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I. Attribution

A. General character of attributions

1. Importance

a. Importance of analyzing causal attributions.

b. Cause and effect and attribution need to be big points.

2. Ambiguity

a. The difficulty of determining cause makes cause-and-effect a good place to insert

falsehoods.

b. This is because cause and effect are so loose and hard to determine.

c. Issue of cause and effect as ambiguous and so the place where confirmatory

thought sneaks in.

d. Advantage taken of ambiguity of meaning, interpretation, and causation to insert

one’s own agenda.

e. Exploit difficulty of determining cause and effect, so making statements based on

nothing, but requiring evidence for refutation.

f. One of the primary points of SJW attack is attribution of cause because it is so

indeterminate and hard to prove false, though they make not effort to provide

proof it is true.

g. Examine the malleability of causal attributions, how easy it is to switch them or to

completely make one up. Then there is the question of what evidence is needed to

prove a causal attribution, and what evidence is needed to call a causal attribution

into question.

3. Claims and evidence

a. Analyze the making of excuses as a question of cause. One can claim cause

without evidence, but challenging the cause requires evidence, shift of burden of

proof.

b. CMs make a causal statement without evidence, and then when you say it’s not

true, they require that you prove it. But causal statements are hard to prove, so it’s

hard to prove that a cause isn’t true. However, this is also true of the initial claim

of a cause. And it is the person making a claim who has the burden of proof. So

back up to getting the CM to prove their causal statement, rather than disputing it.

4. Typical attributions

a. My mistakes are not because of personal failings but because of the situation;

your opinions are because of your personal failings, not because of reality. Cause

and effect. What causes my failures? Personal failings or circumstances? What

causes your opinions? Reality or your personal failings?

b. CMs attribute their behavior to external causes, while normal attributions of

behavior are to internal causes; on the other hand, they attribute their opponents’

beliefs and opinions to internal causes, while the normal attributions of beliefs

and opinion are to external causes. So they just flip the norm and come up with

their insane view.

5. External resources

a. Recommend looking into social attribution literature, attribution theory,

specifically the one with the three factors.

B. Self attribution of behavior to circumstances

1. General principle



a. Shift blame onto situation instead of person.

b. Misattributions of behavior.

c. Something about how causes are identified in a very convenient way (e.g., your

behavior is not caused by you, but by your environment).

d. Flip cause and effect.

e. Tactic: General form of “I’m late because of traffic, rather than because I left

late.”

2. Leads to learned helplessness

a. Push the philosophy of external locus of control (structuralism); teach it to kids

and make them fail so the system collapses.

b. CMs teach kids the system is to blame, they can’t succeed, nothing they do will

help, and to just give up. This creates failure. Kids should be taught that their

future is up to them and depends on their choices and actions when they are

young.

c. The ambiguity of cause and effect allows blacks to make excuses, which prevents

them from improving.

3. Self

a. Tactic: General form of “I’m late because of traffic, rather than because I left

late.”

b. Push the philosophy of external locus of control (structuralism); teach it to kids

and make them fail so the system collapses.

c. Shift blame onto situation instead of person.

4. When complexly determined behaviors or motivations are described by simple

catchphrases, such as “expressing one’s sexuality,” usually the phrase is used to cover

up something that if accurately described would be shameful, so the phrase is a form

of denial.

C. Other attribution of opinions/beliefs to personal characteristics

1. Delegitimizing

a. A particular way to defend one’s point of view is to attribute disagreement to

some aspect of the individual (e.g., mansplaining) rather than to the substance of

what they are saying.

b. Make personal attributions for unpopular positions. [form of ad hominem, now

accepted, as are strawman arguments]

c. As part of the general tactic of misattributing the cause of effects, say that racism

is due to something other than attributes of blacks, but instead to the attributes of

racists, or, more interestingly, an attempt to justify slavery and white supremacy,

but especially saying that slavery was the cause of negative attitudes toward

blacks, because such attitudes were necessary to justify the treatment of blacks,

and thus such attitudes have no basis in characteristics of blacks.

