
 

 

Condensed Treatise on Social Justice 

 

Where do I start? In order to condense everything I have to say I’ll need to speak more conclusively 

rather than consecutively. So it’s on you to fill in the blanks which frankly I don’t trust you to do 

accurately but at least sufficiently enough to gain a general understanding.  

Such a people person, I know. 

Now, you want to know just what the fuck is happening in the West right now. You want to know what 

the deal is with this so-called culture war. Well, it’s not a culture war. It’s not some competition 

between two competing perspectives. There is culture – in fact all cultures on one side of this conflict, 

and a destructive void on the other. That void is the Left – the whole Left. No, don’t even start. I know 

you think the Left represents a legitimate position. It doesn’t. Had me fooled too. In its entirety, it is 

hypocritical and so self-destructive – even suicidal at the level of the individual. This is why it destroys 

itself in every manifestation be it economic, political, cultural, personal, whatever. It doesn’t hold. The 

reason it’s hypocritical, or better put the reason why it is internally inconsistent, is because it’s never 

been a position. It’s never been a set of principles or beliefs or even a singular conclusion upon which it 

operates. Instead, it operates in opposition to any and every legitimate position one could take. But you 

say, “Muh Classical Liberalism.” That’s not the Left for the same reason Women’s Suffrage was never 

about feminism. They took credit for these after the fact, amalgamating them in order to garner a 

perceived legitimacy in the eyes of the ignorant. In the eyes of fools; definitively. 

 

Instead of representing a position, the Left represents a transition and a perpetual one. It’s the effort to 

take legitimate positions, principles, singular conclusions – whatever, and dissolve them. To constantly 

and consistently dissolve anything and everything. Not to create something or to submit a different 

perspective, but to resist what has already been presented. To resist what is presented by the Right, by 

definition: by those who DO take a position. That’s all the Right is. This is why the Right is so diverse yet 

easily grouped under the eponymous banner. If there is any ultimate destination for the Left’s 

transition, a ‘position’ for the Left to take, it’s literally nothing: the position of nothing. Essentially that, 

in practice, a position cannot and should not ever be taken. I wish it were as simple as nihilism and 

relativism, but these are only symptoms of this ‘perspective’. They’re merely consequential, just like 



 

 

every so-called ‘position’ of the Left. They’re only stepping stones. The true Left is a completely illogical 

and impossible paradox. At least nihilism claims that ‘there is no truth’. This mind-virus at the heart of 

Leftism is only the claim, in response to every claim presented by another, of “that claim isn’t true.” It 

alludes to some ultimate truth but will never present it, never theorize it, never work toward it and 

never, NEVER let anyone else work toward it. It’s the practical, actionable version of nihilism that no one 

ever thought truly existed. That Nietzsche was so concerned with. Well it manifested, in fact millennia 

ago, because this isn’t anything new. It’s a trait of human psychology. 

 

This is where I could go into the nature of theory, conceptualization and all that shit but I don’t have to. I 

can explain this through the same vector I would use to communicate it: language. Credit where it’s due, 

it was Molyneux who said that ‘language was the Matrix’ and he was right. See, the only way the Left, 

these people who resist every position, even position itself, can maintain such adamant and irrational 

denial is through language. Language isn’t just how we communicate reality to each other but how we 

understand it. So gimme a minute to explain this to you and then watch all the ‘positions’ of the Left 

transform into the transitions, into the dissolutions they actually represent. 

 

LANGUAGE DESCRIBES CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP 

 

The core unit of all language is a word and every word is constructed in the same way. You take two or 

more criteria but at least two, then present them as a combination using some distinct verbal noise to 

represent this union. This makes every word in language an umbrella term by definition and this is 

absolutely true, though you’ve never considered it. Think about it. Every word breaks down into a more 

complicated definition. A fireman is a human male firefighter. Fire is an exothermic chemical reaction 

that combusts oxygen. A human is a primate but also a mammal, a vertebrate, etc. Even atoms split into 

protons, neutrons, and electrons which themselves split again and again and again. So by this reasoning 

and as strange as it seems, an atom isn’t real. It’s a concept: like a forest. It’s a collection of smaller 

particles that we present as a singular union using the umbrella term ‘atom’. It’s we who create these 

distinctions through perception. Consider: what distinguishes the quarks in the air from the quarks in 

your arm? We do. Sure, there arise different physical properties when considered as part of a whole, 

that of the physical makeup of your flesh and that of the air, but as quarks they’re equal. It’s like 



 

 

computer code. 1’s and 0’s are all there is and all that exists in every game from Pong to Fallout 4. We 

craft their distinctions through their assembly. Reality isn’t any different. Call them building blocks, if 

only because that’s what they are. Our language not only reflects this reality but is entirely based on it. 

 

So that said, the following term is all you need to understand if you want to understand the political 

binary of Left and Right: INDIVIDUATION. Individuation is the process of combination and so the creation 

of a new union, a new something, that I described in the last paragraph. It’s called individuation because 

it’s the process through which you individuate, the process through which you create, perceive, and 

finally RECOGNIZE an individual. It doesn’t matter if this individual is a rock, tree, atom, or even a 

person. It’s the same unconscious process every time. It’s how your brain works and how mine works 

and how everyone’s brains work. This process should seem familiar, because it’s the basis of space and 

time, all of physics and logic itself: CAUSE AND EFFECT. Cause and effect is presented as a chain i.e. a 

‘chain of cause and effect’ but it’s hardly so linear. It’s not so much a chain because it expands 

exponentially retroactively. It gets ‘wider’ into the past and ‘narrower’ in the present. This is because 

every cause is the result of an INTERACTION, not a singular action. You need TWO OR MORE things, two 

or more INDIVIDUALS to interact in order to produce an effect which, when responsible for a 

subsequent effect, is described as a cause. It’s like an elimination tournament. There’s ultimately one 

winner, but each step toward that final outcome was the result of an interaction, a match between two 

other players. The starting pool of competitors may have been a million strong but it doesn’t matter. 

