boys out here alone, but this time of year, workers were spread thin. There was no choice. Still, it was broad daylight, there were teams working nearby, and the sentry post had a man on watch.
There was no avoiding the fact that life was dangerous. But so was starvation.
Just within the boundary, small groves of tree crops dotted the land, a final layer before the wild brush. The trees were planted in spaced clusters, leaving an open corridor to keep a clear view of the perimeter. The sweet potatoes would go in that space.
Cyrus pulled the bundle of sweet potato sections off his back and set it on the ground, loosening the ties just enough to expose a few tubers without leaving them to bake under the sun.
He used one corner of his hoe to etch out a long line in the soil. Then, starting at one end, he began digging a trench.
When he finished, he turned to the boys.
“Do you remember what to do?”
Sonny grabbed a sweet potato section, stepped up to the trench, then hesitated.
Cyrus waited, watching.
After a second, Sonny placed the tuber in the soil, then, after a moment of reflection, grabbed another and spaced it down the row.
Dale followed, mimicking his brother’s actions, though his spacing was a little off.
Cyrus considered correcting him but let it be. Perfection is the enemy of done. Dale would figure it out with enough practice.
Cyrus and Sonny moved steadily down the row, planting, covering, moving on. The morning heat pressed closer, thick and heavy.
The sweet potatoes were going into the ground now, but that wasn't the end of the job. In the coming weeks, they’d return again and again, hoeing weeds, building the mounds higher, keeping the plants alive however they could.
Sweet potatoes weren’t an easy crop here. Cassava was the safest bet—it could wait in the ground for years, untouched, unspoiled. But cassava is almost pure starch. Sweet potatoes are far more nutritious, and the greens can be eaten too. Two valuable items where the diet was meager.
So it was worth the effort growing them even if it was a gamble due to the brevity of the rainy season and erratic climate.
As they worked, they neared a grove of trees where a group of men were clearing the ground. Last year’s drought had stolen most of the seedlings before their roots could take hold. Now the dead ones had to be cleared to make room for new plantings.
At least some had survived. The ones that made it would be strong.
The men sang as they worked. Deep, steady voices that carried across the fields. The rhythm of it matched the swing of their blades, the scrape of uprooted stumps, the weight of sweat and labor.
Cyrus knew the songs.
Old plantation songs, sung by men who worked the land long before this place had ever been carved from the wild. Songs meant to make the labor pass, to ease the weight of exhaustion.
Cyrus and Sonny joined in, voices folding into the low harmony.
Dale didn’t know the words, but he tried anyway, stringing together his own made-up syllables, his small voice piping over the deep rumble of the others.
Cyrus let the music settle into him. The steady rhythm. The familiar tune.
For a little while, the day felt lighter.
The sun climbed. The earth turned.
Just another morning. Until Cyrus heard the yell.
Sharp. Panicked.
He turned instinctively toward the grove where the men were working. Their heads had snapped toward the sound, eyes wide, tools abandoned mid-swing.
Another shout.
Cyrus twisted, searching.
A man stood frozen in the clearing between two groves, his body rigid with shock.
Then he crumpled to his knees.
The sound that came out of him next wasn’t just pain—it was terror.
The others sprinted toward him.
“STOP!” Cyrus shouted. “Look first!”
The men skidded to a halt, hesitating, glancing down.
One of them spotted something. He pointed. “"Tam!” ["there!"]
Cyrus squinted. The weeds shifted slightly—something low to the ground, coiled, still.
He turned back to the boys. “Stay here.”
They nodded, eyes wide.
Cyrus sprinted toward the group, heart pounding, already dreading what he’d find.
His first priority was the snake. He crouched just long enough to get a look—thick-bodied, dark markings, head shaped like a blunt arrow. A pit viper. A really big one. Bad.
One of the men kept an eye on it while the rest dragged the fallen man further away. Cyrus finally got a clear look at his face.
Buck.
A surge of emotion threatened to seize him, but he shoved it down. No time for that now.
“Keep him upright,” Cyrus ordered, motioning for the others to prop Buck up so that the wound—somewhere on his leg—was lower than his heart.
His own hands were steady as he tore off his shirt and tied it around the wound—not to stop circulation, but just enough to slow the spread of venom.
Then he locked eyes with Buck, placed a firm hand on his shoulder. “We’re here. We’ll get you to treatment. Just stay as still as you can.”
Buck’s breathing was uneven, his face slick with sweat. He gave a tight, jerky nod.
Cyrus turned to the men. “We need to get him to the infirmary.”
He didn’t add what he was thinking. And then what? He knew the snakes here were deadly. But he had never treated a snakebite before. He had no idea what to expect. 
He jogged back to where he and Sonny had been working, hands fumbling as he untied the bundle of sweet potatoes and shook out the cloth they had been wrapped in. It wasn’t big enough for a proper stretcher, but it was all they had.
Back at Buck’s side, he helped shift him onto the makeshift stretcher. The other men would carry him to the infirmary, and Cyrus would catch up later. First he had a loose end to tie up. He took a machete from the men’s pile of tools and turned toward the snake.
“You vant us to haul you to infirmary next?” asked one of the men.
“I can’t just leave it here,” Cyrus said. “What if a child gets bit next?”
“Dose tings spring at you!” the other man warned.
Cyrus was aware. Pit vipers struck fast. They didn’t need to see their target clearly. They could feel him, track the heat of his body even if he stood perfectly still.
For the first time, he hesitated. He didn’t even particularly want to kill the snake. But what was the alternative? But what if he miscalculated? Two snakebite victims wouldn’t make this any better.
It felt like every decision he had to make carried life-or-death consequences. And it was so easy to make the wrong one in the heat of the moment, weighing barely-understood risks against barely-understood risks.
“What we need is a long-handled snake grappler,” Cyrus muttered.
“Den vy don’t you go get one?” one of the men said.
“Well, we don’t have exactly that, but we do have a hook.” Cyrus glanced at them. “Are you saying you’ll track the snake while I go look for it?”
The men exchanged a look, then both nodded.
It wasn’t the plan he would’ve chosen. But it was better than nothing and would just have to do.
Cyrus didn’t want the men tracking the snake to be distracted by watching the boys, so even though they would slow him down, he decided to take them back with him.
Then he noticed the sweet potatoes. They were still lying in the sun. His first instinct was frustration, but he caught himself. Focus on what you can fix. He scooped them up and carried them to the nearest patch of shade beneath the trees. It wasn’t much, but it was better than leaving them to bake.
The walk back to the village was slow and awkward. Unruly thoughts were worse than arthritic pain. Cyrus’s mind kept circling back to Buck. And then to Buck’s father.
They had been close once—good friends, the kind who could depend on each other when it mattered. Then, like so many others, they'd had a falling out when things got bad. Tensions and tempers were running high in those days. It wasn’t just them. Families had fractured. Friendships had shattered. People had turned on each other out of fear, stress, exhaustion.
And now, after everything, Cyrus would never know if Buck’s father had made it. He assumed he hadn’t. Still, he hoped—if by some chance the man was still alive—that he had landed somewhere safer than this.
Regret stirred in his mind, but he refused to let it take hold. To turn out differently than they had, things would have had to have been different than they were. No amount of regrets could rewrite what had already been written.
The snakebite wasn’t something he could have prevented. There had been precautions, but hazards like that were constant. Injuries couldn’t be completely avoided. And it wouldn’t have been any better if it had been someone else. Cyrus loved every member of his tribe.
He exhaled slowly, keeping his pace steady. The only thing to do now was keep moving.
The first order of business after reaching the village was a new shirt. He’d already had more than enough sun for the day and was risking a third-degree sunburn.
The second order of business was the snake. Cyrus didn’t know where the snake hook was, but Tiger would. He asked around and heard a second-hand rumor that Tiger was headed to the infirmary. So that’s where he headed.
Cyrus and the boys removed their hats as they stepped inside.
Buck lay on one of the cots, his face slick with sweat. One of the men who had carried him in was still there, but as soon as Cyrus arrived, he stood and gave a quick nod before heading for the door.
Just as he left, a nurse stepped in. Angelina. Cyrus’s somber thoughts were momentarily swept aside by the warmth in his chest. His daughter.
She was fully in her element here—efficient, focused, quick on her feet. His face beamed, pride welling up even in the middle of a crisis.
She caught his eye, smiled, and pressed a quick kiss to his cheek.
Then, just like that, it was back to work.
“Snake bite,” he told her. “We don’t have the snake, but it’s the big pit viper we see a lot of. I’ll go look for Milo—he can give us some advice. Can I leave the boys here so they don’t slow me down?”
Angelina nodded. “I’ll put them to work.” Sonny was old enough to handle re-sharpening needles. Dale could help organize supplies. Both tasks needed doing.
Satisfied, Cyrus turned to leave—then abruptly slammed into old Milo and bounced off. Cyrus blushed at his clumsiness. Milo barely reacted.
“Bo-throps ja-ra-ra-cussu,” the old man drawled, his words slow and thick. He was holding a vial.
“Is that antivenom?” Cyrus asked.
“Uh-huh,” Milo murmured, turning the vial over in his thick fingers, inspecting it with practiced patience. “Won’t be completely effective. But should help him through the worst of it.”
Cyrus exhaled. “I hope it’s enough,” he said under his breath. “I heard it’s one of the deadliest snakes in the world.”
Milo glanced at him, bemused. “Deadliest?” He gave a slight shake of his head. “Eh, it can kill, but it's not in the same league as a Taipan, a cobra, or a black mamba. More of a second-tier snake like its cousin the Fer de Lance.”
He turned toward the head nurse. “Let’s see if we can save his leg, his liver, and his eyesight.”
And with that, he shuffled off to begin treatment.
Before Cyrus could leave, another figure entered. Tiger O’Shaughnessy.
“I heard you were looking for me?” he asked, straight to the point.
“Yeah,” Cyrus answered. “We’ve got a poisonous snake on the loose. Can you find the snake hook?”
“I already heard about the snake,” Tiger said gruffly. “I’ll take care of it myself… if I can find the snake.”
“Mikola and Oleh are watching it. They seemed confident they could track it if it moved. I’ll take you there.”
“Then let’s move it!”
Cyrus turned away from the patient, where his attention had been, and was met with Tiger’s steely glare.
Tiger was always like this—brusque, impatient, sharp. Sometimes it was necessary. Cyrus reminded himself not to take it personally. Not to expect people to be nice when there wasn’t time for pleasantries.
And he had to let go of the things he couldn’t control. Buck might end up maimed. He might die. If so, there was nothing to do but accept it—just as he had accepted every other death and hardship.
The only thing to do was keep moving.
They headed toward the fields as quickly as Cyrus’s joints would allow. Once they were close enough, Cyrus pointed in the direction of Mikola and Oleh. Tiger spotted them and sprinted ahead.
Cyrus, slower, turned his attention back to his own work. He gathered up his sweet potatoes and returned to the planting row. But now, every movement was agony—crawling on his hands and knees, then forcing himself up again, over and over.
By now, the sun was merciless. His sweat-soaked clothes clung uncomfortably, chafing at every tight spot. His eyes burned from sweat trickling down his forehead.
If he’d had the boys, they would have been done by now. But dragging them through the heat, back and forth across the fields, would have left them flagging too. So, it was slow, lonely work.
He stole a glance toward the snake-removal operation.
Tiger was competent. Even so, it took him a few tries. Fifteen minutes later, he left the field carrying a bag. Cyrus watched him head back toward the village.
Would they use it for something? Maybe to make more antivenom? But they didn’t have livestock for that. If someone was making the two-day trek to the next settlement, they wouldn’t need to bring their own snake—there’d be plenty there.
Maybe Tiger was just going to eat it.

