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Chapter 1

		

	
		Bad Thinking

		

	
		A Good Beginning

		

	
		Nice To Meet You

		 

		Welcome to the book that proves everything you believe is wrong. Well, not every thing. Only the most important things. If you are in the majority, then a great deal of what you hold true about the world and of life is false.

		 

		Let’s be careful with the title. It’s not what you know that is wrong, but what you believe.

		 

		This is because you can only know what is true, you can never know what is false—but you can believe anything.

		 

		By majority I do not necessarily imply a numerical body count. I mean the bulk of those who hold power and issue the opinions we know we ought to agree with, even when we don’t. The majority includes county- to federal-level bureaucrats and government officials, nearly every individual in the media and politics, the students and professors at all but a handful of universities, those ascendant in business and the professions, those who run almost every “non-governmental” and professional organization, and nearly all intellectuals. In short, everybody important. Our elite. Our Experts. Our rulers.

		 

		In the USA, the majority includes those calling themselves Democrats or Republicans, liberals or conservatives, even in many cases religious and non-religious. In other areas of the Western world, the labels differ, but the attitudes and beliefs shared by the majority are much the same.

		 

		The majority is steeped in modernity, in materialism, in Equality, Diversity, woke-ism, “critical” theories of various sorts, in weird ideas like nominalism, in scientism, in the here-and-now, and in the love of self and money. And in the hatred of the minority; i.e., those without power.

		 

		Some, well used to hearing the start of these kinds of debates, will say the division is between Democrats and Republicans, or liberals and conservatives. Yet traditional political parties and cultural distinctions have nothing to do with our Great Divide. Below I will argue the true fracture is between debased and based, terms I will define shortly.

		 

		In the States, we accept each major party claims to represent roughly half the adult population. The parties bicker without ceasing, and it’s clear the disputants believe their arguments are of the utmost consequence. These battles are real enough, but they are internecine trivial disputes over the wrong questions, all premised on largely incorrect assumptions. The true debate should instead be over the fundamental principles that both parties accept and don’t think about, principles which are wrong. Our discussion is about those principles.

		 

		If you are well in with in any profession, or are ascending to a leadership position of any kind in our culture, if you are a product of the “higher educational system”, or took seriously the “lower” education you received, you surely believe some whoppers. All the big wrong ideas you hold near and dear will be exposed here. You can therefore think of this book as a dewhopperification of your mind. A cognitive cleanse. A thought tidier.

		 

		Or a very bitter pill.

		

	
		Here’s Where We Agree

		 

		Before we come to that, let us first examine the kinds of beliefs not as prone to error, or that produce mistakes not of interest to us.

		 

		Each of us know many truths. You surely know which bed is yours, you know that the moon is a satellite of the earth, that parsley looks nothing like sirloin steak, and that four is more than two. These are mundane, highly useful facts, about which you can say you know something and in which you can believe.

		 

		We will not speak of such humble truths. Nor will we investigate the typical uncertainty inherent in prosaic political propositions. Like who will win the next election, or what tax rate on the rich is best, or what is the ideal number of agents to post at a border, or even if global cooling (now called global warming, or even climate change) will doom us all. This book does not advance nor advocate any specific policy for any political matter.

		 

		This brings us to the depth of our investigation. We can’t know the answer to every important question with absolute certainty, and in some matters we must settle for less than certitude. Our craving for certainty, though, often leads to over-certainty. Over-certainty is important, but specific imprecision in scientific and other theories that involve public matters will not be commented on here (directly). Uncertainty in the unknown is a fascinating subject. If that subject is of keen interest, you can read the award-eligible international seller Uncertainty.

		 

		In order to be conclusive, in the fullest meaning of that word, each Chapter below merits a book of its own. Yet this is too much for us. Only the barest bones of the based position can and will be given. Sufficient detail will be presented, however, so that you can investigate each subject more fully outside this book.

		

	
		Truths You Won’t Like

		 

		What will we examine? Things like this list of propositions the majority does not believe, but which are true:

		 

		Science cannot answer every question put to it; not now, and not eventually, either. It is not always right to correct a wrong. Women cannot do whatever they like with their own bodies. Men neither. There is no right or wrong side of history. Science is no more self-correcting than any other human endeavor. There is no wisdom in crowds. The source of a proposition has no bearing on the truth of that proposition, even if the proposition is spoken by a “Nazi.” There are differences between the races, and indeed all human groups.

		 

		A consensus among elite academics does not prove the belief of the elite academics is true. That you are offended is irrelevant to whether a proposition is true or false. Hypocrites are sometimes the best judges. If animals have rights, they have responsibilities, too. Equality is false and undesirable. Diversity is our weakness. Equity is destructive.

		 

		Here are more:

		 

		There are no such thing as gays. There are no such thing as transsexuals, either. Defining yourself as your sexual desire is nonsensical. Voting does not make the majority position right and the minority position wrong. Voting is a leading cause of discord. Democracy is rarely to be desired. The commonness of a behavior is not proof the behavior is moral. It is impossible not to be judgmental, or to not discriminate, or even to not try to impose one’s beliefs.

		 

		That (or if) certain apes copulate freely is no reason that men should copulate freely. Screaming “Bigot!” is never an argument. Miracles happen. You cannot choose to believe you do not have free will. That because our top minds cannot think of another reason for some phenomenon (like free will) does not prove there is no reason. God exists.

		 

		These are only some of the ideas explored in this book. The majority, and that means likely you, are wrong about all of them. This is no idle claim. It will be proved chapter by chapter. In order to do that, we’ll need to use arguments.

		 

		We begin with what differentiates good and bad ones. A rigorous investigation of the nature of arguments is left to the Appendix, which can be skipped. But just like leaving off cheese on a pizza, you would regret it.

		 

		I admit below that the arguments of this book are, at best, of limited value, to be cherished only by the remnant honestly seeking Truth. This book can also jar loose from the majority the very few who are able to still recognize Reality for what it is. Beyond that, there’s not much arguments can do.

		 

		All fallacies are bolded when first introduced. Each Chapter is self-contained, and they do not have to be read in any order, though it’s well to start with the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy to avoid making it (as you will) as you read the book. You should also at least scan the rest of this chapter so that you and I agree on terms and methods. Few things are more embarrassing than the Equivocation Fallacy, a danger for those who pass over what’s below.

		

	
		The Basis Of Based

		

	
		I Am Not A Conservative

		 

		The word conservative might have suggested itself as a way to describe Yours Truly as you read. This is wrong. I am most anxious to correct this false impression. I am not a conservative: I am based. You ought to be, too.

		 

		Some of you might know that the recent neologism based was formed by shaving the first two letters from debased, to form a new word meaning the opposite of debased, thus completing the pair of a formerly unpaired word (as in gruntled from disgruntled).

		 

		Based is everything debased is not. I want you to be based. The purpose of this book is to guide you in that direction, if not convert you.

		

	
		Debased vs. Based

		 

		Here’s a quick, imperfect run-down of what based is. Majority readers will find their hackles rising as they go through this list. Stick with it. You and I will have a chance to argue about each item in the chapters to come. So don’t close the book yet, because you’ll want to see why I think you’re wrong.

		 

		Non-procreative sexual activities are debased. Procreation is based. Sexual orientation is debased. Biology is based. Body positivity is debased. Beauty is based. Hyper-processed and industrialized foods are debased. Meat and wine are based. Individualism is debased. Obedience to legitimate authority is based. Drugs are debased. Discipline is based.

		 

		Diversity and unchecked immigration is debased. Family and a shared culture is based. “Progress” is debased. Custom and tradition are based. Modern textbooks are debased. Old books are based.

		 

		Screaming “Racism!” is debased. Embracing race is based. Equality is debased. Difference is based. Cowardice and effeminacy is debased. Bravery, masculinity, and femininity are based. Unthinking atheism is debased. Worship of God is based. Ignorance and denial of the Nature of things is debased. Understanding the limits implied by Nature is based.

		 

		Oligarchy is debased. Liberty is based. Woke is debased. Aware is based.

		 

		There are many shades and rich nuances to all these, few are absolute comparisons, and quibbles can be had with all. But I hope you take the point, or at least the flavor. We haven’t reached the stage of arguments yet.

		

	
		Dead Labels

		 

		The terms progressive, liberal, Democrat, Republican, libertarian, centrist, Big Con, conservative, neoconmen and the like are, and even to a large extent the terms right and left, are all now debased. This does not imply all those applying these labels to themselves are debased. What it means is that these tags are dead, they carry no force; they are in no way imbued with the spirit of based or debased.

		

	
		Arguments

		

	
		Logical Fights

		 

		To become based, we need to win souls. In part, and only in small part, this will require argument.

		 

		Arguments won’t win the culture war, but they are not unimportant. We are always happy to discover any argument which supports, or purports to support, a position we favor. Why not? It’s nice to have our desires met, and our intellectual longings are just as great, or even greater, than our bodily needs. So pleased are we to find corroboration, any corroboration, however weak, for a favored idea that we readily embrace it even when it is fallacious.

		 

		That isn’t always so bad. Many flawed arguments are attractive. Everybody makes mistakes, and the Lord is merciful. Owning up to once believing a fallacy is forgivable when there is true repentance. It’s the uncorrected errors that sink us in deep kimchi. What saps the mind is when we go on believing even after our support has been exposed as fallacious. This, too, is a typical human failing.

		 

		Worse, there does not appear to be a reliable solution for this innate intellectual incorrigibleness. Every possible corrective action has been tried, from gentle admonishment to outright punishment. Nothing sticks, not for long. Fallacies thrust deep roots into our discourse, and it is only by the long passage of time, sometimes lifetimes, that once-popular fallacies are removed from the public sphere—usually to be replaced by new ones.

		 

		We can rail about this, and try correctives like replacing bad arguments with good ones, as we try in this book, but it’s mostly in vain. Cardinal and convert John Henry Newman, now a Saint, knew about the futility of logical demonstration. “Persons influence us, voices melt us, looks subdue us, deeds inflame us. Many a man will live and die upon a dogma: no man will be a martyr for a conclusion.”

		 

		There is no chance, then, no chance at all that the blubberous purple-haired harpies screeching about white supremacy, the soy-wrecked toothpick-armed ackshually sayers, those in the grip of theory, or those whose livings depend on pushing error will be converted by anything I can say.

		 

		So why bother? Because it pleases me to solve these little puzzles, and exposure to these arguments will do good for the based remnant, which I hoping will soon include you, to know that their objections to what’s happening out their window are well justified. Anyway, we might even catch a few folks who are wavering between Truth and Falsehood, who want to escape the debased muck.

		 

		The best we can do is ameliorate our condition, knowing that even our finest efforts will have but little effect. I thus expect that this book will do no more than provide minor palliative patches to our most frequent flawed arguments.

		 

		We have already lost the war over the minds of the majority, even though we will in this book, Chapter by Chapter, win every battle. This is the sad fate of many armies who knew they had to fight impossible battles, but whose honor and sense of duty forbade them to withdraw. We cannot run away from this fight.

		

	
		What Fallacies Are

		 

		Now that that’s out of the way, let’s get to work.

		 

		Every bad or invalid or unsound argument contains a fallacy or mistake in thinking. Nobody knows the complete list of ways thought can go wrong, and it has even been surmised such a list is endless. History supports this contention. There is ample reason to believe the human race is congenitally insane. The late-great philosopher David Stove (whom we shall hear from again) in his essay “What is wrong with our thoughts”, proposed a nosology of human thought, a science and categorization of deliberative derangements, though it is clear from his many examples that a complete list will be a long time coming, if it ever arrives.

		 

		Even if the follies of cognition are infinite, some mistakes are more common than others. Every age has its own favorite forays into fiction, driven by fashion, fad, and fantasy, all of which are enforced by the culture’s self-appointed Watchers. Our Watchers, the majority, are employed by universities, the bureaucracy, and the media-entertainment complex. It is true that some of the treasures under the care of Watchers are genuine gold, but the great and growing bulk of their cache is intellectual pyrite.

		 

		The balance of truth versus error shifts in time, yet the current age is more eager than average to ferret away any shiny object it finds and call it precious. It never seems to matter much, and it certainly does not to us, what lies under the Watchers’ gaze. The public almost always grants authority and deference to these masters.

		 

		Well, and what choice does the public have? Most of us haven’t the ability to think things out for ourselves. We need guidance, and it is only right to bow to true superiors. The problem comes when a soul steps out of line and moves in the direction the Watchers do not like, which is these days is toward the Truth. Would-be apostates meet stiff resistance. Fallacies therefore have tremendous inertia.

		 

		Some mental misconstructions are permanent fixtures. Items in this class are by custom given rich Latin names and are, or were, taught somewhere in the “educational system.” They’re taught badly, it must be surmised, because of the egregious ways people invoke the Latin (typically as magical incantations). In our age, the number of folks fallaciously crying Ad hominem! can’t be counted.

		 

		At least for the sake of history, the Latin tags should be learnt by those seeking advanced knowledge. But because that language is receding rapidly into the distance, most of the tags no longer resonate and, as we shall see in more detail, are often misapplied. I have therefore chosen more evocative and memorable nicknames, at least for speakers of English, of the most popular and important fallacies of our day. Since this list is indexed on the current mood, it will have to be updated at the point at which mankind moves to new, or other old and long-forgotten, sophistries.

		

	
		Common mistakes

		

	
		Cerebral Stretches

		 

		Let’s do some warm-up exercises to limber us up and put us in the mood.

		 

		In the scale of human argument, it is so that there are very few instances where we can start with indubitably true premises and move to necessarily true conclusions. We have to look to metaphysics, logic, mathematics, and even theology for the perfection we seek but never or rarely find in ordinary discourse. We’ll here leave much of this perfection alone; it is too rarefied for us. Though the Appendix gives a précis on the subject, which is worth a moment of your time. Worth two good moments, rather.

		 

		If we don’t want to tackle the toughest themes, neither do we want to swat at gnats. The examples in this book will therefore not be drawn from the netherworld of thought of the sort found on social media, coffee houses, water coolers and the like. We’ll stick with arguments that pass among the well-credentialed Watchers of our time as being worthy.

		 

		In the Appendix, I examine a caution that must be here emphasized: because an argument for a proposition or conclusion has been shown fallacious, this does not prove that all arguments for that conclusion are fallacious. It is merely that the argument in question must be jettisoned. But also keep in mind that if the fallacious argument was all a proposition had going for it, yet the conclusion is still held as true after abandoning the argument, the sole justification for it to be true becomes simple desire, a dangerous and terrifying mistake. The argument for the conclusion then becomes, as we’ll see, the Meta Fallacy.

		 

		In each Chapter there is at least one example of a fallacy. I try as much as possible to keep these broad or fictional. Real-life examples are transitory, and nobody likes to read yesterday’s news. I’d hate anybody to think I’m picking on them personally—even if they have it coming. Nevertheless, some examples gleaned from the news were too juicy for me to pass up. Timeliness is not essential for us, so even if the examples given seem stale, their lack of importance is only apparent. The logic behind the take-down lasts forever.

		 

		Also keep in mind the anchoring effect (which is not unlike the one in economics). The real-life examples I give are about particular people and subjects, even if fictional. The people and subjects themselves are usually not the main interest. The arguments they use are. But it’s hard to keep our minds off the people and subjects and on the fallacies when the people and subjects are themselves fascinating. The more specific the example, the more it is likely the reader will think it does not apply to him. Thus, though I use plenty of actual words by real people, I make up as much as I can. All stories are inspired by real events, though, and readers will I hope recognize similar situations. It is your duty to do so.

		 

		There are a few fallacies that ride above or are attached to the others mentioned in the book. Their import is small or large depending on the context. They must still be recognized, even though we do not need a whole chapter for each. I next outline these.

		

	
		Horribly Common Mistakes

		 

		The Controversial Fallacy is a version of Poisoning The Well. A reporter (it is almost always a reporter) will say, “The Congressman holds the controversial opinion that two men cannot be married to one another”, implying by the use of controversial that the Congressman’s opinion on this or some other matter is false. False the matter may be, but it is not proved false by noting that it is in dispute.

		 

		Using the word controversial is just one in a long list of ways reporters (and others) signal their virtue—or, rather, vice. The reporter wants to call the Congressman’s belief false, but he knows the rules say he should not interject himself into the story. He does it anyway, subtly, by using the word “controversial.” If he is called on his fallacy, the weasel will escape with equivocation. He will claim there is a real controversy, and that he was only really reporting on this controversy. But of course he is lying: he used the word to flag his disagreement and to show his office mates he knows which way to think.

		 

		On the other hand, it is true in some cases the controversy and not the argument is the story, but when it is, sentences like the reporter’s are superfluous.

		 

		The Fallacy of Omission is hard to spot, because it isn’t there. This is when relevant, probative, and pertinent information or evidence related to a proposition is known but isn’t given. Nobody can know all things, and even (genuine) experts in subjects slip up. I do not mean honest mistakes like this. I mean purposeful omission. A prosecutor has evidence which will exculpate the defendant, but he hides it so that he gets a conviction. This is so routine in law and politics that we might also call this The Prosecutor’s Fallacy.

		 

		This fallacy is mandated as the official editorial position at every major media outlet when reporting on opposition. Good news about the opposition shall not pass! The fallacy is rife. Politicians and lawyers especially, but no less the media, do not want the truth per se; they want to win. If you are on the side of Light, you should want to win. And politics is different than calm argumentation. The point is the Fallacy of Omission is used to generate propaganda, and propaganda works. I repeat that: propaganda works.

		 

		The counter-argument is thus to say that not all things can be said about a proposition in every story. This is so. But evidence that casts great suspicion or directly contradicts or even refutes the proposition at hand, if hid, is always cheating. Always.

		 

		As I write, it is popular among a segment of the population to consider ex-President Trump an idiot, and, simultaneously, was an all-controlling evil genius dictator. Evidence is adduced to show the idiocy; for example, that he misspelled a word.

		 

		This and other similar data are collected, and the judgment is given. Yet all evidence to the contrary is ignored. Like he headed a company worth billions, a status which all but precludes lack of intelligence, at least to some degree. The difficulty may be with the word intelligent. It is often tacitly conflated with or married to virtuous, a terrible habit. Thus, the President’s intelligence is denied because affirming it is equivalent (to them) of asserting his virtue, which they are loathe to admit, or vehemently deny. We need only assert the truth “Mao was intelligent” to refute this error.

		

	
		Accepting The Wrong Thing

		 

		The Conditional Fallacy is perhaps the commonest error, but it is difficult to grasp. It happens when a local truth is confused with a universal truth. The difference between these is explained in the Appendix.

		 

		Briefly, a local truth is a conclusion deduced from a set of premises or assumptions that are in some way false, or are not necessarily or universally true. Given “Murdering men is morally good, and George is a man”, we can deduce “Murdering George is morally good.” The false premise is obvious—but they aren’t always easy to spot.

		 

		A universal or necessary truth is a conclusion deduced from a set of premises or assumptions which are themselves necessary truths. Given “7 + x = 4”, we deduce “x = −3.” Notice (as explained in the Appendix), the first premise carries an enormous bag of tacit premises, including knowing the definitions of the words and symbols used. These tacit premises are often forgotten, or confused.

		 

		Now, the Conditional Fallacy is committed in practice because most of us are far less intelligent than we’d like to be. It is related to the Fallacy of Omission.

		 

		Is abortion wrong? The Conditional Fallacy is often found in arguments answering this question, such as in the slogan, “A woman’s right to choose.” That’s the premise given as proof for the proposition “Abortion is morally permissible.” But the premise is incomplete. Choose what? Well, the choice whether or not to kill the life inside the mother. Asserting this “right” is therefore circular. Whether or not other arguments exist for or against abortion is irrelevant. Good arguments for abortion, if any exist, do not and cannot make this fallacy into a non-fallacy.

		 

		The Non-Fallacy Fallacy may also be called the Stubbornness Fallacy or the I Can’t Hear You Fallacy. It happens when you make a decent point or offer a valid argument and your opponent only pretends to have listened or read it. He acts as if he’s discovered an obvious flaw, a mistake not worth his effort to refute. Your argument is brushed away and your opponent moves on.

		 

		Bullies like this one. You hear this in interviews with politicians and famous personages. The newsman has just asked a coherent question (it does happen) which if answered truthfully will damn the politician. So the politician sidesteps it. This is so routine I’m embarrassed to even include it because everybody can see through this ploy. The only reason I mention it is exasperation. Why do the newsmen never follow up until they get an answer to their question? Lawyers always do. “Yes or no, Senator...Yes or no, Senator...” Exhaustion and the easy acceptance of lies by our elites is the only explanation I can think of. The British, God bless them, are particularly adept at this fallacy.

		 

		The related It’s Been Refuted So You Can Ignore It Fallacy will be used in answer to all of the arguments in this book by lazy debased reviewers or critics. They will say “The argument he used has been refuted a hundred times. Don’t bother with it.”

		 

		Oh yeah, big guy? If it’s so easy to refute, then go ahead and refute it. We’ll wait right here for you. This is close to the Bullshitting Fallacy, where the critic hopes you’ll take his word for it, but where he does not want you to test him.

		

	
		Means & Extremes

		 

		The Little Big Fallacy is difficult. Here’s an example. I say “Men are stronger than women on average”, which is true. You, fresh from the latest superhero movie, say “No! Some women are stronger than some men, which implies women and men are equal!” Propaganda works.

		 

		The fallacy also works in the other direction. I say “Boys are at the top of mathematical ability”. You say, “The average scores of boys and girls are the same; therefore, boys are girls are equal.” Accepting the scores are equal does not disprove the observation more boys than girls score best.

		 

		Concise definition of the Little Big Fallacy: If you argue the average, your opponent declares an exception; where you argue the exception, your opponent points to the average. In each case he does sp to imply the opposite is true.

		 

		More examples: you say “Most men who becomes homosexual were introduced to the lifestyle while young by older men”. Your opponent says, “You can’t say that. Some men say they have always felt gay”, thus implying all who adopt homosexuality were born that way, ignoring the evidence that a great many men underwent a form of initiation. Or you say “Some homosexuals engage in ‘bug-chasing’, where they purposely seek out HIV infection”, your opponent will say, “You hater, you’re trying to paint all homosexuals with that brush”, thus implying you claimed all homosexuals were bug chasers, which is a lie.

		 

		Bug chasing is, alas, a real phenomenon.

		

	
		That Argument Can Put An Eye Out!

		 

		Here’s an even more controversial argument, chosen because of its controversy, to make a crucial point. Deep breath first, then. And then again after. Blowing up without considering the argument is the Blowing Up Fallacy.

		 

		You say, “Most Jews in the USA are progressives, and progressives hold false and harmful beliefs.” The reaction to this will likely start with accusations of “anti-Semitism”, which might even be true, but which do not disprove the proposition. Supposing the name calling to have failed, your opponent might invoke the Little Big Fallacy and say, “You can’t paint all Jews with the same brush, which is anti-Semitic.” But you only painted a number less than all, not all.

		 

		Notice very carefully the point is not whether this proposition is true or false. I choose this example deliberately because it highlights the crucial Harm Fallacy or Consequence Fallacy. Your opponent hears you support a controversial proposition, and if he thinks no one can overhear, he may grant you the argument—he agrees with you—but he will say that it should not be spoken aloud because it could lead to harm if enough people believe what you both acknowledge as true.

		 

		This opinion about harm caused by the truth being known may itself become true. Assume it would. The temptation will then be to cast doubt on the proposition because of that potential for harm. When this maneuver is done, it results in a pure fallacy. The proposition stands regardless of how people act on it.

		 

		If the speaker of the proposition instead chooses to keep his mouth shut because he too fears the harm, there is no fallacy. “Noble lies”, however, are fallacies. Silence may be more or less prudential depending on a host of exterior (to the proposition) matters, none of which are relevant to the truth of falsity of the proposition. We see this same thing crop up later in discussing differences between the races.

		 

		The next, and related, mistake is the Implication Fallacy, a.k.a. Keep Yer Mouth Shut Fallacy a.k.a. the Hate Fact Fallacy, in which a truth is uttered but where your hostile opponent not only pressures you to keep quiet but uses the desire that the hate fact not be true to argue it is not true, in the same way putting a telescope to a blind eye allows you to say there is no signal from the Admiral to withdraw. For instances of this fallacy, see most official bannings from social media platforms and “cancel culture” in general. The desire that hate facts not exist leads to the second biggest fallacy of them all (the biggest we meet last in the book).

		 

		This is the Meta Fallacy. Though it’s not the commonest fallacy, is the most devastating of all in daily use. This fallacy occurs when an argument upon which a man has been relying in support of a proposition is shown to be fallacious, yet the man still regards the proposition true because the argument is fallacious. This sounds insane, and it is. The Meta Fallacy is related, in a backward way, to the Controversial Fallacy. The Meta Fallacy has its own Chapter, but its powers of destruction means it cannot have enough emphasis.

		

	
		Look To The End

		 

		There is a technical chapter in the Appendix, mentioned above. You really should read it. Do so now. There’s no hurry.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 2

		

	
		So’s Yer Old Man!

		

	
		You Do, Too

		

	
		Temper, Temper

		 

		Since I’m going to be casting aspersions hither and yon throughout this book, and because many readers will likely live in one of those hyper-sensitive municipalities whose indigenous populants cannot bear to have their beliefs impugned, questioned, or even examined, and so head to the nearest Safe Space upon any hint of disagreement, it’s well to cover the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy first. It is not a strong fallacy, but it is among the best loved.

		 

		Everybody knows that intellectuals willingly suffer slings and arrows against their morals, their behavior, their honor, chastity, courage, charity, probity, fortitude, physique and much more. But they will not tolerate nor abide nor countenance defamation of their cerebral soundness. This is why when confronted with a positive demonstration of error, lesser examples of the breed lash out reflexively with the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy. No matter who uses it, or why, it is always a tacit admission of defeat. Point this out to your opponent. Watch him employ the Blowing Up Fallacy (see the end of Chapter 1).

		 

		“Melvin Smedgrass, you stand accused of robbing the bank on November the third, last, of $837 in cash. How do you plead?”

		 

		“Your honor, just last week in Detroit a man robbed a bank and got away with more than $15,000.”

		 

		“Is that so? Then I guess you didn’t rob a bank. You are free to go. Bailiff, release the prisoner.”

		 

		If you find this argument convincing, you’re qualified for a position in the editorial division of any major newspaper. For as soon as somebody makes the accusation “Mr Current-President did X”, the paper (if it supports the party of Mr Current-President) thinks itself duty-bound to respond, “Mr Past-President (of another party) did Y”, with the implication that the proposition “Mr Current-President did X” is false, or that X is not itself bad, or that the whole state of affairs is unworthy of discussion, or that the sin-rate of Presidents is so high that their sins are not a sins at all, or are at least too high to be bothered with.

		 

		When, in fact and as is obvious and logical, whether the proposition “Mr Past-President did Y” is true, false, or somewhere in between, it has no bearing whatsoever on whether the proposition “Mr Current-President did X” is true. If both X and Y are bad behaviors, it should be clear two wrongs do not make one right.

		

	
		A Common Example

		 

		Man 1: “Perverts in Hollywood are going after kids, larding movies with debased propaganda.”

		 

		Man 2: “What? The Catholic Church abused children!”

		 

		Man 2, an obvious friend to the propaganda, would have made a logically equivalent point by answering Man 1 with “So’s yer old man!”

		 

		The So’s Yer Old Man is an attempt at distraction, and a fruitful one. It nearly always does the job asked of it. Distraction is requested and distraction is received. If a talking head says, “The proposed policy will cost jobs”, his opponent will shout, “Your alternate policies are worse for the economy!” Instead of ignoring this anemic counter-thrust, the weak-willed talking head finds himself answering the accusation about the economy. The battle has been lost. That jobs will be lost is forgotten.