Eventually their interactions result in a single victor and the nature of cause and effect is no different. 

Such as it is, the way we construct words is no different. This is why the definition of a word can AND IS 

near-infinitely complicated since we can break it down near-infinitely. Ever asked, “Why?” over and over 

again like a jackass? Yeah, it’s just like that. 

 

So when we use a word, we’re ultimately communicating a conclusion. The conclusion of all prior 

interactions; the final outcome as we perceive it. For this reason and as strange as it will sound to you, a 

word is a position. It is a conclusive statement regarding the nature of reality and particularly of the 

process that effected it, that produced it as an outcome. This is individuation. Yeah, it’s as simple as 

combining two or more criteria, like painting a flamingo blue in order to produce a ‘Bluemingo’ as you 

may describe it, or even as simple as recognizing that with the addition of time, your computer is now 



 

 

an ‘older computer’ than it once was. It’s all the same process. [X+Y+(n-1...) = Z]. This is significant 

because it proves beyond the shadow of any doubt and even the ability to doubt, since it operates prior 

to our ability to even manifest doubt, that every word we have describes a causal relationship. Every 

word is, in effect, describing some system of cause and effect, some system of causal relationship. For 

this reason, every LEGITIMATE word that we have isn’t some arbitrary designation of meaning but 

descriptive of some process in reality. It is objectively determinable insofar as it is logically definable. 

 

Think of it this way: 

The word, the conclusion regarding the outcome of the causal relationship the word is describing, is a 

WHAT. The causal relationship itself is the HOW. Thus for every LEGITIMATE word we have, for each and 

every instance you can tell me WHAT something is, you can also describe HOW it is. This is why we can 

have different definitions – hell entirely different languages, and yet still manage to communicate. It’s 

because when we communicate effectively we’re discussing the nature of the causal relationships that 

we observe. So it doesn’t matter the word, the WHAT itself. What matters is the HOW. If we can 

describe HOW something is WHAT, be that your version of a ‘good movie’ or genre of music or 

whatever, the umbrella term for that doesn’t matter. The causal relationship is objective, observable, 

determinable, and logically understandable. The word we use to describe it, the subjective aspect of 

individuation, of creating a distinction, the WHAT doesn’t matter. Simply put, a 1 is a 1 no matter what 

language you speak. There is a word for ‘I’ or ‘me’ or ‘you’ no matter what language you speak. There is 

a word for greater, better, less, more, and so on. It’s a universality in language borne from the same 

foundation upon which it’s based or rather it attempts to describe: causal relationship. 

 

PURPOSE OF LEFTISM 

 

This is what the Left attempts to destroy. Though more accurately said, the attempt to destroy the 

products of this process is Leftism. It’s what makes you a Leftist. Though of course, they can destroy all 

the WHATs, all the words, all the conclusions, all the individuals we can create through individuation, 

but they can’t destroy the HOWs. They can’t destroy the very nature of reality; of that which we observe 

and attempt to describe through language. This is why their only tactic in this endeavor is denial. They 



 

 

can only deny reality and destroy what WE can make of it, not actually destroy reality itself. They can 

only hinder and hamper and eventually eliminate our ability to perceive, to use logic, even to think. 

Hence they target language itself. They attempt to corrupt language to destroy its purpose of 

description, communication, and understanding. That’s their Matrix. They trap themselves and us in a 

language of ever-losing meaning. A language and so reality of growing nebulousness and thus 

uncertainty where definitions aren’t logical i.e. where they cease describing causal relationships and 

with that sever language from its purpose of describing, cataloguing, communicating, and understanding 

just that: causal relationship i.e. reality itself. In arraying themselves against the process of individuation, 

they are literally attempting to make no sense. They are, in fact, against making sense – even of sensing 

itself. 

 

Basically, the dissolution of standards by the Left is their dissolution of words. They are destroying 

WHAT and denying HOW. Thus your STANDARDS, your CONCLUSIONS, your POSITIONS, are destroyed 

along with them. Hence the mental instability, cultural rampancy, and growing degeneracy of the Left. 

 

So with this degenerative process itself describing the Left, where do different Leftist groups come 

from? Different Leftist iterations exist by virtue of what Rightist standard (word) they apply this 

degenerative process to, hereby referred to as nebulization. Rightists, in the true political binary, only 

represent people who engage the process of individuation. They are, simply put, theorizers: word-

crafters. So that said, their opposition, the Left, engage in the opposing process of nebulizing these 

words. Feminists seek to dissolve ‘woman’. Marxists seek to dissolve ‘ownership’. Communists seek to 

dissolve ‘property’. Socialists seek to dissolve ‘preference’. Finally, Social Justice Warriors represent the 

largest amalgamation of these efforts and seek to dissolve all of the former though fundamentally, they 

seek to dissolve ‘choice’ through their conceptualization of what they call, and you must NEVER USE, 

‘privilege’. The concept of privilege, when taken to its logical conclusion, represents a wholesale 

destruction of the human condition; namely preference but its actualization through choice. No really. 

 

Now, no one person can manifest this process of nebulization universally since they’d go quickly insane. 