      [image: ]By the time Cyrus had planted half his remaining tubers, the heat was unbearable.
His muscles ached. His clothes, saturated with sweat, chafed at every movement.
The men working in the tree groves had set up a shade cloth under a stand of African moringas. Those trees, tough natives of the Horn of Africa, kept their leaves even in the dry season, their deep roots and swollen trunks storing enough moisture to survive. But their foliage wasn’t thick enough to provide decent shade. The sun was nearly overhead, and the extra cover was necessary.
Cyrus gathered up his tubers and walked toward the grove. He set them in a patch of shade, then slumped under the cloth with the other men.
He flopped onto his back, pulled his hat over his face, and tried to relax.
But the aches in his body wouldn’t let him. And neither would his thoughts. The next hardship. The next loss.
Who would die next? And if it wasn’t him… how would he live with it? It seemed like a selfish thought, and Cyrus felt a flash of shame. Survival was a higher priority than his feelings.
He didn’t worry about death for his own sake. Death would take care of itself, a well-earned rest after a lifetime of toil.
But what about those who depended on him? Especially…his thoughts drifted to someone who was on his mind a lot these days…
Even though he already knew the answer, his thoughts still drifted to the past. To how and why he had lead everyone he loved who was still alive to this precarious existence.
🌸 🌸 🌸