		 

		The fallacy, which under its old Latin name tu quoque (“You, too!”), is so useful that it must be part of the curriculum in today’s Machiavellian political science departments. It is so commonplace that it is positively shocking to find it absent in any debate. Every wife uses it against every husband every time he says “You forgot to put the beer in the fridge!” and she says, “You didn’t buy the toenail polish I asked you to!”

		

	
		More Than One Way To Skin A Fallacy

		 

		There are several popular variants of the fallacy. One is the Subject Shift Fallacy. A news reader says, “It has been suggested that Mr Current-President did X because of the Y situation.” A talking head responds with a variant of, “I think we’re missing the big picture, here. What we really need to focus on is Z.” All of a sudden, Z becomes the subject.

		 

		Another is the Squirrel Fallacy. A news reader says, “Before we address allegations the government was behind the death of the man in the fortified jail cell on which all the cameras simultaneously malfunctioned as the guards were on a smoke break—look!. A giant squirrel!” Or a fire, or a war, or a mass shooting, or some other artifice that wags the dog and causes memory blindness.

		 

		The Squirrel is thus akin to the Memory Hole Fallacy, which is the tactic of feigned deafness. Friday news dumps come to mind. The media knows they have to comment on these news dumps, which are usually damaging to them in some way. Silence is not an option, because everybody takes silence to imply guilt, an oft-justified belief.

		 

		The trick the media use is to cram paragraphs of filler in after the tease about the bad news. They act like they’re going to get to the point, that they’re excited and want nothing more than to talk about it, that they can’t wait to get at it. But then they yammer yammer yammer.

		 

		This is also a version of the Happy Face Fallacy. Positive attitude in answer to a devastating charge will almost always be remembered as evidence that the bad news was not in fact bad; indeed, that it was somewhat good. If you smile and nod but forget to answer the question, and are deft at changing the subject, more often than not, your positive attitude will be taken for an answer in your favor.

		

	
		Informally Wrong

		 

		None of these—the So’s Yer Old Man, Subject Shift, Squirrel, or Memory Hole, etc.—are formal fallacies. They aren’t errors because of the way arguments are stated. They aren’t anything, really. They say nothing about the proposition of interest such that they could be a formal fallacy. They are nothing but air. They assert nothing directly. Distractions are never answers or arguments. They have no logical bearing on the matter at hand, but, boy, do they work!

		 

		Distraction fallacies are impossible to avoid. Listen to any press conference, hostile or friendly, anywhere in the world. Distractions by the speaker are routinely taken for answers. I would wager you cannot find a reporter questioning a politician where a distraction fallacy was not used.

		 

		“So what?,” you say, “This is politics and these kinds of things are expected.” This is sad and true. And no excuse. Beside that, politics is far from the only field in which the So’s Yer Old Man is found. You, dear reader, will very probably use it yourself while reading this book if you hold positions different than mine—which most of you will. You will use it even though you are forewarned. You will use it even though you have just been reminded of your forewarning. Distractions fallacies are almost impossible to resist.

		 

		“How dare he say homosexuals go after children! Catholic priests are far worse!” Whether they are or aren’t is irrelevant to proposition about homosexuals recruiting the young. That’s a point of logic. Logic itself is not a sport done by racking up points. But logical points are rarely the most important aspect of an argument. Winning is. Which is why the distractions are used. As I’ll say time and again: be ready for it.

		

	
		Bluff & Bluster

		

	
		Merrie Olde England

		 

		Here’s an example of the Bluff & Bluster Fallacy, a form of distraction fallacy, from an interesting article at London’s Telegraph by the unfortunately “soul-patched” Dominic Selwood entitled, “How a Protestant spin machine hid the truth about the English Reformation.”¹ The gist: Henry VIII’s desire for a divorce and a son, coupled with Thomas Cromwell’s greed, and their lusting after the wealth of Catholic monasteries, led the elite in England to pillage and purge and prevaricate until Catholics became as lepers.

		 

		These contingent particulars, unflattering as they are to the English version of protesting Christianity, and whether they are true or false, are beside the point. What is relevant is that when I in public (on my blog) explained the gist of Selwood’s article, I received this comment in response (with spelling corrected): “Consider that the scientific revolution was very much built on the ideas that Protestants had laid.”

		 

		Now it may be true that “Protesting Christianity laid the foundations of the scientific revolution”, or again it might be false; whatever it is, it is irrelevant in every sense to whether Thomas Cromwell was a pompous no-good son-of-a-bandersnatch glorified thief. The claim was that England turned Protestant because of lust, a certain low Y sperm count, and greed, and the reply was that Catholics were bad at science.

		 

		This is a clear instance of the So’s Yer Old Man. It was made worse by the falsity of the counter that Catholics are bad at science, which is ridiculous as Stanley Jaki has shown us². What this example highlights is that answering with “So’s Yer Old Man!” need not itself be true to work. What counts is that the counter is loud and at least plausible, or surprising.

		

	
		Moral Atheism

		 

		Another example. A theist offers, “There is no moral basis without God”, and an atheist counters with, “Priests abused young men.” Or the atheist will point out some other sin committed by a hypocritical theist (of which there is an unending supply). That the atheist knows abuse to be a sin, or that adultery or embezzlement or any of the other well known traps fallen into by priests are sins, proves that the atheist has a moral sense.

		 

		That a theist sins, is caught sinning, and the atheist glories in discovering the sin not only does not prove that there is no moral basis without God, the question of interest, but it positively supports that position, because that moral basis had to arise somewhere, and that somewhere is God (which I am not attempting to prove here). Since at least Christians acknowledge man’s fallen nature, announcing the discovery that a man, theist or atheist, is with sin, is like broadcasting the sun is hot.

		 

		In any case, it does not follow that because a person believes in God he will be more moral than an atheist. Satan’s belief in God is unshakeable. The point is, the atheist has used the So’s Yer Old Man and has turned the course of the argument in doing so.

		

	
		Grrr

		 

		Raw animal instinct is often the reason for the appearance of the So’s Yer Old Man. Your opponent has heard your claim, fears its truth, dreads the consequences of that truth, and lashes out with the first thing that comes to mind, usually something chosen to wound. We’ve all given in to the temptation. Even Bertie Wooster recorded an instance where he employed the Fallacy, retorting “Tinkety Tonk!’” in a fallacious attempt to rebut an argument. He knew his crime: “And I meant it to sting,” he said.

		 

		As a debating tactic, the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy in its Bluster form is hard to beat. The late Christopher Hitchens (for those who still remember him) swore by it and was its master. I can’t recall an instance where he used it and his opponent wasn’t immediately distracted—by wilting, usually. His tactic, a version of the Squirrel Fallacy in which Hitchens himself became the squirrel, was to appear insulted and become overtaken with anger, all simulated, and which caused his opponent to adopt an apologetic tone.

		 

		Many use this technique. It is a favorite of social justice warriors. The level of their intense indignation (at anything and everything) is supposed to be proof of the proportion of falsity of the argument they are reacting against. Why else would they be so agitated unless they were right?

		

	
		Isn’t That Nice

		 

		The bluster and anger work because most of us are nice people and don’t like upsetting anybody. But this is war.

		 

		Arguments are, after all, a form of intellectual warfare. We are fighting on the side of Truth, or so we hope. Therefore our goal is to win, not to placate or be nice. If you a genuinely uncertain of a position, you are not engaged in war, but in learning. But once you are sure, you must fight.

		 

		Since Truth is your sovereign, you are never “switching sides” when you admit to an error and acknowledging your opponent’s true point. This is because the new side you switched to was always your side to begin with. Or should have been if you truly honored Truth. This is what makes political bickering so nauseating. If you put party over Truth, as so many do under the belief, which might even at rare times be true, that party will eventually lead to greater Truth, then you have admitted that ends justify the means. Which is not Truth, but a lie. (I presume the Ends Justify Means Fallacy is so clear that it does not need rebutting.)

		 

		There are nice distinctions between deception and lying, of course: the former is allowable and the latter not. But we’ll not discuss the differences here.

		

	
		Another Hitch

		 

		Some Hitchens fans when reading this Chapter are likely saying to themselves, “Oh yeah? Well I’ve heard plenty of debating fallacies used by Hitch’s Christian opponents, too!”, thus proving my point but not recognizing that I’ve proven it. Way to go, Hitch! It takes supreme mental discipline to stay on topic in any heated exchange. It is no surprise most of us fail and succumb to the So’s Yer Old Man. It thrives like a mutant weed on the Internet, on television talk and news shows, and at press conferences.

		 

		In any argument when a question has been posed, you are either on the giving or receiving side of the answer “Because X”. In this book you, the reader, will be on receiving end. Some arguments you will disagree with. Just because you don’t have a retort in mind does not mean one does not exist. One may. If somebody says “Because X”, and you think it invalid, your clear intellectual duty is to search out the invalidity without offering distractions. But if you cannot discover a retort directly related to the premises of “Because X”, and indeed you agree the premises of“Because X” are true, and that the argument itself is valid (its sinews unbroken and with clear connections) and its conclusion sound, your sole duty is to flee the Meta Fallacy and accept the argument, even if you fear the consequences or find them distasteful. You must change your mind. Doing anything else turns you into a bureaucrat, modern academic, politician, or idealogue.

		 

		If you are on the giving end and your opponent has opted for the So’s Yer Old Man, you must highlight it, but that is all you should do. “I said ‘Because X’, and you said squirrel! Let us return to Because X. Again I say, ’Because X.’” Instead of focusing on your opponent’s mistake, reissue the original “Because X.” Be tenacious. Do not be distracted. Arguments are not feelings, and you must restrain yours. If your opponent cannot focus, or pretends not to be able to, say “You have forgotten to answer why not X. Here is why X in different words.” Ignore everything which is not a direct reply—let it all pass. All of it. Do not be afraid or worried about appearing to be boring. Ignore all outbursts, shun all distractions, stay on target.

		 

		There will be plenty of times in this book where I say things like, “Progressives make this fallacious argument”. Do not slip and say, “Well, conservatives make even dumber statements.” This is the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy, which is dumber than whatever the conservative might have said. When I say, “The debased believe this atrocious and obviously fallacious conclusion” do not find solace in “The based say stupid things too.” The temptation will at times become almost unbearable. Bear it you must.

		 

		The So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy belongs on the playground, where it originated. It is only the child who thinks “You’re a big meanie!” is refuted by “So’s yer old man!” Incidentally, the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy is the equivalent of the Sez You! Fallacy, which (I am told) is the transliteration of the Latin non sequitur.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 3

		

	
		Ad Hominem, My Sweet

		

	
		Moose Meat

		 

		SCENE: A DARK ALLEY IN THE BIG CITY, SHELTERED FROM RAIN. MOOSE IN THE SHADOWS CALLS TO HAYDEN WHO IS WALKING BY.

		 

		MOOSE: “Hey, Hayden. C’mere.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Not now, Moose. Please?”

		 

		MOOSE: “What are you? Deaf as well as stupid? I said get over here.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “But Moose—Ouch! That hurts!”

		 

		MOOSE: “When I say get over here, it means get over here. You savvy?”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Okay, so I’m here. What’s so urgent this time.”

		 

		MOOSE: “I got somethin’ to tell you, and I don’t want no argument about it. You ready? Listen good, ’cause I ain’t gonna repeat it, and you better have it—or else. Got me? Here it is. If P, then Q. Q. Therefore P. Now say it back.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Hey! There’s no need to hit me. I heard you. If P, then Q. Q. Therefore P.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Whadda ya know! He can learn!”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Only...”

		 

		MOOSE: “Only what, smart ass.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Only...oh never mind. Look, I’m late to see my mother. She expects me. You know if I don’t show or call, she worries.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Mama’s boy. But you’re not gettin’ outta here until you have it. Now, do you have it. Yes or no?”

		 

		HAYDEN: “I have it. But-it-isn’t-right! Please don’t hit me.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Whadda ya mean it ain’t right! I told you. That should be enough for you.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “But...but...isn’t that a formal fallacy? That I should believe you just because you threatened me? Isn’t it like saying, ‘If you’re beating me up, you must be angry. You’re angry. Therefore, you’re beating me up.’”

		 

		MOOSE: “That’s right, Ethel. I am angry.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Yeah, Moose, but you get angry at other things, like not being able to get a toot on, and you don’t beat me up then. You need to say instead that ‘If you’re beating me up, you must be angry. You’re beating me up. Therefore, you’re angry.’”

		 

		MOOSE: “Don’t give me any of that shyster ‘fallacy’ malarkey. You just say what I tell you and you’ll get through this.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Hey! I told you! No Hitting!”

		 

		MOOSE: “I’ll do what I need to. Just so you know that. I’ll do what I need to.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Someday, Moose...You just wait and see.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Ha! I don’t know why I like smacking you around so much. It must be that sweet look you get on your puss. Now say it again.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Fine! If P, then Q! Q! Therefore P! Have it your way!”

		 

		MOOSE: “That’s right, Spunky. My way. It’s—”

		 

		ENTER PHILIP, WHO IS WEARING A FEDORA AND LIGHTING A CIGARETTE.

		 

		PHILIP: “—Hello, big guy. Circus in town?”

		 

		MOOSE: “What? Just who do—”

		 

		PHILIP: “—Only I just heard your girlfriend here, and she’s right. Right twice. You can’t bully him into believing a fallacy. Affirming the consequent is as old an error as denying Truth exists.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Listen, Pal. You don’t blow, I’ll deny you exist.”

		 

		PHILIP: “Let’s see how you like your own line. ‘If you hold to fallacies, you’re a bully. You’re a bully. Therefore you hold to fallacies.’”

		 

		MOOSE: “Who you callin’ a bully! Ethel likes it. Don’t ya, spunky.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “He hit me!”

		 

		MOOSE: “Besides, you can’t tell me I’m wrong because I’m givin’ Spunky what he needs. That’s your own fallacy bright boy. A grade-A ad hominem.”

		 

		PHILIP: “No, it isn’t.”

		 

		MOOSE: “The hell it ain’t. I know what you’re tryin’ to do. You’re appealing to Spunky’s prejudices and emotions, his special interest in not being pushed around, rather than to his intellect or reason. And you’re attacking my character rather than answering my argument. That’s an ad hominem, pal. No gettin’ around it.”

		 

		PHILIP: “If you don’t drop the mitts from my lapels, I’m going to air you out with my roscoe. And that’s no fallacy.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Don’t hurt him, Moose!”

		 

		MOOSE: “Ah, these amateur philosophers ain’t worth hurtin’. Now blow, Socrates, before I squeeze your spinal column into some symbolic logic.”

		 

		PHILIP: “Who wants to stay? Brawn is no substitute for brains.”

		 

		MOOSE: “See what I mean, Spunky? A little friendly pressure and Socrates here starts in with remarks which cannot be construed as necessary or objective. Ad hominem all the way.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “You should be nice to Moose, mister. He doesn’t take disagreement well.”

		 

		PHILIP: “Nicest thing you can do for somebody is tell them the truth. And, brother, was I nice. Now he has it. But he doesn’t want it.”

		 

		MOOSE: “What truth? All I hear are insults. You think by makin’ me look bad in front of Spunky here, that we’ll forget you don’t have an argument. Noting’ but distractions.”

		 

		PHILIP: “There are none so blind as those who won’t listen.”

		 

		MOOSE: “Ha! He can’t even keep his metaphors straight. C’mon, Spunky. We’re never going to get through to this guy. So long, Socrates.”

		 

		HAYDEN: “Okay, Moose. We can go. But we have to see mother.”

		 

		MOOSE AND HAYDEN DEPART AS PHILIP LIGHTS ANOTHER CIGARETTE. HE SMILES SWEETLY AS WE FADE TO BLACK.

		

	
		You Bigot!

		

	
		A Rhetorical Question

		 

		Suppose you are a person of some public exposure, a known celebrity, and that you were of the opinion that a man masturbating into another man’s rectum was immoral. Further suppose that your opinion became known to the students of the prestigious college at which you were scheduled to speak, your subject being a matter unrelated to masturbation; say, the physics of black holes.

		 

		What do you suppose might happen?

		 

		That I do not have to answer that question, that it is entirely rhetorical, that regardless of the reader’s philosophical or political background the answer is plain, that even if you are saying to yourself “It wouldn’t happen!”, when we all know what this “it” is, is all proof the You Bigot Fallacy, a form of the Ad Hominem Fallacy. The You Bigot is implanted firmly in our culture.

		 

		It is now thought more than sufficient to answer any argument by calling its holder a (and I’ll skip the scare quotes) bigot, racist, fascist, sexist, misogynist, Nazi, anti-Semite, white supremacist, homophobe, transphobe or some other asinine label. These names are like magic spells and can, it is thought, crush Reality itself.

		

	
		Shunned

		 

		People reason something like this: a person making an undesirable argument is, or is presumed to be a bigot (etc.), the suspicion being sufficient proof; therefore, whatever this person has to say on any subject must be suppressed, is wrong, is in error, unworthy, or false.

		 

		If this person is given any sympathy, even for his true or accepted ideas, people will eventually be conned into believing his condemned and forbidden ideas. Or, rather, it is more like the person is unclean, and that mere contact with him could spread the horrible disease he carries.

		 

		Minds addle easily these days, so I am under the ridiculous burden to explain that this behavior is a fallacy. It does not follow that because you are, in fact, a bigot that masturbating into another man’s rectum is moral. The woman screeching “Bigot!” at you of course thinks this non-procreative activity is moral.

		 

		But she has not proved her case, nor proved you wrong, with her outburst. She has certainly done nothing to prove false, to question, or to even cast doubt upon the unrelated subject (of physics or whatever) on which you will speak. She has proved nothing except that she is a bully in the grip of rage. Again, even if you are indeed a bigot, your being informed of it at high volume and with spittle blasted into your face does not change the logical status of any argument you might make.

		 

		The whole thing becomes farcical when you consider that nobody bothers to define any of these insults. What exactly is a homophobe, bigot, etc.? Does anyone precisely demarcate what a transphobe is and therefore what one is not? No such definition will be offered in the heat of battle, nor is there any definition close to universal agreement offered in the calms between storms.

		

	
		It Really Is Okay To Be White

		 

		It’s made even worse when the names are affixed under the flimsiest of evidence. If you say, as some have said on posters, “It’s OKAY to be white”, then you, if you are white, are called a racist—and quite possibility a Nazi white supremacist to boot. If a random white person who agrees with the poster’s messages complains about being called a racist, then because the running academic theory that all whites are inherently racist, your complaint is proof of your white fragility, which in turn is proof of your racism.

		 

		Apparently, the only proper response to the claim that all whites are racist is to agree.

		 

		This is one idea the debased have not well thought out. As of this writing, a vocal minority of whites have bought the theory that they themselves are irredeemably racist. The majority don’t accept it. Not only that, but the more ordinary whites are condemned, the more likely they are to think there is something to white supremacy.

		 

		This is rational, too, given those screaming “white supremacy” have demonstrated a substantial inferiority, in at least reasoning power.

		 

		However that works out, there is a logical point to all this. Because no definition of these scary names is to be had, then, even if it were not a fallacy to scream one of them, the lack of a definition means screeching “Bigot!” is equivalent to shouting “Sliterfusk!” or whatever other nonsense sound you like. No argument of any kind is being made by the screecher. She is having a tantrum. Tantrums aren’t arguments.

		

	
		Did Nazi This Coming

		 

		Aren’t Nazis bad things? They sure are. But so are communists, they having a won the Twentieth Century Body Count Contest. So are torturers bad. So are usurers bad; though many take home nice paychecks. Many people are less than we should like them to be.

		 

		Banning people from speaking should depend on the content of what the speaker will say. If a man mounts the podium to ask his audience to actively ferret out anti-revolutionaries, i.e. whites, and have them shot (or starved or sent to a gulag or etc.) the man should be turned away. But if the man instead only wants to share the delights and economic advantages of communistic slave labor, in a purely theoretical sense, well, you don’t have to listen.

		 

		There are limits to speech. There is a line between a speaker inciting a riot, or worse, and who therefore ought to be stopped or silenced, and a speaker who is merely offering an offensive (to some) argument. This line is naturally dependent on a host of circumstances. I will attempt no general definition.

		 

		It is clear the fallacy of today is that this line extends all the way to thought crimes. Why should we allow thought crimes, people are asking themselves? Crimes are crimes, and crime ought to be wiped out, suppressed, or otherwise interdicted. Right? Isn’t it a worse crime not to stop crime when you had the opportunity? The answers people are giving to these increasingly rhetorical questions are why there is so much smugness and strong feelings of moral virtue about these days.

		 

		There is a small fallacy aligned with this section called the Hate Speech Fallacy. It is said “hate speech” should not be allowed. If the speech is, indeed, inciting to riot, then few would disagree. But mere hate is not incitement.

		 

		Hate has got a bad name. Many things should be hated. To say that because a man hates a thing that therefore the thing is morally good is the Hate Speech Fallacy. This should be as obvious as saying women aren’t men. Beside, everybody knows the purple-haired harpy screeching against hate is hate-filled herself, thus any argument she gives would be self-refuting if the Hate Speech Fallacy were not a fallacy.

		

	
		Error Has Rights, Too!

		 

		No-platformers, as the power-mad students who refuse to let audiences hear what these students find offensive, espouse the theory, whether they know it or not (and, judging by their tenor, probably not), that error has no rights. To them, the speaker is in error in what he has to say, or in what he has said on other subjects, or in what he is surely thinking; therefore, since error has no rights, his speech must be suppressed.

		 

		Suppose a man insists that Julius Caesar was killed not on the ides of March, but on the ides plus one; that is, on the 16th. He presents his “proof”, but it is seen by any versed in history and mathematics to be in error. The assassination really was on the 15th. But our man refuses to admit his error, and continues to tell any friend, Roman, or countryman who will lend an ear that the 16th is the proper date.

		 

		Should he be stopped? What if somebody believes him? Is it possible his error could spread and that soon every school child will chant “Beware the ides-plus-one of March!”? Would we want to live in such a world?

		 

		The man is in error. He is wrong. If error has no rights, then neither has this man any right to preach his mistake. We can jail him, and keep his cancerous view from reaching innocent ears, but he would still be able to taint fellow inmates and jailers, even if he is solitary (via Morse code through the walls). Other inmates will be converted. When these converted are eventually released, they will infect others. This can’t be allowed. Clearly, then, the man has to die. Error has no rights.

		 

		It then follows that unless there is perfect, absolute certainty in a pronouncement, including pronouncements about an uncertain future, it cannot be said or heard. Few are such pronouncements—though they do exist. Given the large uncertainty that exists in most other propositions, the world must necessarily be silent on most things. Nothing new could be learned at the risk of supposing something false. The best we could hope for is a Central Agency that dictates all approved opinions, that are forever unchangeable, for if any item in the list changes by one letter, it must be because the old item was in error. We’re close to the now, of course, but were Falsity and not Truth is protected.

		 

		Since error has no rights, no change is possible. This is why gaslighting and memory-holing are such necessary weapons for the tyrant: past-error is impossible, thus it could not have happened, and anybody who claims it has has forfeited his right to life.

		 

		Since all this is obviously absurd, it must follow that error in fact has some rights. Or that we mean something other than error. Which, indeed, we do. Absolute error can be said to have no rights. But uncertainty can, and must.

		 

		Take religious freedom for example, which most take to be good. A man may worship which god that pleases him, within certain boundaries. But since the existence of one god may imply it is logically impossible for the god of another man to exist, at least one man is in error. If error has no rights, neither does false worship have rights. We then have to dictate which religion is best. (Do not fall into the One True Spartacus Fallacy, Chapter 25 and suppose that because some make a religious error all necessarily do.)

		 

		The Catholic Church has announced in its catechism that religious freedom “has its foundation in the very dignity of the human person as...is known through the revealed word of God and by reason itself.” But just as with speakers, lines must be drawn. The religion of the Aztecs, with its plentiful and barbaric human sacrifices cannot and must not be tolerated. Some religions can and must be suppressed. Error has rights, but it also has limits. Speech has limits. It is not, then, the act of barring people from speaking that is a universal fallacy. Some speakers should be muffled. It is only that the students are banning the wrong people, or banning based on over-certainty or fallacies in their beliefs.

		 

		Those limits will always be conditional on circumstances. There is no general theory of limits, without it being heavily contingent on circumstances and peoples.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 4

		

	
		I Must Be Right

		

	
		Listen to Me

		

	
		Expertologists Agree

		 

		The I Must Be Right Because I Can’t Think How I Can Be Wrong Fallacy, which is well to shorten to the I Must Be Right Fallact, has always been with us, the disease of experts with degrees in expertology, but its use has latterly accelerated because of our culture’s fascination with self-esteem and credentials. It is the other side of the Big Muscles Fallacy in Chapter 7.

		 

		Schools and universities in the West are turning out self-assured credentialed-yet-ignorant sensitive over rewarded and awarded graduates at rates heretofore thought impossible. The consequence, besides that of relying on these individuals to lead us into the future, and therefore guiding us to our inevitable doom, is that an accelerating proportion of the population is surer of itself than ever, while at the same time knowing less.

		 

		The I Must Be Right Fallacy is thus everywhere. It is heard whenever somebody says, “What else could explain it?”, “I can’t think of any other reason”, “I have to be right”, “There can’t be any other possible explanation but this one”, “Only an idiot...” and the like. This fallacy is what allows legal convictions based on scanty circumstantial evidence. It is how the self-credentialed and deluded convince themselves they are in possession of the truth.

		

	
		Unknown Identities

		 

		Before I give a practical example, don’t confuse the I Must Be Right with the Who The Hell Are You To Question Me? Fallacy, which shares certain aspects and which is routinely invoked by the arrogant, those who have reached the top of their fields, men who either don’t want to be pestered or who have for too long believed their own press. The Who The Hell Are You? is also called the more familiar Appeal To Authority Fallacy, where propositions are asserted to be true because of the authority of the person stating the proposition. The Who The Hell Are You? is applied by one man seeking to cow or convince others, while the I Must Be Right is a fallacy used to convince oneself.

		 

		Be wary. The Who The Hell Are You? is not always a fallacy; rather use of the fallacy does not prove (as use of any fallacy does not prove) the falsity of the proposition under consideration. If an astronomer says, “Listen to me, I know what I’m talking about. Venus is the second planet”, we have good reason to believe “Venus is the second plant” because the astronomer is an authority on planets.

		 

		Again, be wary! Some scientists are not claiming Mercury is closer to earth than Venus!³ How do we know Venus is the second planet? Only because we observe that is what people, in the West, call it. We observe what experts call it. We do not usually observe what, say, the Chinese call it. We argue, to ourselves, “Venus is what these experts agree on what the call the second planet; therefore it is true Venus is the second planet.” If the Appeal to Authority held each time an expert gave his view, then we could throw out all textbooks and classrooms.

		

	
		Only On Wednesdays

		 

		The I Must Be Right is different. Suppose you’re wondering where your wife could have got off to. “It’s Wednesday. On Wednesdays she visits her mother. I can’t think where else she’d be. Therefore, she’s at her mother’s.” Given the wife’s past behavior, about which the husband knows best, it is likely but not certain she is at her mother’s. She could be off shopping. The husband is committing a weak version of the fallacy but judging the wife must be at her mother’s because he can’t think of any other place the wife would be.

		 

		Suppose the man wanders into the bedroom and something he sees reminds him that his wife mentioned something about shopping. He now argues, but of course not using such formal language, “It’s Wednesday and she should be at her mother’s, but she could be shopping; therefore, she is still likely at her mother’s.” The man himself expanded the options, and came to greater uncertainty in “Wife is at mother’s.”

		 

		Consider this carefully, because this trivial example has wide-ranging and profound implications. When the man thought of only one option for his wife’s location, he concluded the local truth that his wife had to have been at that one option. This follows in a formal fashion. Given “Wife can only be at her mother’s”, then “Wife at her mother’s” must be true. Given “Wife can be at mother’s or shopping”, then “Wife at her mother’s” is only probable.