Nothing would have any meaning. Moreover, they can only manifest it with regard to what the Right has 

already created for them. In this way the Left is parasitic by nature; acting only in response to that which 



 

 

another creates i.e. the Right: the word-crafters, the standardizers, the individuaters. Naturally this 

makes sense given Leftism is an effort to destroy, never create. To create would be an act of 

individuation, of Rightism, by definition. Hence any Leftist who seeks to define what a ‘real woman’ is or 

attribute some particular value to race is labeled, in some fashion, as a part of the Right i.e. ‘Nazi’, 

traditionalist, conservative, DISCRIMINATOR, etc. 

 

FEMINISM 

 

So taking feminism as the first example, they sought to dissolve any and all meaning for the term 

‘woman’. I know that sounds crazy given they claim to be the champions of women, but it’s really not. I 

can prove it and I have the entire library of feminist academia to do it. Not a single feminist can define 

what a ‘woman’ is anymore and neither are they want to. In fact, they’re afraid to since the moment 

anyone does they are ousted from the collective. There are dozens if not hundreds of examples of this. 

I’ll patronize you only one more time by explaining, once again, that this is because they engaged in the 

process of individuation. They set a STANDARD for what a woman is and thus acted entirely counter to 

the process of dissolving ‘woman’. Naturally, original feminists were always inclined to dissolve ‘woman’ 

(though not necessarily consciously or intentionally) and feminism has always, ALWAYS sought such 

dissolution. There have never been any real ‘waves’ in feminist ideology. Feminists merely catered their 

ideology to ingratiate themselves to the ignorant masses before returning to their original designs after 

gaining sufficient social power. Of all fucking people Limp Bizkit put it best, “Resurrect your intention 

once your opinion is now mass-produced.” Smarter fucker than he gets credit for. 

 

So as you’ve no doubt recognized yourself, ‘woman’ doesn’t mean anything anymore. It’s not a 

biological trait, a behavioral trait, a psychological or even purposeful trait. It describes nothing and any 

attempt to attribute meaning to it is now labeled ‘sexist’. In effect, ‘woman’ as a word no longer 

describes a causal relationship. In fact, ‘woman’ is no longer an umbrella term used to represent the 

combination of two or more criteria. It’s quite literally nothing now. It describes no criteria, no cause, no 

effect, no outcome. Period. It has been entirely divorced from the process of individuation. The 

supposed liberation feminists claimed to bring to women was to liberate ‘woman’ from definition. They 

freed it from the constraints of language itself, not some oppressive patriarchal sex role. Hence without 



 

 

describing a causal relationship one couldn’t attribute any purpose to interacting with ‘women’. As such, 

‘woman’ was ‘freed’ from any societal expectations i.e. any predictions as the outcome of interaction 

with women. Thus ‘woman’ lost its status as a sex role. 

 

IDENTITY 

 

This is where we have to get real and by real I mean personally challenging. Y’know the meme, “Your 

waifu is shit?” Well in that same vein, “Your personal identity is shit.” Not that you’re a shitty person, 

but that your perception of yourself is shit. It’s as pretend as your waifu and you hold to them both for 

the same reason. Moreover, you don’t even understand identity and you have to in order to beat the 

Left. If you want to distinguish yourself from ineffectuals like Sargon and Molyneux you have to know 

what’s actually going on here. Remember, Leftists remove all criteria from words. So what happens 

when they use those words to describe themselves? You get a corruption of identity. So first you need 

to understand identity before you can understand the effects of its corruption. 

 

IDENTITY DESCRIBES RESPONSIBILITY 

 

With all words representing causal relationships, the words you would use to describe yourself are no 

different. As such, every word you use to describe yourself communicates some effect in reality, some 

HOW that we can logically determine i.e. how you are white, charismatic, smelly, etc. But identity isn’t 

as simple as a personal description. Instead, it’s a description of all the causal relationships in which 

YOU’VE EFFECTED. Your identity isn’t what has caused you to be, but what you have caused to be. Your 

identity isn’t an effect of another, but an effect of yourself. It’s YOUR identity. As such, identity is, has, 

and always will be descriptive of your actions and so is tied directly into, if not describing in its entirety, 

your responsibility. I call it your ‘legacy of effect in reality’.  

 

Remember the old adage, ‘judge a man’s character by his actions’? It’s not just advice. It’s not just what 

we ought to do but what we have to do. It’s the truth. It’s how identity, character, all of it is formed and 



 

 

understood in our own unconscious. This is why you can ‘identify as white’ but it doesn’t mean anything. 

It’s a forgone conclusion, an objective reality, an absolute culmination of all prior effects. It’s final. Most 

importantly, IT PRODUCES NOTHING. Without producing any effect of its own, any outcome, we can say 

in full confidence that there is no PURPOSE to ‘white’. This is why it’s not an identity. Every identity you 

can name has purpose because it describes a causal relationship and particularly the result of, or 

ongoing culmination of, someone’s actions. Example: 

Leader, healer, killer, charmer, greater, lesser, boxer, plumber, giver, taker, etc.  

I call this ‘to ‘er’ is human,’ since by definition – since purpose is integral to every possible identity we 

may possess, every identity describes a role. It’s a behavior you effect with reference to the outcome it 

produces. Again just like words, we can discuss HOW you are charming or a leader or whatever. The 

words themselves don’t matter. Only the HOW does. Only the causal relationship that we can 

demonstrate or at least logically describe matters. That’s why I can find you charming while others don’t 

and yet no one is wrong. We subjectively decide what criteria determines what is ‘charming’ yet the 

criteria that we may choose from remains entirely objective and in the case of you, equally observable 

and demonstrable. It’s like mixing paint. I can mix whatever I want and call it ‘Blorp’ and you can mix 

whatever you want and also call it ‘Blorp’. But so long as we can describe HOW we created our 

respective Blorps, we can communicate what Blorp means when either of us evoke it. We can’t be 

wrong in naming it ‘Blorp’. We can only be wrong in falsely describing how it was we made our 

respective Blorps. Another example is building something out of the same pieces of LEGO. So long as 

you show the different LEGOs you used, your name for their combination doesn’t really matter. There is 

no ‘correct verbal noise’ for what you made. There is only a proper description of its parts, their 

interaction, thus ultimately the causal relationship that has created it. 