Outside, cherry blossom petals drifted down to the damp sidewalk like pale pink snow. A light drizzle fell from a uniform sky, diffused gray light filtering into the Austrian-style dessert café. Inside, a gas fire flickered in a hearth framed by carved wood, its reflection dancing across dark paneling and polished brass. Brahms played softly in the background—a piano trio, restrained but full of undercurrents.
The men’s Stammtisch met regularly at this table: dark wood, high-backed chairs, nestled in a corner beneath a faded oil painting of the Alps. Their wives occupied the adjacent table, chatting about pregnancies, colic remedies, and whether the recent string of burglaries meant they should look into getting a dog. Occasionally, one of them glanced toward the men’s table with a note of fond exasperation. “Doom-talk again,” one murmured.
At the center of the men’s table sat Cyrus, working on a slice of vegan, raspberry-amaretto dacquoise. His daughter Angelina, then six years old, sat at the corner of the women's table, chin resting in her palm, quietly drawing on a pad.
“OK,” said Travis, cutting in. “Now explain to me why you think the world is going to end.”
Cyrus looked up and raised an eyebrow. “That’s a loaded question. I don’t think the world is going to end. Civilization might.”
“Then proceed to explain that, if you please,” said Travis, smiling politely over the rim of his coffee.
Cyrus leaned back slightly. “It would make more sense to turn the question around: why do you assume the good times will continue forever?”
Travis gave a dry smile. “That’s a loaded question too. I don’t think good times last literally forever.”
“Ah,” said Cyrus. “So you do believe something’s going to end. Tell me, what will bring that about?” He took a bite of dacquoise, the almond crunch breaking quietly under his fork.
“The sun will eventually burn out,” Travis answered.
“But not in our lifetime,” Cyrus replied. “And not in the lifetimes of our children or grandchildren. So it’s not your problem?”
“Exactly.”
Cyrus nodded. “Good. Then we agree on the principle: worry only about things within your control. And things end when they run out of energy. I just happen to think some resources will run out a little sooner than stellar fusion.”
“Petroleum,” said Drake, without looking up from his strudel.
“We’ve still got shale oil,” Travis countered.
“That’s a misconception,” Cyrus said. “Most of what’s called ‘shale oil’ is just light, tight oil extracted from shale formations by fracking. Unlike conventional wells, shale extraction depletes unpredictably and require constant drilling to maintain flow. Trying to extract energy from shale itself—that’s a different process, and not very energy-efficient. You’re trying to squeeze oil out of a rock.”
He paused for a sip of green tea. From her corner, Angelina was carefully erasing a stray pencil mark from her drawing, tongue poking out in concentration. He smiled briefly.
“There’s an old saying,” he continued. “‘Shale is the fuel of the future—and always will be.’”
Drake stirred. “U-235 reserves are getting tight too.”
“Breeder reactors create more fuel than they use,” suggested Travis.
“That fuel is roughly the most dangerous substance on the planet," countered Cyrus.
“And unstable,” Ray added.
Travis shrugged. “What about Thorium? That's a lot safer.”
“Mostly talk,” Cyrus said. “India’s been ‘almost ready’ for years. China might be closer, but we haven’t seen full-scale rollout. And Thorium isn’t a free pass—it has its own limitations. Plus, only a few countries even have meaningful reserves. They'd probably like to maintain that monopoly.
“There might be a bigger showstopper, at least for now,” he added. “The folks who plan our economies, investment-banking types, they probably want to save that for after…”
Just then the door chimed as it opened. A gust of wind swept a few petals in with it. A man in an oilskin canvas trench-coat stepped inside, eyes scanning the café with hawk-like precision.
“Speak of the devil,” said Cyrus, grinning. “Here’s Tiger.”
Tiger O’Shaughnessy strode over to the table and took the empty chair they’d saved for him. He set a folded cap on the table and gave a brief nod.
“Glad you could make it,” Cyrus said.
Tiger grunted his reply, then asked, “You already started?”
“We were just reviewing the end of the world,” said Travis. 
Tiger smirked and rolled his shoulders. “'Bout time somebody took that seriously.”
“Have some cake,” offered Ray, pushing a menu toward him. “It'll make the apocalypse go down easier.”
Tiger didn’t touch the menu. “Just coffee. Black.”
Cyrus turned back to the others. “Anyway—where were we?—energy isn’t the only problem. Fertilizer’s another. Phosphate rock is being mined faster than it’s replaced. And nitrogen fertilizer depends on natural gas. The Green Revolution is about to come to an abrupt halt.”
“You’re discounting human ingenuity,” Travis said.
“I’m discounting chicks before they hatch,” Cyrus replied. “Technology isn't magic. It doesn't just show up when needed, otherwise our ancestors wouldn't have had such hard lives.
“It's also not a free good. It comes with costs and ‘unforeseen’ consequences.”
“Like the four-As,” said Drake. “Asthma, allergies, autism, ADHD. All caused by side-effects of modern living and technology. You can't maintain civilization in a society where such a large fraction of new humans have life-impacting special needs.”
“The fat epidemic," added Cyrus. It's related to the die-off of our microbiome, and specifically of symbiant bacteria that help us process carbs. Same problem also associated with at least three of those four As."
“Aren't they vaccine-related?” asked Drake.
“It's not either-or,” said Cyrus. More likely, a perfect storm of assaults on our immune system. In fact at least some vaccines are harming the microbiome. I have a feeling someone's already aware despite denials, which is why they're developing and patenting GMO gut bacteria."
“The rise in Caesarian births must be contributing to that storm,” added Ray. “Babies not getting seeded with gut bacteria on the way out.”
“I'm wondering what 5G is going to do to our biology," said Drake. "Denser grids, higher levels of electromagnetic pollution.”
“I don't think there's any evidence that's really a problem," said Travis. "It's non-ionizing."
“So are the microwaves in your oven,” remarked Cyrus. “And while we’re building more tech and infrastructure we’re also accumulating mistakes. System fragility. Interdependencies no one even maps anymore, unless to attack it as part of an unlimited warfare campaign.”
A gust of wind blew in with the open door as some patrons exited the cafe. Inside, the fire cracked gently in the hearth.
“The accumulation of technology,” Cyrus continued, “feeds its own demise by accelerating the consumption of non-renewable resources.”
He took another bite of dacquoise, defocused for a moment as he chewed and gathered his next thought.
“There’s also diminishing return-on-investment,” he said. “In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, you had lone inventors—people like Thomas Edison—creating high-impact technologies.”
A server passed by, setting down a plate of marzipan torte at the next table. Angelina looked up, momentarily distracted, but returned to her drawing.
“Now,” Cyrus went on, “you need massive R&D teams just to produce an obscure new patent—maybe a 3% improvement on something that already exists.”
Travis frowned. “But that’s just because the low-hanging fruit is gone, right?”
Cyrus nodded. “That's right, we’re spending more to get less. According to Professor Joseph Tainter, complex societies get that way by adding complexity to solve problems. That works until it exceeds the point of diminishing returns. We passed that threshold a while ago.
“What happens after that is they continue to pile on system fragility until some problem triggers the final collapse.”
A voice from the women's table caught the men's ears: “Did you see that biotech story this morning? They’re talking about neural implants for mood regulation now.”
“Beginnings of Transhumanism?” asked Cyrus. “They're obsessed with it. What is the problem that Transhumanism is the solution to?"
“Mortality?” ventured Ray. "That's what Steve Bannon says."
“More likely free will,” answered Drake. “They want their livestock to be human-machine chimeras without it.”
“All the talk about renewables, yet they’re obsessed with the fourth industrial revolution,” said Cyrus. "Data-driven governance, biometric tracking, digital ID—trying to fix human problems with more digital scaffolding.”
“Most people don’t see it coming," said Drake "They don’t have a broad enough perspectives. They think history started the year they were born.”
Cyrus nodded. “It’s hard to notice being on the cusp between dystopia and collapse when it takes longer than a news cycle.”
Ray straightened up and recited, almost reflexively, “‘Hard times breed strong men. Strong men create good times. Good times breed weak men. Weak men create hard times.’” He paused for effect, then resumed nibbling at his gâteau opéra.
Drake smirked. “That’s literally true. Because of dysgenics.”
“Right,” said Cyrus. “IQs have been dropping for at least a few hundred years, probably longer,” said Cyrus. “And we’re now up to something like one in five people having at least a sub-clinical mental illness.
“Civilized infrastructure and division of labor make it possible for people who couldn’t survive on their own to occupy economic niches that wouldn’t naturally exist. Ludwig von Mises had a good example. Back in the 1950s an elevator operator in the United States could make a living doing nothing more challenging than opening and closing a door, and flipping a lever.”
That’s only half the problem,” said Drake. “In a hunter-gatherer society, you live or die by your own wits. In a civilization, you pay the price for decisions someone else made on your behalf. Your survival has little to do with your own darwinian fitness.”
“Hmm, actually it might, but an inverse relationship,” said Cyrus. “Military HR selects smarter and fitter men for dangerous situations. And it’s not uncommon for people too smart for their own good to get massacred after left-wing revolutions.
“Just on the basis of genetic loss, my guess is that western civilization was doomed after the two world wars, and we’ve been running on fumes since then. We’ll run out of engineers before we run out of welfare recipients. I suggest not living downwind or downstream from potentially dangerous infrastructure like nukes and dams.”
“It seems like genetic decay has been speeding up in recent generations,” said Drake.
“Consider that abortions and late marriage contribute to late-life childbirth. Genes decay within human lifetimes.”
That was one modern problem Cyrus didn’t have to worry about on his own account. He’d married his childhood sweetheart right out of high-school, much to the horror of both his and her parents, not to mention all of their friends, and random strangers who felt the need to express an opinion on the matter. Shortly after the wedding, a baby was on the way.
“Aside from quality, there’s also the problem of quantity,” Cyrus said. “Demographic crash.”
“You mean the low birth-rates?” asked Travis. Without waiting for an answer, he threw in another question: "What's causing that, anyway? I understand that aside from Africa it's a world-wide phenomenon."
"Various measures taken that look superficially unrelated but were consciously calculated to decrease family-formation," answered Cyrus. "The well-documented one is sending everybody to college. The students put off family formation while they're there, meanwhile racking up debt from student loans, and further putting off family-formation as they try to pay it off, often enough while under-employed because now there's an over-supply of college grads."
"College lending implies that banking is involved," commented Drake.
Cyrus nodded. "Specifically, central banking. They nudge the commercial banks what kinds of loans they want them to make."
"I assume that's intentional to nudge the economy―and everything downstream of that―to where they want things to go," said Drak.
Cyrus nodded. "Which brings us to another big measure they took to reduce native birthrates: encouraging the commercial banks to make more mortgage loans. Borrowers bid up housing prices just like students bid up tuition with their student loans. Eventually single-family homes were too costly for younger generations, so they either put off family formation further, or just gave up altogether.
"That shifted relative birthrates from those who pay their own way to those who are subsidized."
Travis suddenly looked animated like a light had just gone on in his head. “That includes immigrants.”
Cyrus looked around to see who might be within earshot, and leaned in towards his listeners conspiratorially. They mirrored the gesture.
“That’s a problem in itself, not a solution,” he said in a quiet tone of voice just above a whisper. “There’s no credible vetting. Nowadays most of the imports are unskilled. Many come from countries with chronic high unemployment. Haven’t had marketable skills for several generations now. Roughly half collect welfare. It sure looks like a Cloward-Piven strategy to take down the USA, first through bankruptcy, then when food shortages hit, starvation and violence."
Cyrus turned to Tiger. “I think you have some trouble to report.”
Tiger leaned forward slightly. “Anyone paying attention to the movement in Panama?”
Ray raised an eyebrow. “The migrant caravans?”
Tiger nodded. “Not just caravans. A flow. Massive. Thousands a day—sometimes more. Through the Darien Gap.”
“I've heard about the Darien Gap, but not a lot of context. What is it?” asked Travis.
“It's an almost completely roadless gap in the Pan-American highway between northern Columbia and southern Panama,” answered Cyrus. “It consists of a drainage basin, mostly lowland but with some rough hills and mountains on the edges. It's covered in rainforest and sits pretty close to the equator, making it a disease-infested hell-hole for humans.”
“The gap is getting filled with temporary infrastructure,” said Tiger. “It’s a corridor. Flattened out. Cleared. Supplies staged along the route. Satellite-fed logistics. Somebody with deep pockets is paying for it.”
The men were quiet now, fully attentive. Cyrus could feel a tightening in his chest again—not panic, but a cold, quiet kind of focus.
“My contacts,” Tiger continued, “have seen satellite imagery, drone footage, signal intercepts. Someone’s putting a lot of money and manpower into streamlining the pipeline north. Too much for coincidence.”
He looked around the table. “You know what you get when you move that many combat-capable men across multiple borders, uncontrolled, unvetted?”
“Chaos,” said Drake.
“Cover,” said Cyrus.
Tiger nodded. “PLA. My sources think some of the people being smuggled through aren’t economic migrants. They’re military. Special op's guys, maybe tech personnel. Could be dozens. Could be hundreds. Embedded, rotated, equipped.”
Travis frowned. “Why?”
“Forward positioning,” Tiger said. “Pre-conflict prep. You don't insert troops after you start a war. You insert them before—quietly. Get them close. Have them establish connections. Blend in. Wait for the order.”
From the next table, one of the women had gone pale. “You think there are enemy soldiers walking around here? How do you know that?”
“I don't,” answered Tiger. “But it makes more sense than assuming an open border stopped them.”
Angelina had set her pencil down and was watching the men now, eyes wide.
The fire in the hearth crackled softly. Outside, the drizzle thickened into a soft, steady rain.
Cyrus exhaled. A decade ago, that kind of news would’ve seemed unthinkable. Now, it felt… inevitable.
The flickering fire and soft clink of china might have fooled a casual observer into thinking the conversation at the men’s table was relaxed. But under the surface, the tension had crept back in.
Tiger took another slow sip of black coffee and leaned back in his chair. His silence had weight.
Cyrus glanced at the empty bottom of his teacup, frowned, and set it gently aside.
“Aside from running out of resources, strong men, and smart men,” he said, returning to his normal speaking voice, “we’ve got another problem. Finance is broken too. For better or worse, that’s how resources get allocated.”
“What are you saying?” asked Travis, sitting straighter.
“He’s talking about a problem that’s been brewing for a while,” Drake interjected. “It’s structural. Debt rises faster than the money supply, and the money supply grows faster than the economy. Eventually you hit a wall—too many debtors can’t repay, and the dominoes start falling. A can’t pay B, so B can’t pay C.”
Travis suddenly relaxed. “That happens all the time,” he said. “It's cyclic.”
“We’re at unprecedented levels of debt,” Drake replied. “They’re going vertical.”
From the women’s table, a voice drifted over. “Have you heard about people putting their groceries on their credit card? They're paying interest just to buy groceries!”
Cyrus nodded toward the sound, then turned back. “Debt defaults haven’t hit critical mass yet, but they will. And when they do, the fallout will spread through the entire structure. That’s when things start locking up.”
Travis frowned. “I don’t get why it’s such a big deal. The talk I hear is that we need to avoid a deflationary spiral. But prices can’t fall below zero. Eventually the debt’s written off, and the economy can just start over.”
“It could if they'd let it,” Drake said. “But what happens instead is that governments and central banks step in to protect their own. Bailouts, backstops, more leverage. More bubbles.”
“Right,” said Cyrus. “And those bubbles accelerate the depletion of real resources. And vice-versa—scarcity creates economic drag. They feed into each other.”
He glanced again at his teacup, still empty. "This time they've let the bubble build up a lot more than they ever have in the past. Taken really extraordinary measures to keep it going. Some of it might be foolishness and arrogance, but I suspect there's another motive in play. Engineered crash, followed by what many are calling the great financial reset."
“I’ve heard rumors,” said Drake. “Bail-ins. Rationing.”
“And pre-configured systems for freezing accounts,” said Cyrus. “Banking, brokerage, digital payment systems—all of it. I’ve heard talk of cash access being rationed too. ATM lines. Withdrawal limits. People waiting all day and still going home empty-handed.”
“Well, as for bail-ins,” said Travis, “isn’t that only a problem for accounts over the insured limits?”
Around the table, several of the men exchanged a look. Travis glanced around, puzzled by the faint smirks and arched brows.
“Banking-system failure isn’t really an insurable event,” said Drake. “Mostly it's just a game-theory bluff to prevent runs on banks; a ‘free good’ as Milton Friedman called it. When push comes to shove, the banking insurance system is only designed for isolated failures. No more than a handful of banks at a time. The fund buys up the bad paper and arranges for a takeover.”
He leaned forward. “But bank failures aren't isolated events. When one bank goes insolvent it defaults on other banks and pushes them into insolvency. The process of financial collapse goes critical and pushes the whole system into insolvency.”
“The plan is to convert deposits into bank shares,” said Cyrus. "But there won't be any market for those shares. It's a confidence-game, but confidence will have collapsed. Those shares will be worthless; I assume by-design. It's a wealth-transfer scheme."
Ray tapped the table lightly with the back of his spoon. “I’ve been wondering if the real issue isn’t that we’ve hit peak economy before hitting peak population. Maybe that explains the long-term rise in chronic unemployment.”
“What do you mean?” asked Travis. “Unemployment’s low. Practically full employment.”
Again, the same glance-around-the-table, the same dry smirks.
“Don’t believe the stats,” said Ray. “They play games like not counting people who’ve been unemployed too long, or counting one person with three part-time jobs as three employed.”
He wiped his mouth with his napkin. “It’s not just here, either. China. India. You’re seeing the same pattern worldwide. Places that used to soak up global labor can’t anymore.”
“And that’s just the start,” said Cyrus. “The planners don’t want to employ everybody. They want to restructure the economy to need fewer people.”
“In any case, it’s going to get harder and harder to make a living."
Travis tilted his head. “What about Universal Basic Income?”
“I wouldn’t count on collecting,” said Drake flatly. “But the fact they’re even discussing it tells you they’re worried about civil unrest.”
Tiger, who had been silently listening, finally spoke. “Give a man free time and nothing to do, you’ve got a new problem.”
Cyrus nodded to acknowledge what Tiger was getting at. “Millions of dependent, desperate, ornery people,” he paused, and then: "Anyone who can will want to avoid getting themselves in that situation. If UBI does happen, it won’t be unconditional. It’ll come with strings. Monitoring. Rules. Compliance.”
Cyrus picked up his cup, then paused mid-motion as he noticed it was empty—just a swirl of cold, grainy residue at the bottom. He set it back down.
“Your best bet,” he said, “is to own productive resources. Land. Tools. Know-how. Set up a homestead for your family—better yet, extended family—and build your life around needing as little money as possible.”
There was a silence then—just the soft rain against the windows and the quiet strains of the trio in the background.
Travis cleared his throat. “Let’s suppose we’re a little smarter than average. Say we see what’s coming. What can we do to help society prepare?”
Cyrus raised an eyebrow. “Society?” He let the word hang a moment. “Nothing! Which one of us runs society? Who listens to us? We’re just a bunch of geeks…”
“Speak for yourselves,” Tiger growled, taking a big gulp of what the pretty blonde waitress had called café americano.
Cyrus smiled faintly. “Speaking for myself, I’ll be lucky if I can save my own skin. I can’t promise anything for anyone else, much less all of society.”
He folded his hands on the table. “We need to stop thinking in terms of collective abstractions. Start thinking in terms of what specific things we personally can do—for ourselves, for our families, for our neighbors. Anything else is just LARPing.”
Cyrus leaned slightly toward Tiger. “Now why don’t you speak for yourself. You have another report. Tell us about it.”
Tiger hesitated for a moment, eyes flicking toward the windows before he answered. “Yeah,” he said, voice low. “I see something ugly coming. Social fragmentation’s already baked in. The only question is how fast it escalates—and whether it goes hot.”
He set down his coffee with a soft clink and rubbed the back of his neck.
“I don't know what the trigger will be,” he continued, "and not for lack of prospects, but too many. What I do see is the setup already in place waiting for the trigger. Recruitment, coordination, narratives. All of it.”
Tiger glanced around with what looked like forced casualness, then leaned forward. “We’ve already got organized militant groups. Training camps. Makeshift weapons for now: sticks with nails driven through them, knife-tipped umbrellas. Pistols get flashed occasionally. Most people think it's just LARPing, but more of them starting to showing up with full kit—plate carriers, ARs, comms.”
Travis raised a hand slightly. “Well, isn’t it? I’ve seen 'em. They walk around in thrift store fatigues, waving flags and yelling slogans. They're just a bunch of dysgenic punks!”
Tiger gave a dry snort. “Yeah, a lot of it is just harassment and intimidation tactics to scare soccer moms. But they have a minority of combat-capable men putting in real time on the range.”
He paused. “Two domestic training hubs that I'm aware of. One in Washington State, another somewhere in Appalachia. What worries me more is that a few of their cadre trained overseas in live combat in cooperation with the YPG in Syria. They’re back now. And they’re not play-acting.”
Cyrus nodded. “Procom. And its many affiliates fragmented along identity lines, like White Lives Suck and Wymmxns March. But it’s all one architecture underneath.”
He folded his hands on the table. “They show up at each other’s events. Signal coordination across cities and move personnel around as needed. It creates the illusion there are more of them than there really are, and each is designed to inspire more widespread participation. It's a domestic ‘color-revolution’ where a few thousand operatives can trigger enough mayhem to destabilize a government.”
Tiger gave a slight grunt of agreement.
“Mainstream coverage still frames them as ‘community activists’ or ‘anti-fascist watchdogs,’” Cyrus added. “But by now, anyone with a functioning brain can see it's all being stage-managed.”
At the next table, one of the women looked over briefly, brow furrowed. The tone of the conversation had shifted again—tense and quiet.
Cyrus went on, voice calm. “The organizers use online, profile-driven recruitment. Social media and search engines are using AI to flag people with the right vulnerabilities—disaffected, ideologically primed—and nudge them toward extremism. Then once they’re in, they become useful idiots.”
Travis blinked. “Useful to whom?” he asked indignantly. He happened to live in a neighborhood they frequently harassed.
“To the deep state and their offshore partners,” Cyrus said. “You can interpret those admittedly nebulous terms as you like. Aim the useful idiots at your victims. Provoke. They draw resentment building up in the larger population onto themselves instead of to their sponsors. Then use the provoked reactions both as propaganda taken out context, and as a pretext for a crackdown on ‘domestic extremism’.”
“Sibel Edmonds warned about that,” said Ray. “The legislation's already on the books.”
“Exactly,” said Cyrus. “The goal isn’t to win the streets, which aren't a real prize anyway. So the wise move is not to engage. Don’t get pulled into the narrative. Don’t let them make you part of the script.”
Travis leaned back slowly, unsettled. “So… are they dangerous, or not?”
“They become more dangerous over time,” said Tiger, quietly but firmly. “It's a ticking time-bomb situation. So while I agree don't engage them if avoidable, be ready to defend yourselves when it comes time.”
“In any case,” Cyrus said, his voice quieter now, “there’s a smaller but deadlier threat. One that’s hiding—waiting to be unleashed.”
“You talking about the terror sleeper cells?” asked Tiger, his tone flat.
Cyrus nodded once. “It’s one of the reasons for the open borders and the lack of vetting. That’s how they sneak them in. But they started decades ago with refugee resettlement programs. Snuck them in with them.”
Tiger set his cup down with a quiet click. “Yeah,” he said, eyes narrowing slightly. “They’ve got real muscle. Trained in actual urban warfare.”
He glanced toward the café window, where the rain had stopped but the sky still hung low and gray. “They’re already in-country. I don't have any reliable estimates on numbers but must be well into the thousands. Enough to do serious damage. Bridges, substations, pipelines. The kind of asymmetric hits that make headlines and starts a public panic.”
“The most likely plan will be to strike, then blame it on Iran who had nothing to do with it,” said Cyrus. “Whip up a frenzy to take on another war even as our own domestic system is rapidly destabilizing.”
It faintly registered in Cyrus's brain that the conversation at the women's table was getting more subdued and apprehensive, even as it stuck to safe topics.
“Not to add to your worries, gentlemen, but I need to understand how everything fits together. What about climate change?” asked Travis. 
“It’s fake,” said Tiger.
“It’s real,” said Cyrus. “The climate is always in flux. Just not in the direction the news media claims it is.”
“Well, yes, the climate is always changing,” agreed Tiger. “But that’s natural.”
“Unfortunately no less of a danger,” said Cyrus. “Arguably worse, since carbon taxes won’t really stop both a grand solar minimum and a geomagnetic excursion if not full-blown magnetic reversal.”
“What are you expecting?” asked Tiger.
“More crop losses. Higher food prices,” answered Cyrus. “Shorter growing seasons. Sometimes frost during the summer at higher latitudes. The jet-stream shifting and causing unpredictable weather. Drought in a lot of places. Famine and eventually starvation, and that while the system is already overloaded with all the new immigrants. 
"More disease."
He paused for emphasis “It gets much worse if volcanic winter hits.”
“Volcanic winter—that’s when a really big volcano goes off and blocks the sun with its ash, right?” asked Tiger. Without waiting for confirmation, he asked another question. “Is there any particular reason you’re worried about that happening any time soon?”
“Volcanic activity correlates to solar activity,” answered Cyrus. “It was noticed a long time ago. The geomagnetic excursion is contributing because of the weakening of the earth's magnetic field.”
Drake filled in details. “Japanese scientists figured out the exact mechanism. Less solar wind means more muons hitting the earth and penetrating the magma chambers,” answered Drake. “It renders silica-rich magma less viscous. It’s why volcanic winter tends to coincide with grand solar minima, like it did in 1816, ‘the year without a summer’. The Dalton minimum coincided with the eruption of Mount Tambora.”
Tiger looked alarmed. He wasn’t the bookish type, but had a personality alert for physical danger. “And by ‘year without a summer,’ you mean…”
“In New England there were frosts every month of summer,” answered Cyrus. “Destroyed the maize and potato crops. They kept trying to replant until they ran out of seed stock. Europe was hit hard too.”
“Earlier you mentioned disease,” said Travis. “What causes that?”
“Several reasons, I think,” answered Cyrus. “For plants, it might have something to do with increased cloud cover in some parts of the world, which decreases ultraviolet radiation that discourages many diseases. I think the primary reason for humans and other animals is because immunity is an expensive operation. Starvation depresses immune function.”
“Is that why the feds and NGOs are so obsessed with vaccines?” asked Ray.
“Maybe, but if so, it’s the wrong approach,” said Drake. “Vaccines are not a substitute for food and sanitation. That approach hasn’t worked in Africa.”
“Maybe it’s working just fine,” said Cyrus. “Maybe the agenda is not as advertised. Ever wonder about Gill Bates blurting out a link between vaccination and population reduction? I would be extremely suspicious that the vaccines are trojans.”
“Trojan what?” asked Tiger.
“Analogy to the story of the Trojan Horse in Greek legend,” answered Cyrus. “In computing, ‘trojans’ are programs that do something helpful in the foreground while doing something sneaky in the background. For example, a program that spies on your hard drive while engaging you in a game of chess."
That's what most commercial computer software is doing most of the time," added Drake. “The same programs you use for getting business done are constantly mining data from you to feed into their AI Beast.”
“We also know that Mr. Bates and his wife Malicia were busy with controversial vaccination programs in Africa and India," said Cyrus. "That was back when they still openly expressed a concern about over-population. They got expelled from India because of lack of safety protocols or followup, and high rates of adverse reactions among the tribal girls they were working on. And there are longstanding rumors of numerous deaths and other adverse reactions from their activities in Africa too.
“A reasonable suspicion would be they were running experiments, primarily on women and girls, under cover of ‘charity’ and ‘feminism’,” added Drake. "With additional protection afforded by bribes to government officials.”
“Are you talking about vaccine contraception?” asked Travis. “By triggering immune responses to fertilization? How do they guarantee they won’t trigger sterility or runaway auto-immune responses?”
“That doesn't seem to be a concern,” answered Cyrus, “as long as they’re vaccinating someone else, not themselves.”
“It’s their problem if someone they care about gets the same vaccine,” said Travis.
“There’s already a precedent for giving different classes of people different vaccines," said Cyrus. "The H1N1 vaccine campaign in Germany. Government and military staff got a safer vaccine than everybody else.”
“It could get even more sinister than that,” said Drake. “Assassination by vaccine. High plausible deniability. They could trigger a variety of lethal outcomes long enough after the hit to look like a natural progression of disease.”
“How would they deliver the killer vaccine to the specific target?” asked Travis.
“By setting the expectation that everybody's health-care is genetically-customized,” answered Drake.
“Hang on. Are we talking about assassinations of specific people, or of entire classes of people?” asked Travis.
Drake chuckled. “That's not my call. Just gaming it out. They could do either. Both. It's feasible.”
“How would they decide which classes people to target?” asked Travis.
 “Social credit scores would be a good option,” answered Ray.
“You mean like they assign in China?” asked Travis.
“He means like they assign here,” answered Cyrus. “They’ve been quietly implemented for a while now, although the process of coordinating the data collection and consolidating the data is still being worked on. At a rudimentary level, it’s already starting to impact admissions to universities, access to jobs, and access to medical treatments.
“The fact that some people are already denied potentially life-saving treatments without even telling them it's an option means passively killing people is already on the table.”
“People assume that social credit scores were a Chinese idea," continued Cyrus. "Actually, it was European technocrats who came up with the idea; the Chinese government agreed to try it out and loved it.”
“I think there are still some significant differences,” said Drake. “In China, your score is based almost entirely on your behavior. Here, they’re factoring in personal characteristics like race and sex.”
“SCORES,” corrected Ray. “That’s another misconception: that there’s only one score. Actually there are several whole classes of scores that I’m aware of: social, business, and political."
“Minimal need for race-based scoring in China," said Cyrus. "They're already non-white. But religious practice counts against you, and that often correlates to ethnicity.”
“I’ve been hearing about cases of blatant discrimination against Christians in admissions and employment here too through my homeschooling newsletter,” said Ray.
Cyrus smirked, then said: “Scientism is a jealous god!”
“It seems like we’re heading towards a cusp between a high-tech dystopia, and a new Dark Ages,” said Travis.
"I don't know what will happen, said Cyrus, “but the plan is for both to occur. ”After they pull the plug, civilization is supposed to retreat to a relatively few smart cities. They expect a few of us to stubbornly survive outside their control even after cutting us off from industrial markets and unleashing challenges on us, like big carnivores and no guns.”
“I would be surprised if they’re not also planning to use spy satellites and drones to monitor us, and stage attacks,” said Drake. "They won’t want barbarian hoards surviving in the hinterlands slowly re-grouping with the risk of some day taking revenge on them.”
“Do you think we’d be safer in the smart-cities?” asked Travis. It didn't sound like a rhetorical question.
“Not at all,” answered Cyrus. “First of all, close at hand and at their mercy.
“Second, their systems don’t seem well-designed. I wouldn’t count on them functioning at all. 
“They're over-centralized,” said Drake. "Designed by dummies over-promoted for loyalty guaranteed by dependence." 
“They're increasing complexity while the economic base to support it is collapsing,” added Cyrus. “They should be trying to protect core technologies instead of pushing new. They're increasing potential points of failure.
“Thirdly—and this seems like rather a big point—it’s not like they’re trying to save US at all. The oligarchs are only trying to save themselves. They don't worry about saving any specific human livestock; they assume they can always import more."
Tiger nodded. “I’d rather take my fate in my own hands.”
“Too many people are putting too much faith in technology to solve problems without seeing the bigger picture,” Cyrus said. “Technology is going to be the god that failed. If nothing else, eventually a Carrington-class coronal mass ejection or an EMP attack will take down the grid."
Cyrus poured himself more green tea. The dacquoise wasn’t as sweet as a typical American dessert, but his palate still needed a break.
“The same thing is going on at an individual level. People are too used to soft living.”  Cyrus paused for a sip of tea before continuing. “Life after the inflection points is going to be a shock. Most won’t adapt fast enough. Right now, they should be simplifying and defragilizing their lives as fast as possible to have any hope of surviving at all.”
“I’m having a hard time making sense of all this,” said Travis. “It seems like a lot of unrelated parts of the system all going wrong at once. I don’t understand how that could be. It seems too unlikely.”
Cyrus looked up, but at nothing in particular, eyes defocused as he concentrated on translating thoughts into words. “Historians studying the collapse of the Roman Empire have never come up with a definitive answer regarding what one thing did it in. 
"They’ve guessed everything from lead in the wine casks to loss of traditional values to debasement of the currency to running out of economically worthwhile territory to conquer. Just like now, lots of different things were going wrong.”
Cyrus looked around for the waitress. As soon as she made eye contact, he waved at her.
“I think the mental block might be fishing for a discrete answer to a fuzzy problem. The analogy would be to a bridge that’s been neglected too long. It’s been rusting. Maybe a few bolts fell out. Concrete honeycombed from freeze-thaw cycles.
"We know the bridge is in trouble, but it’s harder to predict the immediate cause of its failure will be, or what specific components it will involve. Maybe it’s a particularly heavy truck. Or a parade authorized by a clerk who didn’t realize what happens to bridges when people march over them. Or a flood that undermines the banks that support it. 
"Whatever the immediate point-of-failure turns out to be will be event-driven. It will be hard to predict what and when. The day before the bridge collapsed, people crossed it safely.”
The waitress finished taking care of other customers and made her way over to the table. Cyrus asked her for the bill.
“Ultimately it doesn’t really matter,” he resumed. “Natural functions don’t go straight up forever, nor do they plateau nicely. They crash.
“When that happens, system complexity collapses. The division of labor breaks down suddenly. Economic niches disappear faster than the people occupying them can find new ones. They’re at risk of literally starving to death.
Cyrus paused for a moment. He knew his comments applied to him and his buddies. They were high in the economic food chain, doing extremely specialized, technical work. The realization made him nervous. He knew that the only chance his family had was if he committed to decisive action.
“Don’t try to organize from the top down; that won’t work,” resumed Cyrus once his attention returned to the discussion. “The correct solution is to work from the bottom up. Take action to defragilize yourself as an individual so that failure in a higher level of the holarchy doesn’t take the entire next layer down with it. Many individual holons yes, but at least save enough holons at the individual human level to reseed the next civilization.”
Tiger knit his eyebrows and looked hard at Cyrus. “What’s a holon?” he asked.
Cyrus chuckled. “A whole that’s also a part of a greater whole. It’s the way the known universe is structured. Quarks organized into protons, neutrons, and electrons, those into atoms, atoms into molecules, molecules into cells, cells into humans and other living beings, and from there, higher orders of how we organize ourselves.
"Those highest orders are going to come crashing down. Most people have made the mistake of becoming dependent for their very survival on levels of organization higher than themselves, which is backwards from the natural order.
"You know the type. ‘We don’t need farms anymore; we have grocery stores!'”
Tiger smirked. 
Cyrus ate his last bite of dacquoise, savoring it in his mouth. The layers of vegan meringue made out of creamed almonds and hazelnuts were suspended in whipped aquafaba meringue. He considered how it might have been made. It was by no means identical to the original but impressive in its own right.
"Your best chance at surviving the collapse of a complex economy is to reduce your immediate dependence on it,” Cyrus said after swallowing. “That might buy you enough time to set up a smaller but more viable local economy.”
“Start with a small farm,” said Tiger.
“…on land that's arable without needing access to government-controlled water-supplies,” added Cyrus. “It'll take a careful search for land near towns that still have viable productive activity, no dangerous infrastructure like dams or nukes nearby, and far enough away from targets for all-out war.”
"You'd better hoard dry foodstuffs too," he added, "like a Mormon. But their rule of thumb is a year. At least five years would be better, to handle volcanic winter."
“Hang on,” said Travis. “A lot of folks retreated to small towns during the Cold War between the USA and USSR. Most of them couldn’t find enough work to support themselves. They ended up impoverished.”
“I’m aware,” said Cyrus. “You would be anyway because of the high rates of unemployment. It’s going to be even worse this time. That’s why I said it would require a careful search. At least nowadays there’s also the possibility of making income from an internet-based business until the grid goes down. You can connect via Starlink most places. After grid-down, you’re on your own, but at that point you would be anyway. 
The waitress came by and placed the bill in front of Cyrus. He smiled at her and gave her a slight nod before she departed to take care of other matters.
“Once you’ve found a location to make your stand, secure your home. Get out of debt. Keep some ready cash on-hand and save long-term in precious metals. Get used to living on less while it’s still a choice.
“Once you’ve defragilized yourself, then start organizing family and friends. They probably won’t heed predictions of doom, but you can still set up friendly, cooperative networks for swapping favors. When times get hard, they’ll naturally evolve into local economies.
Cyrus picked up the check and had a look. Drake reached for it but Cyrus pulled it away.
“The bottom line is that you’re fighting entropy at both the level of individual organisms and the higher level of a complex society,” Cyrus resumed. “It’s not so much that everything’s going wrong at once; it’s that eventually accumulating problems will overwhelm the system. Eventually one will be the straw that breaks the camel’s back.
“The only way complex beings can exist is to make copies of themselves before succumbing to entropy. Failures get culled.”
“You can’t be the only ones who’ve figured this out,” said Travis hesitantly.
“We’re not. There are a few books and websites,” said Cyrus. “And I’m pretty sure that some members of high-powered think tanks know a lot more than we do.”
“Then why isn’t it in the news?” asked Travis.
"The websites are going offline due to starvation for traffic," said Cyrus. "Word never got 'round. Highly censored. Mainstream media won't cover it. There are people in high places who know enough to have made their own plans that they’d rather not disclose to the rest of us."
Cyrus noticed Tiger’s muscles unconsciously flexing again. Apparently something triggered his sense of danger. “What do you mean?” he asked. 
Cyrus hesitated. It was a dangerous topic for the uninitiated.
“Suppose that you were rich and powerful, and a bit of a psychopath,” said Cyrus.
Tiger snorted. “I am a bit of a psychopath,” he said with an evil smirk. “Too bad I’m not rich and powerful.”
“Having no self-imposed limits on potential courses of action, there’s one thing a psychopath is good at: turning a situation to his advantage,” said Cyrus. “Now suppose that your private think-tank warned you about what’s coming up.”
Cyrus locked eyes with Tiger, looking for a sign of recognition. Tiger stared back blankly.
“As Friedrich Nietzsche once wrote, ‘Whatever is about to fall deserves to be pushed.’” Cyrus paused for drama, then added: “except he wrote it in German: ‘Was fällt, das soll man auch noch stoßen!’"
Tiger raised an eyebrow. “What’s the advantage?”
“Here’s an analogy for you,” said Cyrus. “Even if you know that the stock market has been rising unsustainably, you still don’t know when to short it. If you’re too early, you’ll end up having to cover your shorts at a loss. If you try buying puts, they’ll probably expire worthless, and if your getting closer to the expected bear market, the next batch will be a lot more expensive.”
“What would work a lot better would be to have your partners in central banking and finance make some moves to trigger the crash. Then you’ll have a much more accurate idea when the stock market will crash. In other words, if something’s about to fall, push it so that you know when it’s going to happen. That foreknowledge gives you a massive advantage.”
“But you’re not talking about the stock market; you’re talking about something else,” said Tiger. “A bigger game. What?” 
“Playing God,” answered Cyrus. He quote a familiar verse from the Rubaiyat:
Ah, Love! could thou and I with Fate conspire
To grasp this sorry Scheme of Things entire!
Would not we shatter it to bits—and then
Re-mould it nearer to the Heart's Desire!
Tiger raised the other eyebrow and opened his eyes wide. But then he lowered his eyebrows again, looking as though he were waiting for more information. “How?” he asked in a low voice.
Cyrus hesitated. He was about to look around to see if any outsiders within earshot, but then realized it wouldn't sound particularly meaningful out-of-context.
“Front-run a bad situation. Diffuse attacks on system vulnerabilities that look like spontaneous events. Use AI to locate system vulnerabilities then sabotage. Cyberattack is probably in the pipeline. Also some amount of ostensibly controlled conflict with China and Russia."
Tiger sighed, closed his eyes, and nodded knowingly. “I figured out something was up,” said Tiger. “I just needed a little help to connect all the dots.”
“Hang on,” protested Travis, now starting to look worried. “Back up. Surely they don’t want to escalate to direct war with Russia or China. They can’t win.”
“You’re assuming that their objective is for any particular national belligerent to win,” said Drake. “Mutually-Assured Destruction ceases to be a deterrent to those for whom starting with a clean slate is more of a benefit than a cost.” He gave Travis a gravely serious look, and then slowly and emphatically repeated Cyrus’s words:
“Would not we shatter it to bits—and then re-mould it nearer to the heart's desire!”
Travis looked stunned. Cyrus suspected he was having a hard time getting his head around the situation. He decided to fill in a few unsuspected details.
“They've always hated the world they conquered,” said Cyrus. "Always saw it as a reality they couldn't accept. Always wanted to replace it to something of their own creation."
“Blowback?” objected Travis. “You can only push people so far.”
“A certain three-letter-agency has extensive experience pulling off color-revolutions even when their agents are massively outnumbered,” said Tiger. “They’ve had a few misses, like in Iran, but plenty of wins too.”
Drake nodded. “They’ve got AI systems to monitor something like 30 different data points related to the national mood. They know whether we’re going to rebel before we do. And they’re an invisible adversary, completely outside the awareness of normies. We’ll go down without ever having put up much fight, just like the Ukrainians during the Holdomor, the Polish officers in the Katyn Forest Massacre, and the Cambodians.”
“Their first attempt at a core client state to build their global empire around was the Soviet Union,” said Cyrus. “Problem was it went rogue when Stalin usurped power away from their boy Trotsky. That’s why the Cold War happened.
“Their second attempt was China. But China has been low-key playing its own game. Built the Belt and Road system ostensibly to unite the world through economic integration, but it’s also a camouflaged military network.
“The globalists are aware that China has been playing its own game, but they have too much invested in China to turn back now. They hope they can contain China’s ambitions with controlled conflict with a resurgent USA."
Travis had recovered sufficiently to voice another objection. “Even if they wouldn’t mind getting rid of us, and I grant they probably don’t, I assume they’re not willing to throw away all the infrastructure.”
“It’s a risk they seem to be willing to take,” said Tiger. “My buddies in the military have let slip enough for me to figure out a major war is on its way. And for their part the Russians are openly discussing mass casualties in their media. You can go out on goobtube and watch Putin on a video joking that Russians will go to heaven. I assume there’s a reason the USA is withdrawing from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty.”
“And starting up a new Space Force,” added Drake. “Presumably to counter Russian and Chinese space-based weaponry.”
“Bearing in mind that a lot of the existing infrastructure was designed around cheap and abundant fuel, and so is now obsolete,” said Cyrus. “A reasonable guess would be that covert biowarfare is their preferred means of culling excess population. But longstanding rivalries might escalate to all-out war regardless of their preferences. I have to assume they’ve considered the possibility in their planning.”
“Secret bunkers?” asked Travis.
“Some of them aren’t particularly secret,” said Tiger. “It’s not too hard to find information about continuation-of-government projects.”
“If the wars go all-out, there won’t be a functioning economy left above-ground for them to govern,” said Drake. “In that case they’ll need more than bunkers. More like entire underground cities. Or maybe out in space somewhere if they could pull it off. With enough tools and supplies to jump-start their new world. Their own little Noah’s Ark.”
“I haven’t heard of any specific projects on the scale you’re talking about,” commented Tiger. “Not that I have access to top-secret material.”
“I’m not sure it’s worth spending too much attention on since even if they exist, they’re not for our benefit,” said Drake. “All I know for sure is boring technology to build extensive, deep-underground structures does exist, and there’s plenty of off-the-books budget.”
Cyrus continued listening as he pulled out his credit card and paid the tab for both tables.
“If this is all true,” said Travis hesitantly, “then we need to get organized. Vote the politicians they sponsor out of office.”
There were chuckles and smirks around the table. Travis scowled as he waited to be further disillusioned.
“They knew that they wanted to shove unpopular measures down our throats decades ago,” said Cyrus. “They prepared for that.”
“They’ve been packing the election boards for decades,” said Ray. “Installing their own agents as Secretary of State in all the swing states, so that even if they got caught cheating, which they have been, the election results would be certified anyway. They've done similar overseas for many decades.”
“They also have plenty of funds for bribery, and dirt for blackmail,” said Cyrus. “You can’t vote your way out.”
Travis sighed. “Then we at least have to get the warning out.”
It was Cyrus’s turn to sigh. “Good luck with that. First of all, the vast majority of people are normies. They believe whatever the lobotomy box tells them, and if you tell them something different, they’re not going to believe you. They might even get angry, start reporting you to the KGB.
“Second, the internet is becoming increasingly controlled by gatekeepers like the big search engines and social media. They semantically analyze everything that runs through them. They compare any website you put up or any article you post a link to with what they call ‘trusted sources’. If your point-of-view contradicts their trusted sources, they’ll hide or completely block the information and keep it from spreading. Normies don’t notice as long as their feeds are full of interesting distractions. They don’t notice the dog that didn’t bark.”
“If you step too far out of line they’ll resort to hard censorship. Deplatform you. And don’t forget they’re watching our every move. Using predictive AI, they know what we're going to do before we do!”
🌵 🌵 🌵