		

	
		Heating Up

		 

		A person who has proudly given himself the label “SninkyPoo”, writes in Daily Kos on the subject of global warming and a colleague of mine who came to the unwelcome conclusion that global warming isn’t that scary⁴. Sniky said “What I don’t understand about Willie Soon and any other ‘scientist’ who sets aside his or her intellectual integrity for cash...What completely baffles me is how that [oil money] influences his research – if he is really a scientist. If he is really a scientist, and the evidence clearly shows that climate change is being caused (or influenced, or goosed, or forced) by human activities including massive use of fossil fuels, then how can he reach the opposite conclusion?”

		 

		Mr Poo by his own admission is baffled. But given he offers his own solution to his own imaginary predicament, this bafflement is only pretended intellectual humility, a form of “humble bragging”, a rhetorical trick that often works, but only in those that have no natural resistance to bad ideas.

		

	
		Stinking Up The Place

		 

		Anyway, Mr Poo asks this conditional: if it is true that climate change is caused by man, how can a scientist claim climate change is not caused by man? There is nothing wrong with this conditional question. The fallacy enters when Mr Poo says (in effect): I can think of no other reasons than corruption or (he says later) reliance on “ideological filters” which insist man cannot cause climate change, therefore there are no other reasons.

		 

		It is a fallacy because there are many other ways for a scientist to conclude that man does not have (much of a) climatological influence, even if it is true man does cause climate change. It could be that the scientist is ignorant of the basics of his field, which certainly isn’t true in Soon’s case (he is a well-published physical scientist). The scientist may have been misinformed (again not true in Soon’s case). Or it could be that evidence has not been sufficient to conclude mankind’s influence is certain.

		 

		Even the last is not true; indeed the opposite is. There has been plentiful and sufficient evidence to conclude that mankind’s influence, while certainly present, is not as large or as dangerous as Mr Poo implies (hopes?). Yet that Mr Poo argues fallaciously and in ignorance cannot be much of a surprise.

		 

		Mr Poo also attempts to taint Soon with racism:

		 

		In Stephen Jay Gould’s excellent book “The Mismeasure of Man” he discusses the 19th century “science” on race that led to incorrect – and horrifying – conclusions about differences in intelligence among the human races. Mismeasuring – misrepresenting – confirmation bias – the book is full of fascinating examples of scientists who massaged their data to “prove” what they already believed.

		 

		And I get that. But at the time that work was being done, pretty much everyone believed that there were differences among races that included differences in intelligence and aptitude. Those beliefs were WRONG. Stark, staring, ravingly MADLY wrong. But that was majority opinion. So confirmation bias and massaging of data makes more sense at that time and in that context.

		 

		So, as admitted by Mr Poo, sometimes confirmation bias is excusable, or at least understandable. (And he really should have picked a better example than Gould’s failed, ideologically driven book.) This is why Mr Poo dismisses confirmation bias as an account for Soon’s science and instead concludes Soon, and other scientists who do not agree with Mr Poo’s own preconceived notions, are “absolutely disgusting and wicked.”

		

	
		It’s In The Bureau

		

	
		The Deepest State

		 

		The Bureaucrat Fallacy is deadly. It is a species of the I Must Be Right in which an expert believes he is right because he cannot think of an alternate explanation. The bureaucrat is an expert, or rather he is credentialed and given a position of what is supposed to be an expert, and so comes to think himself an expert despite any of possible intellectual failings.

		 

		The Bureaucrat Fallacy is more of a corporate than an individual fallacy. The bureaucrat not only thinks he must be right because he is the man in authority, but he thinks the process itself into which he is embedded must be right because it is the process. That process came from “on high” and assumes the status of holy writ. To the bureaucrat the process is the answer to every question. Thus the bureaucrat is only right when the question is in regard to the process.

		

	
		Wet Minds

		 

		A citizen comes to the bureaucrat with an argument, such as the puddle that has formed on his land after the latest heavy rain is not a “wetland.” The bureaucrat says, “Yes, it is a wetland, because it meets the definition of a wetlad given in such-and-such regulation.”

		 

		This is and isn’t a fallacy. It isn’t in the sense that the bureaucrat is arguing “Any parcel of land is a wetland if it meets these criteria; this parcel meets these criteria; therefore, this parcel is a wetland.” It is, or could be, a fallacy if, in fact, the regulation is wrong in its definition, or if the bureaucrat is stretching or interpreting the definition such that more land comes under his watchful eye and guidance.

		 

		The real problem is circumstance. Regulations, distilled from laws, but written by bureaucracies, restrain behavior when certain circumstances are said, by the bureaucrat, to be found. The EPA bureaucrat patrolling neighborhoods after rainstorms seeking for parcels that could be classed as wetlands is this kind of example. The law was never meant, we are supposing, to be applied to all parcels of any kind anywhere. The law was written in a spirit, but that spirit never makes it into the subsequent regulations, which must be concrete.

		

	
		What Does It Mean?

		 

		Yet it is impossible to anticipate every possible circumstance. Interpretation is thus impossible to avoid, and since it is also impossible for every interpretation to be correct, fallacy will sometimes be found. So much is obvious. Less clear, perhaps, is that the Bureaucrat Fallacy will and must be found more and more often as our culture moves ever closer to a “Managerial State”, a term given to us by James Burnham.

		 

		Experts will rule over us. How can a parent raising his own child, his only child, perhaps, know more than the managerial government-credentialed expert? The expert is credentialed. The parent is not. The parent has no experience whatsoever, says the expert. The expert has a mountain of regulations upon which to rely. Whatever the expert says must take precedence over the desire of the parent. If not, we run the risk of a non-expert making suboptimal decisions.

		 

		This fallacy is subtle. The expert’s argument sounds plausible, perhaps not for control over your children, but for, say, how to lay out your home. Why it is a fallacy is because it has forgotten a key premise assumed but unarticulated by the parent. The parent is not relying on “research” and “studies” like the expert, but on the cumulative wisdom of his culture and people, a culture which has already conducted more investigation than the expert can ever hope to.

		 

		The conceit experts have is that they are discovering new things about mankind, when, as the saying has it, there is nothing new under the sun. Men are not machines. Technology has increased, but wisdom about men has not. As this book shows, we are going in the opposite direction.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 5

		

	
		Voting

		

	
		Out By A Nose

		

	
		Within Smelling Distance

		 

		Have you heard of Mesd-su-Re? One of the participants of the Great Harem Conspiracy under Ramses III?⁵ No? I’m surprised you haven’t. Made all the news. The scandal was carved into all the better hieroglyphic columns. Are you sure he’s not ringing any bells? Mesd-su-Re? 1155 BC?

		 

		If you haven’t heard of him, then I’m not sure how you can help me. Because it turns out I need to know the length of Mesd-su-Re’s nose right before he died. It’s for a research project I’m working on. I don’t know the answer, but need it, so I thought I’d invoke the “wisdom of crowds” and run a little poll. Do me a favor and send my request to everybody you know, the more people the better. Have everybody write down what they think the length of this fellow’s nose was—in inches or centimeters, I can convert—and send it to me. I’ll take the average of all the answers. The result has got to be a pretty good guess of the actual nose length, right?

		 

		On second thought, let’s tweak the process and improve it. This Chapter, however deserving of the honor, is not likely to be read by multitudes, and so my little poll will not be well subscribed to. Suppose instead we run a well-funded national campaign to “raise awareness” of the importance of estimating Mesd-su-Re’s nose length. TV ads, radio spots, pundits, community organizers, teachers, bureaucrats all getting the word out about this most important subject. Hey, we might even get a celebrity endorsement. That’d really bring the numbers in!

		 

		It should work, shouldn’t it?

		 

		No. Of course not. If our respondents had no information other than the usual olfactory arcana we all possess—e.g., none of us has seen a human nose longer than, say, one meter, and we all know it impossible for a nose to have negative length—then there is no reason to suppose guessing-and-averaging is helpful. How could it be? If one person (perhaps yourself) does not know the answer, this is ignorance. Your guess will be of no real value. Agreed? If two people do not know, ignorance plus ignorance divided by two is still ignorance, or “mean ignorance” if you like. Averaging ignorance hoping to come to the truth, or something like it, is a fallacy which is well known, and sometimes goes by the name the Chinese Emperor’s Nose Fallacy. Because it has many forms, and is so popular we can also call it the Voting Fallacy.

		

	
		Hard Math

		 

		Let’s look into the simple mathematical details of this fallacy. If we collect people’s guesses about Mesd-su-Re’s nose length, the numbers will have a minimum, maximum, and some arithmetic mean which lies between (or possibly at one of) these two extremes. This assumes not everybody guessed the same length, but it doesn’t matter if everybody did. To make the explanation easier, we’ll assume a range of guesses.

		 

		If people have no idea about the length except the rough bounds mentioned above, then the mean of the guesses is probably nearer the midpoint than the extremes, i.e. it will be near or at the center of the guesses. If the maximum guess was, say, six inches, and the minimum one inch, then the center of the guesses, and also likely the mean, will be three-and-a-half inches. Then, regardless of where the real answer lies, the error—the distance from guess to real answer—averaged across all the guesses will be the same as the error using the mean.

		 

		In other words, we take the mean of the guesses, and then, imagining it were possible, we calculate the error of this guess. It will be something like mean − truth. And then we take each individual error, guess1 − truth, guess2 − truth, and so on, and take the mean of these individual errors. Once we have even a modest number of guesses, the error of the mean and of the averaged individual guesses will be about the same.

		 

		This statistical result shows that crowds have no expected wisdom in subjects on which they are ignorant. You may as well use your own guess as the crowd’s. The so-called Wisdom Of The Crowd isn’t wise. Except in special circumstances.

		

	
		A Crowded Field

		 

		That the wisdom of crowds can sometimes provide reasonable predictions is true, because it has been observed from time to time. But this strictly depends on the composition of the “crowd”. For instance, a group, a crowd, of economists might toss a predictive equation at a list of stocks and discover it sticks. That’s a form of wisdom. Two parents, which is not a large crowd but of satisfactory size for our consideration, might guess within minutes when little Susie will come home. A group of physicians might nail the day a patient finishes circling the drain. And so on. Crowd wisdom can be successful when people have information relevant to the answer.

		 

		If we ask a group of Egyptologists we’d almost certainly get a better guess of Mesd-su-Re’s nose length than if we ran, say, an Internet poll. If individuals in a group had considered or informed opinions on the question at hand like, “I don’t know exactly what the answer is, but from everything I’ve read, I think it’s about X plus-or-minus” then averaging these experts’ guesses might very well provide a superior guess to that of the average individual, in the sense that the error of the expert-crowd-wisdom guess is expected to be smaller than any individual’s error.

		 

		This finding is necessarily only an “in general” proposition, of course, because there might be in our crowd a person who knows the precise answer (to whatever question is being asked), and his answer cannot be beat. Plus, there will always be one answer in any group of guesses that is closest to the truth. That applies to any crowd, expert or not. Melding the correct answer with a sea of incorrect ones only dilutes the truth.

		

	
		Put A Cork In It

		 

		So crowds are not universal tools at filling in information holes. It should be equally obvious that when a crowd is fed and relies upon biased information the game is off.

		 

		Example. You might look at that jar of jelly beans or pennies (a long-time reader of my blog “DAV” reminded me of this example) and know that it can’t contain a million pennies, nor even a hundred thousand. We all know lots of things about pennies and jars, and many of us have or have had jars of change, so we are all experts of a sort on this matter. We could form a not-wild crowd-wisdom idea of the number. The average of our guesses in this case is likely to be a good guess.

		 

		Now imagine a mustachioed slickster stands by the jar and whispers to passersby, “Psst, buddy. There’s a solid cone of cork in the middle. It only looks like there’s a lot of pennies. Word to the wise.” You recall that this cork ploy is, indeed, an old-time carnival trick. The mystery man slips his finger across his nose and scuttles off. “Hey,” you think, “He might be in on it. This could be a hot tip!” Only our man is lying. There is no cork. The information is biased. If our slickster touts enough folks, the accuracy of the average will be far too low.

		 

		This kind of touting works in a more complicated way at horse tracks. If touters can find enough suckers to bet a certain way, the odds can be manipulated. This works, when it works, because race odds are formed by the money bet on the race. When it works, it proves crowds are susceptible to false and misleading information. Of course, our beneficent leaders would never use these gimmicks to tout stocks or other investments, right?

		 

		Voters, too, base decisions based in large part of information provided by the media, information which all can see is biased when produced by the “other side”. Voting is an appeal to the so-called wisdom of crowds.

		 

		These small examples are enough to prove crowd wisdom is of no worth when individuals in the crowd are ignorant of the subject matter, or when the crowd is based on experts fed misleading information. Averaging wisdom of the wise, or semi-wise, can and does work when the wise use unbiased information. But even pros can be misled. Generals must rely on their lieutenants. The bad news, already well known, is that propaganda works. That is why, after all, it is so often used, and why it will continue to be used. People, including experts, will come to wrong conclusions when conditioning on flawed premises.

		 

		Meanwhile, here’s the answer to the question posed at the beginning of the Chapter. Zero. In inches or centimeters, the length of Mesd-su-Re’s nose was a big skinny nothing at the end of his life. Ramses had it sliced off for daring to corrupt his harem. Ouch. He’s lucky that’s all he lost. The lesson is: don’t guess unless you have to, and when you do, be less confident.

		

	
		What Does Mean Mean?

		

	
		Galton’s Guesses

		 

		On 7 March 1907, Francis Galton wrote a brief, but interesting article for Nature magazine entitled “Vox Populi”, which opened, “In these democratic days, any investigation into the trustworthiness and peculiarities of popular judgments is of interest.” This was true then, and it is true now, only it is more important these days.

		 

		Galton’s article revolved around a set of observations he made at a fair. Galton apparently liked democracies and sought evidence justifying them through the crowd-wisdom of voting. He said his results were “more creditable to the trustworthiness of a democratic judgment than might be expected.” Let’s see if that’s true.

		 

		The main purpose of Galton’s article, and in an earlier letter to the editor “One Vote, One Value”, was to advocate the median and not the mean as a routine summary measure of sets of numbers. This is an obscure statistical argument of little interest to the average reader (a pun), but I heartily and enthusiastically agree with him. But if you won’t mind indulging me for two paragraphs, we can come to a larger point. Arithmetic means, Galton wisely said, are subject to the wild speculations of “cranks”, which is to say, of lunatics, idealogues, and activists. These eccentrics are more likely, when asked to make guesses, to offer extreme numbers.

		 

		Recall the example of Mesd-su-Re’s nose length. Suppose we had three guesses by men in the street, say, 2 inches, 3 inches, and 42 inches. The arithmetic mean of these is (2 + 3 + 42)∕3 = 15.7. The median, which is the center measure, is 3 inches. The median comes far closer to the truth (which was 0) than the mean. Medians are robust, Galton says, and we must agree. His analysis of the observations he chose nicely shows this. Thus endeth the math.

		 

		Galton’s observations were taken from a county fair and consisted of guesses of an ox’s dressed weight, in a manner similar to the jelly bean contest. Whoever was closest to the real weight won. Galton showed that the median of the guesses was close to the actual weight. And he marveled.

		 

		Many people reading Galton through the years have said that his analysis points to the wisdom of crowds. One man might not know a lot, but many man cobbled together do. Or so the story goes. But, strictly speaking, the wisdom of the crowds is a fallacy, as we saw.

		

	
		Some Clue Is Not No Clue

		 

		If you ask a man who hasn’t a clue about the value of some thing, his guess is useless. This follows from the “no clue” premise: having some clue is not the same as having no clue. A group of clueless is just as ignorant as one clueless man. Forming the mean or median (or any other measure) from a collection of baseless guesses is no better than using the guess from any one man. Galton, good eugenicist that he was, would agree that this also has deep implications for democracy. But he never managed to draw that lesson.

		 

		When quoting from Galton’s paper in support of crowd wisdom, people often forget these words. Speaking of the “judgments” of the dressed ox’s weight, he said:

		 

		The judgments were unbiased by passion and uninfluenced by oratory and the like. The [then not unsubstantial] sixpenny fee deterred practical joking, and the hope of a prize and the joy of competition prompted each competitor to do his best. The competitors included butchers and farmers, some of whom were highly expert in judging the weight of cattle; others were probably guided by such information as they might pick up, by their own fancies.

		 

		His next sentence is key: “The average competitor was probably as well fitted for making a just estimate of the dressed weight of the ox, as an average voter is of judging the merits of most political issues on which he votes, and the variety among the voters to judge justly was probably much the same in either case.”

		 

		This conclusion does not follow, nor even come close to following, from the premises. The premises are this: a group of uninfluenced interested experts made guesses about a matter in their expertise. And they did well, even very well. Their errors were small. As we should expect and hope them to be.

		 

		Did you also notice the poll tax? The six-penny fee to insure “skin in the game”. Poll taxes are out of favor.

		

	
		No Clue Is No Clue

		 

		Contrast Galton’s “election” to a largely ill- or uneducated harangued and harassed and increasingly largely disinterested citizenry asked to vote in national elections, or to express an opinion on something as complex as a national health bill. Their guesses as to the “best weight” will be closer to the situation of guessing Mesd-su-Re’s nose length than guessing the weight of a dressed ox. We have all seen videos in which voters are asked who the Vice President is, or how many justices serve on the Supreme Court, and we see how the respondents flail and fail.

		 

		Galton was wrong. The average expert competitor is vastly more fitted for making guesses over matters on which he is expert than the average uneducated voter is of “judging the merits of most political issues on which he votes”. This judgment may well be true in small, local elections, where the average voter is or can be an expert. But it has not proved to be so for large elections, where most voters are anything but experts, and where the propaganda is thick and abundant.

		 

		Times change. The voting franchise in 1907 is not what it is today, and not what some desire it to be (some now call for children to vote, etc.), and it’s fair to say that Galton did not anticipate this. In his time, when voting was (let us say) a more specialized activity, his judgment was closer to being true. Mathematics, however, is not going to rescue the justification for one-man-one-vote.

		

	
		The Results Are In

		

	
		The Trouble With Democracy

		 

		Let’s consider more carefully the act of voting. At the time of this writing, there are in this great land of ours some 321 million souls. Another 12 million or so people are, as the euphemism goes, undocumented. If democracy is defined as one-man-one-vote then democracy does not exist in the USA for the very simple reason that only about seven out of ten adults are permitted to vote in elections, either national or local. And even those eligible are not allowed to vote on everything. Actually, these numbers are exaggerations because we do not let people under 18 vote (now, anyway). Yet people under 18, which includes infants and children, are people, too.

		 

		If we count all people, all live human beings, around one-third are forbidden to vote for candidates for office. Next consider the numbers barred from casting ballots in other governmental matters, in things like new laws, regulations, and the like. It’s monumental. Only the barest fraction directly participate. Is lack of participation scandalous? Is it an affront to Equality, that great and noble goal? Should we march?

		 

		In a “pure” democracy everybody votes on everything. We are thus not a pure democracy, but something else. We used to say “republic”. Now, a pure democracy is undesirable because it is absurd. It is absurd because most of us do not want infants and children voting, and we do not want citizen-wide votes on every matter which arises. Some form of representation is therefore necessary, on the premise that all-citizen voting is impossibly unwieldy.

		

	
		The Increasing Vote

		 

		Though we in the once United States are not a representative democracy, we still aim toward a pure one. The percent of citizens eligible to vote in presidential elections has been inching ever upwards, and so has the percent of voters who show up. Around 1850, about 20% of all citizens could vote in presidential elections, and by 2012 it was somewhere near 70%. The percent of all citizens (not just those eligible) who actually voted was around 15% in 1850 and hovered close to 40% in 2012.⁶ Some of these increases are due to structural changes, such as the Fifteenth (race) and Nineteenth (women) Constitutional amendments, but more interesting to us is the Twenty-Sixth (extending the vote to 18-year-olds). Some voices, in Europe and the States, call for votes on national matters to be extended to those as young as 6.⁷ These calls are still rare compared to the sounds heard for 16.⁸ Once you are in the grip of Equality, there is no excuse for barring anyone from voting.

		 

		Citizens through time have also been encouraged to vote in more matters, such as latterly for Senators (Seventeenth amendment), or directly for legislation, though thus far only at the State level (see e.g. California). This is in the direction of pure democracy; however, nobody, except possibly some academics, thinks we’ll ever get there.

		

	
		Non-Crowd Wisdom

		 

		It’s become a staple, as said above, to quiz dazed-looking folks as they exit polling stations in presidential and other important elections. It is not rare to discover few of these voters can name, for instance, members of the Supreme Court; even fewer can name the Secretary of State or persons in other offices. Some cannot even find major countries on a map, even their own. How many of these voters can define the difference between the deficit and the debt? Or could name the General Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party? Ignorance abounds, but still people vote. We tell them to. Stickers are issued so that the wearer can boast of having done his civic duty.

		 

		We are close to a wisdom-of-the-crowds situation, in that we ask people to cast judgment, i.e. make guesses, on matters on which they have little to no expertise. Asking a group of 16-year-olds where they would like to go for their Junior Prom, and we are dealing with experts, and therefore can have true crowd wisdom. Ask them if should we “ban guns” or, say, go to war with China if China invades Taiwan and the expertise vanishes.

		

	
		Painfull Interregnum

		 

		Incidentally, does the word ignorant appear hurtful to you, possibly insulting? Then you have reached a point where you believe a lie by omission is better than hurting somebody’s (ill-informed) feelings. We are skirting the Hate Fact Fallacy.

		

	
		Why Do We Vote?

		 

		Why do we vote in official elections? Or indeed elections of any kind? Because there are disagreements. Why are the disagreements? For two main reasons. Let’s look at both closely.

		 

		REASON ONE: people have the same goals, but there is uncertainty in how to bring these outcomes about. There are disputes over paths, but not destinations.

		 

		REASON TWO: people have differing goals. One side one thing, the other the exact opposite (of course, there could be many sides, none the same, and each with a party). In national elections we often hear of the “shared” goal of “making a better country” or “ensuring out future”. Yet what these mean to each individual is subject to enormous and irreconcilable variance. There can be diametric opposites: people mean different things when using those same phrases.

		

	
		Shared Goals

		 

		Suppose we want to choose one of two men to “lead” the country—or company, or whatever (the number of men vying for the position is largely irrelevant). The man who wins has the job to implement, or to manage or guide, or at least attempt to implement, a set of shared goals.

		 

		Even if all voters shared the same goals of the country (or company, or whatever), then there still might be uncertainty over which man is the best to implement them. Hence there is a vote to make a formal decision. The voters all come with different ideas about the best man, but the ideas they consider to decide whom to vote for about the men and not the goals.

		 

		This is, of course, a simplification, because some goals of the organization will be crude and take loose forms, and opinions will differ over the desirability of these. Plus, not every many up for election will put the same emphasis on each shared goal. But with these simplifications, we can come to an interesting solution.

		 

		When there are shared goals and only uncertainty about who is best, the voters who lose the election will be unhappy that their man lost. In their opinion the best chance for implementing the shared goals was lost. But they will be comforted knowing that their goals will still be sought. The winners and losers still share the desire to reach the same destination. Little disharmony should result because of the election. The winners have no reason to belittle or distrust the losers. Everybody wants to get along. After all, the winners want the same thing as the losers; the only difference is that the losers think there was a better person or way to reach these same ends.

		 

		It could be, of course, that some losers value their estimate of the uncertainty over who was the best man more than they value the shared goals, but this is not what is found for the most part. And don’t forget that we’re accepting all share the same goals.

		

	
		No Shared Goals

		 

		Next suppose there are no shared goals (where no means there are none), but still only two options for leader (or a limited number of choices). Each man running for office shares goals only with his own supporters. Each side will still have uncertainty about whether their man can implement the goals only their side shares. But each side only has one choice to who this man is.

		 

		Here, whoever wins, there will be only unhappiness. The losers will be deeply unhappy with the results, because they know none of their goals will be sought—at best, their goals can only be reached accidentally.

		 

		Since the losers desire different goals than those belonging to the winning party, and voting has not provided them a means toward these goals, the losers will begin to distrust voting itself. For good reason. Voting has failed them. Voting, from their perspective, provided the worst possible outcome. Voting gave the wrong answer. The winners will gloat and celebrate, because they know they will be moving toward the goals they desire, and away from the disliked, undesirable, or hated goals of the losers. The winners wanted nothing to do with the losers’ goals, a statement which follows from supposing there are no shared goals.

		 

		There will be no reason for the winners to court the losers, and every reason for the winners to be suspicious about the post-vote behavior of the losers. The winners may, of course, try to re-educate the losers into desiring their (the winners’) goals. Some losers may lash out, not seeing any other soution.

		

	
		Sore Winners

		 

		What’s even stranger is that when there are no shared goals, if the vote is close, the winners will also distrust voting. Why shouldn’t they? Voting almost lost them their prize! They will say to themselves “Do we dare risk allowing a group of losers to vote and possibly be in the position of implementing their unwanted, disliked, or hated goals? Wouldn’t it be better to disallow voting altogether?” Voting hasn’t exactly failed, the winners think, but they now regard it with grave suspicion.

		

	
		The Unhappy Median

		 

		In between these situations are those where there are some, but not all, shared goals between rival groups. Voting will be more or less acrimonious depending on whether there is lesser of greater overlap in these goals. Naturally, the different ordering of the desirability of the goals by each individual in the electorate will also temper tempers. The more shared goals there are, and the few unshared, the less bitter the results.

		 

		The same conclusion is reached by considering estimates of uncertainty of which man is best, but to a lesser extent. This is because it is the practice of candidates for offices of any kind to dispel uncertainty about their merit and claim that once elected they will somehow be gifted with practical omnipotence in implementing whatever goals are desired. This, in spite of all experience to the contrary, is even believed by many voters.

		

	
		Variety Is The Spiciness Of Elections

		 

		In many large-scale elections, a variety of goals is the rule. The problem is people can’t always remember all of them. Worse, it is usually considered the good policy of the rival parties to focus the electorate only on the unshared goals. This moves things in the direction of the second scenario in which there are no shared goals, but where it only seems as if there are no shared goals. Uncertainty in who is the best man is again irrelevant, because the goals between sides are made to seem entirely different.

		 

		As groups polarize over goals, a polarization which must come sooner or later the more the electorate resembles a pure democracy, then unless one side can convince the other of the sanity and righteousness of their goals, a split, possibly violent, is bound to occur. This splitting is not a logical necessity, so we are not in the place to label that split a fallacy, but it is, given history, a sensible prediction.

		

	
		When We Can All Get Along

		 

		Shared goals, or mostly shared goals, and the maintenance and communication of as many shared goals as possible, is why voting works when it works, inside large or small groups. Voting can and does work and does not necessarily lead to splits.

		 

		Voting for a new leader in voluntary professional societies provides a good example. These positions are more or less honorary, and are in large part public relations-oriented. The majority of members are glad they don’t have to serve, plus all members have the shared goal of making the organization look good, thus enhancing their own reputations.

		 

		Elections rarely lead to trouble. When they do, it is because the directions the organization should take, according to its members, have lately diverged. This can happen when fields become more specialized, or when some members embrace a new theory or practice that leaves the traditional members cold. You won’t hear of marches or “cry-ins” or “days of rage” when a clique fails to have their man elected leader of a chemical society. But you might see the society cleaving into the Peoples Chemical Society and Chemicals for People Society.

		 

		In trivial elections, like where the office should hold its annual party, the losers will dislike going to the same boring hotel they went for the last three years. But because there are so many other shared goals by being a member of the office, losers won’t quit or be fired over the vote. The goal of best meeting place isn’t that important overall.