 

So you get it? Identity is as ever what you do. Sure, someone may see what you do as charitable while 

another may see what you do as miserly, but so long as they are properly representing their standards 

for either and without any internal contradictions, both are right. Though to be fair, such a scenario will 

generate an eventual contradiction in one party given that they are polar opposites. As such, any foray 

into determining this contradiction is an act of introspection which culminates in greater wisdom. Not 

greater intelligence, but a greater understanding of your own understanding of reality. Of making your 



 

 

perception of reality more congruent and consistent and thus more reflective of what is true. It is, as all 

the bullshit gurus like to say, “How you find meaning.” 

 

The last thing to say about identity is that when determining purpose, when determining the outcome 

of your actions, it’s necessarily predictive – even regarding matters of the past. Nobody knows the full 

extent of your actions or even what you necessarily effected. Thus even while the outcomes of your 

actions can be established, the ultimate PURPOSE of those actions remain predictive. Even your 

intentions don’t matter in this regard as they’re predictive too. So say you cut off someone’s arm. That 

you did so is objective, but the subsequent outcome of that act isn’t known, neither is why you did so. 

Are you a soldier? A surgeon? Did you kill that someone? Were they evil? Were they good? Did you 

doom humanity? This is the subjective aspect of determining someone’s identity. It’s a process of 

predicting what will happen or what did happen as a result of your actions and also of predicting your 

own intentions. The objective aspect, the action that we know you did, is the jumping off point for all 

this prediction. This can also work in reverse, determining what caused you to do this and so on. So in 

such a situation you are definitively a dismemberer by virtue of cutting off someone’s arm, but the true 

nature i.e. the purpose of this interaction isn’t known. 

 

So there exists an objective and subjective aspect to any identity. There’s a more in-depth explanation 

for why this is so which is fucking fascinating but we don’t need to get into that. Though what you do 

need to recognize, and give yourself a moment to process, is that this act of attributing to someone an 

identity through subjective and objective means is what you call Narrative Crafting. A narrative is simply 

the story used to outline some sort of causal relationship that then forms the identities of all parties 

involved. Victims, perpetrators, heroes, villains, etc. Take any objective criterion, say high criminality 

amongst blacks, and provide a predictive (subjective) framework that shapes an identity for them into 

whatever you want and you’ll have created a narrative. 

 

CORRUPTING IDENTITY 

 



 

 

So how does the Left corrupt identity? Well by describing themselves, by ‘identifying’ as a word for 

which they’ve removed all criteria, all reference and description of any causal relationship, they divorce 

their identity from describing any effects in reality. As such, to treat their identity as effecting anything, 

as being responsible for anything, is viewed as a complete non sequitur. For example: 

A woman CEO bankrupts her company. As the CEO, you would view her as responsible. Yet as a woman, 

you would not. 

Thing is though, that ‘as a woman you would not’ part is true of literally everything. Her identity as a 

woman cannot and does not make her responsible for anything. There is no longer any effect, any 

outcome you can attribute to her through it. So even greater than a mere non sequitur, it’s an infinite 

one. You can’t relate anything that she creates as an effect of her actions to her identity as a woman. 

Thus it is purposeless. Practically speaking, it is literally ‘nothing’ and thus cannot effect anything. That’s 

what happens when you dissolve the act of individuation that created ‘woman’ in the first place. 

Everything that we perceive exists by virtue of distinction so if you remove this distinction, you remove 

what you had created. In this case ‘woman’. 

 

So here’s the thing, if nothing can be described as an effect of someone being a woman, can that same 

someone see themselves as being responsible for anything ‘as a woman’? The answer, is no. To do so 

would claim that ‘woman’ creates some effect and is thus descriptive of some particular purpose or at 

least descriptive of some criteria that could logically create this effect. Like being bad with numbers, in 

the case of a woman CEO. Again, to do so is to establish criteria necessary to being a woman and is thus 

an act of standardization, of individuation. This ability to craft any such distinction with regard to sex is 

called ‘sexism’. It’s also amusingly called ‘discrimination’ though in its most literal sense: the act of 

differentiation via criteria. As such, it’s ‘racism’ with regard to race and a host of ‘phobias’ with regard to 

things like Islam and homosexuality. While ‘phobia’ is used to accuse one of fearing these things, it’s 

actually a fear of reality they evoke. A fear of reality that does, in NORMAL circumstances, manifest in 

denial which they implicitly accuse others of in this ABNORMAL circumstance. They claim that others 

‘deny the reality’ that Islam and homosexuality exist without criteria, subsequently that they effect 

nothing, that they have NO  AFFECT ON YOU, and thus ought not be FEARED in any fashion. It’d be like 

fearing gravity or math. If anything, you should only fear what YOU MAKE THEM DO, how you MAKE 



 

 

THEM REACT, rather than anything they do by virtue of merely existing. On that note, let’s segue into 

the perceived victimhood that this obviously engenders. 

 

As an aside, are you starting to see everything line up? 