Cyrus woke up disoriented. He had no idea what time of day it was. Something seemed amiss in his environment. He looked around. The daylight was dim & the air was cooler than he expected. At first he thought he must have overslept until dusk, but then he noticed the thick layer of clouds overhead.
Cyrus’s awareness of time and space returned. He remembered thinking back to how life used to be. Unfortunately, by the time he and his buddies came to a full realization of how dangerous the situation was, they were already late getting organized and in serious trouble with the government. They had realized all public communications channels were monitored and analyzed with A.I., but without any visible consequences, they’d become complacent.
Then suddenly they lost net worth as the result of a project to shut down small businesses under cover of pandemic measures, and then through price inflation as government spending continued its parabolic trajectory. And their ranks were thinned by catastrophic incompetence, criminal negligence, and outright malice in the handling of the pandemic response. Decisions were made by scientifically-illiterate bureaucrats, politicians, and corporate executives, despite the hysteria over “trusting the science.”
﻿Cyrus and his friends had underestimated the ruthlessness of the depopulation plan. They believed that those in power would be cautious about releasing a bioweapon, but they were wrong. The perpetrators showed no concern for control or precision, at least not initially. It took Cyrus some time to come to terms with this reality. The most logical explanation was that the timeline and target numbers were too aggressive, leading to a decision to prioritize speed over accuracy in the initial culling phase.
To target the cull more precisely, only a few measures were taken. Heads of state and an exclusive set of VIPs had access to hydroxychloroquine and ivermectin, which were denied to the general population. There were also different batches of vaccines. One manufacturer, the largest one, used two different manufacturing processes, known only as "process 1" and "process 2." Process 1 had fewer replication errors but was harder to scale up. The manufacturer used process 1 for clinical trials to reduce adverse events they were supposed to report, but then switched to process 2 for the majority of their production except possibly for certain exclusive VIPs and classes of people.
﻿Dosing was likely another variable factor, but Cyrus wasn't aware of any evidence that different doses were distributed other than randomly. In Denmark, it was discovered that some batches resulted in no adverse events, others with higher levels, and certain "hot" batches with very high levels of adverse events. A reasonable speculation was that those receiving them were the unwilling test subjects for dosing, the control group being the one with no adverse events.
﻿Another measure to target specific people while sparing others was through the design of the weapon itself, specifically its binding affinity for different variants of the ACE2 and TMPRSS2 receptors. This was their closest attempt at ethnically-targeted biowarfare. However, despite this effort, it didn't significantly aid their targeted genocide. Numerous other factors collectively weighed in, making its overall impact only marginal. It is possible they were hoping for a butterfly effect: small steps nudging chaotic processes over time.
﻿Slavs were disproportionately affected by the bioweapon, possibly due to its ethnic targeting mechanisms or different strains of virus being released in various locations worldwide. The aim may have been to destabilize Russia as part of ongoing regime-change operations and as a genocidal goal in itself. Similarly, Iran might have received a particularly virulent strain locally as part of an ongoing campaign to destabilize and commit genocide against that country.
﻿The pseudo-mRNA and lipid-nanoparticle technology used in the bioweapon proved to be highly flawed, resulting in more deaths upfront than could be easily overlooked. The pseudo-mRNA was prone to frame-shifting errors, leading to the production of random proteins. Additionally, they failed to test their claim that the pseudo-mRNA would break down quickly; it didn't, and many people suffered from catastrophic chronic inflammation caused by their cells producing spike protein indefinitely. The rapid onset of deaths and adverse events after vaxxination could not be covered up except through brute-force censorship, which only drew more attention due to the "Streisand Effect." Some brainwashed victims further exposed the issue by publicly announcing their intention to get vaxxed despite rumors, often doing so on camera and then immediately collapsing from sudden massive inflammation or dying shortly after.
﻿The bioweapon was intended to remain unnoticed by the public, with its effects gradually appearing as natural diseases like cancer, heart disease, and dementia, just at higher rates than normal. However, one symptom that drew too much attention was the "calamari clots" morticians were pulling from people's arteries, which were side-effects of misfolded amyloids in their fibrin associated with the clotting mechanism. 
The plan was to saturate the population with as many vaxxines as possible, both for depopulation purposes and to eliminate any de facto "control group." Once deployed, the bioweapon was supposed to work silently and gradually, with the media spiking any coverage of excess mortality except to attribute it to something else like global warming or the virus itself. The narrative didn't need to make sense as long as they pushed it hard enough and silenced anyone trying to warn the public.
﻿The pervasive censorship and narrative dominance made it difficult to spread information about the bioweapon's effects beyond a small fraction of the population. While there were some challenges with the technology itself, media representatives had been primed to interpret any alarm signals as "misinformation." They successfully manipulated humans like puppets on a string, and this wasn't their first successful media operation to cover up massive-scale crimes. It was all coordinated decades earlier through institutions like the World Sickness Organization. A lockstep operation.
﻿The use of artificial financial incentives was a significant part of their success in getting people to go along with the crime and ultimately implicate themselves. Once tainted with guilt, it became awkward to defect from the operation because they'd have to tacitly admit their own complicity. Healthcare professionals and bureaucrats who took the bait continued participating in the crime and even helped cover it up. The inspiration for this tactic was the same strategy used by organized crime syndicates, and it worked like a charm.
﻿Resistance mattered less once the bioweapon was deployed and working in the population, unhampered by any serious effort to mitigate its effects. Many people figured out that the vaxxine was deadlier than the engineered virus itself, but they didn't understand the technical reasons why. In a natural infection, the immune system puts up defenses before the virus can reach vital organs, but in this case, the lipid nannoparticles got past immune defenses and delivered their payload all over the body, including to vital organs many of which have a strong affinity for lipids.
﻿The bioweapon also damaged women's ovaries, leading to irregular periods and some degree of sterility. Pregnancies ended in miscarriages or stillbirths at much higher than normal rates long after the vaxxinations, and infant mortality soared. Despite this, the controlled media covered it up, and hospitals helped cover up the statistics because they were implicated too; they'd pushed vaxxines even on pregnant women and newborns with no other motivation than financial incentives.
Most people were also unaware of just what was lurking in the spike protein. It was so packed with weapons in such a tiny package it was almost certainly designed by advanced, military-grade artificial intelligence. It attacked the immune system itself in multiple ways, triggering cascading failures downstream. It also contained, among other nasty things, components that would trigger misfolding of amyloids and prions. Most people have no idea what an amyloid or prion is—totally unfamiliar territory. As a result, even people who were unvaxxed were vulnerable to the ongoing bio-attack, because amyloids are somewhat infectious, and prions even more so. 
﻿As bioweapons, amyloids and prions have the advantage of a small attack-surface vulnerability. They're both much smaller than even viruses. Prion disease is 100% fatal once it goes critical; the only defenses are to reduce exposure and proactively promote neuro-protective processes before it goes critical. Despite not being alive, amyloids and prions are surprisingly contagious because they cause others like themselves to misfold, triggering a chain-reaction. And prions in particular are astonishingly durable despite being organic, because of their cross-linked chemical bonds. Standard cremation isn't hot enough to decontaminate the body of a victim. The prions end up accumulating in the environment. Humans were facing an ongoing risk in a way similar to how deer pick up deer-wasting disease from eating leaves of plants that have absorbed prions from prior victims accumulating in the soil.
Most people simply couldn't wrap their heads around a slow-kill bioweapon. They'd been primed with Hollywood movie scenarios leaving them to expect a graphic, rapid demise. In reality, fast-kill bioweapons burn out too fast, and genetically-engineered viruses tend not to be stable long enough to finish the job. As a result of their unrealistic expectations, they assumed they were safe as soon as they either recovered from the virus, or didn't die of anaphylactic shock minutes after the injection of the vaxxine. 
Unless they happened to be in the right silos on social media, they didn't make the connection between deaths of loved ones and rates of excess mortality that persisted long after the pandemic was just a bad memory. You could explain it to them carefully, in detail, but it just wouldn't sink in; it was too unfamiliar a concept for them to be able to link to other information inside their neural network of concepts in order to integrate it. It wasn't "real" to them. Only a tiny fraction of them even noticed that the combination of excess mortality and collapsing birthrates spelled predictable doom within the foreseeable future. They were quickly distracted by other matters of less importance to their survival. 
The problem was so severe that even many well-placed people who had access to better information ignored or rejected it without a second thought. One of them, an insider by both family connections and being top executive of a social media platform, must have had some kind of inkling about the nature of the information she was censoring. Instead she willingly drank the koolaid and died of what looked suspiciously like what was popularly known as "turbo-cancer."
The hazard to Cyrus and his friends was that the longer the cull continued, the more targeted it got. They did the best they could taking measures to optimize their immune systems, especially maintaining robust vitamin D levels, chelated zinc to hamper replication of RNA viruses, a low-inflammation lifestyle with abundant antioxidants, and engaging in regular fasting, including periodic extended fasts, to trigger autophagy.
One big mistake was not having serious conversations with spouses and children earlier because of complaints that it upset them and they thought it was all crazy nonsense. There was so much resistance to big lifestyle changes that seemed unnecessary while the danger was still hypothetical and there were more immediately pressing concerns in play like earning a living. By the time the trap was sprung, in the form of the engineered pandemic, shutdown in the supply chains, a cyber-war, and other steps of the so-called Great Reset, it was too late to stage an orderly retreat. The time to buy insurance is before the fire. Now everything was ad-hoc. 
His knees hurt and his thighs were sore. He was mentally exhausted from the events of the day. There could be no question: he had to finish planting the sweet potatoes so that if it rained, they would benefit. 
Cyrus rolled over, then pushed himself up onto his hands and knees. That was the easy part. Then he rocked his weight, and when he felt he had enough momentum, he pushed up with his legs. He staggered before stabilizing his stance.
He wasn’t all that old, but he was feeling his age. He knew that not being able to get up without the use of his hands was a bad sign, and suspected that the amount of chronic pain he felt throughout his body was indirectly proportional to how much time he had left to live. Soon enough, his grandsons would find his lifeless body in the fields.
It seemed a better fate than malingering in a hospice.
He could handle the pain. It was something he experienced, without needing wrap his sense-of-self around it, or trash-talk himself about. 
“Ahaṁ Brahmāsmīti,” he thought to himself. “I am Spirit”.  The words originated from a sage long ago and far away, yet already strangely familiar when they were transferred through many other lives to his. Nothing could harm him. It wasn't just a belief; it was integrated into his moment-to-moment experience of reality. It was a persistent state of altered awareness that shifted how he experienced reality. Pain and misfortune happened, but he didn't feel the need to take them personally; they were just part of the show that made things more interesting and meaningful, elevating life above an island-of-the-lotos-eaters existence.
Spirit would continue its work through other lives when this one ended. At least, it would if the lives he cared about continued after him. To improve their chances, Cyrus’s work wasn’t finished yet, so he collected his sweet potatoes into a fold of his shirt, then trudged back to the row where he’d been planting them and resumed the task.
It was slow and tedious, but once he got into a rhythm, he felt like he could go on for hours. Now and then, when he had enough breath, he whistled a few notes of a tune.
After a while, Cyrus noticed the shadows getting long. He looked to the west where the sun was already sinking below the horizon. No matter how long he lived in the tropics, he’d never quite get used to the brevity of twilight.
Now his ankles and hands were flaring up too, but his peaceful contentment didn’t depend on his body feeling any different than it did. He rushed to get as many tuber sections planted as he could. Working by feeling, he plugged a few more in even after it was too dark to see clearly what he was doing. 
He gathered up the remaining un-planted tubers and placed them back into a fold in his shirt. He regretted not getting them into the ground, but he felt accomplished getting in as many as he did under the circumstances. Maybe he and Sonny could finish the last few when they came back in a few days to do some hilling up.
He hurried back to the village, scampering along at what for him was a good pace. Maybe he had a few more good years in him yet. In any case, it was his intention to do what he knew would help him keep his body as strong and healthy as possible for as long as possible.
He passed the dead capybara once again on the way back. At this point he could barely make it out in the darkness, but he knew it was there. A reminder. Well, better to face death squarely, and come to terms with it, than trying to hide from it as in his previous fools-paradise existence. Now everything was real. Samsara—the cycle of birth and death—was to be embraced, not turned away from in dread. Samsara is not other than Nirvana; seeing through the illusion of duality is Enlightenment.
Something was going on in the village common. At most other times of year it would have been expected. Dances and community sing-alongs a couple times a week. Sometimes Oleh or Drake would play some Bach on his guitar. But during planting season or harvest season, any activity that took much time to plan or carry out was out-of-the-ordinary. 
Cyrus didn’t stop to investigate. He put the remaining sweet-potato sections back into storage, hurried to his quarters to fetch some clean clothes, got a clean bandage from the infirmary, and then headed to the wash-house.
He’d missed the rush after work. He spotted just one man, Ray, who was finishing up. 
“Evenin’, Cyrus,” said Ray. He grinned.
“Evenin’, Ray,” said Cyrus, grinning back.
Cyrus fetched a pail of water, pulled off his work clothes, sat on a little stool in front of the bucket, and washed himself. When he was done, he dumped what was left in the pail over his head.
Then he dried himself off as best as he could with the cloth allocated to that purpose—which wasn’t very well, because it was too thin to be particularly absorbent. But until the rainy season started in earnest it didn’t need to be since things dried out soon enough anyway.
He gingerly pulled the bandage off his skinned knee, cleaned it, and put the clean bandage on it.
After getting dressed and finishing up, he went back to the infirmary to visit Buck.
He found him sleeping comfortably. Cyrus didn’t want to wake him, so he just sat quietly by the cot and observed. Buck’s breathing seemed regular. His body was relaxed. Cyrus suspected that the anti-venom must have been working adequately well.
He waited a few more minutes, but nothing unusual happened. He got up as quietly as possible, and staggered into the darkness.
Next order of business was some food in his belly. The canteen was deserted, which wasn’t surprising, because Cyrus was a little late getting back and they couldn’t wait for every straggler. But there was a little food left for stragglers, and Cyrus helped himself.
While still gobbling his supper, he headed to the kiosk, found his name, and placed his personal tag on its hook. That meant that he was accounted for. He looked at the tags, and saw a few still missing. That wasn’t unusual, but if they weren’t accounted for by curfew, Tiger would round up a search party. 
Before turning to head to whatever fellowship activity might be going on in the commons, Cyrus noticed unexpected sound. It took a few seconds for him to recognize it as singing. He turned around and headed in its direction. In a few more seconds he recognized the tune. He couldn’t make out the words distinctly, but he knew them:
Agnus Dei, qui tollis peccata mundi, miserere nobis.
Agnus Dei, qui tollis peccata mundi, miserere nobis.
Agnus Dei, qui tollis peccata mundi, dona nobis pacem.
Today was November 1st. 
As he approached the source of the singing, he could make it out more clearly. The slow tempo and minor key suggested grief, but the rising pitch of the tune suggested determination and faith. It was Samuel Barber’s Agnus Dei, Opus 11. He recognized it; the tune was often performed at funerals of notable figures, typically without the words.
Cyrus waded through the crowd looking for his family, and was soon united with his grandsons. A pretty Mennonite teenager spotted him and gestured for him to hold out his hand. She deposited a handful of wildflower blossoms. “Danke!” he said. He looked up at her with a calm, friendly gaze, and she returned the same. It was a day more for happy memories and gratitude than for grief. And to the extent some were grieving, to help them get through it.
He looked in his hand and counted the blossoms. He’d have to stretch them out. He reached his immediate family standing next to some candles that were already lit. He placed the first blossom among the candles. That was for his first wife, who never made it to the promised land.
The next one was for Bob, who died suddenly of a heart-attack despite being trim and fit, and his wife Sue, who insisted there couldn’t be any danger or the mainstream news would have warned them. Also for the Petersons, who allowed themselves to be persuaded that it was their duty to devote their time and money to helping new immigrants. They ended up being murdered by one.
The next one was for Lori, whose friends convinced her that her husband and teenage kids were a burden, and that she’d be happier living just for herself. She certainly seemed pleased by her new lifestyle until the day it ended abruptly. Later, a stranger noticed the distinctive smell of death while taking a walk through the woods. Also for Gary, who said he couldn’t make any life-changing decisions that would have a negative impact on his career. Instead, his avoidance of making hard decisions had a negative impact on his family’s survival.
Another one for Don and Linda, who felt safe in their upscale suburban neighborhood, and for the Smiths who retreated to a “delightful lifestyle community”, having confused getting away from the rat race with strategic relocation. The delight ran out when the shelves at the local supermarket were suddenly stripped bare and the gas stations ran empty, making escape impossible.
It was a common problem even among preppers, many of whom had mentally-modeled the crisis as a short-term event like a hurricane, after which everything would be back to normal once the clean-up crews took care of the mess. There were even bizarre videos on goobtube showing "preppers" camping out like they expected they'd "bug out" during a crisis. They were oblivious to the fact that in the aftermath of a global event, there were no nearby unaffected economies from which to rush help and supplies. They probably should have noticed before then that supplies were running out for the indefinite future. Second and third-order effects took a lot of folks completely by surprise. 
A blossom for Jordan and Melissa, who were happy to flee the rapidly blighted city only to be bankrupted and trapped like rats because they made no plans to survive once access to markets not to mention electricity was shut off. That too was a common problem, even among preppers. Instead of seeking safety, they sought familiarity—they fled to the last locations still experiencing relative freedom and prosperity oblivious to the fact they weren't necessarily any safer in the long run. There was no wall around the community to keep out trouble once the whole system reached the point of catastrophic failure.
Another blossom for Jack and Sarah, who tried to evacuate during a crisis, instead of either permanently relocating to their bug-out location while life was still fairly predictable, or hunkering down until the situation had stabilized enough to risk evacuation, and to Noah and Rachel who did utterly nothing to improve their odds of survival because they expected to be raptured. They must have died disappointed they didn't make the cut. What they didn't realize was that nobody else did either and the whole thing was literally a psy-op, which was obvious to anyone not trapped in the cult.
Another one for Darren who was completely aware of the danger, but inexplicably did absolutely nothing about it; for Andy, Sue, Carrie, Cindy, and Dave, who kept waiting for “someone” to “do something”; for all the folks who died of chronic diseases triggered by the bioweapon who had no idea they were at risk because the slow-kill mechanisms stalked them stealthily like a predator, and for everyone else, too many to think about, who, like Lot’s wife, simply refused to accept that their accustomed way of life was over.
The last blossom was for his son and for all the others in his tribe who died in the struggle to build the colony. He hesitated before setting it down, lost in thoughts. There were a few he’d lost track of. He wondered about their fate.
Cyrus continued gazing at the candles for a long time before Farhad's evening chant somewhere in the vicinity snapped him out of the trance he was in. It was time to move on and do something else. He lead the boys back from the candles.
Cyrus beamed with pleasure when he noticed Kira coming to join himself and the boys. Kira reached for his hand, then pulled it to her abdomen. He felt the rhythmic motion of tiny kicking legs. His baseline mood ranged somewhere between grim determination and quiet contentment, but such moments as these were when his whole being was infused with joy even as he considered this was a project he was unlikely to personally see to completion.
The clouds from the afternoon has dissipated and the stars were sharp against the clear, dark sky. Cyrus held an arm around Kira, his hand resting on her belly, as they looked up and towards the south. They spotted Apus, the bird of paradise. Capricornus. Aquarius. Octans. Chameleon. Musca, the fly. Crux, the southern cross.
Cyrus felt peaceful and happy. His knee had scabbed over nicely. Buck was going to survive the snake-bite, probably without serious permanent injury. He got most of his sweet potatoes planted. The cloudy afternoon suggested that the rainy season was on its way. It had been a good day and he was grateful to be alive.