2. Shaming

a. Attribution of disagreement to “fear” as a way of shaming you into agreeing with

them. “You’re just scared not to agree with me.”

b. Free-for-all attribution of motives to something shameful, but not true, meanwhile

misrepresenting their own motives.

3. Psychological theories



D.



E.



F.



G.



H.



a. Use social psychology, terms like “scapegoating,” “cognitive dissonance,” etc., to

delegitimize someone’s positions. These are alternative attributions.

b. If you have an example that something happens sometimes (e.g., scapegoat), that

doesn’t mean it happens every time.

4. Slavery and racism

a. Flip cause and effect, e.g., slavery caused racism, vs. racism caused slavery. Is it

the case that if A causes B, then we can say B is bad if A is bad, but not

necessarily that A is bad if B is bad? Which makes racism seem worse, if racism

caused slavery, or if slavery caused racism?

Post hoc ergo propter hoc

1. Every problem is blamed on capitalism in a post hoc ergo propter hoc fashion, with

the implication being that getting rid of capitalism will make things better, rather than

the problem being based on nature, or the new system actually being worse.

2. If a cultural group did not do something, e.g., develop science or agriculture, it’s

because they did not want to, not because they were unable.

3. Reason for not-X is Y. Reason for black failure is racism, Post hoc ergo propter hoc.

Attribution flip from them to you

1. If you take precautions to defend yourself from blacks, you invite attack, and are to

blame if they attack you, and you should not be able to defend yourself.

2. Issue of taking chain of events prior to crisis event and only focusing on some while

ignoring others, focusing on the ones the white did and ignoring the ones the black

did, instead of focusing on sufficient causes and ignoring simply necessary causes.

3. A major tactic of SJWs is flipping blame, so if a black does X, and a white responds

with Y, SJWs will say the white was the cause, and the black was the victim. It covers

up what the black does while emphasizing what the white does; and it covers up how

the white feels while emphasizing how the black feels.

4. How cause and effect is determined to support a conclusion, so ignoring earlier or

later events in the chain of events.

Paranoia of the left

1. Certain voices are not features in mainstream venues. The question is why. This is a

causal inquiry. Is it caused by race or gender, or by meaningful qualities like logic

and empiricism?

Ability vs. motivation

1. The reason certain cultures never developed agriculture, weapons, boats, medicine,

etc. was because they didn’t want to, not because they couldn’t.

Convenient attribution

1. To give something negative connotations, say that thing is the cause or the result of

something that already has negative connotations as a way of transferring the

connotations.

2. Say that problem X is caused by Y, where Y is something you don’t like and want to

do away with. So rape (X) is caused by sex jokes (Y), with no evidence it is, but you

don’t like sex jokes, so demonize them with causal claims.

3. When complexly determined behaviors or motivations are described by simple

catchphrases, such as “expressing one’s sexuality,” usually the phrase is used to cover

up something that if accurately described would be shameful, so the phrase is a form

of denial.



I. Systemic causes

1. What is the structure of saying that something vague like “patriarchy” causes rape?

2. SJWism is a system or network of interrelated ideas a la Freudianism or Marxism, a

la Deleuze and Guattari. The network needs to be schematized.

J. Reverse cause

1. If you take precautions to defend yourself from blacks, you invite attack, and are to

blame if they attack you, and you should not be able to defend yourself.

2. The system that brought us here from the dark ages is patriarchal and excludes

women, so it must change, instead of women changing.

K. Make it work for us

1. Just as SJWs do, freely reinterpret the cause of people’s behavior to suit agenda,

which provides frame of interpretation.

II. Category

A. Two-step forbidding

1. General principle

a. Two-step banning process: define banned category broadly and vaguely (e.g.,

racist, offensive, hate speech, cultural appropriation, bourgeois,

counterrevolutionary, capitalist-roader, reactionary), but then be precise that such

speech is to be banned.

b. Certain views are put in categories, “hate speech,” “offensive,” “politically

incorrect,” “heresy,” and thus prohibited from expression a priori. The

categorization is key.

c. What is the trick when SJWs automatically reject information etc. when it comes

from a labeled source, such as racists or sexists? [They just say “that’s racist,” and

they think that is the conclusion of their argument. They don’t get into whether

it’s true or not.]

d. Theory of two-stage arguments: X is racist, and racism is prohibited. [Also hidden

complexity behind these terms, such that not all “racism” is the same thing, and

some may be more prohibited or allowed than others.]