 

VICTIMHOOD 

 

So by virtue of not being able to attribute any criteria to the word representing their identity, there are 

no longer any criteria that can be used to establish any interaction in reality. Thus the word becomes 

literally ineffectual: producing no effect of its own. So the extent to which one chooses to frame their 

experiences as this word, as this ‘identity’, is the extent to which they cannot recognize their 

responsibility for the effects they truthfully created. So nothing can be their fault, their responsibility ‘as 

a woman’ or ‘as a black’. Just think about such an accusation. Ex: 

“As a woman, it’s your responsibility to…” This reads as the ‘worst’ form of sexism and an obvious non 

sequitur. Yet replace ‘woman’ with a legitimate identity i.e. a role and it entirely follows: 

“As a plumber, it’s your responsibility to…” 

“As a leader, it’s your responsibility to…” 

This even works with inanimate objects, though responsibility is replaced with purpose: 

“As a wall, it’s your purpose to…” 

Thus in being unable to recognize their responsibility in any situation in which they frame their 

experience as said identity, they have to foist their responsibility, the effects of their actions, onto 

another source. In such instances, they recognize that these effects are the result of some actor, some 

agent. So they transfer it to an individual or some culmination of the actions of many individuals. 

Though this transfer has one rule particular to it: it cannot transfer responsibility to that which it is 

transferring from. So they can’t transfer from woman to woman or black to black. But this rule results in 

a certain dangerous particular. That is, the target of their transfer must be NON-‘X’ i.e. non-‘woman’, 

non-‘black’, etc. Understood in THIS fashion, as what it CAN’T BE rather than everything it COULD BE, it 



 

 

allows for particular dichotomies to arise and within the categories in question. So ‘non-black’ targets a 

racial demographic rather than absolutely anything other than black. ‘Non-woman’ targets a sexual 

demographic rather than absolutely anything other than ‘woman’ which in that case leads directly to 

men, given the biological binary operating in reality. So such as it is, the ‘Patriarchy’ as feminists evoke it 

is really just any circumstance that they have effected that they must deny responsibility for ‘as women’. 

This is why the patriarchy has taken on such omnipotent and omnipresent characteristics, given that it 

can arise in any situation in which a ‘woman’ refuses to recognize her responsibility. So everything from 

public transit to air conditioners being too cold to the most minute matters of personal responsibility. 

Couple those minute matters with whatever small means in which NORMAL people choose to interact 

with women AS WOMEN, by whatever purpose they attribute to women and so wish to effect through 

their interaction with them (by definition a means of DEFINING what a woman is) and you have what 

has been termed Microaggressions. 

 

PATRIARCHY 

 

Feminists only evoke the social system of patriarchy as it had once existed as a means to ex post facto 

justify, to provide ‘evidence’ for their denial of responsibility as ‘women’ and their need to transfer this 

responsibility to a non-woman agent. This is why debunking their claims of patriarchy are so ineffectual. 

You’re targeting their excuses, not their true beliefs, and as such are targeting the defense mechanism 

for their true irrational belief structure. You play into their hand when you do this. Asking them to define 

their identity, be it ‘woman’ or ‘black’ or whatever with regard to criteria and/or purpose is how you 

beat them. Or rather how you get them to cannibalize each other. 

 

EXTERNAL VALIDATION 

 

So yeah, by being unable to recognize their own responsibility ‘as [X] identity’, and transferring the 

responsibility for the effects of their actions onto another, they become a victim insofar as they hold to 

this identity. This is why you get these inane and insane acts of affirmation otherwise known as the 

Victim Olympics. Since the extent to which they are, say a ‘woman’, is also the extent to which they 



 

 

cannot be responsible for their actions, the more they can be perceived as being irresponsible for their 

actions and even better, that another is responsible for them, the more they can perceive themselves as 

a ‘woman’. I know it’s crazy, but this inability to craft an identity by virtue of your own actions results in 

the necessity to craft your identity through the actions of others, of other agents. So the more you’re a 

victim, the more others shape your identity, and thus the more a ‘woman’ or ‘black’ or ‘homosexual’ you 

are. Since they cannot substantiate their own identities by virtue of their own actions, these people, 

these SJWs need constant and consistent validation. So they constantly and consistently blame others in 

order to relinquish their responsibility and so establish their ‘identity’ therein. This is why, as you’ve 

observed, SJWs act like frenzied sharks around anyone who dares apologize to them. Apology acts as an 

acceptance of responsibility and thus an open vessel for a SJW to establish their identity. So SJWs only 

blame more and more whomever is apologizing, filling this ‘vessel’ with as much of their responsibility as 

it can accept. Furthermore, in order to craft for themselves a perceived identity that they prefer, SJWs 

need to control the behaviors of others in order to craft this identity. Hence their attempt to police 

everyone. So you must treat them in a particular fashion, typically in ways that demonstrate their value 

and with that both their existence as their identity but also in a form that they prefer. So whereas you or 

I could lose weight and get fit to control our own desire for sexual attractiveness, SJWs insist others 

merely treat them as sexually attractive. The less work SJWs put into this endeavor, in fact the more 

counter to it their actions while nevertheless receiving the benefits of it, the more intrinsic they perceive 

this characteristic, in this case sexual attractiveness, and with that the more it validates their identity as 

intrinsic or rather intrinsically valuable to begin with. An impossibility, but we’ll get to that. 

 

Regarding apologetic individuals, blaming such individuals for everything eventually grants them so 

much perceived power to influence the lives of others that it becomes unbelievable, even for the SJW. 

So it is at this point that they relinquish the responsibility of an individual to a collective demographic of 

their choosing, typically in the form of some aggregate outcome of their actions like culture, society, etc. 