      [image: ]The original version of All Hallows was written years before the pandemic, the now-admitted-to global food shortages still building up (they have a ways to go yet so still predictive!), and the invasion of Ukraine, but there was enough publicly-available information to anticipate them―for those who dare to think for themselves and don't censor the thoughts in their own heads―hence references to them and to refugees with Ukrainian names. How'd I do? The original version referred to an “epidemic”, so I updated it by replacing the word with “pandemic”, and added a few lots more edits to supply newly-revealed information after the fact, and integrate the story with Charmed Life because both protagonists were supposed to end up as refugees at an obscure location, so I decided to make it the same one.
In all cases, I rely a lot on upstream, alternative news sources, for which I am ever so grateful 🙏🏻. I’m just a node in a network of information flow. I contribute by helping to sort it out in terms of misinfo, disinfo, and real facts, putting the pieces of the puzzle together into a coherent narrative as best I can, and at least nudging readers towards the direction where solutions more likely to be found.
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"Vayadhammā saṅkhārā appamādena sampādethā"
Subject to decay are compound beings. Strive diligently [for your own salvation]!
―The final words of Siddhattha Gotama, “the Buddha”, according to the Mahāparinibbāna Sutta
Let's start with some perspective: the rulers of this world have stated a preference for a global population level of 500 million. That represents eliminating 94% of the world's current estimated population. Dennis Meadows has stated 2 billion maximum; that still represents elimination of 78% from current levels. The primary targets for elimination are people with high standards of living. You feeling lucky? 
A collapse, controlled or otherwise, appears inevitable; it's just a matter of time, and time is not on your side. You can't avoid it by voting; nobody can stop it now including even the people who tipped over the first domino. It won't necessarily occur to the same degree everywhere on the planet. The original New World Order plan appears to have been to maintain some civilization in a few cities. From my observations of living in one of them, and specifically a C40 city, they've done essentially the opposite, having made this city dysfunctional and unlivable, and from what I can tell it doesn't appear to be a temporary detour on the way to something else aside from the plan to replace the existing population and destabilize the whole USA. 
At least part of the problem appears to be the involvement of organized crime syndicates; a lot of the resources are getting diverted to other projects, or simply embezzled. Another problem is back-stabbing and sabotage among the partners, and yet another of widespread incompetence throughout the system as the result of making hiring decisions for reasons other than competence. Regardless, until and unless the so-called “globalists” are removed from power, which is unlikely to happen except as a side-effect of system collapse, their malevolent tendencies will make cities ever more inhospitable to everyone, but especially anyone who doesn't profile correctly for their preferences in human livestock. It would be safe to assume that at the very least, unless you take measures to prevent it, you would be forced to end your genetic line, likely sooner rather than later through continued covert biowarfare.
This poses a dilemma because the globalists have bluntly hinted that they intend to cut the hinterlands off from whatever remains of large-scale economies. In other words, you have a choice between
-being a prime target for elimination either through intercontinental warfare or through targeted genocide, and that's assuming the cities don't simply collapse from mis-management
or