2. Broad definition of banned category

a. If you want to get rid of something for the purpose of subversion, figure out how

that thing is racist. This can be done by both interpreting the thing broadly

(“America is a land of opportunity” blames people for their failures) and by

expanding the definition of racism, e.g., with “microaggressions.”

b. SJWs portray everything as racist. [Ability of vague structures to accommodate

most exemplars.]

c. Broad definition allows for an all-purpose thought-elimination tool. If there is any

way to fit a particular uncomfortable thought into a banned category, and the

categories are so vague that almost any thought can be fit into it, then that

uncomfortable thought can be banished and forgotten about.

3. Absoluteness of banning

a. The thought isn’t worth thinking about or debating. Here is a category of things

we don’t even have to think about.

b. In categorization argument (X is Y, and Y is bad), it needs to be shown that X is

bad, or else either X is not Y, or Y is not categorically bad.

4. Purpose



a. Silencing

b. Simplification

i. When you categorize thing A as “bigotry” or whatever and then based on that

automatically reject thing A, you take a shortcut without having to say what

about A specifically is wrong, and this is the objective of not having to

explain one’s reasoning. [See graphics on page 1.]

c. Compartmentalization

d. Belief protection

i. In Red china, people were labeled “reactionaries” or “counterrevolutionaries”

as a way of compartmentalizing them away, neutralizing their beliefs, and

persecuting them.

5. Examples

a. Hate speech is not free speech.

b. Call your opinion hate speech or bullying and thus outlaw it, or get your fired

from your job, anything to silence you.

c. Offensive, racist, homophobic. There might be some exemplars of these

categories that are too strong or based just on name-calling, but there might be

others that are based on actual information. That’s the problem with this

categorization strategy, that it treats many unlike things as if they are like. It’s too

simplistic.

d. In many ways, CMs use victimhood to win an argument. A person’s feelings must

be spared. It’s a moral superiority argument.

B. Two-step approval

1. Victims win

a. In many ways, CMs use victimhood to win an argument. A person’s feelings must

be spared. It’s a moral superiority argument.

b. Use of victimization to win arguments. You lose the argument because you are in

category “bigot.” They win because they are in category “victim.”

2. Express sexuality

a. It’s OK for women to “express their sexuality” however they want, but not for

men to.

b. Use of phrase “express her sexuality” to defend what women do to appeal to

men’s sexuality. Once again, fitting a constellation of behaviors under a rubric

completely determines how those behaviors are interpreted, in a top-down

fashion.

3. Nuance and complexity

a. What is really meant by saying that something is more “nuanced” or “complex”?

It’s not what it seems. I disagree with you, but I can’t really say why.

C. Simplification

1. General principle

a. Overall get into how the labeling works and how it is a simplifier of complexity

and protects from uncomfortable information.

b. What is the effect of naming things the way SJWs do? It simplifies the world by

erasing nuance and variability and treating all members of the category the same.

People who respond well to such naming desire simplicity and closure.



D.



E.



F.



G.



H.



c. When you categorize thing A as “bigotry” or whatever and then based on that

automatically reject thing A, you take a shortcut without having to say what about

A specifically is wrong, and this is the objective of not having to explain one’s

reasoning. [See graphics on page 1.]

2. Examples

a. Theory of two-stage arguments: X is racist, and racism is prohibited. [Also hidden

complexity behind these terms, such that not all “racism” is the same thing, and

some may be more prohibited or allowed than others.]

b. Words, such as “racism,” are shortcuts to thought, cognitive miser, cover up

difference.

c. Lump concepts together to get the same response to all of them, even though the

terms are widely different: “If you say something that threatens violence, or hurts

one’s feelings, or contradicts one’s opinions,” you should be banned. [The same

thing is done with “violence and hate,” as in “there should be no tolerance for

violence and hate.”]