This is why, at first, men were blamed for patriarchy and it then evolved into this ‘systemic’ i.e. 

aggregate outcome of everyone’s actions. In effect, such ‘systemic’ forces are merely their means to 

attribute agency and so responsibility to circumstance itself and one that they effected. Though 

honestly, the logical conclusion of the Left is that agency though fundamentally individuality itself 

doesn’t truly exist. So blaming ‘systems’ and making everything the result of ‘systemic’ forces aligns 

perfectly with this perspective and, in fact, moves toward it. It’s hardly Systems Theory as presented in 



 

 

university. Like patriarchy, they co-opted it for their own purpose of ex post facto justification, filling a 

void left in their logic. This is why everything that a SJW will attribute to ‘being a woman’ or ‘being a 

black’ is entirely a matter of experience, of reaction, and all shaped by the actions of some other. Hence 

the ‘black experience’ as it is often touted is an effect of others, of their responsibility, not blacks 

themselves. This is why the STRAIGHT WHITE MAN has become their evil incarnate. He’s the least likely 

to establish an identity in his race, sex, and sexuality and so has the responsibility of all those who deny 

their responsibility in these areas foisted onto him in the form of blame. Also by virtue of not 

establishing his identity in these areas, he’s by definition a more responsible person which further 

compounds this false attribution. Basically, he’s the only person in the room not claiming to be a victim. 

 

SOCIALISM 

 

So here’s where the Marxism comes in and not as an effect of public school indoctrination – yet. It has 

to do with the corruption of the concept of value. Value is, by definition, determined with reference to 

purpose. The value of something is actually entirely objectively determinable, insofar as the purpose 

you’re attempting to achieve is recognized. For example, there is value in the Polio vaccine for 

eliminating Polio. Whether or not you WANT this outcome is where the subjective aspect of value comes 

from. Sound familiar? It’s the objective and subjective aspect of identity crafting. Though really, it’s 

actually just the nature of attributing purpose and so establishing meaning that comes with this dual 

aspect. Anyway and for this reason, you can value whatever you want but NOT for whatever reason you 

want. It has to follow reasonably – even if fantastical. In other words, it can’t be contradictory. You can’t 

value gold because it weighs less than an equal volume of Helium gas. Pretty particular, but you get the 

idea. 

 

With the ‘identities’ of SJWs existing entirely without criteria, they are by definition nothing and so 

purposeless. Hence there is no way to attribute value to them. In fact, there is no way to claim they 

exist. Value is just a means of preferring the result of some effect they create through interaction i.e. of 

desiring whatever causal relationship they describe. In this way, claims of value and claims of existence 

are intimately linked. So with SJWs claiming that their identities exist and exist without criteria, without 

reference to anything nor any purpose, they are claiming that these identities can and are valued 



 

 

without regard to their criteria and without regard to any purpose. That these identities are valuable 

‘just because’: just because they ‘exist’. Quite on the nose, the slogan ‘Black Lives Matter’ reflects this – 

which it ought to, given BLM is a giant act of affirmation. Black lives matter…to what? Can’t say. Can’t 

determine because that would be an act of standardization, of attributing to them criteria, and thus 

literally discriminatory and so racist. So they ‘just matter’. ‘Black’ ‘just exists’ without criteria and going 

along with this necessity of SJW identities needing to be defined by some other, ‘black’ just ‘matters’ to 

you. Period. YOU have to think it matters otherwise it doesn’t exist. Also, all these types of identities, 

undentities as I refer to them, form the Progressive Stack. It’s no coincidence. 

 

INDOCTRINATION 

 

Not to ignore the indoctrination of these children, the mantra’s of ‘Everyone is Special’ and ‘Everyone’s 

a Winner’ instilled this. ‘Everyone is Special’ made a false identity out of individuality. See, everyone was 

an individual and THAT made them special. What FORMED and DETERMINED their individuality didn’t 

matter. Only the fact that they were individuals WITHOUT REFERENCE TO ANY CRITERIA made them 

‘special’. So in the same vein that people could be ‘women’ without reference to any criteria, people 

could merely be ‘individuals’ without reference to how their individuality was formed and even how 

individuality itself IS formed i.e. through individuation. 

 

‘Everyone’s a Winner’ dissolved any understanding of value, rewarding everyone equally no matter their 

merit and even for entirely contradictory things. Hence value lost its necessary reference to purpose and 

became tacked onto individuality itself, producing the ‘Special Snowflake’ we know today, who is 

decidedly socialist. On that note, you’ll have noticed by now that this is all a psychological phenomenon. 

It’s not ‘Cultural Marxism’. Credit where it’s due, the Right understand this phenomenon as SIMILAR to 

Marxism. Yet Marxism merely represents the earliest iteration of this phenomenon that they can 

recognize. So they blame it rather than human psychology. More often than not, the conclusions of the 

Right are correct while the justifications for these conclusions are woefully lacking. Like how the nuclear 

family is so integral to society but for reasons they can’t articulate. Ditto that for religion and other 

things labeled ‘traditionalist’. This is because the Right operates on trial and error, letting time 



 

 

determine what is true rather than anything logical or scientific. It’s an evolutionary survival trait I’m not 

going into now. 

 

Anyway with regard to this phenomenon, Marx only observed it. Though that said, Einstein only 

observed relativity. The difference between the two is that Einstein explained WHY the physical universe 

was this way. Marx observed the behaviors of similar people, himself included, and explained WHY WE 

OUGHT to behave this way rather than explain WHY WE DID SO. He made it a moral argument. Huge 

difference. Now here I am doing what that stupid lazy bastard should have done. Big shoes to fill but I 

have the feet for it. 

 

HYPOCRISY 

 

So with the Left only representing the dissolution of positions, the nebulization of definitions offered up 

by the Right, the Left cannot operate with any consistency; save for a consistent adherence to this 

behavior. So in only resisting and dissolving that which the Right presents, such resistance is able to 

generate many contradictions and, in practice, a hypocrisy that the Leftist cannot or will not recognize. 