-getting cut off completely from what's left of the economy if you remain in the hinterlands or evacuate from the city.
The latter option might not be a long-term problem to the extent that those living in the hinterlands will eventually adapt to a localized black market economy and trade amongst themselves. But it is also likely that they will also be subject to ongoing military attacks, using drone technology and bioweapons, to try to prevent us from regrouping and increasing our numbers. 
I'm reminded of an episode of the original “Star Trek” series (which my late mother loved, so I remember it all these years later from having watched it with her) called "The Omega Glory," regarding a planet Omega IV on which live two warring factions: the "Yangs" and the "Kohms". The Kohms, who live in the cities, are the dominant faction, having won a disastrous war in the distant past, while the Yangs are the survivors of the defeated side living apparently sparsely in the hinterlands until the Yangs descend on the Kohms and massacre them, having bade their time all those years and regrouped while the Kohms apparently failed to notice. Near the end of the show, it's revealed that the “Yangs” are “Yankees” and the “Kohms” are Communists, and they had actually engaged in the civilization-destroying war that earth had supposedly avoided in the optimistic Star Trek timeline. The real-life Kohms have no intention of allowing that possibility.
My path has been chosen for me: there's a target on my own head, and even more so on my half-white offspring. I plan to evacuate or die trying to overcome obstacles.
So let's talk about evacuation to relative safe-havens:
Most people, and even most preppers, assume that it's enough to avoid getting vaporized by either nuclear or kinetic weapons by moving away from likely targets. Unfortunately the destruction of the cities (if it happens) implies the destruction of the economy. Division of labor and organization will collapse faster than you can adapt to it. The farm produce stand on the side of the road will cease to exist. Unlike in Japan after the destruction of two of its own cities at the completion of WW2, there won't be any help coming in from surrounding areas. Furthermore, the increased complexity of the economy since that time makes it even more vulnerable to total collapse.
Your best bet to survive long enough to regroup and form local economies is to have enough food in long-term storage to accomplish that. 
Preppers have been saying for decades to get ready. Now you have specific timelines in which to perform.