		 

		Again, in elections with few to no shared goals, acrimony must be the result. It will do almost no good to console the minority with, “You must respect the process.” Why should they? They are in the minority and the process has done them one in the eye. The only strategy the losers have left is to convince members of majority to abandon their goals, and adopt those of the minority, in the hope that when the next election is held the minority will win. Good luck doing that when the majority is aware of that possibility and moves to block these efforts.

		

	
		The Fallacy Revealed

		 

		This, finally, is where the fallacy lies. That voting “works.” This is not an unconditional promise. Voting works, yes, but only in the those situations when the culture is largely shared. When there are sharp divisions, voting must and will fail some people. It is insulting and demeaning to hear at the time of election loss how voting worked. It did not. Call this the Voting Works Fallacy.

		 

		In major elections there are always a pool of “undecideds”, people whose attention all sides court. Though there is a feigned love for these folks when wooing them, there is also disdain toward them because they have not chosen a side. Not a side about the level of uncertainty of which candidate will do a better job, but of the side of the set of goals.

		 

		It is forgotten these people are those folks who still believe they are in a mono-culture. They don’t hold the “extreme” goals the other two sides do, but instead share the majority of “non-controversial” goals both sides actually hold but fail to consider. For undecideds, the election is more about uncertainty in reaching the shared goals, who is the best man, and not in aiming for one set of goals over another. This suggests it would be well to entice these people by appealing to these shared goals and boasting of a candidate’s greater chance (reducing uncertainty) in reaching these shared goals. That doesn’t happen much. Instead, the candidates and their parties more usually try to convince the undecideds to embrace their set of goals. This is effective to some degree, but guarantees greater disharmony after the election.

		

	
		Democracy Is Discord

		 

		Every move toward greater democracy thus will—but not necessarily must: this is a contingent observation—increase discord. Widening the electorate fails to cause an increase in discord only when the new voters added largely share the same goals as the current voters. When they do not, it increases discord.

		 

		Consider that is was once much more likely for people within States to have a shared cultures than with the country as a whole, if only because States are comprised of smaller groups. So that when the States’ mandate to elect Senators by legislatures was removed to the populace, elections become more tumultuous. As expected.

		 

		Similarly, it cannot be that 16-year-olds will share the same goals as, say, 60-year-olds. Lowering the voting age must increase the possibilities for factions, and so will increase turmoil. Likewise, increasing immigration (by whatever means) of people who do not share the same goals as current residents (e.g. the desire for Sharia versus Christian common law) must necessarily cause difficulties and fractures. Diversity is our weakness, as far as voting is concerned.

		 

		It’s worth noting, as most scholars have, that once this bifurcation process gets started in a democracy, it always tends to the same violent end, unless something exterior or external occurs which re-unites the people.

		

	
		Crowds Are Cantankerous

		 

		At last we return to the Wisdom Of The Crowds and voting. Recall that crowd-wisdom is a form of averaging. Voting is averaging: votes average guesses of who will be the best man for a job. This works when the crowd is operating on (largely) unbiased and relevant information, when they have more than a clue about the answers, and only have small uncertainties that vary from person to person. Elections for small-town council members are a good example. So is voting where to go to lunch.

		 

		We saw that Wisdom Of The Crowds is a fallacy when the crowd is ignorant of its subject matter, such that it cannot reliably provide accurate guesses, i.e. good votes. Votes in elections which contain a small portion of ignorant voters will in general wash out, as long as these ignorant people are voting based on their ignorance.

		 

		For example, a guy walks by a polling place and discovers to his surprise that it’s election day. He walks in and votes for names that were most pleasant sounding to him, and not just for a party he has been told to support. Voters doing this cancel each other out, on average. These types of voters won’t represent a large swath of the electorate, however, mainly because of the next point.

		

	
		The Big Tout

		 

		Crowds often vote after having assimilated biased information. Averaging biased votes gives biased results, like in the pennies-in-a-jar example. A good proportion of the indigenous populants in democracies imbibe willingly large drafts of misinformation from sources far more dubious than the mustachioed man at the carnival. Examples are numerous and well known. Turn on the TV and behold: the reader can be forgiven for assuming propaganda is the sole reason for television’s existence. Bias abounds, especially in those elections in which the lack of shared goals looms.

		 

		Increasing the electorate by adding people who are easily misled by (let us call it) targeted disinformation can only increase polarity. As the proportion of a population eligible to vote increases, both ignorance and susceptibility to bias must increase. This result assumes the tacit premises that intelligence is subject to variation, which most accept, and that the young are less wise and more easily swayed than the old, which everybody believes. Well, almost everybody.

		 

		The result, no matter which way we come at it, is that the closer a country comes to a pure democracy, the larger the mistakes it is capable of making in voting and the more divided the population will become over time. And the more likely irreparable rifts develop.

		 

		The solution to avoiding acrimony is not to eliminate voting, but to discover how to increase and maintain shared culture. I’ll let the reader decide what that is.

		

	
		All Those In Favor Of Murder

		

	
		Morality Put To The Vote

		 

		There is a strain of thinking among scientists (and other intellectual leaders) that morality should be decided by vote. The idea won’t be stated in these naked terms; instead, it will be said that whatever is moral is what the majority does to contribute to survival. Not the majority in some a specific time and place, but in all times and places, across all men through time. Morality can therefore be discovered by scientific measurement with reference to theories about survival, evolution, and biology.

		 

		As a ripe example, scientists will say murder is wrong because it works against the theory of inclusive fitness. Inclusive fitness is a measure which increases the chance for survivial, and murdering decreases survival odds to zero. For our purposes, it does not matter what these theories are, just that they are offered as explanations for morality.

		 

		On the other hand, most of us would rebel against the idea of putting right and wrong to general vote. It could work out, for instance, that, after a long weekend where much beer has been drunk, the majority suddenly decides to vote that murder is fine. Voting for what is moral is just not on.

		

	
		A Sad Science

		 

		We can’t leave morality to scientists. Opting for morals to be decided by scientists is still to decide morality by vote, though a vote without troubling people to go to the ballot box. We let a majority of scientists decide the vote based upon theory. Since we learn elsewhere that because (as all swear) science if self-correcting, it therefore changes. What is moral on one scientific theory today is immoral on the self-corrected scientific theory of tomorrow. Morality is in flux and theory-dependent.

		 

		Scientists, in any case, are not consistent about theories of surivval, because in no way can, for instance, abortion be moral if survival (“passing on genes”) is the goal. Yet it is clear a clear majority of modern scientists would support women killing their bewombed children.

		

	
		The Political Non-Solution

		 

		After scientists come politicians and governments, who put morality directly to the vote in specific times and places. The majority gets to decide whether, in Ireland for instance, same-sex “marriage” is now moral or is to remain immoral.

		 

		Those who say, even implicitly, that morality is decided by a vote also are likely to say there are no universal moral principles, i.e. practices that are right or wrong regardless of what anybody thinks of them. With these people, there is no ultimate moral authority. The universe is indifferent, and all morals are nothing but arbitrary customs.

		 

		Yet if there is no universal moral truth, then everybody gets to decide for himself what is moral and what is not. Conflicts will arise between individuals who decide oppositely or differently. Groups of individuals who think similarly will then band together: the group that is the largest dictates what is moral and what is immoral. Since history shows group membership is ever in flux, what is moral and immoral will ever change. Morality is therefore not universal.

		

	
		Universal Morality

		 

		Morality, however, is certainly universal. Here’s why.

		 

		This argument that morality is not universal, but can be decided by vote, fails immediately for at least two reasons. The first is obvious: in order for everybody to agree that voting should decide what is moral, we must presuppose the moral principle “everybody gets to vote to decide morality”. But that presupposition proves there is at least one universal moral truth that is not had by voting—that all get to vote—which violates the first premise.

		 

		On the other hand, if you allow disagreement on the everybody-votes principle, then you have decided another universal truth: that morality should be decided by vote even if not all agree that morality should be decided by vote. Since the premise “Morality is not universal” is false, it is not true that moral truth can be decided by a vote.

		 

		The second failure is related. Not all people can vote, thus no morality can be decided upon. For instance, the very young and those that are senile or otherwise mentally incapacitated will not know how to vote. The principle states that all morality must be put to a vote: since not all can vote, no vote can ever take place. And even if all could, at this moment in time, actually vote, after some small amount of time some people will have died and new ones born. This changes the constituency and therefore implies a new vote should be taken after every birth and death.

		 

		If you say that voting should only take place at fixed intervals, then you have admitted another moral principle which is universal. Or if you say that representatives will vote for those unable, then this is another universal moral principle. Or you could say that those unable to vote do not get to decide what is best for them; what is best is left for their representatives. This becomes yet another universal truth, etc. Again, moral truth cannot be decided by a vote.

		

	
		A Series Of Failures

		 

		That morality is not universal also fails because even if we accept the universal moral principle that vote-decided morality does not violate the first premise, we find that after a vote has been taken on a particular moral question, the losers do not accept that the question just adopted is, in fact, moral. They may abide by the rules resulting from the moral vote, but that is different.

		 

		Yet because a vote decided that the thing is moral, and because we have decided that votes decide morality, that thing is moral period, so that nobody can change his mind about it. If anybody changes his mind, he is saying that the vote did not in fact decide what was moral. It only decided an arbitrary rule. Morals decided by vote must remain static once every question has been put to a vote. This is so even if, as is certain, circumstances change.

		 

		If a new vote is taken, it is admitting the old vote did not decide what was moral. It only decided a temporary rule. Further, the losers must instantly abide by the new morality, and assert as vigorously as the majority, that the new morality is right and true.

		

	
		Boundary Problems

		 

		There is the further problem of deciding the boundary of the vote. The constituency was one boundary. How much must it change for the old morals to be put to new votes? Geography is a natural boundary. What is moral here might not be moral there if votes differ.

		 

		Here’s the kicker: if you say that a remote constituency voted wrongly, you have admitted voting cannot decide morality, and that morality is not mere custom. You must agree that whatever a group decides is right is right by virtue of the group deciding it. If in your own constituency the majority decides it would be moral to slit your throat for the entertainment value of the act, because the act was decided fairly, you must stretch out your neck meekly.

		

	
		Might’s Not Right

		 

		If instead of a vote, “might”, i.e. force, the threat or use of violence. is substituted, then nothing changes. If instead of a vote deciding what is moral and immoral, the strongest decide what is moral or immoral. Voting here is not the raising of hands, but the raising of arms. Those against the strongest will be defeated by the strength of the strongest: the sword rules. Thus it was not morally wrong that the Soviets killed millions of Christians because the Soviets were the strongest. It was not morally wrong that Mao wiped out millions of Chinese because Mao (and his allies) were the strongest. Their acts did not become wrong until a greater strength than theirs arose.

		 

		If we decide that might makes right, then we have decided a moral principle, one that is universally true even absent might! Might makes right is another universal moral truth not decided by might (or vote). If we consider that to decide that might makes right implies a vote, we are brought right back to the beginning. If you say that nobody has a choice and that might makes right is imposed upon us by the strong, then you have deduced yet another universal moral principle, namely that nobody has a choice. And so, etc.

		 

		Morality is therefore universal. It only remains to discover what universal moral principles are true and which false.

		

	
		Democratic Immorality

		 

		The same arguments we just met show that democracy, taken at its strict definition (everybody gets a vote), fails to be moral. In order to work, democracy must be modified to incorporate or base itself upon universal moral truths. In particular, it cannot ever allow a vote on morality. If it does, it introduces the unnecessary risk of error. Sooner or later a democracy, or any system that allows voting on morality, will come into moral error. Ours certainly has. Our very own government, joining something of a worldwide trend, once voted to ban alcohol because the government concluded drinking was immoral. This was not its first, nor its last, grievous error.

		 

		Since we now know that there are universal moral truths, and we cannot vote on them safely, it is up to us to discover what they are—or suffer the consequences. This is not to say that voting is not useful; but we can infer that votes should be limited to subjects which are not about universal moral truths. Moral truths are those that we must accept as true and inviolable.

		

	
		Just Following Orders

		 

		It follows that when a government votes on a moral truth directly (as through a legislature) or indirectly (as through a court), and it rules that the immoral is to be considered moral, or that the moral is to be considered immoral, we have no duty to believe the government. We have instead the duty to oppose the government. Thus when the government says, “You must claim these two men are married”, you must not agree, for this is an absurdity. The excuse “I was just following the law” will not wash.

		 

		We have reached our fallacy. Agreeing with an authority on a matter of morals when the authority is wrong because they are the authority, and thus you have no “choice” but to agree, is the Just Following Orders Fallacy. This only applies to moral matters. If your government tells you to shoot an innocent person, you must not obey, but if your government asks you to act on some other non-moral matter, the level of agreement and capacity and necessity to act are all contingent matters subject to change based on the situation.

		 

		It is not likely on Judgment Day you will have to explain why you paid your taxes, even though the government uses some of that tax money for evil ends. For instance, ours gives money to Planned Parenthood, which in turn gives money to government officials seeking re-election, who once re-elected, vote to fund Planned Parenthood. But you might have to explain why, if you worked at Planned Parenthood, you killed so many of the lives inside would-be mothers.

		

	
		Invalidated Lifes

		

	
		Unjustified Acts

		 

		The Validation Fallacy is growing at the same rate religion is dying. People have to justify their acts in some way, even if these justifications are nothing more than repeating “I want it” said loudly or often enough until one is convinced of an act’s propriety. If religion cannot fulfill the function of providing a shared cultural moral framework, something else must.

		 

		Sometimes the government steps in to provide this framework, as it did in those countries which announced two men may marry. But because government is slow to catch up to changing desire, other outlets are often sought to justify acts. The internet, and in particular “social media”, has stepped in to perform these traditional duties.

		

	
		Lived Existences

		 

		If you can find at least one person who “validates” your “existence”, i.e. says what you’re doing is good, then what you are doing is therefore good. This is the Validation Fallacy. Good does not necessarily mean the Good, but merely acceptable or without lawful penalty. The Validation Fallacy is a species of the Voting Fallacy wherein the pool of eligible voters is expanded to all persons, and the winning decision is taken as at least one (non-self) vote in favor of the position you desire.

		 

		This is why semi-anonymous on-line connections have been so productive of dissension. It takes only a few clicks to find like-minded souls who condone whatever it is you want, what you know is wrong or sketchy, but what you want to get away with. You want to be told what is wrong, is right.

		

	
		Fractured Communities

		 

		So-called communities—a perversion of the word community—form on-line, and sometimes spill out into the world. These are organized around all sorts of maladaptive behaviors, or as we used to say, of sinful acts. An actual community shares an entire culture, not a fraction; it is comprised of all individuals in a region, not just some. The residents help each other, rely on and fight with each other, and keep each other in line in all matters of life. An on-line faux community of, say, those who share a lust in some non-reproductive sexual activity, is the opposite of a community. The group exists only to facilitate its own madness such that the madness becomes the central focus of its ardent members.

		

	
		Invalidations

		 

		There is an essential difference between email lists of chemists and one of “furries”. Chemists will share, perhaps, formulas and tips on how to mix acids and bases. They won’t seek to validate each others “existence” as chemists, as if chemists were are sort of human being instead of a profession.

		 

		Furries seek validation. These are people who dress in animal costumes and who believe, to more or less extent, they really “are” non-human animals. This often comes down to copulation, too. Simulated, that is, since the consequences of actual copulation are to be avoided at all costs. The group will pass around tips on how to stay strong in furry beliefs. They do this because they recognize what they are doing is foolish and that there are no such things as furries. Validation must be constant and grow ever stronger because Reality is relentless.

		 

		You will not find on-line “communities” of people discussing “being” newspaper subscribers, even though you might find such people chatting of their love of the printed word. You will find “communities” of people who are convinced they are the opposite sex, and want to be told they are right.

		

	
		Validation Fallacy

		 

		The Validation Fallacy is therefore a metaphysical fallacy that falsely attributes a characteristic to group of people as if that characteristic were truly essential. Man has two legs, essentially, as part of his nature, though mishaps occur and some men have fewer. If a man loses a leg after falling under a train, or perhaps even purposefully sawn off by a quack surgeon, the world does not suddenly declare that men do not by thier nature have two legs.

		

	
		Arrrrr!

		 

		Suppose a group of men began tying pirate stumps to their rumps, and they called those stumps “third legs”. They insist the third leg is real, and because it is accepted as real, it follows they are no longer men, but otherkin (an actual word). They have become different creatures than men, because men do not have three legs. But they do. They are therefore not men, but something else.

		 

		This is, of course, absurd. Even though each of these otherkin validate each other by “voting”, we all recognize that the stumps are accidental to their being, i.e. not essential. They are not truly part of man’s nature. The stump people would rightly be seen as deluded, even if their antics are harmless.

		

	
		When A Stump Is More Than A Stump

		 

		If the stump people didn’t call their wooden appendages legs, but penises, then the world would not laugh. Everybody would agree that some men really do have wooden penises. Having a wooden penis would then make these people not men, but new kinds of creatures, creatures who should be celebrated and who should take pride in their ability to inflict splinters. These creatures would claimed they are discriminated against, and thus they need validation.

		 

		When sex enters the picture, reason and sanity exit. There is nothing in or essentially part of mankind that makes any person have to engage is sodomy, or have to pretend to be the opposite sex, or to have to sport a wooden penis. These are all accidental behaviors that do not need validating. And, anyway, validation (as voting) does not prove an act moral or good.

		

	
		It’s Only Normal

		

	
		Kill Shot

		 

		The It’s Only Normal Fallacy is one of the easiest to spot, and to kill. When somebody says we should accept a certain act as moral or good because that act is and has often been found throughout history, he commits the fallacy.

		 

		The fallacy is most often heard as a justification for the licity of non-procreative sexual acts. This, incidentally, explains the euphemism “sex education”, which is largely about training people how to avoid the consequences of actual sex. It is sex non-education. Anyway, homosexual acts, it is said, must not be bad because they have always been with us. Not every culture had or has them, but most do. Therefore, such acts cannot be wrong.

		 

		Well, murder, rape, robbery, and mayhem of all sorts have always been with us. Every culture has them. These cultures have managed to carry on, even in the midst of these acts. Therefore, murder, rape, and robbery are not immoral.

		 

		This fallacy’s obvious stupidity has not kept it from being employed. Probably because when the fallacy is used, listeners find it compelling. Perhaps it’s because it is based, in some bizarre way, on envy. They got away with it, why can’t we? Desire is a better explanation, though; i.e. the Meta Fallacy. I want it is the true crux of the argument.

		

	
		Now You’d Jump

		 

		It’s odd this fallacy is so widespread. After all, your mother tried to talk you out of it, probably on many occasions. It’s a shame her lesson didn’t stick. “Everybody else is doing it/going there/has one!” If everybody jumped off a bridge, would you, too? Yet you will insist on kicking your mother’s unimpeachable logic to the curb and say, yes, I’m jumping. Because everybody else did. It’s not the fall that kills you, it’s the sudden stop at Reality.

		 

		Mere frequency, i.e. an act’s rarity or normality, can never be the basis of morality. Millions more cheat on their taxes than commit sodomy, so tax cheating is good? We’re not arguing whether tax cheating is less wrong than sodomy, which it almost certainly is, but we’re arguing that because tax cheating is common it cannot be wrong because it is common. This is absurd, as is saying sodomy is good because it is ubiquitous or that it was found in other cultures.

		 

		Was this Mao’s reasoning when he decided to slaughter millions of his compatriots? “Stalin did it, so why shouldn’t I? He’s beloved of many Western intellectuals, and don’t we all deserve love?” Not that I’m equating the press with the gleeful bloodlust of communist leaders, but many a journalist argues (with himself) “Hey, the other guy substitutes opinion for factual coverage, why can’t I? I’d like to win the hearts of my colleagues and be eligible for awards, too.”

		

	
		Busted Windows

		 

		The It’s Only Normal Fallacy is thus akin to the Broken Windows Fallacy, which is used by your lower class of criminal everywhere. “Say, Jamal, that window is broken and hasn’t been repaired for some time. Why not spray a little graffiti on the building? After all, I could be called an artist by intellectuals.” Crime begets crime and immorality begets immorality because of this fallacy. Broken windows encourage crime because they implicitly tell criminals that crime is allowed, or that it at least goes unpunished. Since nobody cares, is it really a crime? Everybody else is doing it. Why can’t I?

		 

		Pornography is everywhere and free, facts which might lead a conspiratorially minded person to conclude that someone or some thing is behind it. Forget that. Viewing it no longer carries any opprobrium. It is even encouraged in some quarters (some researchers say it is “healthy”), and it is encouraged because it is ubiquitous. It is judged not wrong in part because of its easy availability. Everybody is doing it, why can’t I?

		 

		The prevailing mores of a culture are not right or wrong because they prevail. They must always and in each case be judged individually. This ought to be plain to all. If the frequency of a behavior is a measure of its moral goodness, then tossing your enemies into ovens or volcanoes, if it is common and accepted by that culture, cannot be judged wrong.

		 

		Moral relativism is false. And everybody believes it is false, too. All you have to do prove that to any person claiming to believe in moral relativism is to find the areas which, to him, cannot be compromised on. Your opponent will always have many. At the least, he will probably scream like a little girl when you grab him by the throat and threaten to rip his heart out as you disclaim “My ancestors were Aztecs, and you’re about to be sacrificed.” It’s a sure bet that he then professes the universal disapprobation of murder.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 6

		

	
		Stars In Our Eyes

		

	
		An Appealing Authority

		

	
		Listen To Dad

		 

		Every kid learns what seems to be, but isn’t, the Appeal to Authority Fallacy early when he asks “Why should I?” and is told “Because I said so.” Only this isn’t a proper fallacy because kids should listen to and honor their parents, and because parents, besides having authority over their children, typically know what’s best for them, and what’s best is in the command, but unspoken. What’s best is in tacit premises behind the father’s “Because”, which turns what might be a fallacy into wisdom.

		 

		Yet a lazy father, or school official, or bureaucrat might, and often does not, have these tacit wisdom premises in mind when issuing directives. That’s when we have the hoary old Authority Fallacy. This is where an authority says the proposition he is asserting is true because he, the authority, is touting it.

		 

		This is an informal fallacy because the proposition asserted could, and in some areas of expertise, often is, true. Thus a pilot who says “This airplane can fly because I say so” is technically committing a fallacy, because the airplane is not flying because he said so. It is still flying, though. So his statement is not false. It is only his deduction that is in error (there’s the logical sinew snapping again).

		 

		People are fooled by this simple fallacy, but they are just as easily disabused of it when it is pointed out. Because of this, there is no chapter in this book specifically devoted to the Appeal to Authority. There is another, far better, reason for skipping it, though. That is the existence of a far worse, far more pernicious, and far more destructive fallacy which is a kin to the Appeal to Authority.

		 

		This is the Appeal to Non-Authority Fallacy.

		

	
		A Hole In Many

		 

		I shiver when thinking of it. No fallacy is good, of course, but not all fallacies are equal in their pestilential powers. The Ultimate Fallacy has the worst individual consequences, but the Appeal to Non-Authority is the most annoying.

		 

		Modern advertising, and, more depressingly, our entire media and governmental apparatus, relies on and seeks out this fallacy. We could even say it is worshiped.

		 

		In my Stats 101 class notes Breaking the Law of Averages (a free pdf on my website⁹), I asked this Chapter One homework question (stick with me, here): “Stanford Financial took out a full page ad in the Wall Street Journal with a picture of golfer Vijay Singh listing his enormous number of tournament wins with the words ‘Vijay Means Victory.’ Given this evidence, what is the probability Stanford Financial won’t lose money on your investment?”

		 

		The obvious answer is that you can’t know. Singh’s golfing prowess is irrelevant, inconsequential, incidental to whether gambles (i.e. “investments”) with Stanford Financial will lose or win you money. Logically, they may as well have touted my golf scores, or yours. They may as well in their ad featured a pretty actress and printed the words “This is a pretty actress and we are Stanford Financial”. The logical content would be the same. Which is to say, it would have had none at all. Singh, God bless him, is a Non-Authority on financial matters. Listening to him, as it were, on investments because he is an authority in some sport is insane.

		 

		Beer commercials use the same ploy with beautiful girls, though everybody knows beautiful girls have nothing to do with fermented rice (some breweries still use barley) and hops. The technique works and does sell beer. Well, the Wall Street Journal is aimed at well-educated elites and golf is a rich-man’s game. Which proves that even those who think themselves sophisticated and well educated are as prone to the fallacy as unlettered beer swillers.

		

	
		Actors Are Good At Lying

		 

		Our culture worships celebrity, and has done so for quite some time, at least a few generations, so that we no longer see it as odd or unsightly. It is strange, this worship, and a sure sign of decadence.

		 

		Lieutenant General Sir John Bagot Glubb, the respected founder and leader of the famed Arab Legion, wrote an essay, now remembered only by a few, entitled “The Fate of Empires” in which he discovered a common end to civilizations. “The heroes of declining nations are always the same,” he said, “the athlete, the singer or the actor. The word ‘celebrity’ today is used to designate a comedian or a football player, not a statesman, a general, or a literary genius.”

		 

		In the latter half of the Ninth Century the cultured remnant in Baghdad, Glubb said, “commented bitterly on the extraordinary influence acquired by popular singers over young people, resulting in a decline in sexual morality.” Pop singers “accompanied their erotic songs on the lute”, and “much obscene sexual language came increasingly into use”. The singers were often banned, but just as often returned.

		 

		Sound familiar? If not, then look at the lyrics of today’s most popular songs. Listen to the “music.” All of attributes discovered by Glubb are shared in our declining age.

		

	
		Infamous

		 

		Except it’s worse with us, because we have invented the category famous-for-being-famous. Singing and running with a ball requires at least requires talent, but being noticed requires nothing except the ability for self-promotion. Which we reward with all manner of riches—and attention. That we listen and heed these mush-minded non-entities on any matter is, I consider, sufficient proof of our impending doom.

		 

		Instead of being scorned and ridiculed, celebrity endorsements of any kind are welcomed and praised. When have you ever heard anybody laugh at a Congressman who invited, say, a football player to give testimony on a subject in which the celebrity is a Non-Authority? The celebrity himself may be teased by those on the other side of the question for his ignorance, but that he was invited in the first place seems to no one idiotic.

		 

		Actors, singers, and sports players are used by our elites to lecture us on every imaginable subject. Except the subjects of acting, singing, and playing ball. Celebrities, with vanishingly rare exceptions, which occur when celebrities become ex-celebrities and learn some new skill, are always non-authorities. They should therefore never be listened to.

		

	
		Unslakable Thirst

		 

		They are, though. People hunger for celebrity and identify with celebrity so strongly that every time it is learned a celebrity has adopted a viewpoint similar to one’s own, there is a (forgive the word) celebration. It makes us happy to learn a celebrity, a vapid nothing and Non-Authority, has agreed with us. We also don’t want to disappoint our celebrities, and so we are willing to be persuaded by their non-authoritative arguments. This is pathetic.

		 

		Celebrities are also often heard braying about pet causes, even when they are not being paid or sponsored by any elite. There is no strict fallacy here because in a democracy where everybody must have an opinion on every subject, celebrities must have opinions, too. We are all most of us non-authorities most of the time on most of the subjects we are made to have opinions about. Yet when we offer an opinion on a subject on which know little, we aren’t and shouldn’t be heeded, whereas celebrities are.

		

	
		Silence Of The Experts

		 

		What’s especially distressing are those times when a celebrity speaks out on a technical subject about which they are ignorant, and when the experts in this field don’t admonish or correct the celebrity, but instead welcome the celebrity support. A popular subject at the time of writing is the thermodynamics of externally heated fluid flow on a rotating sphere. That’s the more technical name of global cooling (1970s), global warming (1990s), and climate change (2010s): the name changes with the politics. The number of people who can grasp this subject such that what they have to say on it is interesting and worthy is small, very small. Your author is one of them, hence the many examples in this book, including an important one below.