3. Reinterpreting (Does this get recategorized under just simplification, but not as part

of categorization?)

a. Insistence that when someone says X, they really mean Y, thus simplifying the

world and bringing what people say within one’s purview, and also having more

say over what another person says than they do themselves.

Mind protection

1. Overall get into how the labeling works and how it is a simplifier of complexity and

protects from uncomfortable information.

2. What is the trick when SJWs automatically reject information etc. when it comes

from a labeled source, such as racists or sexists? [They just say “that’s racist,” and

they think that is the conclusion of their argument. They don’t get into whether it’s

true or not.]

Boundary dissolution

1. Dissolve basic boundaries between OK and gross/disgusting, breaks down all other

boundaries.

Semantic stretching

1. Moving the line that defines “rape” across the spectrum: violence, force, nonconsent,

coercion, drink, non-explicit consent, regret, etc.

2. Blacks can’t be racist.

Effectiveness of labeling

1. There is also something about the labels they have, “toxic masculinity,” “white

fragility,” etc. that is very powerful because of the label. How does this process

work?

2. Fallacious terms that create reality: gender, sexual orientation, rainbow flag, all

political words with built-in assumptions.

3. Overall get into how the labeling works and how it is a simplifier of complexity and

protects from uncomfortable information.

4. But they categorize change as “evolution” or “improvement.”

Categorical statements

1. If you want to say something is or is not true of an entire class or concept, focus only

on the part where it is or is not true as desired. Get examples of this.



I. How it works for us

1. Perhaps one way around their game is to expand their forbidden categories to the

point of absurdity.

J. Tendency to be “joiners” where they join an existing group and then subvert it to make

the group become about something else, by changing or expanding the definition of what

the group was originally about, or by saying the group needs to evolve.

K. How to deal with “race” doesn’t exist?

III. Semantic stretching

A. Basic process

1. Expand or contract meanings of words.

2. Advantage taken of ambiguity of meaning, interpretation, and causation to insert

one’s own agenda.

3. Continuously expand the definition of words like “rape” and “racism.”

4. If you expand the definition of a word far enough, eventually it becomes meaningless.

5. The most important arguments you will have are not about substance. They are about

words and the meanings of words.

B. New meanings for words

1. CM’s most important offensive move is a redefinition of words, so challenge those

redefinitions.

2. A big part of the fight is over what things mean, including words, institutions, places,

etc.

3. What is the process by which SJWs can change the meanings of words, like “racist”

and how can this be resisted?

4. Analyze the process by which the meanings of words are surreptitiously changed and

examples.

5. Examine further the importance of the change of meanings of words, how it works,

what it allows CMs to do, etc.

6. Balkanization of language, where different factions use different words for the same

thing, or the same word by with different meanings. Language as construal.

[Consensual?] Hold your ground. Allow the language to split to become mutually

unintelligible.

7. Examine the process by which they change the meaning of words and how this is

allowed, change is stronger than status quo, but one group can refuse to use the

language.

8. Word meaning changes are on the individual level. If one person changes meaning,

that doesn’t mean you have to. If 50 of people change meaning, that doesn’t mean the

other 50 percent have to. Even if 90 percent change meaning, the other 10 percent

don’t have to. This will just lead to a separation of language. It’s worth splitting the

language to avoid accepting certain ideas. So keep using your language. Don’t use

theirs. This may make communication impossible. That is probably fine.

C. Change connotation, keep denotation

1. Shift denotation, but retain connotation.

2. Change denotation of words so they apply to different sets, but retain connotation so

that it also applies to the new set.

3. Regularly changing definitions of words in order to transfer connotations that would

not apply with standard definitions.



D.
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F.
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4. What is the mechanism by which one shifts back and forth between two word

meanings in order to win an argument?

Causal links imply characteristic similarity

1. To give something negative connotations, say that thing is the cause or the result of

something that already has negative connotations as a way of transferring the

connotations.

No true Scotsman

1. Communism as practiced in the USSR and China were not real communism. Islam as

practiced by ISIS and al-Qaeda are not real Islam. [No true Scotsman.]