The clock  is ticking before collapse of the West/US. Society's expiration date for each demographic/illness challenge:

Cancer in 0-54 Age Bracket = 20 years
Natural Cause Mortality 0-24 Age Bracket = 25 years 
Vaccinial Generation rise = 20 years
Decimated Fertility = 25 years.

Average Expiration Date = ~2047 US Collapse at the hands of The Party and their midwits.
―Systems Science Strategist & social media personality @EthicalSkeptic, whose been tracking excess mortality rates post-vaxxination, posted 28 July 2025
Death rates will be high anyway. I suggest you stop thinking in terms of your own life or that of anyone specific, and think it terms of group survival. You'll need to restore your likely damaged fertility to spawn replacements quickly (applies to your children or grandchildren if you're past childbearing age). And you and your under-studies will need to get sufficiently psychologically tough to handle watching family and friends perish without ending up incapacitated by a psychological breakdown; the first section of this book is loaded with helpful tips towards that end. Respond to their suffering with compassion, and to their demise with gratitude for the time you did have together.
You'll need to make do with relatively few relatively skilled people, preferably more generalists than specialists. 
This isn't a book about prepping. Not sure there is one; there are probably lots of books with specialized advice that fits into the bigger puzzle. This book is intended primarily to orient you. Here's a quick summary of the situation:
	This is a long emergency. It's system collapse; things will never go back to the way they used to be. It won't be safe to return in a few weeks after the clean-up crews do their job. Wherever you go, expect to make your stand there and expect to eventually become stranded.