		 

		No celebrity I know of is versed in this technical and rigorous subject. Yet it has not stopped a small army of actors, singers, novelists, fashion designers, and other Hollywood effluvia from warning us that the earth is doomed unless their favorite solution is implemented. This kind of fluff is expected in a democracy, yes. What makes it a true disaster is the scientists who also favor the same solution as the celebrities never correct the celebrities for their many mistakes. Partly this sympathetic scientists reasoning that the ends justify the means. But a good number of these scientists are also star struck.

		

	
		Our Children Are Our Future

		

	
		Loops Of Strings

		 

		As of this writing, there is in physics no consummated marriage between the theories of gravity and relativity. Two major competing rivals for this matrimony are string theory and loop quantum gravity. Both are hideously complex theories, and both purport to explain how gravity and relativity work together. To explain these theories even in their bare outline would take pages.

		 

		All we have to know here is that they are both serious contenders, and that neither is close to simple. Physicists, being made of people, and rivalries being rivalries, heated words have been known to be exchanged between the string and quantum loop gravity partisans.

		

	
		Media Event

		 

		This rivalry would not be of much interest to us, except that for some odd reason it excited the interest of middle and high schoolers a little while back. Maybe you remember it. These kids actually organized themselves all across the Western world in early 2019. They took a Friday off to protest against string theory, which somehow offended their sensibilities. Kids these days! The media gave these brats much play; they were encouraged by their parents and teachers. It was a “thing.”

		 

		Spokes-student Greta Thunberg was widely quoted as saying, “It’s, like, loop quantum gravity is, like, so close to our beliefs as, like, youth? I’m like, ‘Whoever heard of strings? You can’t, like, see them?’” She pointed to her lace-less sneakers as proof there was no need of string theory. “Like, quantum foam speaks to our lived experience.”

		 

		“You have to, like, have no brain to believe in branes [branes are a feature of the topology of string theory]. I’m all like ‘How dare you!’,” she added, before logging on to her Instagram account and posting a selfie looking cute while ignoring a reporter’s question.

		

	
		The Physics Of The Physicless

		 

		Here’s what’s odd. These kids have no training whatsoever in physics, not a scratch, not a hint, not a whisper. Yet they’re they were, going on strike the world over to protest a concept which they cannot possibly understand. About which they were appallingly ignorant. About which they knew nothing. Nothing as in niets nada nill naught zero zilch zippo.

		 

		Isn’t that bizarre?

		 

		Wait, don’t answer yet! For I also have this tidbit for you to assimilate: their protest was a sort of success. Yes. Confidence in loop quantum gravity was bolstered in the minds of most people because of the protest. It cannot be denied that string theory became a little sordid, almost an embarrassment to profess.

		

	
		It Really Happened

		 

		This was a true story. Except it wasn’t loop quantum gravity the kids “raised awareness” about. It was global warming. The spokes-student Greta Thunberg is real, as was the adulation by the media, teachers, parents, and politicians about the protest. All agreed that what these kids did was a great and noble thing—even though these kids didn’t have a clue what they were talking about.

		 

		If the Argument from Non-Authority is asinine using cele-brities, it is preposterous using children. Adults, being older, have at least the chance for educating themselves in subjects which inflame their dudgeon. Children, unless they are true prodigies, are necessarily ignorant. There were no prodigies among the global warming kids.

		 

		Why should we listen to kids? Answer: we should not. We do, though. Why?

		

	
		Raising Idiocy

		 

		Everywhere children are employed to “raise awareness” on those subjects most interesting to our leaders. The explanation why this is done is simple. Children are innocent, they are pure. Their morals have not yet been corrupted. If they are concerned about a thing, because they are pure, the thing itself must be pure. And if things it must be that the thing should be investigated. This chain of reasoning is almost too obviously fallacious to bear mentioning. That we have to mention it is proof of how far gone we are.

		 

		If these wee brats are anxious and exercised to great degree, if their passions run hot, if they weep for “the cause”, because we love them we take them seriously. Even though in cases like global warming they should be spanked and sent to bed without dessert. Rather, it is their parents and authorities that need spanking. It was they who put the kids up to this, knowing the kids were unschooled and would be used as political pawns.

		

	
		So So Serious

		 

		The Argument from Non-Authority when used involving kids becomes the Earnestness Fallacy, a form of the Meta Fallacy. We can’t help ourselves. We all take a person’s level of passion as a rough guide to the truth of a proposition they are espousing.

		 

		For everyday concerns, this is not a bad rule of thumb. It is always a strict fallacy, but we can work with it. If mom swears up and down she left her glasses at the Pilates class, even though an initial call to the facility produces a denial from the manager, it’s still not out of the question that’s where her glasses are.

		 

		If instead a child takes to the street and says, “I demand we ignore all uncertainties in ten-year global temperature forecasts resulting from the use of unverified, shaky cloud parameterization schemes,” we might think this child is advanced beyond her years. She might indeed have something interesting to say on the subject of global cooling.

		 

		But if a group of brats chant “Stop climate change!”, and they use real tears to emphasize their tenacity, we know we are dealing with the rabble and the Earnestness Fallacy. A cute, kind, innocent, well-meaning rabble, but a rabble nonetheless.

		 

		(Incidentally, the climate on earth cannot be stopped from changing. This is not just unlikely, it is impossible, and it is impossible no matter what “solution” is proposed.)

		

	
		One Last Mistake

		 

		The opposite of the Argument from Non-Authority is the Those Darn Non-Authorities Fallacy. It isn’t necessarily true that because a brat or actor or some other celebrity is trotted out that therefore the subject on which they are preaching is false. It’s true that an actor is a person who stands where he is told, wears what he is told, moves as he is told, emotes as he is told, and, of course, speaks as he is told, and is thus akin to an empty-minded machine.

		 

		But it could just happen the lines written for him this time are true words. Think Shakespeare. And so the words cannot be dismissed out of hand. Unless those true words are about how to stand, move, emote, and say what you are told, i.e. about the practice of acting, there is no good reason to heed them, though.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 7

		

	
		Big Muscles

		

	
		You Just Think It Hurts

		

	
		Top Universities

		 

		A Harvard graduate walks down the street and comes across a 50-lb sack of cement barring his way. He reaches down to shift the obstruction, but discovers that, despite all his might, the bulk won’t budge. He declares, “I am a Harvard graduate, a superior being trained at our best institution; I have advanced degrees. Surely, I have big muscles. Yet I cannot move this weight. Therefore, it cannot be moved.”

		 

		This is a fallacy because any man not bound for employment with the State Department or its equivalent could easily lift the sack. That this two-legged supremely credentialed and well-connected soy-infused anemic could not is insufficient evidence that nobody could.

		 

		Stated thus, the fallacy is plain and is so stupid that only a graduate in Women’s Studies could make it (likely after watching the latest female-led superhero movie). It survives, though, and is not even uncommon, because it isn’t usually stated in terms of prodigious physiques, but of mental muscles instead.

		

	
		Two Wrongs, No Rights

		 

		This logical infirmity strikes politicians and pundits particularly, where it often leads to the False Dichotomy Fallacy, which is a special case of the Big Muscles. A politician will say, “We have to raise taxes/implement my plan/vote Yes because nothing else will work” and the pundit will agree: “I have followed this politician with close attention, and I, an upstanding person with several awards in journalism, well paid by my oligarchic masters for writing my opinions, and possessor of an earnest desire to change the world, cannot see an alternative solution; therefore, there isn’t one.”

		 

		We can also call the fallacy the I Can’t See Another Way Fallacy, the standard of bores and bureaucrats from time immemorial.

		 

		These examples, though they are made daily, are of such transparent illogicality that we need not take them seriously. Let us pass quickly on.

		

	
		It’s Your Choice

		 

		Take something meatier and of fundamental importance, such as the philosophical “problem” of free will. This subject might seem dull to you, but I promise you it won’t be in future years. Denying free will is a terrific way of stripping the humanity from a person, and once the humanity is gone, we have only a mere beast left. And we’ve already seen what we can ethically do to beasts.

		 

		Everybody knows they have free will. For instance, an academic has the free will to write a paper arguing that free will is an “illusion”. That this academic really believe in free will, regardless of what he argues, is proved when his paper on the subject is rejected. Sit next to one of these maligned and misused authors the day after his rejection and you will soon learn all you need to know about his true views of free will.

		 

		Now the denial of free will, when it happens, is often showy bullshit—I use this word with its technical definition—and sometimes it isn’t. But in some cases, and not so infrequently, either, the delusion that we do not have free will is believed, in a sort of way.

		 

		Incidentally, before we progress too far, it is well to note that some are triggered by judgmental words like delusion. Some react and become emotional and say in effect things like, “Briggs, you shouldn’t use words like that.” Of course, if I have no free will, then I have no choice but to use words like that. You’re stuck with me.

		

	
		Unforced Tears

		 

		A common impetus in claiming we do not have free will is feeling sorry for those who are punished. The anti-free-will writer doesn’t like to see folks in jail. So he admonishes us, telling us we ought to understand criminals didn’t have any choice but to break the law. They didn’t have any choice, because free will is an “illusion”. Therefore, punishing people for something they had no choice but to do is wrong.

		 

		Of course, if people did not have free will, and since judges are people, the judge who sentences the criminal to jail also had no choice but to sentence the criminal to jail. And we spectators have no choice but to celebrate or decry the judge’s sentences.

		 

		This counter argument is never thought of those by those saying criminals don’t have free will. Strange, ain’t it?

		 

		The spectacle of an academic philosopher writing, “I as myself don’t really exist, and I don’t make good choices, and in fact make no choices at all, because making free choices is impossible, but if everybody realized we don’t have free will, then we’d all make better choices!” This kind of sentence, not stated as bluntly, is so ludicrous yet so common we ought to make a drinking game of it. Every time an academic announces free will is an “illusion” we have to choose to take a shot. If you value sobriety, stay away from Computer Science and Philosophy Departments.

		

	
		Magician’s Choice

		 

		It should be obvious free will cannot be an illusion. An illusion held by whom? It takes a person equipped with free will, i.e. free choice in at least some situations, to have an illusion. That is the only way to know an illusion is an illusion. Thus we have the Illusion Of Illusion Fallacy.

		 

		This is why denying free will is a denial of self. People claiming illusion somehow suppose they ride above their bodies and minds in some unexplained way, and merely witness life unfolding before them, powerless to make real choices, but somehow there is some entity below themselves which falsely believes it is making choices.

		 

		You can’t have both things being true at once. Either a walking meat machine is a true zombie, programmed in all its actions, and therefore incapable of having illusions—it can’t know it’s a zombie—or you have to have free will, with the possibility that some choices are only apparent, but where some choices are real.

		 

		Skip all that, though, because these are not instances of the Big Muscles Fallacy per se. They are all fallacies, all right, and ripe opportunities for hilarity, but they are not our main concern.

		

	
		Pains For Gains

		

	
		Slave To Theory

		 

		Here is an example of the Big Muscles Fallacy with respect to denying free will. “I have a theory of how the brain operates,” says the academic, ”And nowhere in this theory is there room for any sort of guiding consciousness. My theory is that everything is atoms in motion, guided by immutable physical laws. Therefore, free will does not exist.”

		 

		This is the Big Muscles because two conditions have been met. One, the academic denies what is obvious, and necessary, to all: that we have free will. Everybody observes it, and we observe it because it is a fact. When you blush over a sin, such as when you lie to your wife, saying, “I have no idea who failed to use a knife to cut the strudel”, or when you forgive your colleague for taking credit for your work, or because you tortured a person to death for the fun of it, are all instances where you know with utter, absolute certainty, you could have acted differently. Free will exists. You can only have an illusion of what you do not have; you have to have free will to entertain the idea of illusions.

		 

		The first condition of the Big Muscles has been met: a true observation has been denied. The second condition is this: the academic loves his theory so much that he cannot abide the idea of it being in error. He is saying, “Since I cannot discover a way in which my theory is wrong, it isn’t wrong; therefore, free will doesn’t exist.”

		 

		Weakness of thought, his admitted inability to think behind his own limitations, is offered as proof. It is like a child saying “Since I cannot solve for x in x + 7 = 11, a solution does not exist, and x is therefore a number of a kind never before known to mathematicians.”

		

	
		Mind Into Matter

		 

		Materialism, the belief that life is nothing except a conglomeration of forces (who origins shalt not be spoken of, or ascribed to other mysterious forces, like randomness, a god), forces which we know more or less well, but forces which in any case are thought not to be guided by any spiritual powers, is the reason behind the anti-free-will theory.

		 

		This theory says the brain and body are a kind of machine. Maybe we don’t have all the particulars about how this machine works—yet—but we don’t need them all to say that since the body is a machine, it necessarily lacks free will. Materialism must be true, it is thought. After all, look at how many great toys given to us from science!

		 

		For instance? I used to be able to leave my house and not be pestered for hours. Now I have a cell phone, produced by materialistic physical theories, and I need never have to endure peace and quiet again.

		 

		The delights of these ever-present thinking-suppression (and tracking) devices aside, that because physical theories have good explanations in one area, does not prove they must have good explanations in every area. To think so is the Materialism Fallacy.

		 

		Materialism, at least in the form held by free-will deniers, must be false. It must necessarily be false, because free will is observed to be true. That you cannot figure out how free will works is irrelevant. That our brightest top elite minds cannot figure it out is irrelevant. That even I, Briggs, your author, cannot figure it out is irrelevant. That (supposing it is so) nobody ever figures it out is irrelevant! We don’t even know why the universe is set up so that 1 + 1 = 2 is always true; but we do fine using the fact.

		

	
		Into The Cave

		 

		We are in the position of a cave man who fell into a wormhole to emerge in 2020 in Queens, New York who sees giant metal boxes soar impossibly through the skies. Ask him how this is possible, and he will say (translated) “I do not know.” But ask him if it is so, and he must answer “Yes, of course.” The cave man would be committing the Big Muscles if he said that because he couldn’t figure out how these things fly, that therefore they were not flying.

		 

		We can try exposing the Big Muscles to an ardent theory believer as bitter acidic medicine to cut through his belief. This almost never works, though. The academic’s theory, his model, is too beautiful to behold. He loves it. He cannot give it up. He based his career on is, and he has followers, perhaps even minions (grad students).

		 

		He says, “I can’t see how any of the premises in my argument are false; therefore, none are false. Thus the absurdity that there is not free will follows.” The Harvard graduate hasn’t been able to lift the weight, the weight cannot be lifted. The faith the person has in his argumentative abilities—his self esteem—has triumphed over plain reality.

		

	
		Our Limitation Is Not Proof

		 

		The Big Muscles is no different than the honest but untutored fellow who says,“I don’t see how a material thing can be both a wave and a particle; therefore, it must be one or the other and not both,” Or, “I can’t figure out a better system of government than democracy, which is said to be better than all the other ones; therefore, it is the best.” We would never accept the fallacy in such low forms, but we easily swallow it when cowed by compelling credentials. The Big Muscles is not far from the Argument From Authority Fallacy after all.

		 

		We also mustn’t confuse the Big Muscles with the Deadly Sin of Reification, with which it shares certain similarities. Reification, like Big Muscles, occurs when a man embraces theory over reality, but in Reification the conclusion does follow from the premises, and where the premises or conclusion replace reality.

		 

		Thus a mathematician will lay out a set of self-consistent equations and say, “These complex and tenure-winning equations represent another universe, which must therefore exist”. The act of mapping the symbols in the equations to reality as if they were reality has taken place in the mathematician’s mind alone. Scientists and statisticians, those who use models, are most prone to this Deadly Sin. I have written about it at length in Uncertainty.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 8

		

	
		Don’t Do Something!

		

	
		Inaction As Action

		

	
		Necessary Evils

		 

		Don’t just do something. Stand there! This command is, as far as jokes go, not very good. But it contains a telling truth. This is the Don’t Just Stand There, Do Something Fallacy. We’ll call this the Do Something Fallacy for short. As will be clear, this Chapter is devoted to the late, great Australian philosopher David Stove.

		 

		Here is wisdom, and eternal wisdom at that, which we debased woke gag on. From David Stove’s On Enlightenment¹⁰

		 

		It does not follow, from something’s being morally wrong, that it ought to be removed. It does not follow that it would be morally preferable if that thing did not exist. It does not even follow that we have any moral obligations to try to remove it. X might be wrong, yet every alternative to X be as wrong as X is, or more wrong. It might be that even any attempt to remove X is as wrong as X is, or more so. It might be that every alternative to X, and any attempt to remove X, though not itself wrong, inevitably has effects which are as wrong as X, or worse. The inference fails yet again if (as most philosophers believe) “ought” implies “can.” For in that case there are at least some evils, namely the necessary evils, which no one can have any obligation to remove.

		 

		Few today believe in necessary evils, or believe in many of them, thinking that some kind of technological solution surely awaits all problems. Glubb Pasha, whom we met earlier, said, “Perhaps the most dangerous by-product of the Age of Intellect is the unconscious growth of the idea that the human brain can solve the problems of the world.”

		

	
		Gain & Pain

		 

		Yet consider that if you would acquire a skill you must “pay the price” of pain and suffering. Nothing comes free. Perhaps, you think, a pill will somebody imbue the skill effortless. No. Pain is a necessary evil. If you want to learn to box, you’re going to have to endure getting beaten up until you can do the beating.

		 

		There does not seem to be a way to avoid this. Consider those pains suffered in learning boxing. Somebody else can, at some other purpose, cause you the same kind of physical or mental pain, but not directed towards the same goal as learning boxing. For instance, you can be beaten on the street by a gang of thugs. Same pain, two goals. The necessary evil of your pain in training differs from the unnecessary pain due to the mugging. One can be removed, one not.

		 

		More: You will die. You will never have your mind uploaded to a machine because (as I will not here prove) your mind is not made of material things, and is thus inscrutable.

		 

		Necessary evils are, therefore, inescapable. There is thus no obligation to try to remove necessary evils. Of course, with some necessary evils, the amount of evil can be lessened, as in securing better or more efficient training. It cannot be removed entirely. And for some evils, such as your death, dear reader, it cannot be removed at all.

		

	
		Back Into The Pan

		 

		Stove continues:

		 

		[The comments against removing moral wrongs] are purely logical truths. But they are also truths which, at most periods of history, common experience of life has brought home to everyone of even moderate intelligence. That almost every decision is a choice among evils; that the best is the inveterate enemy of the good; that the road to hell is paved with good intentions; such proverbial dicta are among the most certain, as well as the most widely known, lessons of experience. But somehow or other, complete immunity to them is at once conferred upon anyone who attends a modern university.

		

	
		Can You Spare Any Change?

		 

		Nearly all mutations are dysgenic. Consider “Change We Can Believe In”, to quote a once-popular slogan. When we embrace change for the sake of change, it will usually be harmful rather than helpful. Political innovation corrodes and weakens as much or more than it improves and strengthens. Tinkering with complex systems produces unforeseen events and effects, cures which are worse than the diseases. Even a passing glance at history is sufficient proof of these contentions. The Doctrine of Unexpected Consequences is unbreakable.

		 

		We don’t believe any of this, though. The future, if not bright now, can be made bright if only we hit the right buttons, take the right classes—or eliminate a sufficient number of troublemakers.

		

	
		Closed Gates

		 

		Here is a famous (in some quarters) GK Chesterton quotation, from his 1929 book The Thing:

		 

		In the matter of reforming things, as distinct from deforming them, there is one plain and simple principle; a principle which will probably be called a paradox. There exists in such a case a certain institution or law; let us say, for the sake of simplicity, a fence or gate erected across a road. The more modern type of reformer goes gaily up to it and says, “I don’t see the use of this; let us clear it away.” To which the more intelligent type of reformer will do well to answer: “If you don’t see the use of it, I certainly won’t let you clear it away. Go away and think. Then, when you can come back and tell me that you do see the use of it, I may allow you to destroy it.”

		 

		How many political arguments begin with “I don’t see why...”? This is the Big Muscles Fallacy in all its glory. Asking “I don’t see why...?”, answers it. We find it appalling to think that we should not remove a wrong, or what is claimed to be a wrong or injustice.

		 

		Once identified, and advertised by a concerned advocacy group, “raising awareness” for it, the putative wrong must be eliminated with dispatch; every effort must be bent to the evil’s destruction. If there are side effects from its removal, that’s no concern of ours. We didn’t cause them. The old wrong is responsible. These side effects would not have manifested themselves were we not forced to remove the wrong! Besides, we can always correct the side effects, too. History is progress.

		

	
		Traditionally Speaking

		 

		All false. The truth is that, in most cases, it’s almost always better to leave traditional things as they are. Tradition, proven by prolonged custom, is, after all, the result of painful experiment and practice over very long times. The cumulative wisdom of our ancestors overwhelms, or should, the feeble contributions we make in a few short years.

		 

		Governance must exist, of course. So what is best? Why try to answer that everywhere, which is an impossible task but the now-common desire, when we can answer it in specific places. The truth that wholesale or large-scale change is dangerous is why some advocate subsidiarity, the keep-it-small, keep-it-simple principle that acknowledges that the small and humble is easier to control and predict than the large and hideously complex.

		 

		Collective top-down governance of any kind is the opposite of subsidiarity. It is thus no surprise that these systems are the ones advocated by universities, media, pretty much those who look to Leviathan to cure all ills.

		

	
		I Didn’t Mean That

		

	
		Wee Beasties

		 

		The Doctrine of Unintended Consequences is one of the few hard-won, adamantine, indisputable moral truths known to us. It it not a new discovery.

		 

		The best-laid schemes o’ mice an’ men  

		Gang aft agley,  

		An’ lea’e us nought but grief an’ pain,  

		For promis’d joy!

		 

		We eagerly cast aside this wisdom in the pursuit of Beautiful Theories which hold that if only we pass enough laws or implement enough regulations or kill just the right people, human perfection, or something rather like it, will be ours at last. The very purpose of modern (Western) education is to seek an end-around Stove’s logical truths. Education has given itself an impossible goal, which is never admitted. It’s no wonder literature departments don’t want students reading classic poetry.

		 

		Here is a passage from T.S. Eliot’s The Cocktail Party as quoted by Roger Kimball in the Foreword of What’s Wrong With Benevolence: Happiness, Private Property, and the Limits of Enlightenment by David Stove.

		 

		Half the harm that is done in the world  

		Is due to people who want to feel important.  

		They don’t mean to do harm---  

		but the harm does not interest them.  

		Or they do not see it, or they justify it  

		Because they are absorbed in the endless struggle  

		To think well of themselves.

		

	
		Aren’t We Nice?

		 

		Benevolence is a virtue, a beguiling tune that has been riding at the top of the progressive charts since the eighteenth century. The idea that all that matters is the “greatest happiness of the greatest number”, writes Stove, triumphed “partly by the elimination of rival candidates. It laughed or shamed almost every other virtue out of court. The ‘monkish virtues,’ as it called such things as humility, chastity, and obedience, were the principal victims. But the military virtues (such as courage), the feudal virtues (such as loyalty), the patriarchal virtues, the feminine virtues, and others all suffered the same fate.” As we slide ever closer to a effeminocracy, the rule over and by the effeminate, it can be no surprise that benevolence bests all rivals.

		 

		Benevolence is the attitude of deep caring and is the smug self-satisfaction that allows corporate HR policy to dictate the correct morality for all employees. For one example from a near infinite number, marketer Kenneth Cole one time plastered posters around New York City with the words “What’s wrong with shoeing the homeless?” The company must have thought they had won some crucial battle. As if there were a national debate which had taken the side of insisting the homeless go unshod. Lord, spare us from caring celebrities!

		

	
		Shod That

		 

		Still, let’s suppose Cole’s plaint is taken up by other celebrities, a move which would attract the media’s and politicians’ attentions. The cry would be, “Something must be done about shoeing the homeless!” Who could argue against that? Shouldn’t the homeless be provided shoes, preferably from the Federal Department of Cobblery?

		 

		What’s wrong with shoeing the homeless, on a national or large scale and not part of some local charity (which must always be admired), is that if you give “relief” to those that are poor, by programmatically and coercively taking shoes (or the funds to purchase them) from those that are not poor, you must at least create an administration to store and allocate the confiscations, which adds to the cost. You are buying more than just shoes in the end. You do one benevolent thing, but at the cost of at least several punitive things. This is the root of the Benevolence Fallacy.

		

	
		Consequences Be Damned

		 

		The benevolent thing is easily seen. The poor person receives the shoes, bread, house, video games, car, shopping cart, “Obama phone”, clean needles, or whatever. He is obviously immediately better off, in some senses, than before he had these things (though clean needles will encourage more drug use, thus the issuance of them cooperates in evil).

		 

		It is that immediate and visible change of circumstance with which the benevolent credit themselves and which fills them with pride and self-congratulation. The love the idea that they are doing good more than they care about the consequences of their actions, consequences which they everywhere assume must be good because they are the result of benevolence.

		 

		The harm that is caused, which as Eliot says the benevolent do not see or in which they are not interested, can be and often is far greater. First, after it is noticed that some receive largess on such a wide scale and are asked nothing in return, it encourages those that are not poor to think that they needn’t work as hard as they otherwise would, because they have a “safety net” (a shoe tree?) waiting to catch them. Those that are receiving routine “relief” scarcely have the impetus to better themselves if they are not required to do so.

		

	
		Discouraging Words

		 

		Stove says “Widespread poverty cannot be relieved from the outside and, therefore, can be relieved (if at all) only by industry, self-reliance, and prudence of the poor themselves....Of course, it is sickening to modern ears, in fact absolutely intolerable, to hear talk of ‘industry,’ ‘improvidence,’ ‘idleness,’ or the like. In 1989, not one person in fifty can hear such words without shame and indignation.” In 2020, make is one in a thousand.

		 

		It’s worse than it seems, because the money that is taken from those who earned it are worse off. The money that was theirs is now in the hands of the government and not allowed to circulate in the hands of citizens. This necessarily strengthens government, which in turns grows even more ambitious.

		

	
		Iterative Failures

		 

		Not all the “rich” from whom the taxes to pay for the shoe program are rich. The taxes taken from those who are just above poor, but not officially poor, necessarily make these marginal people poorer by taking money from them and from reducing the amount that could have been given to them by the richer job creators. Thus they are more likely to become officially poor, which a good many of them do as taxes and bureaucracy rise.

		 

		Once they are officially poor, they will be eligible for free shoes! These new people added to the welfare rolls were caused to be put there by benevolence. And there many of them will stay.

		

	
		No Closing The Gap

		 

		The “gap” between the rich and poor necessarily increases under the national and large-scale welfare state. This is true in the corporate state, too, the system whereby the government offloads expenses (like health care) to corporations, which makes them, in effect and all but name, part of the government. This is why corporations now believe themselves empowered to order government around.

		 

		Every act required of corporations, such as providing “family” leave and health care, and on and on, strengthens the corporation and consolidates power into the hands of the rich. It creates the rich; or rather, it concentrates wealth into the hands of fewer and fewer people.

		 

		Who the eventual rich are is an open question, as some corporations will fold and others (those more closely aligned with government) will flourish. Those who come and go in the pool of the rich change, but the pool grows ever smaller. The national benevolent system is thus always toward tyranny and away from freedom (another reason to practice subsidiarity).

		 

		These are outcomes which, Stove says, “could easily have been predicted in advance by anyone who possessed elementary knowledge of human nature, and who was not blinded by benevolence.” Benevolence is such a blinding light, though, that few do see it.

		

	
		Malthus Isn’t What You Think

		 

		This negative benevolence feedback loop, whereby benevolence creates those whom it supposedly benefits, was first identified by Thomas Malthus in his argument against the Poor Laws, a form of official government benevolence not unlike our current welfare policy and corporate “bailouts.”