For example, feminists will claim that homosexuality is genetic yet at the same time claim that any sex 

roles and even preferences are the result of societal influence. This is internally inconsistent, but this 

follows given that they’re merely resisting any means of establishing criteria for sexuality through either 

nature or nurture and thus any purpose for sexuality therein. So they are consistently resistant, if that 

makes any sense. It can be as simple as one Rightist claiming X < 1 and another claiming X ≥ 1. One of 

them has to be correct but the Leftist will resist both, either taking a hypocritical and internally 

inconsistent ‘position’ or attempting to attack the very notion of math altogether. Similar to their 

dissolution of words and so nebulization of meaning in language, such destructive efforts are labeled, 

tellingly, as a DECONSTRUCTION i.e. dismantling what individuation had CONSTRUCTED. This is why 

Leftists are obsessed with ‘deconstructing’ everything rather than constructing anything. It’s just a nice 

way of framing destruction. Also why they aren’t at all creative by design. 

 



 

 

Now, the Leftist can claim certain positions that are wholly legitimate. But like nihilism and relativism 

they only take these positions, or rather frame their efforts as representative of these positions, in their 

effort to dissolve some Rightist standard. They are, in effect, merely stepping stones on their path to 

complete nebulization. This is why as the Right moves left, the Left moves ever more to the left. They 

never meet at any ‘central’ or ‘centrist’ point. The Left, always operating to dissolve some Rightist 

standard, will always remain in opposition to any such standard no matter how dissolved and almost 

entirely meaningless it becomes. See, Leftists don’t fundamentally understand what it is they’re doing. 

They only look to what position COULD best define themselves and then claim that insofar as it remains 

personally applicable. When they move on from any such definition or identity they take on some new 

title without recognizing why it was they transitioned nor the fact that this transition exists and will exist 

in perpetuity. Nor that this ‘position’ never reflected their true intention of nebulization. This is the 

‘progress’ they speak of. They go from being a liberal to a progressive to a socialist to a communist to a 

social justice warrior and so on. 

 

Moreover, in being unable to define themselves by their own actions, they can only define themselves 

via everything they are not or rather everyone they are not. In this way, for each Rightist standard and 

so by extension Rightist demographic they oppose, they add this to the description of their identity, 

rather than to let that identity be defined through a singular position or principle. So whereas you can 

be a strict constitutionalist or whatever, and all your principles and positions defined therein, a social 

justice warrior must become an anarcho-communist trans-femme gender queer wolf-kin and so on. No 

single title represents their position because they don’t have one. They only have their set of Rightist 

standards that they oppose. So instead of being Trogdor the Burninator, they are Trogdor, burner of 

trees, burner of puppies, burner or homes, and so on. It’s also why those who label themselves as ‘anti-

something’ such as antifeminist or even atheist, cannot establish any identity therein. By resisting 

nebulization, which itself is a means of resisting individuation, the only thing they can do is either 

establish a position of their own or defend one that is already in existence. Yet such would place them 

on the Right by definition with a corresponding identity, say conservative or traditionalist. But since they 

avoid doing so they operate in what is essentially a non-criterial ether, much like the Leftist they claim to 

oppose. So instead of claiming, like the Left, ‘your position isn’t true’, they claim, ‘the Left’s position isn’t 

true’. So they nebulize the nebulizers, but to no avail. This is why so-called ‘centrists’ are full of shit and 

entirely ineffectual. Also why the center is disappearing. It can’t sustain itself for long. 



 

 

 

GENDER 

 

Gender is the perfect example of presenting a WHAT as another WHAT without reference to HOW IT IS 

WHAT. Gender insofar as it can be logically defined describes a perception of a perception. It’s not what 

criteria you require in order to perceive say, a toaster as a toaster. It’s not HOW IT IS WHAT. It’s not how 

it is a toaster. It’s WHAT OTHER THING you perceive a toaster as. In other words, it describes your 

recognition of a toaster as a toaster, but that you also claim it as something else, say a lamp. So you 

describe yourself through this perception as ‘trans-toaster-perceptual’ or something like that. Thing is 

though, you still recognize it as a toaster, hence your use of ‘trans’. You’re just calling it something else 

because ‘reasons’ though fundamentally because self-righteousness is the root of all of this. Though 

consider that without any criteria for what a toaster truly is, ditto that with a lamp, either can be 

conflated or equated. Both are essentially ‘nothing’ masquerading as different terms so treating them as 

synonymous is logically acceptable. Such synonymy is actually how the Left seeks to dissolve standards 

and so nebulize language and meaning. Remember that it’s only through crafting distinctions, through 

discriminating, that we can craft individuals themselves. The opposite process, that of nebulization, is 

removing any such distinctions and so treating these different things as entirely the same – equal in fact. 

This is what SJWs really mean when they evoke equality. Equality is actually synonymy as created 

through nebulization. This is why a man is a woman and a wolf and an Apache Attack Helicopter and so 

on. It’s why gender has absolutely exploded because it’s no longer constrained by any criteria. 

 

Gender itself, when defined as a perception of your sex, was already a useless categorization, given that 

your perception of ANYTHING could just as easily earn a category all its own. So too your perception of 

that newly created category and so on. It’s categorizing perception, categorizing WHATs ad infinitum. 