	Don't make or rely on specific assumptions regarding exactly what happens and in what time frame. Accelerating change means the situation is chaotic and therefor hard to predict. 

	We do have some time frames to consider: 
	Hubbert's peak has come and gone already. While working as a petroleum geologist for Shell Oil Company, M. King Hubbert predicted peak USA 🇺🇸 conventional oil production in 1970, which is why there were numerous events in the 1970s that were similar to but preceded the current events of today. Conventional global crude peaked circa 2005-2008, in line with estimates from the Energy Watch Group in Germany. Unfortunately peak unconventional oil is harder to predict but it probably occurred around 2018 according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration; note that while it could be a coincidence that the Big Cull started the next year, and I don't get the memos so it's just a guess, but my guess is that it wasn't a coincidence.

	late 2020s: peak risk of volcanic winter—but they blow when they blow; they're not on a strict schedule. Volcanic winter means SEVERE global famine. As I type this, Campi Flegrei is rumbling dangerously. We don't know for sure the next eruption will be a "super-eruption", nor do we have a time-table telling us what it or any other big volcano will do next or exactly when. In the absence of complete and precise knowledge, take precautions anyway, with urgency!

	2030: official start date for Great Reset. It's probably pretty firm at this point.

	2047: @EthicalSkeptic's average estimate for societal (& by the same token, economic) collapse of the USA based on demographic collapse; this is based on a trend not a specific certain event, so it contributes to chaos, but whatever happens, you'll have had plenty of warning!

	~2030 to 2050: peak grand solar minimum; GSM means famine regardless of how many volcanoes blow.




	Rapid change in the “territory” will make it hard for your mental “map” of reality to keep up. The more cognitive flexibility you can maintain, and the more neuroplasticity and neurogenesis you can keep, the better you'll be able to adapt.

	Maintain the highest degree of mental and physical toughness you can. I'm not in great shape myself which is why I've made my health a high priority.

	Internet and other comms are vulnerable despite reassurances that they were designed to be fault-tolerant in case of nuclear war. Plan for what might happen to the best of your ability. Maintain multiple different channels for communicating with family & friends. Better yet, re-arrange yourselves to form local mutual survival groups.

	Information flow remains highly censored. Some of the bombshell information contained in this book is already well-known to some but not all influencers I'll have seeded it to, but might be a shock to some readers or to their families and friends. Censorship primarily targets websites (won't get indexed into a search engine) and social media posts. Some "free" email providers do censor inbound email. All of it is monitored unless you encrypt it, which I recommend but it's been a lost cause up to now. Generally, one-on-one comms tend not to be censored. Talk to your friends and family members. Don't mirror their emotions if they get angry or upset with you for your heresy; stay calm, rational, & empathetic. There's power there. Post still works too and although who you're sending and receiving from is monitored in many countries, they don't usually open the letters except in the most authoritarian countries.

	There is a plan in place that anonymous internet use will be banned for "mundanes"; everyone who isn't special will need GlobalID to use the internet. Someone else, not me, might come up with a work-around.

	The electrical grid itself was intentionally left vulnerable; it's already showing signs of distress in many parts of the world where it used to be more reliable. Don't take it for granted. If When it goes down, there will be food spoilage on a massive scale, and subsequent starvation, especially in industrial countries that are particularly reliant on it for food preservation.

	While the internet and the grid are likely to go down, don't ASSUME they do, and especially don't assume that your adversaries might not have access to resources you don't have!

	Permanently relocate to your safe haven as soon as possible and carry on your life from there. Try to organize your life to work remote if at all possible. If you must evacuate, you need to do that early, because by the time most people think to do so, it's too late, like in western North Carolina during the flooding associated with Hurricane Helene where people tried to evacuate only after the floodwaters were already dangerously high, and then got swept away by the current and drowned. Do NOT expect to be able to evacuate safely during an emergency; that's how people end up dead or as refugees. If you have no other options, make plans to hunker down where you are, keeping in mind what the local hazards are and having plans already in place to mitigate them BEFORE the event happens, then if need be evacuate when (and if) thing stabilize sufficiently for you to do so.

	Don't live alone, and make sure anyone you care about doesn't live alone either, especially the elderly but even fairly young healthy adults who lack life-experience and are badly outnumbered by hostile groups.

	Get used to the idea of organizing your life around having however many combat-capable men in your group you need for defense; at least one but probably more than that. As an informant in Argentina regarding the violence during one of their economic crises has disclosed, it's hard to simultaneously get work done AND stand guard. Get the idea of it being safe for teenagers and elderly to venture out alone out of your head; assume that all of Europe and North America end up with South-Africa levels of mundane violence. Stop whining for "someone" to "do something"; nobody's coming to save you and in fact someone's out to get you!

	Plan your home base for defense. Unfortunately, this is extremely difficult, because suburban women who dominate choices of and therefor availability of household infrastructure deem defensive infrastructure to adversely impact the market value of their homes. Obviously stay away from HOAs (home-owners associations). Americans and Europeans will have a great deal of difficulty letting go of old thought patterns.

	Most existing home-defensive infrastructure will backfire. For example, "safe rooms" don't work when burning down your house is an option. This isn't hypothetical; it was more-or-less Edmond Saffra's undoing.

	Stay away from targets for doomsday warfare. These include all large-to-medium size cities, national and provincial (state) capitals, and military and industrial targets.

	Avoid being downstream or downwind of hazardous infrastructure like dams and nuclear power plants.

	Move closer to natural resources, especially arable crop-land and drinkable water. You should NOT be moving to deserts or mountains if you would then be dependent on food shipped in from somewhere else. This is NOT a vacation, and you're not just trying to get away from the rat-race. By the same token, most people should avoid deep-rural areas where lines of transportation and communication are already tenuous and unreliable. As far as I can tell, most preppers are making decisions for entirely other reasons having to do with CURRENT lifestyle and land prices.

	The fact that the protagonists for my stories Charmed Life and All Hallows end up in the Gran Chaco of South America does not constitute a suggestion to head there or anywhere else that's far away or has a particularly hellish climate. Though there is an ongoing debate as to strategy: head to harsh climates where there's less food but also less competition for it, or head to prime arable land on the theory that there will soon be a lot less competition, at least for those prepared to fight and survive the big die-off. As for that debate, I'm neutral; I have no idea what will work. I suggest avoiding extremes in either direction. I do recommend avoiding places that are over-populated relative to their carrying capacity due to artificial infrastructure like air conditioning, freeways over which trucks bring food grown somewhere else, and pipes and canals bringing water from somewhere else. Those places will have particularly big die-offs. It's also worth pointing out that for a variety of reasons, the southern hemisphere ex South Africa is generally safer than the northern due to lower population density and fewer industrial cities to target.

	Plan for your own defense. Just moving away from the city will no longer be sufficient to guarantee your safety; ask the Boers (or for that matter, the Desis) of South Africa. Urban and rural locations will have different considerations for defense; get to know them. Don Shift has several books available on Amazon.

	Store YEARS worth of food in long-term storage. The more you can store away, the longer the emergency you can survive. Prepare for something like volcanic winter, with multiple years of resulting world-wide famine. You can store dry foodstuffs like lentils, chickpeas, flour, and rice in sealed mylar with oxygen absorbents and moisture absorbents, then typically you stuff the bags into plastic buckets and stack those in a cool, dry, secure location. Properly stored it will last up to decades.

	Simplify your life while it's still an option, so that you have more bandwidth to make plans and preparations, so that shortages are as little of a shock as possible, and so that you have more flexibility to respond to rapid change due to fewer demands on your time and attention.

	Marriage bureaus, arranged marriages, and keeping pedigrees (due to the lingering after-effects of secret genetic therapy experiments) will almost certainly be necessary to avoid dying out, given what's already happened in terms of birthrates well below replacement levels, severely-damaged fertility, and longevity curtailed via slow-kill bioweapons. Most of you probably have extreme taboos against taking the measures necessary to avoid dying out. Unsurprisingly, those taboos were planted by the same people who plan to end your line. 

	It is imperative to build community and local economies as quickly as possible.

	Don't give up just because you can't do everything in this list. Some people will survive by sheer dumb luck. Some will survive in major disaster zones. Some will perish despite extensive plans and preparations (I might be one of those!). Something is better than nothing. Take steps by degrees according to what you can realistically accomplish, but don't procrastinate or turn complacent.

	Don't give in to despair. I've offered advice elsewhere in this book regarding how to maintain your sanity and morale; I suggest reviewing it and putting it into practice. Your ancestors went through worse: see my list of historical events elsewhere in this book that your grade-school history book forgot to tell you about. 



Who survives, wins.
"And tomorrow!" She breathed the words through sparkling white, clenched teeth, "Tomorrow, nobody knows what…do you understand? Neither I nor anyone else knows; it is unknown! Do you realize what a joy it is? Do you realize that all that was certain has come to an end? Now…things will be new, improbable, unforeseen!"
Yegeny Zamyatin, We (Мы), as translated by Gregory Zilboorg
Remember who you are.

🙏🏻 💙 ⚔️
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Kalkin is an author who blends storytelling, practical wisdom, and sharp observation to make sense of a confusing world. Born into one culture and marrying young into another, he has spent his life moving between different traditions, outlooks, and ways of thinking. Along the way he has been exposed to many more, giving him a truly cosmopolitan background—though his soulful, folksy personality has always kept him grounded. 
His life-path has never been straightforward. Life has taken him through unexpected turns and unusual experiences, each one carrying its own hard-earned lesson. Rather than keep those lessons to himself, he shares them in the form of short stories and reflections that readers can enjoy-and learn from-without having to earn them the hard way.
With a curious mind and quirky personality, Kalkin brings together themes from philosophy, psychology, and survival skills. He writes about information warfare, propaganda, belief, and decision-making, weaving these ideas into narratives that are accessible, engaging, and often entertaining. His goal is simple: to give readers tools for thinking clearly and staying resilient in a world that often seems chaotic and fast-changing.
Kalkin's writing style is approachable and conversational. He believes that deep ideas don't need to be locked up in academic jargon; they can be explained in plain language and made practical through examples, stories, and humor. This approach has earned him readers who want both insight and usefulness-a way to strengthen their judgment while also enjoying the read.
When he's not writing, he spends his time caring for his family as a widowed dad, figuring out to make a living in a fast-changing economy, and studying the skills that help his readers adapt and thrive. He values community and connection, and he invites readers to join him in the ongoing conversation about how to live well in uncertain times.
You can follow him on the 𝕏 social media platform (x.com). If you want to reach out, engaging him in public is usually the best way to get his attention—private messages have a way of disappearing among the flood of unsolicited pitches and spam.
Also by the same author:
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Man of the House: A story about becoming a better man by becoming a better father
Learn along with Jason how to…
	be a hands-on dad instead of a passive dad

	handle disciplinary matters yourself, without any yelling, nagging, hitting, or passing the buck to mom

	talk to kids (and adults too, actually) about problems in a calm, business-like manner, acting neither like a wimp nor a bully

	avoid doing what most parents unwittingly do that escalates conflict

	train kids to respond to just two words, to put an immediate halt to misbehavior

	avoid anger, frustration, and embarrassment at home or in public

	discourage bad habits and prevent the formation of new ones

	help kids learn how to manage impulses and resolve negative emotions

	respect your children and promote their good self-esteem

	watch out for bad influences and sinister characters

	cultivate good relationships with your kids, and avoid the mistakes that lead many well-intended dads to heartbreaks

	encourage performance and personal growth

	reclaim your place as an integral part of the family



Stories that make you smarter. Updated for 2023!
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