		 

		Malthus insisted that the fraction of the populace on the poor roles must increase and that the taxes paid by those not yet there must also increase, just as described above. All this came to pass, too, exactly as predicted. The lesson was not learned, however. Instead of recognizing they were creating the very evil they hoped to alleviate, the benevolent proposed new ways of benevolence. Just as happens today.

		 

		Even though it was perfectly obvious that Malthus’s predictions were true, it mystified the benevolent, who sought (and still seek) to pin the blame everywhere but on themselves. For them, it is axiomatic to them that possessing a love for humanity (but rarely individual humans) could not cause harm. Any harm that does arise must have been caused by evil outside reactionary forces.

		

	
		Leviathan Feeds

		 

		Which brings us to the third consequence of benevolence: an increase in government, coercion, control, mindless bureaucracy. Government when unchecked leads to death camps, broken families and loneliness, mass starvations, gulags, coercion, firing squads, and glowing reports in the press. Community or equality of property, and nowadays equality of opportunity or even equity of outcomes, circumstances which by definition must be administered by an all-powerful central government, is ever promised to lead a betterment of mankind, but which in fact always leads to a worsen-ment of actual people.

		 

		A shoe handed out by the family to another family member of a friend, strengthens the family and friendship and the local community. People taking care of their own avoids the Malthusian trap. Not the least because of the increased efficiency and decreased costs (no bureaucracy, used shoes re-purposed, the potential recipient told to suck it up, or is put to work in the family). “Gifts” by the government strengthens the government. Which is best?

		

	
		Where’s My Relief

		 

		Given that, in democracies, people tend to elect those who promise them the most, and given the experience of government growth in Europe and the United States, we can ask how likely is it that terror governments like those that arose in China and Russia will occur in the West. Francis Fukuyama famously predicted that we are at the “End of History”, in the sense that all Enlightened people agree that liberal democracy is the last word in governance, that no superior system exists or can exist.

		 

		But how can that belief be reconciled with the observation that the West is sliding towards “enforced” (a redundant term) woke insanity? Why are our intellectuals not frightened by this?

		

	
		Again, I Am So Nice

		 

		Stove says, “All of us Enlightened (or so near to all of us as to make no difference) still share the Enlightenment’s estimate of benevolence as the highest virtue. We are all enthusiasts for the relief of poverty and the equalization of wealth. We are all still, on balance, enemies of the bourgeois family. In addition, we all know that the communists, at bottom, are impelled by benevolence, and are even firmer friends to equality of wealth than we are, and firmer enemies of the bourgeois family. How, then, could communism not be an object of indestructible goodwill among us Enlightened?”

		 

		The Chinese willingly gave up a fraction of power when they allowed ordinary citizens to run their own businesses. All within narrowly proscribed limits, of course, and limits which are sometimes tightened and sometimes loosened in a whimsical fashion (they also have made a bet on technology, believing constant ubiquitous surveillance will constrain disobedience).

		 

		But it remains true that some power was ceded. The Soviet Union collapsed, Vietnam saw the light of freedom, and the feeling in Cuba is that “change we can believe in” will finally occur.

		 

		Stove sees these as “wobbles” in the inexorable course towards totalitarianism. The Soviet Union did collapse, but this was because it was exhausted in its battle with countries that were still free and not because the nomenklatura saw the folly of benevolence. So what happens when the enemies of totalitarianism cease to be enemies and embrace it? Stove says, “I do not think the welfare state will be dismantled, and still less that communism will be. Indeed, I think that both communism and the welfare state will continue to grow.”

		

	
		That’s A Large Fraction

		 

		Further, the welfare governments of the West “are elected by universal adult franchise; but an electorally decisive proportion of the voters–in some countries, approaching a quarter–either is employed by government or is dependent to a significant extent on some welfare program. In these circumstances it is merely childish to expect the welfare state to be reduced, at least while there is universal suffrage. A government that did away with free education, for example, or socialized medicine simply could not be re-elected. Indeed, it would be lucky to see out its term of office.”

		 

		The only things holding up back from falling over the cliff immediately are two things: innovation, the pace of which must slow the more control government assumes, and birth control (abortion and contraceptives), which slows the growth of number of the poor. But only to a point: many of those unborn would have contributed to innovation and to the taxes which pay for the services to the elderly.

		 

		It can be carried too far. A demographic crunch point is coming to countries like Italy, Japan, Ireland, and others where there will be too many people to be taken care of and not enough people to do the caring. Many think immigration will solve this, but forgetting all the other problems this creates, there aren’t enough people to go around, and that Diversity is our weakness. Not every country can enlarge itself with immigration.

		

	
		Hey, How Are Ya?

		 

		The tale in this book, and in Stove’s, is not happy. There does not appear to be a way of escaping the path we have chosen. So what should we, the non-benevolent, do? Stove recounts finally the story of a solitary Indian in a canoe fishing miles upstream from Niagara Falls.

		 

		Despite all his local knowledge, he makes some slight misjudgment of time, or wind, or water, and finds himself surprised by the current. For hours he puts forth all his strength in trying to reach the shore, but long before the fatal event itself, he passes a point at which his diminishing strength, and the increasing strength of the current, make further resistance vain. He then ships his paddle, lights his pipe, and folds his arms.

		 

		In the circumstances, those are the actions of a rational man. Similarly, in my opinion, the world-current of Enlightenment benevolence is now so strong, and we have been launched upon it for so many years, that we passed the point of no return a long time ago, and will, if we are rational, emulate the Indian in the story.

		 

		Smoke ’em if you got ’em.

		

	
		Cancerous Growth

		

	
		Mandatory Madness

		 

		Here is a short, and what I hope is intuitive, demonstration that excessive top-down government beneficence causes tyranny. It isn’t original, see for example Parkinson’s Law and Malthus’s idea above, but it puts to rest the qualms some readers might have about beneficence.

		 

		Government mandates, by which I mean forces by pain of stinging legal penalties, corporations of a certain size to provide money for health care, of most kinds, to its employees.

		

	
		Cough ’Til It Hurts

		 

		Health care is ridiculously expensive, because in part its costs are occult and because of “insurance”, but also because of mundane reasons like lawyers and the insane expectation of perfection. Anyway, once a company reaches a certain size, government tells the company it must part with the bucks and give more to its employees than it had been giving.

		 

		There is never any justification given for this burden. The company is expected to act in loco parentis because it is a company of a certain size. This is not a good reason, but it is given as if it is. There is no real justification for this mandate, a truth which now seems lost, a truth which nobody really wants restored. The only reason ever stated is benevolence.

		

	
		Whatever You Say, Boss

		 

		The effects are these. First, to make the employee see the company as a sort of master or paternal figure. How else can I get my health taken care of if not by my Employer? Costs of health become hidden at this point, since costs are obscured by the “insurance” companies are forced to buy. This necessarily causes costs to rise. Incidentally, health care is not equivalent to health insurance, another point that can’t seem to be remembered. Never mind.

		 

		Next, some companies cannot afford the tax (as it were) and so fold, downsize, or merge with larger entities. Mergers are more common, though a better term might be absorptions. For consider it is not only health care that is mandated, but companies are increasingly forced to pay for vacations for employees (“family leave”), and for myriad other things, like Diversity quotas.

		 

		Also, a “minimum wage”, which pressures and forces the closure of smaller businesses. This happens time after time after time, but the benevolent do not care. What matters is they believe they did the right thing, even though it is positively demonstrated they did the wrong thing.

		

	
		Didn’t See That Coming

		 

		The consequence must be that the more requirements placed on companies, the greater the consolidation into fewer, more powerful corporations. The corporations become like the government at that point, and even, in a strange way, as alternatives to religion or social services.

		 

		Third, as corporations and government are seen as the founts of all that is necessary, families and communities must weaken. Smaller companies, those smaller than the size required to become an open wallet, lose the ability to compete with larger monoliths. They thus whither or disappear.

		 

		It’s a wonder companies have not yet been asked to pay for meals for all family members of employees. I predict this will come in the form of food subsidies or the like, after which the euphemism Employer for Master will be complete.

		

	
		Coming’ Up Boss

		 

		There is no reason to go to your family when you can petition government or your employer to take care of a need. As long as you are putting in your labor, you see it as your right to receive these “necessities.” Slaves, too, are never without rights. They must be clothed, housed, fed (soon with bugs), and cared for lest the work go undone. The amount of caring is in inverse proportion to amount of labor available.

		 

		Is there any proof of this theory? Yes. We have become “A country of monopolies” say some economists¹¹. We have this sad situation (as of 2019):

		 

		* Three companies control about 80% of mobile telecoms. Three have 95% of credit cards. Four have 70% of airline flights within the U.S. Google handles 60% of search. The list goes on. (h/t The Economist)

		 

		* In agriculture, four companies control 66% of U.S. hogs slaughtered in 2015, 85% of the steer, and half the chickens, according to the Department of Agriculture. (h/t Open Markets Institute)

		 

		* Similarly, just four companies control 85% of U.S. corn seed sales, up from 60% in 2000, and 75% of soy bean seed, a jump from about half, the Agriculture Department says. Far larger than anyone – the American companies DowDuPont and Monsanto.

		 

		As we have reported, some economists say this concentration of market power is gumming up the economy, and is largely to blame for decades of flat wages and weak productivity growth.

		 

		All sectors are “consolidating”, as is well known, not only agriculture. The rich become richer, the poor grow in number. And every “solution” exacerbates the trend.

		

	
		Nice Lobby

		 

		Given that it is lobbyists working for corporations that draft relevant corporate laws for Congress to sign, and that the larger corporations become the more they can afford top lobbyists, it must be the more laws and regulations they will have bent their way. Such as stifling competition. Corporations are naturally more dictatorial the more they are like a monopoly, since profit is their main motivation.

		 

		Thus the rise of the oligarchy.

		 

		The government requiring corporations treat their employees like slaves (as it were), the larger and fewer the corporations, the weaker the family, and the more the economy is dictated and overseen by government and the oligarchs.

		 

		There is no way to break free from this. Not unless we are willing everywhere to acknowledge an employer’s responsibility ends with providing fair wages for a job well done. This is not solely the fault of greedy corporate owners. The laborers demand their “benefits.” Few or no employees are willing to give up their perquisites at this point. That an employer should pay for health “insurance”, maternity leave, and on and on now seems as obvious as the sun rising in the east.

		 

		Not for the last time we conclude that it is our softness which will be our doom.

		

	
		The Poor Have Less Money

		

	
		Crying Out To Heaven

		 

		Like a good Bishop once said, and said well, “‘If we ignore the poor, we will go to hell: literally”. I heard this in a speech a few years back from then Archbishop Charles Chaput. The poor figure in two of the four sins that cry to Heaven for vengeance. For those with check-sheets, these sins are: murder, sodomy, oppression of the poor, and defrauding workers of their just wages.

		 

		Screwing the poor is like one man screwing another. Serious business. This subject is so important that we must strive to understand what we mean when we say “The Poor”? Who are these unfortunates?

		

	
		Median Intelligence

		 

		We’ve all heard the quip, unfortunately not apocryphal, of the politician who laments that, despite the best, intensive, and expensive efforts of the government, fifty-percent of all individuals still make less than the median income.

		 

		The problem of defining “The Poor” relatively, by some statistical measure, is that they will then always be with us. Nothing short of perfect and exact equality for all—each and every, no exceptions, all as in all, as in even you, my dear reader, and, yes, even leaders—which is impossible in practice, can eliminate “The Poor” when they are defined relatively.

		 

		If the poor are those than make less than, say, the 10th percentile, or any percential, then even God Himself cannot eliminate the poor, since there will always be people below this marker.

		 

		If being poor is relative, poverty cannot and will never be eliminated. The benefit of this definition, though, for there are many benefits, is that there will always be something for activists and the government to do, a permanent goal to progress towards with increasing vigor, but one which is ever receding and unattainable. Defining poverty relatively is thus a form of cultural insanity and a guarantee of misery.

		

	
		Alive Broke

		 

		Poor must be defined absolutely. So who are the real poor? Well, that’s difficult. The same person can be poor at one time and not-poor another, or vice versa (see any book by Thomas Sowell). Knowing who is an official member of The Poor is an imperfect science.

		 

		Maybe that’s why the same religion that insists one must care for the poor says to love your neighbor and not The People. You’re in a much better position to know what’s going on in your own family and with real neighbors—you know who really needs what—than you are with some amorphous mass of strangers on the far side of the world. Indeed, if the bulk of us took this commandment to heart, and looked after those closest to us, we could do most of the good required of us and never have to worry about The People.

		 

		One thing is clear: poor people have fewer resources at their command than the rich. It’s a gross simplification, but useful shorthand, and anyway true, to say that poor people have less money. Money is relative—the absolute amount of it is not fixed and there is no objective standard to say a dollar or a yen means this level of poverty—so the danger of lapsing into poor-as-relative is real. Stay alert.

		

	
		Hardest Hit

		 

		We’re finally to the fallacy, which is in the class of informal fallacies. Headlines like this appear with depressing frequency: “Fuel Prices Rise: Poor Hurt Worst,” “World Ends: Women, Minorities Hardest Hit.” This first is logically equivalent to “Fuel Prices Rise: Everybody Who Buys Fuel Will Now Pay More”.

		 

		Since the poor have less money, and the poor like to be as warm as anybody else, they will of course pay a greater relative amount of their wealth than the rich for heat. But if heating does indeed cost more, than nothing can be done to prevent this. And when the world ends, we all go, black and white alike, as unfair as that is.

		 

		Raise the price on anything and it follows that the poor will pay relatively higher amounts of their wealth—unless the price is raised so that the rich by design pay a higher proportion of their wealth, which happens only with the government and taxes. Enforced equality.

		 

		The Falls Disproportionately On The Poor Fallacy is thus a variant on the Latin ad misericordiam, the Appeal To Pity. It is a fallacy if it is used to imply that something need be done (by, say, you) because the cost increase falls “disproportionately” on the poor. As said, unless the cost increase is gauged so that it increases more, not relatively but absolutely, for those with less, which is unheard of, the increase will not be disproportionately against the poor (though it is true as said any fixed increase, by definition, will cost the poor a greater percent of their wealth).

		 

		All uses of the fallacy are restating what amounts to the tautology “The Poor have less money than the rich.” Saying it never goes toward solving what it means to “be poor,” how being poor is defined absolutely, not relatively. Indeed, the fallacy is usually used to argue the poor should have a product or service the absence of which would not make somebody poor absolutely.

		 

		This fallacy is not especially egregious, but it is annoying and ubiquitous.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 9

		

	
		Somebody Might Hurt!

		

	
		Precaution Caution

		

	
		True Love

		 

		Word is, our beneficent government, which loves us and would not see us fall into harm, is working on a design for a system of chains to anchor both citizens and our non-citizen visitors firmly to the earth. Why? Because gravity might reverse itself.

		 

		That, dear reader, despite its rank absurdity, is a true statement. Gravity might reverse itself. And if it does, we’d be in some pretty deep kimchi. So the government would be well justified in shackling us to the ground.

		 

		What we have is an actual possibility, a non-zero probability, of a unimaginable calamity. The ill effects of the calamity would be so awful that nobody could calculate them. Why, they’d be costlier than the entire Federal debt times two. It would be so horrific that the hosts of NPR would raise their voices.

		 

		Yet the whole thing is obviously preposterous.

		

	
		Look Out!

		 

		This is the Somebody Might Get Hurt! Fallacy, a.k.a. the What About The Children! Fallacy, a.k.a. the We’re All Going To Die Fallacy, a.k.a. the Better Safe Than Sure! Fallacy. It is the only fallacy comes with an exclamation point: technically it should also be written in italics to emphasize its dire nature.

		 

		The only time this fallacy is written about soberly is when when it appears in scientific literature, where it is called the Precautionary Principle.

		 

		The old joke used to be that a sweater was defined as an article of clothing that a child put on when its mother got cold. The joke is the same, but without the laughs, when “mother” has been swapped for “government.”

		

	
		Contingency

		 

		Now for the structure of the fallacy. The problem lies in the nature of contingency. All physical events, such as gravity reversing itself, the climate spinning out of control and forcing the atmosphere to resemble a giant pizza oven, plastic bags tainting the water supply turning us all into three-armed mutants, dust in air causing hearts to seize up solid, and on and on, are all contingent possibilities.

		 

		Contingent physical events are not logically necessary. It is a rock-solid undefeatable fact of the universe that what happened could have happened differently, and thus that what might happen could be virtually anything. Mountains might grow legs and dance, goats might swell to terrible size and begin goring the populace, social justice warriors might become tolerant of dissent. Anything that can be imagined to happen that is not impossible to happen might happen.

		 

		This includes the worst that could happen: the world might be destroyed. Yet just as the entire planet may be in peril, it may also be saved if only we exert enough effort to guard against the danger. The costs incurred from an apocalypse would by definition be astronomical, incalculably large, almost infinite. Therefore, no expense would be too large, no measure would be too draconian, no action would be too desperate to “Save the planet!” Anything the government wants to do would be justified, as long as it is done in the name of “Saving” the planet.

		

	
		It Can Always Get Worse

		 

		The kicker is that because any peril that can be named might happen, those the rule over us always have an excuse for any action. As long as the peril is made convincing enough, and if the action can be justified in the name of removing the peril.

		 

		In spite of these indisputable truths, the Somebody Might Get Hurt! Fallacy is an informal and not a formal fallacy, much in the way that the No True Scotsman and Slippery Slope are informal fallacies. This means that calling out an argument by labeling it one of these fallacies is not a rigorous proof your enemy’s argument is false. This is why it never does any logical good to tell the government that its latest action is silly or absurd. They can always retort truthfully that unimaginable evils await unless they have their way.

		 

		Still, the Somebody Might Get Hurt! Fallacy is an informal fallacy, which means it can be answered.

		

	
		It Never Worked On Your Mother

		 

		When your mother told you to put on a sweater or to come out of the water, your natural retort was “I’m not cold!” What that answer does is reject the premise used by your mom in issuing her demand. Or you might have been cold but were having too much fun, so you said, “Oh, mom. Just five more minutes!” That rebuts the cost.

		 

		You have to do the same thing with the government. When it says we have to, for instance, “Stop climate change!” you have to ask, Can the climate be stopped from changing? The answer is no. Can the government at least stop citizens from influencing the climate? The answer is no. (Every breath you take influences the climate, albeit to a microscopic degree.) What can the government do, then? Certainly not as much as promised. Again, if global cooling—or global warming, or climate change, or whatever it is next—is or has been so dangerous for the last forty or fifty years, ask Why does it seem so nice outside? If all you hear are horrible, but vague threats—no specific dates or locations given—you are likely in the realm of the Somebody Might Get Hurt!

		

	
		Black Swans From Outer Space

		

	
		Unfriendly Foreign Objects

		 

		Here is a more robust example. Hostile aliens from outer space might attack. These malicious aliens will know we are here on earth because of our electronic emissions, which bathe the planet in a soft but increasingly bright glow. If these aliens discover us and manage to get here, it’s obvious that mankind is kaput. As in wiped out. À la mort.

		 

		Solution? Hide! Cease immediately all use of anything and everything powered by electricity. This shuts off the glow like flicking a switch. Sure, this necessary action will cause some inconveniences such as the ruination of the world;s economy and maybe the odd mass starvation since food will become scarce. But, hey, we’re talking about the survival of the entire human race! Don’t you care what happens to people? Women, children, and minorities will be hardest hit. You brute.

		 

		What’s the likelihood of an alien attack? It’s complicated, but all the best scientists say it’s not impossible. Which is logically equivalent to saying it’s possible. Anyway, what’s the difference? As long as the chance is non-zero and the costs of failing to act are near infinite, shutting down the world is the only sane move.

		 

		What’s that you say? The burden of proof is on me? There’s no evidence of a forthcoming invasion?

		

	
		Fragility

		 

		What are you, some kind of denier? I’ve already told you a consensus of scientists agree the attack is possible. Just listen to a thinker like Nassim Nicholas Taleb. Taleb is the author of the influential The Black Swan, Fooled by Randomness, and other works which warn of the over-certainty and dangers that result from relying too strongly on models and accepted wisdom. Taleb thinks people often have an incomplete understanding of the risk of “unpredictable” situations.

		 

		On the subject of planetary risks and why it is unwise to ignore them, Taleb and three others said recently¹², “It is at the core of both scientific decision making and ancestral wisdom to take seriously absence of evidence when the consequences of an action can be large.”

		 

		Let’s check this statement with respect to an alien invasion. (1) Absence of evidence. Check. No aliens have been sighted on the plane of the ecliptic. (2) Enormously consequential action; indeed, none more consequential. Check. The death of all of us has to be up near the top of the list of calamities. (3) Thus, ancestral wisdom and scientific decision-making demand we hit the OFF switch. Shut it all down!

		

	
		An Over-Abundance Of Precaution

		 

		Taleb and pals were invoking the precautionary principle, that tough-to-pin-down philosophical argument which might be classed as the secular version of Pascal’s Wager. Pascal showed that, given God exists, the reward that awaits those who believe in Him are incomprehensibly greater than the punishments in store for those who don’t. He also said that if God didn’t exist, it costs very little to believe anyway; plus, there’s not much to be gained in not believing (maybe you get to wear a t-shirt with a pasta-God on it at some atheist convention down at the Ramada Inn).

		 

		Pascal’s wager works because proving whether God exists, showing what God is, and understanding the penalties and rewards resulting from belief are metaphysical and not scientific exercises. God’s omnipotence is not subject to empirical measure, for instance. Only philosophy and theology can explain the nature and conditions of the wager.

		 

		Conversely, the precautionary principle, while it is much in vogue, is substantially less useful because it is empirical and therefore reliant on our state of scientific knowledge. It is used for questions where the evidence for a threat and for consequences of actions in response to that threat are rarely or never certain, or are even unknown.

		 

		That second conjunction is almost always forgotten—and that’s the problem.

		

	
		Plants Eat Carbon Dioxide

		 

		Taleb and his co-authors are pleading for action on global warming. They remind us, “We have only one planet,” (which is often heard, as if the information were not remembered), and say that even “a risk with a very low probability becomes unacceptable when it affects all of us.” And they argue that “it is standard textbook decision theory that a policy should depend at least as much on uncertainty concerning the adverse consequences as it does on the known effects.” After suggesting carbon dioxide is “pollution” they conclude that “we should build down CO2 emissions, even regardless of what climate-models tell us.”

		 

		Climate models tell us the world should be much hotter than it is, which is a polite way of saying they’re poor indicators of what might happen. Any model that doesn’t predict reality for as long as climate models have not should not bee heeded. Taleb and friends tacitly agree with this, but still insist “precaution” (that is, reduction of carbon dioxide) is the route to take.

		 

		They’re wrong; here’s why.

		

	
		Aliens Are Worse

		 

		First, what is the difference between the dire threats of global-warming-of-doom versus alien invasion? Given the evidence, both have low probabilities, and both would affect all of us. But hostile aliens would be worse. Global-warming-of-doom would at least leave some of us alive.

		 

		The most important similarity is that we have little reason to believe either one. The failure of climate models is proof that global-warming-of-doom as theorized by scientists isn’t true (in its current form). If the theory were true, then the models would have worked. They didn’t work (at predicting future observations), so the theory can’t be true. Of course, it remains a trivial logical truth that carbon dioxide, or indeed any other chemical or compound, might cause doom in some unforeseen way, but then it is also logically true that aliens might wipe us all out.

		 

		Taleb believes in the threat of carbon dioxide even after that threat (in the form envisioned by the models) has been disproved. This is not believing in the absence of evidence, it is believing in spite of it.

		

	
		Probability Isn’t Decision

		 

		Second, Taleb and co-authors fail to imagine the consequences of heavily suppressing carbon dioxide emissions. This is the part fans of the precautionary principle always forget (and which Pascal did not). The likely effects on mankind of shutting down fossil fuel use would be something like the effect of making ourselves invisible to alien invaders: mass poverty and starvation.

		 

		Here’s the real kicker: Planet-wide limiting of carbon dioxide would also have an effect on the climate—and on many other things, including all plant and animal life. But what would those effects be? Nobody knows. And nobody knows whether they would be good or bad. They could be really bad, if, as some scientists are supposing, we’re coming into a period of solar quiescence and possibly much cooler temperatures.

		 

		The stress is on “nobody knows.” If we knew what would have happened, then our models would have worked. They didn’t, so we cannot claim to know what the effects of carbon dioxide additions or deletions would be (within the limits of possible human actions).

		 

		If we want to know what is the best course, then we need to first understand the real drivers of the climate and the resulting uncertainties. And we also need a vastly better handle on what changes in human behavior would do. We lack both of these.

		 

		The precautionary principle could as easily be used to justify doing nothing, or even to warrant increasing our output of carbon dioxide.

		 

		Or to guarding against angry little green men.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 10

		

	
		The Undead Woke Army

		

	
		I’m Offended

		

	
		Everything Upsets Me

		 

		The Offense Fallacy is perhaps the most popular bad argument used to dismiss Truths which are uncomfortable to us moderns. It is best illustrated in a real example.

		 

		Here are the salient details from the story “Court - Student can be expelled for quoting Bible on Facebook”¹³.

		 

		Felix Ngole was a Masters student in Social Work at Sheffield university. “In 2015 he made comments using his personal Facebook account” on Christian beliefs about marriage, saying among other things this Truth: “same sex marriage is a sin whether we like it or not. It is God’s words and man’s sentiments would not change His words”.

		 

		Nearly two months later, Mr Ngole received an email from a university official informing him that his Facebook comments were being investigated. He was later interviewed by an investigatory team, and subsequently removed from his course by a panel chaired by Professor Marsh, an LGBT rights campaigner.

		 

		Ngole objected and brought the matter to the High Court, which ruled “that the university acted lawfully in removing Mr Ngole from his course.”

		 

		The court heard that the university “investigatory team accepted that Mr Ngole was fully entitled to his religious beliefs, and had acted with honesty and integrity”. The university held that it was not Mr Ngole’s views that were at issue, but his public posting of these views. They held that this expression of his views “may have caused offense to some individuals”.

		 

		The university argued that they were right to sanction Mr Ngole and bar him from his chosen profession in spite of the fact that Mr Ngole had lawfully expressed his Christian views as a practicing Christian, outside of his professional studies, in a context in which he was not identified as a social work student, and despite this expression having no impact on his work and professional abilities.

		 

		The first error to note is the use of the word “may” in “may have caused offense”. Ngole’s posts did however cause actual offense in “Professor Marsh, an LGBT rights campaigner”.

		 

		Now the judge in the case agreed that Ngole’s posts “were undoubtedly intended by him to convey a religious perspective.” He said:

		 

		Freedom of expression is an important right. Exercising that right to express the content of deeply held religious views deserves respect in a democratic and plural society, nowhere more so than in a university. Freedom of religious discourse is a public good of great importance and seriousness.

		 

		Further, the “university agreed that there had been no cause for concern or evidence of Mr Ngole acting in a discriminatory fashion, whether on placement or otherwise. The university’s decision was not based on speculation that Mr Ngole would discriminate in the future either. No discrimination has actually occurred, or is expected to occur in this case.”

		 

		Nevertheless, the court ruled:

		 

		It was how [Ngole’s comments] could be accessed and read by people who would perceive them as judgemental [sic], incompatible with service ethos, or suggestive of discriminatory intent. That was a problem in its own right. ...[ellipsis original] But whatever the actual intention was, it was the perception of the posting that would cause the damage. It was reasonable to be concerned about that perception.

		 

		Ngole was thus booted. He appealed, but lost.¹⁴

		

	
		Feelings Are Superior To Truth

		 

		Can offense be used to censor Truth? Let us suppose so.