It’s useless. But when SJWs removed the criteria of sex i.e. being male or female, gender as a perception 

of sex no longer became even that. Gender came to be established through the act of ‘sexual 

identification’, though not as it should be reasonably understood. Rather, sexual identification is not a 

process of identifying one’s sex, but of PROCLAIMING it as whatever you want. It’s like engaging in the 

process of ‘glove searching’ in your home. Normally you would cease when you find a glove. But to the 

SJW, whenever they decide to stop is whenever they’re grasping what they WANT TO BE A GLOVE. See 



 

 

to the SJW, to engage in the action itself is to define whatever the outcome of this action according to 

your intention. It’s an act of wholesale PROCLAMATION, not identification. So it doesn’t matter if they’re 

holding a houseplant by the end of this process. To them it’s a glove or in the case of sexual 

identification, their gender. 

 

So with the dissolution of any meaning for gender, one’s gender didn’t become nothing but rather 

became everything. In nebulizing this process, the result of this process of sexual identification could 

now become anything at all. In removing the parameters of this process, though this is true of any 

process, it removes any and all specificity. This allows for the result of this process, if you could even 

claim a result, to be anything. It’s like transforming a desire to build a home into a desire to merely ‘do’. 

Do what? Well, anything. No parameters means no particulars. So you don’t claim a gender as the result 

of some process. You just claim it. Period. HOW you are said gender cannot be recognized nor explained 

since the process of claiming it has no parameters anymore. There is no HOW, no method, and thus no 

logical definition for gender. 

 

TRUE GENDER IS PURPOSEFUL 

 

Gender, insofar as it CAN be a legitimate term, is just descriptive of a sex role. Of what beliefs, 

behaviors, though ultimately what purpose defines what a man and woman are. In this way, both 

become legitimate identities with ascribable purposes. Yes they’re socially constructed, but their criteria 

can be objectively demonstrable. This is why marriage has dissolved, as a matter of fact. Consider the 

contractual mantra we still repeat in marriage ceremonies today. 

“Do you take this MAN,” and “do you take this WOMAN,” were pronouncements and, in their 

acceptance, attributions of particular roles to both the man and the woman. It’s was no different than 

taking a plumber, and you the carpenter, to be your contractually obligated partner in an effort to build 

a kitchen. Your purpose is clear and so too your role in it. In dissolving the identities of ‘man’ and 

‘woman’ respectively, they lost purpose and with than no LEGITIMATE expectation as to what either is 

contractually obligated to do under marriage contract. Hence MGTOW. 

 



 

 

This is actually what MGTOW and feminists have in common that people recognize but can’t understand 

and point out. It’s that both operate in the knowledge that ‘woman’ has lost meaning and so has lost 

value and purpose; a meaningful understanding of the result of any interaction with ‘women’ and so any 

expectation therein. Yet while feminists actively seek to deny this reality by foisting the means of 

defining ‘woman’ onto men via patriarchy theory and other ‘systems of oppression’ i.e. means of 

defining the term ‘woman’, MGTOW accept this reality and act accordingly. Like an atheist would act 

with regard to theist beliefs and concerns. Though to the same detriment as any such centrist position, 

should they take it as an ‘identity’. So feminists are akin to theists and ‘woman’ their god. Thus MGTOW 

are merely ‘afeminist’ i.e. they don’t believe in ‘woman’. 

 

See? Everything ties in. There isn’t a single avenue the SkepticTM and other concerned individuals have 

explored that can’t be explained by this. Remember, they’re self-proclaimed centrists or even Leftists. 

Thus they’re ineffectual thus they suck. Anyway, I can even explain feminist and SJW theories using this.  

I can make sense of ‘Ms. Male Character’ as presented by Sarkeesian et al and why nothing meets the 

standard for ‘proper representation of women’ in any media. I can even untangle the Gordian Knot that 

is intersectionality using this. Though I simply cut the knot with Occam’s Razor. It’s not that I’m 

particularly clever, I mean I am, but once the nature of individuation is understood everything becomes 

elementary. God knows why no one bothered to apply it. Especially Stiegler whom I discovered had 

reached the same conclusions regarding the nature of thought. Probably didn’t recognize that it 

described the political binary in full. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

What’s left? Plenty. Everything you’ve just heard is the condensed version. If you want the details read 

the book. ‘Course the book is so big I can’t even call it a book. It’s a goddamn treatise. It’s everything you 

need to know about social justice but were too afraid to ask. It’s social justice broken down all the way 

into an explanation of what ideology actually is and starting where Descartes famously began: “cogito 

ergo sum.” I think, therefore I am. 



 

 

I worked my way down from social justice theory to literally the first thought regarding the recognition 

of consciousness and wouldn’t you know it? Given just one premise, a false one to be sure but just one, 

the whole of social justice theory is wholly consistent. Given that, I’m fairly certain I’ve been able to 

properly establish, define, and thus CONCLUDE what the true nature of social justice is. In other words, 

when I evoke the term, my definition comes with it the greatest meaning and mine the greatest 

understanding. At least I hope so. 

 

It’s around 160,000 words and 650 pages, given the average page size of a novel. And like I said, it’s a 

treatise. That means it reads like one: like a textbook. So I recommend you read it rather than listen to 

my shitty attempt at an audiobook. 

If everyone read this treatise they’d know everything there is to know about social justice and ideology 

in general. Though this summary is enough to get them rolling. If I need to sweeten the deal even more, 

if you do happen to read through it you’ll learn how to utterly annihilate social justice too. It’s one of the 

perks of understanding them. It’s not even hard. They’ve an Achilles’ Heel the size of a Greyhound bus. 

Hit it and they die instantly. 

So why did I do all this? Well, the problem with making enemies isn’t in their number, but that in 

swelling their ranks you increase the possibility of fucking with just the wrong person. So I guess you 

could say, the thug life chose me. 

 

 