2. The U.S. is not capitalism, because it’s not perfect capitalism (setting impossible bar

as strawman), and true communism has never been tried.

Language that assumes conclusion

1. Syllogism like this: P1: “Basic necessary services” must be provided. P2: X that I

want is a “basic necessary service.” Thus X must be provided. P1 is a tautology and

unquestionable. P2 is anything we say. [Somehow this is done by definition. Figure

out the structure.]

2. Trick of including argument in your language as an a priori, so you don’t have to

actually argue it, e.g., calling something “hate speech.”

Vague boundaries allow more exemplars

1. Lump concepts together to get the same response to all of them, even though the

terms are widely different: “If you say something that threatens violence, or hurts

one’s feelings, or contradicts one’s opinions,” you should be banned. [The same thing

is done with “violence and hate,” as in “there should be no tolerance for violence and

hate.”]

2. Moving the line that defines “rape” across the spectrum: violence, force, nonconsent,

coercion, drink, non-explicit consent, regret, etc.

3. Expansion of the meaning of words a major problem.

Artifically constrict boundaries

1. What’s the thing where a concept is restricted to convenient lines: So, free speech is

just the law and government, not an overarching principle?

2. Definitional exclusivism

a. Communism as practiced in the USSR and China were not real communism.

Islam as practiced by ISIS and al-Qaeda are not real Islam. [No true Scotsman.]

b. The U.S. is not capitalism, because it’s not perfect capitalism (setting impossible

bar as strawman), and true communism has never been tried.

3. Special rules for me

4. Tactic: General form of “I have special circumstances, so I should not have to follow

the rules.”

What applies to part of concept applies to the whole

1. Work through all the examples of this and consequences. Start with category A or

object A1 and want to say something about it. So look through category A for

exemplar AN where desired thing is true, then say attribute applies to all category A

and to object A1. However it’s easy to find exemplars where this is not the case.

2. Political correctness is just not being an asshole



3. Argument that blocking the road is OK during a protest because the Constitution

protects protest in the First Amendment, thus anything you do while protesting, legal

or not, is OK.

4. Argument that shouting down a scheduled speaker is free speech. Analyze this.

J. New vocabulary

1. Have there been other instances in history when there was a plethora of new terms

and phrases such and “privilege” and “rape culture,” as well as a concerted attack on

a group of people the way there is on the white man today?

2. Liberals make up new definitions for words and then say you are ignorant when you

don’t use their new definition.

K. Conventient delineations

1. What’s the thing where a concept is restricted to convenient lines: So, free speech is

just the law and government, not an overarching principle?

L. Exclucing exemplars from a category

1. Hate speech is not free speech.

M. Slipping between definitions

1. What is the mechanism by which one shifts back and forth between two word

meanings in order to win an argument?

IV. Hijack symbols

A. Basic processes

1. I had formerly thought that the ability to say no was the greatest form of power, and

this may still usually be so, but I have just read in Foucault of a positive form of

power, and it made me think of the ability to speak, and to determine what symbols

mean, such as the rainbow flag.

2. If you just say the rainbow flag is a symbol of LGBT, it becomes so, and there is no

way to argue against it; the same is true for making new meanings of words.

3. Analyze the process by which the meanings of words are surreptitiously changed and

examples.

4. Examine further the importance of the change of meanings of words, how it works,

what it allows CMs to do, etc.

5. Examine the process by which they change the meaning of words and how this is

allowed, change is stronger than status quo, but one group can refuse to use the

language.

6. When something is expressed like “trans*” it is meant to be disruptive, but there is no

equivalent response that is not simply a reaction that reinforced the expression. This

is the power of expressions; you cannot un-express it or effectively counter it. You

can’t say, “Don’t say that.”

7. Balkanization of language, where different factions use different words for the same

thing, or the same word by with different meanings. Language as construal.

[Consensual?] Hold your ground. Allow the language to split to become mutually

unintelligible.

8. How did liberals get the ability to dictate the truth and decide new meanings for

words.

9. Is it easier to expand the meaning of a word than to maintain it as is? Or to contract

the meaning of a word? So change is easier than stability?

B. Specific instances
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