		 

		I am offended—this is true—by the acts of the court, of Sheffield university, and of Professor Marsh. Ngole is also offended and for the same reasons. But then Marsh and presumably others at Sheffield were offended by Ngole’s postings. There are contradicting or opposing states of being offended.

		 

		There is a question at hand, a decision to be made: to boot Ngole or not. One of these will be the correct decision, and one wrong. Can we decide based on weighting states of offense? For instance, if more people would be offended were Ngole to be booted than would be offended were Ngole to be retained, therefore the correct decision is to retain him. Or maybe vote totals of people offended on either side of the question isn’t right, but depth of offense should be measured, so that the side that evinces greater “outrage” (or purple hair dye) wins the decision?

		 

		Obviously these are absurd positions. That somebody is offended by exposure to a proposition says nothing about whether that proposition is true. And when I say nothing, I mean nothing. And if offense says nothing about the truth of a proposition, then offense cannot be used in a decision which hinges on the proposition, as the decision whether to boot Ngole hinges on the proposition that “it is impossible for two men to be married.”

		

	
		Effeminacy Abounds

		 

		The Offense Fallacy is a particularly effeminate fallacy, because it contains the implicit premise that whatever “outrages” a (usually) woman, that thing cannot therefore be spoken of. The premise is also fallacious and self-defeating, because that premise itself is outrageous. It is also obvious that it is not the causing of offense which is Ngole’s secular sin, but Christianity. This is proved by the thought experiment imagining what would have happened were Ngloe a Muslim. Because, of course, Muslims also hold to the Truth on this question.

		 

		In short, every time somebody screams “I’m offended”, the person being screamed at is also offended. There is offense for everybody. No one side gets to treat its level of offense as of more worth than the other’s. The state of being offended is irrelevant to any proposition (not directly about the state of being offended).

		 

		Yet the Offense Fallacy persists because we are all puritans now.

		

	
		Why Corporations Are Woke

		

	
		So Sue Me

		 

		Corporations are woke because, at first, they had to be, in fear of being sued. Then, after the “solutions” to prevent monetary loss took hold, it was because they wanted to be. Now all citizens must be woke.

		 

		This story is well known to the based; for others, here is a handy summary of our doom for those not familiar with it.

		

	
		Force Assembly

		 

		It is true, and can be admitted, that attitudes towards blacks in some areas of the States in mid-Twentieth Century were poor, and some unjustified. Instead of correcting these attitudes through cultural means, the government (which includes the media and so-called non-governmental organizations) decided to correct them through law.

		 

		The Constitution said freedom of assembly (association) was paramount. The government added, by force of law which they were forbidden by law to add, “free association, but not if there is wrongthink.”

		 

		Forced association happened quickly. Blacks were bused to non-black neighborhoods and made to mingle. Armed federal troops enforced these rules.

		

	
		Discriminating Taste

		 

		It became illegal to “discriminate” because of race (which academics to this day say doesn’t exist, except the white race, which is evil, as we see in Chapter 12). Yet it was difficult to prove anybody made decisions, i.e. discriminated, because of race. A corporation could say “We did not hire this black man because he is unqualified” even if, in their heart of hearts, they did not want to hire this man because he was black, and even if it was true the man was unqualified.

		 

		Courts quickly moved to define “discrimination”—now a bad word—statistically. “Discrimination” against individuals no longer had to be proved. Instead, it was sufficient to show “not enough” blacks were hired. This was the real beginning of the insanity.

		 

		If “discrimination” was limited to actual demonstration of individual race-based decisions, the madness could not have spread far because of the difficulty of proof.

		

	
		Everybody Hates Statistics

		 

		Defining “discrimination” statistically turned the presumption of innocence into the presumption, indeed proof, of guilt. The problem is obvious: what positions are subject to “discrimination” complaints? Ambiguity in job descriptions made this messy. What denominator should be used to prove a “disparity”? The ratio of blacks to non-blacks who live in a three-block radius of the corporation? Four blocks? The county? State? Country? This year? Last? Those holding certain experience and credentials? Which?

		 

		It became almost impossible to be innocent of “discrimination” statistically. This is the Discrimination Fallacy, the unquestionable assumption that statistical “disparities” are caused because of racism.

		 

		Lawsuits and their judgments were too costly to bear. So corporations, especially larger ones that could afford it, began to preemptively institute race quotas. This was the beginning of wokeness.

		

	
		Nice Opinion You Have, Comrade

		 

		Race quotas must needs be tracked, and tracking requires trackers. Thus the start of corporate zampolit, a.k.a. human resources and Diversity directors.

		 

		Race was almost simultaneously expanded to sex, and other categories, but race and sex were the largest “identities” to be tracked—at first. The story of statistical “discrimination”, quotas, and empowering quota trackers is the same for sex, and later for other “identities”.

		 

		The problem became finding bodies to meet the quotas. In simple factory jobs, this was somewhat easy. In more complex positions that required experience, ability, and what we used to call education, it was not easy. Standards had to be, and were, lowered—with corporations proclaiming simultaneously standards would not be lowered, and that they weren’t really necessary anyway. Lowering standards is costly, so again only the larger corporations could absorb the cost, and (this is a pun) the smaller companies who couldn’t.

		

	
		In Your Best Harvard Accent

		 

		Quotas were most blatant in education. Academics are notorious snobs, so at first they could not bear direct infusions of unqualified women and non-whites into their own departments, which still had standards. So they created new departments (and sub-departments): Studies departments. Standards for placements into these departments were largely belonging to the proper race or sex.

		 

		These quotas seemed to fix statistical “discrimination”, and administrators were satisfied. But the situation quickly became a problem because these departments to be considered real had to have students. How to get them? Wokeness accelerated when taking Studies courses became mandatory. And it accelerated again when it became apparent that being awarded a Studies “degree”—“degrees” being necessary for entry into polite society—required no intelligence or ability.

		 

		The inevitable happened. Quotas expanded from the gross levels—across the corporation or university as a whole—to individual departments within the institutions. It expands still, because as long as “discrimination” is defined statistically, it will never disappear, and will forever arise everywhere, through changing definitions of numerators and denominators and “identities”.

		 

		Obviously, “discrimination” expanded well beyond race and sex. Even sex itself had to be defined into what it was not (thanks Neil Gorsuch!), a form of lowering of standards.

		 

		The more quotas spread and become necessary, the more quota trackers that are needed. Thus the greater power of zampolit, and the further weakening of standards.

		

	
		Equal Desolation

		 

		Yet wokeness would never have spread far if it were not for the tacit premise of Equality. The military, for instance, to meet their sex quotas had to pretend there were no important differences between the sexes. Or in behavior for those who defined their “identities” based on non-procreative sexual desires. Leaders at first faked their belief in Equality, and many still do, but as the “degreed” woke came up through the ranks, the belief became sincere.

		 

		Just about everybody now believes in Equality to some degree. Not just in the sense that people should be treated the same under the law, but that all people are “really” the same at base; it’s only that their circumstances are different. If circumstance were identical, outcome would be identical, or nearly so. Small departures from Equality are allowed to be spoken of, but these departures narrow and become fewer the more wokeness spreads.

		

	
		We Don’t Need No Stinkin’ Evidence

		 

		There was never, not ever, any evidence for Equality; indeed, all observation in all of history is against it. But it is still believed. Inequality implies irreparable, inescapable disparities, and these cannot bear to be thought of. It is “unfair” that Bob was born tall and manly and intelligent and Alice was born small and feminine and dim. These differences can be eradicated, though, through law or force. Mothers used to say “Life is unfair”. Now they say “Sue.”

		 

		As the “identities” to which “discrimination” applies necessarily expand, because everybody wants to be a Victim, there being no higher class of being, corporations must become woker. They do so because the zampolit, and even ordinary employees, hired are more often true believers, and because it becomes costlier to avoid wokeness. Thus a corporation (this is a famous Stone Toss joke¹⁵) devoted to selling burgers will feature in its advertisement a mixed race pair of men engaging in sex-like activities.

		

	
		Screech Storm

		 

		The woke are litigious. The corporation’s ad allows them to bypass a lawsuit or other disturbance. The ad upsets the based, but what can they do? Sue the corporation for displaying perversion? That’s x-ophobia (where x is a variable). All the based can do is bitch and withhold their patronage, which costs the corporation very little, especially as the oligarchy expands and options tighten. All credit card companies are now woke. Can you live without one?

		 

		The based can sue for “reverse” ”discrimination”¹⁶, which as a cultural warfare tacit may be licit, but it comes with the tacit premise of Equality, which if it isn’t recognized corrupts even the based.

		

	
		Appeasement

		 

		Appeasement won corporations breathing room, and it saved them money initially. But, of course, appeasement will cost them more in the end. Get woke, become broke. A hilarious example is Boeing. A wag (I lost the original link) posted Boeing’s series of Vice Signaling tweets showing how committed to Diversity they were, that quotas were now at a peak, and that they were enthusiastically ensuring Diversity would only grow. Next to this was a series of news articles about their new planes falling out of the skies.

		 

		Wokeness is now everywhere. No field of human endeavor has escaped. Veils are being drawn over Reality with increasing vigor. Even Congress is eliminating hurtful Inequality words like father and son. This follows the trend in academia, the place where learning is forbidden.

		

	
		The End Is Not Night

		 

		The end will not be soon. The greater the wokeness, the more true believers there are. Mostly among the young, but also the old with respect to earlier areas of wokeness. How many “conservatives” will now speak against homosexuality, for instance? How many will speak against transgenderism in five years?

		 

		Corporations will, with varying degrees of success, portion off Reality-based employees from woke departments, probably by hiding them in “special projects” sections. The love of money is still stronger than love of Equality. The stealth is essential to avoid quotas and lowered standards. This will be easier for richer entities, with smaller ones failing or being absorbed into larger ones.

		 

		The genuine end comes when the strain against Reality becomes too much to bear, as with Boeing. Competition from Asia can only hasten the break.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 11

		

	
		Can’t We All Just Get Along?

		

	
		Equal Diversity

		

	
		The First Sin

		 

		The Snake said, “God knows well that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened and you will be like gods.”

		 

		Eve desired Equality.

		 

		She got it.

		 

		It’s been downhill ever since.

		 

		Our natures are corrupted by an insatiable desire for Equality. It is our needing Reality not be what it is, added to the belief that we can be remake Reality into our own image, that drives the notion of Equality.

		 

		This notion has been with us so long that we have come to believe Equality is the way the world is constructed. We are all equal by nature. Yet we are unequal in treatment and outcome.

		 

		Equality, when it is allowed to flourish unimpeded, gives rise to Equity, the happy state where are all equal in fact, in outcome.

		

	
		I See That

		 

		Here’s how Equality works in practice. A disparity is noted. There are more men than women Marines, say. The disparity is decried. The theory of Equality insists that men and women are equal, so why is there this inequity? It should not be!

		 

		The disparity must be redressed, for no inequality once noticed can be tolerated. Awareness of the disparity is raised, in the belief awareness itself becomes a power, like magic, that will correct the imbalance.

		 

		There are standards for being a Marine, or for any profession or activity. It is promised faithfully that these standards will not be lowered in the quest to remove the disparity and achieve Equity, the happy state when Equality reigns.

		 

		The standards are then lowered.

		

	
		An Official Announcement

		 

		The next step is the most crucial. Once the standards are lowered, it is announced that the standards were never really needed. Or that the new lowered standards are the same as the old standards, suitably redefined.

		 

		When your author was in the military in the 1980s, men and women in basic training had to do equal numbers of pushups. But the women were allowed to do them from their knees, which was officially called Equity. The standards were lowered but it was claimed they were identical. The standards have been lowering ever since.

		 

		The process doesn’t stop with the lowering of standards, but continues on its dismal path. Because after the standards are lowered, it is discovered, to the amazement of all, that lowering the standards failed in its duties, and that Equity has still not been reached.

		 

		Mandatory quotas to enforce Equity are then implemented.

		

	
		Another Official Announcement

		 

		These quotas, which go under many names, none of which are “quota”, many of which are filled by creating new positions, shockingly do not achieve the desired result. Equity has not been reached! It is found there are still more male Marines, even though everybody is in earnest about correcting the embarrassing disparity.

		 

		It is at this point it is remembered there are more than just standards for entry into the Corps, but there are also standards for promotion and for other advancements.

		 

		It is then promised these standards will not be lowered, either.

		 

		These standards are then lowered and redefined. It is then announced the original standards were not really important. More quotas are instituted.

		

	
		Chugging Along

		 

		The process continues, by lowering, changing, and redefining standards and inclusion criteria until the desired Equity is achieved. Usually by some arbitrary numerical measure.

		 

		Alas, once the institution or field is cursed with true Equity, it dissolves, or it is discovered it must be supported externally, usually by the government. Because it turns out the standards really were necessary after all.

		 

		Anybody paying attention to the culture will recognize these steps, and many cheer and support them.

		

	
		It Never Changes

		 

		Equality is not only desire, but also a quasi-religious belief which insists the multifarious and ineradicable differences observed among peoples throughout all of history, in each age and every possible situation, differences that have always been known and which form the bases of different culture and peoples, are not real.

		 

		Equality instead exists. Everybody is “really” the same. Real observed in-equalities are acknowledged, but these are said to exist only for nefarious or removable reasons, like “racism”.

		 

		All inequities that are not accidental or incidental or by choice are evil. If those structures or persons responsible for non-incidental inequities are removed, the natural state of Equity would be reached, in which everybody will be really equal in all outcomes, with variations only drive by personal unimpeded choice. Paradise will be ours.

		

	
		Not Even Blind Faith

		 

		Except for the metaphysical realities and their immediate biological consequences (that all men are mortal, etc., spoken of later), there is no evidence for Equality. It has never been observed. Not ever, not anywhere. There is no reason to suppose it will ever be observed, except for the overwhelming pseudo-evidence of hope and ardent, willful, blind desire.

		 

		The Equality Fallacy is thus a species of the Meta Fallacy. There has never been even one historical instance of Equality in any relevant sense, yet it is thought to be our true nature, always hidden and suppressed by dark forces. Men are believed to have hindered women from becoming, for instance, combat warriors. This hindrance is responsible for the observed sex disparity in actual warriors, which would not exist without men exerting unjustified power over women.

		 

		But if this is true, then men are better than women at suppressing the opposite sex at becoming warriors, which proves men are unequal to women, which proves Equality is false. At least as far as oppression skills go.

		

	
		Actual Equality

		 

		Let’s next explore the different notions of Equality.

		 

		Any two people may be equally good at some task, say computation. Here, then, is true equality at this task for these two people. The number of people may be four as well as two (or any number, of course). Suppose these four are in two groups, comprised of whatever characteristics you like, male or female, black or white, whatever.

		 

		If scores on some test to measure calculation ability are identical for all four, equality again reigns. But only for these four, and not for anybody else who doesn’t score exactly the same.

		

	
		Statistically Speaking

		 

		Suppose these four are two men and two women, and scores on this computation task for the two men are 10 and 100, and for the two women are 40 and 70. The mean is 55 for both group. This is a kind of loose equality, a statistical equality. The means are identical, not the people in the groups. The people are all unequal and different. No person even scored the mean. The mean is just a measure.

		 

		We could now ask, “Which group is best at computation?” The answer would be men, conditional on defining “best” as the group with the top scorers. You could next ask “Which group is worst at computation?” The answer would also be men, conditional on defining “worst” as the group with the bottom scorers. We get the same answer using the same observations for two radically different questions.

		 

		The truth is that women are superior to men in one way (less variability), and men superior to women in another way (top scores), and both are equal in a third way (the statistical-mean way). I want to emphasize that for this group Equity across all definitions of performance, except in mean scores, is impossible, for the simple reason that it has not been observed.

		

	
		We Don’t Need No Stinking Test Scores

		 

		That is, Equity is impossible unless corrections to the scores are applied, like in how race-norming used to work. Either the men’s top scores are squashed, using as an excuse past instances of “sexism”, or the women’s scores are boosted for the same reason. Thought this happens, it’s brazen and easy to criticize. What is usually done is cleverer.

		 

		For instance, it used to be blacks were openly awarded extra points for their race in things like SAT scores used for college applications. That practice became officially illegal in 1991. Yet colleges and corporations still needed to meet their black quotas. Solution? Simple!

		 

		Change the definition of the entrance score. For instance, count items associated with being black for more, and count things associated especially with being Asian for less. But only where the counting is more or less informal. Informal counts are hard to emphasize when formal scores, like from test scores, are expected.

		 

		To get around having to have a solid score, many colleges are eliminating formal scores like SAT.¹⁷ This a hard core lowering of standards, which moved almost instantly to the the-standards-were-never-needed phase.

		 

		Recalling our example above, about how initial or entrance quotas are never enough, and that once in the system unwanted “disparities” reassert themselves, some colleges eliminated, or are earnestly discussing, removing grades!¹⁸ The most hilarious part of the discussion revolves around how the grades were never really needed.

		 

		Just as predicted.

		 

		This is all dull history in the Current Year, though. Colleges, and many businesses and other organizations, now nakedly advertise quotas, both pro and anti.

		

	
		True Equity Be Damned

		 

		The math test example more or less holds for real men and women on real tests of computational ability, in all cultures and times to which tests like these have been put. There are observed proportionally more men than women at the top and at the bottom, and about equal performance in means.

		 

		Equity in the mean sense has been achieved. The groups are roughly equal in mean performance. But this kind of equity does not satisfy. Equity is also never demanded for proportional representation of men and women among low scorers. Why not?

		 

		If true Equity is the holiest goal, we must not only have Equity at the mean and at the top, but in the distribution of scores. That is, once we enter the happy land of True Equality, it will be impossible to distinguish between distributions of scores of men and women. There will proportionally be the same number of both sexes at every performance level.

		 

		We do not have Equity in math scores. That means there are, as is admitted by all, forces operating on the sexes which cause disparities in the distributions. These forces necessarily exist or there would be no disparities. Those demanding Equity must adjust and manipulate these forces so that more women score as well as top men, but also score as poorly as do the bottom men, as above.

		 

		After the manipulation there would be as many top performing women as men. That is the key. Nobody cares about Equity in distribution, which is true Equity. What is always wanted is equal representation at the top—the bottom can go to blazes. Nobody cares about true Equity. What’s wanted is power.

		 

		Calls for Equity thus always represent naked grasping avarice. The spoils must be divided equally, regardless of the effort put forth in gaining them. And indeed, not just divided equally, but unequally to “make up” for past inequalities, which are always seen as injustices. Equity is always tribal politics.

		

	
		Men Aren’t Women

		 

		Consider for a moment it really is true men are, for reason of their being men, more likely to be top performers in calculation ability, and (to expand the example) in demonstrating raw strength. Top men are better at these because they are men. Accept this for the sake of argument (if you do not already believe it).

		 

		There are then only two ways to manipulate the forces creating the unwanted disparities at the top so that Equity results: (1) mandatory quotas, as above, by lowering and redefining standards, and (2) creating higher standards for men such that it is even more difficult for them to excel. These higher standards can be in ability, or in aspects that have nothing to do with ability, such as in having an applicants for math professorships write What-I-Did-For-Diversity statements (these are increasingly required in many professions). Men who are top performers can be only be weeded out in these ways. Neither is palatable.

		

	
		That’s An Affirmative

		 

		Mandatory quotas happen with Affirmative Action—and every other program that operates on quotas. The well known, and true, criticism is that quotas always have the opposite of their intended effect; they exacerbate inequalities.

		 

		If the number of incoming student slots to, say, a university are limited, and quotas are used to enure higher numbers of those who share some desirable characteristic, such as not being Asian, then the Asians who are admitted have to perform much better than if there were no Affirmative Action. These folks thus start with higher skills, even much higher, than those admitted under the quotas.

		 

		Their eventual and expected superior performance at classwork in turn widens the disparities in things like grades between Asians and non-Asians. This in turn leads to more complaints of “discrimination” and, of course, more calls for Equity. The cure causes the disease.

		 

		This happens not only in universities, but anywhere quotas are implemented in the hunt for Equity. Equity causes inequality. This has not gone without notice. It is why standards must be lowered, not only for those given positions under the quota, but also for everybody else. What is considered excellent must be changed and refined.

		 

		Organizations, or entire cultures, which suffer from quotas must continually lower standards and change what top performance means. Quality must necessarily suffer. Equity (like safety) is the slow death.

		 

		This, finally, is the Equality or Equity Fallacy: it is the belief that there are no consequential differences between people, and that all consequential differences can and should be removed, and that once they are removed, bliss follows.

		

	
		It’s All The Same

		

	
		The Impossible Is Not Possible

		 

		Equality may be spoken of in two ways, absolutely or approximately. The first makes no sense, while the second only sometimes does.

		 

		Absolute Equality in any human characteristic for all men is impossible; not just unlikely, impossible. Even identical twins who share the same DNA are born at different ticks of the clock, have different names, and cannot be in the same spot at all times, thus inequalities will and must arise. DNA is not destiny; and even if it was, it is expressed differently in different environments. Plus, we all have unique souls.

		 

		It is therefore impossible to achieve equality of characteristic. Close is not equal. It is irrational to pursue the impossible. So pursing Absolute Equality is irrational. This is the Absolute Equality Fallacy.

		 

		Men are equal in only one way: their natures. We live, we die, we have immaterial intellects and wills; man the animal has two legs by nature, and some by accident have two or none. Et cetera. All men have a soul, which is to say our intellects and will, which are the rational form of the human being. We are all stained with sin. And that’s about it. Everything else, everything, is unequal, and no power on Earth can change this.

		

	
		Harken

		 

		Listen to this:

		 

		Brothers and sisters: There are different kinds of spiritual gifts but the same Spirit; there are different forms of service but the same Lord; there are different workings but the same God who produces all of them in everyone. To each individual the manifestation of the Spirit is given for some benefit. To one is given through the Spirit the expression of wisdom; to another, the expression of knowledge according to the same Spirit; to another, faith by the same Spirit; to another, gifts of healing by the one Spirit; to another, mighty deeds; to another, prophecy; to another, discernment of spirits; to another, varieties of tongues; to another, interpretation of tongues. But one and the same Spirit produces all of these, distributing them individually to each person as he wishes.

		 

		You don’t have to believe the source, but Christians are obliged to believe the words. This quotation and the parable of the Talents (a good pun!), shows God did not hand out aptitude, intelligence, and ability equally. Why this is so is His business. Therefore, Equality is false again, even approximate Equality. It follows immediately that to call the unequal distribution of talents “unfair”, or to seek a redress of what cannot be redressed, is irrational, or, if you like, sinful.

		

	
		Earthside

		 

		That’s the Christian side. The non-religious side is no different. There is no evidence whatsoever that anything like Equality is true, ever was true, or can be made true. There is no equality of circumstance or characteristic (beyond a shared human nature) and there never can be. Therefore there can be no equality of outcome, or Equity. There can’t even be equality of treatment. Small numbers of people can be treated similarly, but not all can, and exceptions must necessarily be present.

		

	
		Blue Ribbon Commission

		 

		A simple proof, if you still need one, is had in this thought experiment, which I admit is stupid. But it is illustrative. Suppose we have decided that everybody should feel good about themselves, and that we are convinced the way to ensure universal good feelings is to award everybody a blue ribbon. Imagining this shouldn’t be too difficult as it isn’t too far from some of our more curious educational customs.

		 

		Never mind where the blue ribbons come from—imagine they are from the Ribbon Fairy, free of cost and environmental “impact.” They are all non-offensive, biodegradable, sustainable, whatever you like. Now pass these ribbons out, one per human being, and wait for happiness to increase.

		

	
		Complications Ensue

		 

		No matter what our intentions, and no matter how much time and effort are spent, not every person will receive a blue ribbon simultaneously. Some will die waiting for one; and the minute we stop handing them out, more people will be born. There is no physical way to design a system that places ribbons in each hand at exactly the same moment.

		 

		I invite you to pause and consider the mechanics of this. And even, per impossible, we could invent such a mechanism, not every person, particularly the very young and old, would be aware of what the blue ribbon should do for them; the salutary effects of the ribbon giving won’t be understood equally.

		

	
		The Solution Caused The Need

		 

		Stupid as this example is, it proves that by passing out ribbons ensures that some people are happier than others. Early ribbon holders, being happy first, will realize the further rewards of this happiness faster than others, even if these advantages are minor. Minor advantages accumulate. Those still in line must wait for their happiness: they will be at a disadvantage in the race for success.

		 

		These disadvantages are all our fault! Our attempt at equally rewarding all will have created an enormous eventual disparity.

		

	
		An Objection

		 

		“Stop right there!” you might object. “Even if I accept your absurd scenario—and it is absurd—everybody will receive their ribbons at practically the same time. This is what any reasonable person would define as Equity.”

		 

		Not true. Which is to say, it is false. The phrase “practically the same time” has the same logical status as “practically a virgin.” Unequal by one Planck’s tick of the quantum clock is not equal. It is like saying 100 = 101 because they are nearly the same. But it is a false contention. The point being made is a logical one. Our definition of Equality and Equity apparently means something other than absolutely equal, and that is all I wish to establish.

		 

		Well, this is all about some insipid, fictional ribbons, a risible scheme. What of other more practical mechanisms of reaching Equity? It turns out there is no scenario that can be imagined, short of magic, which can guarantee Absolute Equity.

		

	
		The Sad Truth

		 

		Some people are older than others, some younger. Age differences make people rigidly, irrevocably unequal. That is all we need for a final proof. But there is much more. Some people are tall, others small. Some are born here, some there. Many are dead, some are alive, and many more are not yet born.

		 

		All these factors and a plethora of others produce, inescapably, inequality. Inequality is a necessary and obvious condition of being human (actually of any living thing). Nothing can be done to change this. No amount of good will is of any use. Given this truth, any attempt to produce Equity is bound to come to grief, for there is no scheme which can change what must be.

		

	
		Every Equal Action

		 

		Because people are different (in time, place, and mental and physical being) they will act differently. They will not speak the same language or eat with the same food or interact with the same people. No system of reward or punishment can make people act identically. Strict equality of outcome is therefore impossible.

		 

		So much for Absolute Equality. It might seem a waste of time dissecting such an absurd straw man, but it isn’t. This is because few or no people who spout about Equality or Equity bother to define what they mean. They might think they mean Absolute Equality, and if they do, their hopes are ever dashed.

		

	
		Impractical Thoughts

		 

		Well, what about “practical” Equity? Since it is agreed that true or Absolute Equality or Equity is impossible, we must seek a definition in the approximate; that is, we are are willing to accept deviations from the Absolute as long as we don’t stray too far.

		 

		But how far is far? We could, for instance, come very close to the Absolute by giving one man legal ownership and control of everything, leaving everybody else with nothing, or with what this one man deigns to hand out. Maybe everybody wears one of those Mao jumpsuits and is given two bowls of gruel daily. This is pretty close to the Absolute. All are equal in outcome save one.

		

	
		Our Delightful Oligarchy

		 

		We could expand this to our own oligarchy—one man controlling everybody is more than a full-time job— but an oligarchy of a certain size is up to the task. The few in the oligarchy are rich, the vast unwashed in the majority are poor. Because the oligarchy is relatively small compared to the population, we’re pretty much at practical Equity.

		 

		It is no surprise, then, that those most forcefully calling for Equity envision themselves as natural members of this oligarchy, or are already members.

		 

		To achieve this practical oligarch-led Equity paradise is going to require many restrictions on behavior. The oligarchs are going to have to be harsh with us. “You will own nothing, and be happy,” said the organization of oligarchs, the World Economic Forum (this, dear reader, is a true quote).

		

	
		Superior Thoughts

		 

		Bear in mind people cannot help but act differently. Some will be superior to others in certain aspects, and inferior in others. Superiority brings rewards, inferiority collects demerits. This difference in performance has to be smoothed out.

		 

		We’re going to have to restrict superiority so that performance is brought on par with the efforts of the inferior. This must be so because, by definition, one who is inferior cannot rise to the level of superiority, but one who is superior can, via effort or by the lash, lower himself to inferiority. In any group, there will be one “worst,” or one subset of the worst, and one best or subset of the best. All those superior to the worst must be brought to the level of the worst for practical Equality to hold. You cannot improve the worst because, by definition, they’re the worst.

		 

		We cannot count on all superior people acting in an inferior way out of altruism or respect of the oligarchy, so the only way to guarantee practical Equity is to reward performance unequally: give less to the superior for their better performance, or give more to the inferior for their worse performance, or both.

		

	
		Universal Income

		 

		Suppose our only object of interest is Equity is money. Everybody should have Equity of outcome with money. All shall have the same amount! Imagine the oligarchy doles out the money so that, at one fixed point in time, everybody has exactly the same amount, or approximately the same. To do this, somebody, or some group of people, has to be a boss: some body or bodies must make the rules and decide the rewards and punishments for people violating Equity. Hence the oligarchy.

		 

		We can’t rid ourselves of the oligarchs after the dole. No, sir. They need to be constantly in control. This is because the very instant after everybody is rewarded equal money, there will necessarily begin to appear imbalances once money changes hands, imbalances which must needs be redressed. Perpetual surveillance and supervisory actions are a necessity. If we are to have Equity, slavery is the only choice.

		

	
		Whose Disparities?

		

	
		Coveted

		 

		What is a disparity? A demand for a reward by a group that shares a certain characteristic.

		 

		It’s always something good that’s coveted, never bad. Nobody ever demands lower test scores or less money for their group. If the characteristic is sex, we might see women agitating for just as many top women chess grand masters as men. Women never ask for women to be awarded more jail time so that they might equal men. And men never ask to bear children, unless they suffer from a mental malady.

		

	
		Vented Spleen

		 

		The shared characteristic is not limited to sex. Blacks desire top mathematician slots, too. But so could six-year-olds or those who have a certain kind of spleen. Any characteristic can be used to form an advocacy group.

		 

		We would chuckle at six-year-olds demanding to be given just as many top mathematician positions as, say, forty-year-olds. We’d scoff at those with curious spleens making the same demands. Yet this laughter makes no sense. Once the disparity is noted, once, that is, we discover there are vastly more forty-year-olds than six-year-old university math professors, it must be removed.

		 

		If we hold with Equality, it must be that the disparity somebody cares deeply about can and should be eradicated with sufficient assiduity.

		 

		Of course nobody holds with Equality in spleen types or six-year-olds. It is clear to all (well, to many, anyway) that six-year-olds cannot be as talented mathematically as grown men. Spleens, we think, have zero correlation with calculation competence. Yet women and blacks are said to be equally good at math as Asian men. Why?

		

	
		Tamping Down

		 

		Thus far, women and blacks have not evinced top-performing mathematical abilities at anywhere near the same rates as others. The counter is that sexism and racism are responsible for keeping these latent abilities from expressing themselves. Somehow Asian men have been tamping down the performance of women and blacks. In some cases this might have even been true. Many Chinese are wily!

		 

		But was it true for all history in all situations? Is it still true now, when the barest hint, true or not, of sexism or racism (against non-whites) is pounced upon by the mob?

		 

		Or is it more likely that inequality in ability is true? Let’s see.

		

	
		Back To Theory

		 

		The theory of Equality assures us women and Blacks have the same calculation abilities as men and Asians. But the theory of Equality assures us any and every advocacy group has the same abilities, whatever those abilities are, and whatever the groups are.

		 

		“No way, Briggs. It’s only for certain things, like sex and race. You know that.”

		 

		No, I don’t know that. That sounds entirely ad hoc to me.

		 

		“It isn’t. It’s just for a few things. Like sex, race, preference for sodomy, and so on.”

		 

		Go on, finish it.

		 

		“Listing all would be tiresome. You do it.”

		 

		Far better would be if we could discover a common thread between these characteristics. Why do women come together as an advocacy group and not spleen-types? Why do blacks coalesce and not ball-cap wearers? You say it’s obvious why. Tell me what is so obvious to you.

		 

		“Well, it’s just obvious.”

		 

		Not good enough, friend. We need to know precisely exactly what counts as a formal advocacy group and what doesn’t. If we don’t, we’ll never know when to ask for Equality and Equity and when not to. Make sense?

		 

		“I suppose so.”

		 

		Then let’s explore!

		

	
		See That?

		 

		Perhaps it is visibility that causes advocacy groups to form. We look at some group of top performers and notice some visual clue that offends our senses of Equality. We see, say, more men than women mathematicians. Well, we used to, anyway, back when everybody agreed we could identify a person’s sex by looking. Never mind that now.

		 

		Above, we agreed nobody calls for Equality of spleen types (or Equity, but to save typing, I’ll write only Equality unless the difference needs to be made). Spleens are not visible, making it tough to check a person’s spleen category. Race and sex are visible. We certainly know of demands of Equality for race. But hair color, height, and the wearing of ball-caps are visible, too.

		 

		Yet nobody calls for Equality for these groups (except hair color when regards race). So it’s not visibility per se that causes the formation of advocacy groups.

		

	
		Think That?

		 

		Perhaps it is the holding of some thought that is our common thread. Thought as an advocacy-group creator is often found. This is how Antifa members recruit new members (by chanting the lie “Fascists are everywhere!”). Yet we don’t often find advocacy groups centered around a thought demanding Equality, except in certain political situations.

		 

		We do find calls for Equality when the thoughts are religious. Religious group members will often demand equal representation in certain situations. We don’t usually find Antifa, or Green Party members, or even Lutherans asking for proportionately equal representation in math professorships, though. We find this only in political leadership positions, which are in a class all their own.

		 

		Thoughts can change. One day you are convinced God does not exist, and then the next day on your trip to Damascus, you are convinced of the opposite. Party members switch sides, people change religion, minds move to greener pastures. Demands for Equality based on thought membership are thus not quite the fish we’re after.

		

	
		Lording It Over?

		 

		In some areas of the world at some times, one group of people have been found to lord it over another group or groups. Sad but true. The English treated the Irish rather badly, but then the English also treated native-born English Catholics as lepers once, too. These treatments generated disparities.

		 

		If you forbid a man certain books or to use his mother’s tongue, it is clear no matter what native talent he possesses that man will have a hard time excelling, especially if he is barred from advancement by law. If you keep him just above starving, or put him in chains, again he will not likely excel. There is no opportunity. The master has greater opportunity than the slave.

		

	
		Lack Of Opportunity?

		 

		Lack of opportunity has a good case to be the thread we’re searching for. Give everybody equal opportunity and all will do as well as they are able—though they won’t come to equality of outcome.

		 

		There is some merit to this argument, as the examples just given prove. There are two problems with lack of opportunity, however, that show it is not the full answer. The first is that there has been rough equality of opportunity demonstrated often and in many different situations throughout history, yet equality of outcome has never arisen. This causes mavens to search for hidden impediments to Equality, which are invariably discovered, but which only they can see.

		

	
		Discouragement?

		 

		You’ll hear about some places or organizations that there exists a “culture which discourages” certain groups. No individual can be found to be an active discourager; instead, it is the culture at large which somehow discourages. As an example, take “hostile work environments” at which no bad person can be discovered to be hostile. Or “systemic racism”, but where individual current instances (that count) of racism are missing.

		 

		Yet somehow, nobody knows how, hostility or racism exists and impedes. Complaints along these lines, repeated often enough, sound like those from parapsychological researchers who accused “goats” of using subversive mental powers to disrupt their experiments. The goats didn’t even know they were doing it. Parapsychological researchers said the mere presence of goats in the world was enough to snuff out the powers of the gifted “sheep.”

		 

		There can never be a true equality of opportunity, as proved above. No two people and no two situations are ever exactly equal. Interactions between people, and between people and their environment, change without cease. The moment any system is put in place, the environment and arrangement of peoples shifts, making it impossible to maintain Equality.

		 

		Besides all that, we also have an appeal to the Fairness Fallacy (spoken of in Chapter 15). Whoever said that life was fair? No one. But who said it should be fair? Increasingly, everyone. Notice how an increasing number of commercials use the phrase “you deserve.” Never mind.

		

	
		Found It!

		 

		Excepting cases of true oppression, which are admitted but rare and certainly not systemic (against the usual advocacy groups), and setting aside thought-based groups, there is another suspect for our advocacy group creator. It is the recognized inability in the groups themselves!

		 

		Crucially, it is (for example) because people know women are not as good at being warriors as men that there are calls for Equality of sexes among warriors.

		 

		Sound paradoxical? It is. But that paradox is the key.

		 

		We all know that sex causes the differences we observe and that give rise to inequality. We all know men and women are different in all sorts of abilities, truly different, and that it is sex that is causing the differences. As the philosopher Peter Kreeft often says, women are absolutely better than men—at being women. And men are better than women at being men. We wish this was not so. So we call life unfair and demand Equality. We then claim the causes due to sex we all know to be there aren’t really there, and are replaced by “sexism”.

		 

		Everybody knows (east) Asians and blacks are different when it comes to calculation abilities, yet we wish they were not different. This wish is why we hear the claim “There is no such thing as race.” But there can’t be racism without observable differences in groups we call race. So race, or something like it, is real.

		

	
		Stuck In A Rut

		 

		To speak of these things is offensive in our society, because sex and race are things you’re stuck with, in spite of efforts by so-called transsexuals and transracials. You can change your mind and join a different thought-advocacy group, but you can’t change your sex. If it really is true that men are better (in the sense of being top performers) than women at doing equations and that difference is caused, at least in part by sex, then there is nothing in the world anybody can do about it.

		 

		Except, that is, to pretend the causes we know to be there aren’t there, and to demand quotas.

		 

		That’s the answer. We call for Equality in just those areas we know inequality holds.

		

	
		Vented Spleens

		 

		This explains why there aren’t any spleen advocacy group. Because everybody knows spleens have nothing to do with causing differences in any ability in which rewards are passed out. And because nobody can see spleens, or know much about them. Not without hard work.

		 

		Which is not to say a spleen advocacy group wouldn’t form some day. Not if people saw an advantage in it.

		

	
		Liberty vs. Equality

		 

		It’s not that oppressed groups never existed, or don’t exist now (although these aren’t women or blacks in the West). It’s that when groups are genuinely oppressed for immoral or false reasons, the call is for liberty or freedom and not Equality.

		 

		The cry for Equality only arises because of the desire for gain or for spoils, and when it is known equality, of ability or characteristic, doesn’t exist.

		

	
		The Intolerable Cannot Be Tolerated

		

	
		Simple Definition

		 

		Diversity, we are told in every place and on every occasion, is our strength. All who rule over us swear to this. Every elite institution strives to achieve it. So-called czars, chief executives, Deans, vice presidents, and other officers of high rank are appointed to oversee its creation. Uncountable sums are spent in seeking, creating, and managing it.

		 

		So important is Diversity, that many institutions require applicants to writes oaths to it as conditions of employment.

		 

		It must then be that a definition of Diversity is known to all. This definition must be, of course, simple and defensible, even obvious.

		 

		Alas, no. There is no definition of Diversity that does not boil down to either the Absolute Equality Fallacy or hatred or dislike of a particular culture. The Diversity Fallacy is therefore to claim Diversity as a strength when it is a weakness.

		

	
		Intolerable

		 

		The Diversity Fallacy is sometimes related to the Tolerance Fallacy, which is sometimes called the Tolerance Paradox in error. Tolerance to some is the, and really only, virtue.

		 

		Other peoples and cultures beside one’s own should be tolerated, says the tolerance principle. This is true to a certain extent, such as refraining from spitting on the sidewalk while in Singapore, even though one might indulge in the habit at home.

		 

		But not everything can or should be tolerated, even if the thing is practiced or believed by a large number of people. Some behaviors are intolerable. From that it necessarily follows that some behaviors should be accepted at certain times and places, while others should be resisted with all one’s might. The intolerable should not be tolerated. Tolerating all things is absurd; hence, there is no Tolerance Paradox.

		 

		Neither is Diversity desired if it implies Tolerance of all things. The Spanish were not wrong to be intolerant of Aztec human sacrifices; neither were the British wrong to be intolerant of the Indian practice of sutee. We should even now be intolerant of the return of these practices. Neither are Christians intolerant when they preach about sin to a public unwilling to hear.

		

	
		Forced Tolerance

		 

		Those who preach Tolerance, almost by default, want to impose their beliefs about Tolerance on those who admit the need for intolerance. It is the Tolerant who scream that the Intolerant want to impose their beliefs on the Tolerant, and not the other way around. This is the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy, which is covered in Chapter 15.

		 

		Somebody’s beliefs must and will always be imposed. It is not per se wrong to desire to impose one’s belief on others. Parents do it, and so do you. I do it now. It is only wrong when those beliefs are false and evil—such as the belief in radical Tolerance.

		 

		The Diversity Fallacy in the form or guise of the Tolerance Fallacy is to say that all things should be tolerated except, of course, the belief that some things are intolerable. It does not follow, and the criticism would be oafish if the Tolerant person concluded from this that “What Briggs is saying is that nothing but his own beliefs should be tolerated. The bigot.” This works as a matter of rhetoric, but it’s dumb as logic.

		 

		Being intolerant only means not tolerating what should not be tolerated. Some practices and beliefs other than your own should be tolerated. And some should not.

		

	
		Diverse Equality

		

	
		Uniform Diversity

		 

		We have all heard the cry that this or that organization or group “should look like America” (or like Sweden?). One such group is the US House of Representatives, which just about everybody says should “look like America”.

		 

		These cries are only partly driven by a desire for Equality. Desire for its polar opposite, or what would ordinarily be its polar opposite, Diversity, are important, too.

		 

		If there is Diversity there cannot be Equality, for Equality means sameness and Diversity means difference. Sameness cannot equate to difference. But it does. How? Because Equality and Diversity are identical. They both mean rigid uniformity.

		

	
		Three Cases

		 

		Diversity is now sought everywhere where “lack” of diversity has been noticed, with only three cases excepted:

		 

		(1) Where the possession of certain attributes are not politically interesting. Nobody calls for equal representation of, say, left handers in fire departments.

		 

		(2) Where the attributes are important but where the representation has already exceeded the population proportion. It is considered impolite, for instance, to remark that Jews in the Hollywood are highly over-represented proportional to their numbers in the population. No one calls for non-Jews. Another example: The response is only deafness when it is pointed out women now outnumber men enrolling in college. No one calls for more men.

		 

		(3) Where the attribute is important but where the situation is not high status or remunerative. Women are not clamoring for equal representation in sewer cleaners or as garbage men.

		 

		This gives us another version of the Diversity Fallacy, which is the Gimme Fallacy. Diversity is nothing more than tribal politics where nobody wants to admit tribal politics are in use.

		

	
		As Easy Equation

		 

		It is true, as of this writing, that there are more males and whites than female and black physicists. It is also true, and crucial, that physics is (for now) thought important and physicists are high status. Equality says men and women or whites and blacks must be equally good (in distribution) at physics.

		 

		Therefore, as we saw above, regardless of actual performance, women and blacks will be made physicists through enforced quotas, slackening standards, and redefinitions of physics until such a time as their proportion exceeds that of men or whites.

		 

		Not equals: exceeds. The exceeds is not an accident, and is said or thought to “redress” previous imbalances. But those previous imbalances, even if they were caused by oppression, existed in groups comprised of different people who happened to share the same characteristics as those around now.

		 

		There are few or no physicists working now from 1940 when the “imbalance” between men and whites and women and blacks was much larger. Yet men and whites today are asked to bow out gracefully to make space for their rivals. The men and whites of today are thought to share the sins of their white male predecessors because they are men and white. Original sin is not only a Christian concept.

		

	
		Powerful Powerlessness

		 

		When things of this sort happen they are not called discrimination because the groups punished, like white men, are said to have “institutional power”. You can’t discriminate or be racist against those with institutional power, a view which sort of inverses the oppression argument.

		 

		Besides ascribing occult abilities to those punished for being white men, and so negating Equality which says all groups share all powers equally and innately, it surely cannot be the case that a person who is cast aside or not hired or promoted because has is a white man has “power.” He demonstrably has none. This is the Power Fallacy. If the man was not promoted because he was white, because it was thought there were already be enough whites, the man is powerless.

		

	
		Depends On Where

		 

		It is true by their being a majority (as I write) that by simple weight of votes men and whites can be said to have power—in certain places. White men have little power in current-day Zimbabwe. This supposed power applies on average to the group itself and only to matters on which votes are cast (including tacit votes the constitute a shared culture), as long as the white men band together, and not to the individuals in the group. To say that this group-power applies to the all individuals in the group is to claim innate racial or sexual, or whatever, superiority to those individuals in the group.

		 

		This is at least the power to dominate others not sharing their characteristic, if not also powers in the abilities being tracked (such as understanding quarks). It is not logically impossible these superiorities exist, and if they do, then they do, and thus because of superiority we would expect higher representations of those sharing these attributes in the institution formed to display high ability.

		 

		This works in professional sports as well as in physics, where the “disparities” in race are reversed. It also necessarily true, then, that individuals in rival groups are thus innately inferior. Which sounds “hurtful”. This is why nobody wants to make that argument when it is made in favor of the group said to hold power. Said of those in groups not holding power, the argument is often made and even boasted of. Proving again it is tribal politics driving the process.

		

	
		Beats You

		

	
		Do We Need A Fumigator?

		 

		Diversity mavens (which we can call diversitites for short) castigate the majority when those in the majority act as if their culture is a majority culture. That may sound strange to you, so pause and reflect on it. What is means is the diversitites don’t like the majority culture.

		 

		The majority culture, wherever you go, is necessarily the majority culture. Those in the majority act in ways prescribed by that culture, at least on average. Japanese eat a lot of rice, and the Dutch eat a ton of bread. If people acted largely in ways proscribed by a culture, then they would not be acting in that culture.

		 

		Thus when one is criticizing the majority, it is because of the dislike of the majority culture and the wish to change it into something it is not. In other words, diversitites want to impose their beliefs and say the majority’s wish to impose its beliefs is wrong because (say diversitites) imposing beliefs is wrong. This is the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy all over again.

		

	
		Wherever You Are, There You Are

		 

		Wherever you are there will be a majority culture, a plurality, or even an exact equal mix of cultures. You have to be careful specifying the borders of where you are, but nations will do as a working definition. Exactly equal mixtures of cultures are rare, for it requires equality in number as well as importance of beliefs. It happens only in the smallest places, and is usually a temporary situation for the obvious reason that Times Change. One side or another angling for dominance is usually the impetus or instigator in ensuring Times Change. Equality therefore quickly gives rise to a plurality or a majority. For the same reason the plurality tends to move toward majority-minorities status.

		 

		When people of a foreign culture—the word foreign causes diversitites to cringe—mix with those in a native culture, one of two things must happen. The foreign minority will be tolerated as long as their numbers are relatively small and their beliefs relatively similar to the majority or when the minority are perceived as harmless. Don’t bother us and we won’t bother you. There will and must be conflict at the intersections of the two cultures, but since the minority is small and the difference in beliefs is not great the conflicts will appear to, or will be, localized and minor.

		

	
		Rodney Says Hi

		 

		To say no conflict should arise when cultures mix is another version of the Diversity Fallacy, which we can call the No Conflict Fallacy or the Can’t We All Get Along Fallacy. No, we cannot. If you are used to spitting on sidewalks, there will be conflict with you and the culture that forbids it. This is not a great conflict, but it is not nothing, either.

		 

		Cultures differ by much more than their stance on spitting taboos, so that it should be, but is not, obvious that there must always be conflict when any two cultures are made to mix. That we know there are different cultures is proof that cultures act differently. When one person wants to spit and the other doesn’t want spitting, there is conflict. And somebody has to win.

		 

		If peoples can keep themselves separated, with clear boundaries known and respected by all sides, then conflict can be minimized. Men being what they are, conflict can never be eliminated, especially at borders, physical or otherwise. These need not be national borders. Everybody knows you don’t go on the other side of the tracks, and that to do so invites trouble.

		 

		Diversity insists that both sides of the tracks are equal, or that conflict should not arise upon crossing. In other words, Diversity believes there is a third culture which nobody actually practices but which should be practiced, i.e. Equality. There is nothing wrong with desiring a different culture than the one you are in, of course, else this book would never come to have been written. But there is no use in pretending that there will be no conflict when change comes.

		

	
		Spare Change

		 

		Change is conflict, at least with the past. There must by logical necessity be conflict when cultures are forcibly mixed or made to change. Those who tout for Diversity believe they can handle any disputes that arise. History says they are wrong. The Doctrine of Unexpected Consequences insists they are wrong. The reply to these charges is usually that “This is the Current Year”, i.e. The Wrong Side Of History Fallacy.

		 

		It is not logically necessary that the faster cultures are mixed, such as through rapid and large immigration of peoples who do not share a majority’s beliefs, that conflict will be greater or more explosive. But all experience suggests this is true.

		 

		At this writing, many Western cultures, or rather the leadership of these countries, is implementing rapid immigration. The peoples invited in do not share the majority’s culture. They certainly wish to partake in parts of it, especially its material benefits. But they largely eschew the moral, philosophical, and sacrificial components of their host cultures. The tribal politics of Equality they are all for. Besides Equality, these minorities want the host’s culture to change.

		 

		Conflict, as predicted, has arisen. Diversitites invent nonsense words to decry the conflict when it arises from those in the majority, such as “racism” or “Islamophobia”. And they ignore, downplay, dismiss, or redefine the conflict when it arises from those on the side of minority. When the minority initiates an episode of conflict, the diversitites announce the real concern is that the minority will see conflict in return, as retribution. The minority was driven to or forced into the conflict.

		

	
		Blind Eyes

		 

		Diversitites say these foolish things because in their theory—in their devotion to the Fallacy—conflict cannot arise when cultures mix. That conflict does arise, they agree. But since it does not and cannot come from Diversity, the explanation must lie elsewhere. Hence, to them, it really must be that racism or Islamophobia, or whatever, is the true cause of conflict.

		 

		Racism etc. is also thought not to be the true part of the majority’s culture. It’s only rabble rousers that cause trouble. They are like cancers, a contaminated few. If these Bloody Mary’s can be axed, diversitites believe, racism etc. can be eliminated and all conflict can and will disappear.

		 

		Even if this is true about the so-called racism of a few individuals, it reveals extraordinarily limited thinking, as if the only possible conflicts are racial. Thus it came to be that Muslims are thought or said to be a race, which is as silly a notion as you will hear. But it is believed, hence “Islamophobia.” In any case, the real conflict is, and always is, much deeper.

		 

		The truest and bloodiest conflict arises from the spiritual and philosophical, not the racial (though that has had its fair share of blood). Islam does not, incidentally, in any of its forms, preach Diversity. Those in the West when they finally get their Diversity are in for a shock.

		

	
		White Crimes

		 

		Perhaps the most abhorrent crime a white man can commit (in our culture) is to treat a non-white differently because the other fellow is non-white. A black man can and is expected to treat a white man differently because of the white man’s race, and this is said to be prudent.

		 

		The asymmetry arises from the Power Fallacy. Or because, it will be said, the black man is right to be suspicious of whites, because whites are guilty of past crimes against blacks. Meaning the whites now share the sins of their fathers, while the blacks do not.

		

	
		A Real Race

		 

		Any and all of these arguments are premised on the difference in the races being real, while simultaneously denying the differences. Even saying differences are not real, yet pointing to the whites and requiring them to say “The differences are not real” is to prove the differences are real. For if they weren’t, you couldn’t point to the whites as a group. Again, use self-identification for our working definition of race.

		 

		Since racial differences are real, which all who make these arguments believe regardless of what they say, then it must be that there are also cultural differences between blacks and whites (or between any groups). This is so because, almost always, two white parents and two black parents created the offspring who are having the current dispute. Such births can only take place if there are at least cultural differences in mating. Since cultural differences in mating are rarely or never singular, there will be many other cultural differences, too. And where there are differences, there is conflict.

		 

		To the extent there exist self-identified races, biologically real or not, there must be different cultures, and since different cultures give rise to conflicts, the mixing of races must lead to conflict. Which can be seen out of your window.

		

	
		The Finish

		 

		The solution to this, some say, is to remove the ability to identify as a race (except as white, because enemies are needed). This can be done by disallowing the identification, or by making people forget the differences they were using to make the self-identification. This is not logically impossible, and the dropping away of old self-identification does happen sometimes.

		 

		In its best fashion it happens when a higher nature, usually spiritual, is seen to be the defining essence and reason for differences in groups, and not some biologic characteristic. The biologic differences can fade into disuse and enter into obscurity.

		 

		One thing is utterly certain. You cannot eliminate self-identified race and enter this happy land of No Racism when one race is constantly singled out as being the lone bad guy. This necessarily enforces the idea to everybody that the characteristics they are using to self-identify are correct. Conflict is such a regime is inevitable and must only grow the more obsessed people are to “eliminate racism”.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 12

		

	
		Race To The Finish

		

	
		Thanks, Mom

		

	
		Racy

		 

		Your father looked at your mother and said, “That’s one fine looking woman.” Your mother reciprocated. You ensued.

		 

		You, and every you out there, are a mix of your parents, and of your environment. But you also contain a soul, an ineffable, immaterial irremovable component of you. That soul makes you unlike anybody else, at least in part, even if you are a twin sharing all your genes with another.

		 

		Even if you don’t believe that, because you share bits and pieces of your parents, and most of the same environment, too, you are more like them, and your brothers and sisters, than you are to people outside your family. Your family is more like your aunts and uncles and cousins than to other families. And your distant relatives are more like you than distant peoples.

		 

		Most scientists agree with these facts. Maybe not woke scientists under the grip of the Equality delusion. But most scientists. The agreement means little to nothing, of course, because these are facts.

		

	
		Like Looking In A Mirror

		 

		Because you are most like your parents, and your family are more like your extended family than others, race exists. Yet because we are each of us men, there is only one race, the human race.

		 

		There is no contradiction. It only seems there is because the word race is over-loaded, to borrow a term from computer programming. Race means different things depending on the context. It’s when the word is thrown around lacking that context, or when the context rapidly shifts during conversation, that troubles arise and the Equivocation Fallacy, a.k.a. One Thing Into Another Fallacy, exists.

		 

		Because groups of families have stayed in the relative vicinity of each other over long periods of time, peoples grow to be more like themselves than those living elsewhere. This goes on long enough, and it doesn’t take all that long, in the end we have a race, or races, of people, who differ from others in certain ways.

		 

		This simple fact, like the facts above, never confused anybody before the Race Doesn’t Exist & Only Whites Are Racist Fallacy became popular. But since it and the Equality Fallacy have become debased dogma, more than a few academics have taken to saying race doesn’t exist.

		 

		That’s false if they mean there aren’t groups which largely share sets of characteristics, and true if they mean humanity as a whole. But these academics aren’t that sharp and do deny the existence of groups that share characteristics, except for whites, who share only evil traits.

		

	
		Boundaries

		 

		I was talking to a Japanese guy the other day and...hold up. No. Let me start again. I was talking to a Bushman from Botswana the other day and...ah, you get the idea.

		 

		Both of these men conjure different images in your mind that I do not, in any way, have to spell out. The images will be, if not true, than damn close to true. Because we all know the common characteristics and differences between these two races of people.

		 

		Now if I instead used a “German man” you’d also have a mental image, too, but you wouldn’t be able to speak it in polite company. This is because race-deniers say there is no such thing as a German as such, just people who share, maybe, “Germanic ideas”—which are the same ideas all the bien pensant share in Enlightened nations.

		 

		The objections to race are all baseless—or should I say debased. But, saying that, we have to be cautious not to carry the idea too far.

		

	
		Objections

		 

		One objection is that race is superficial, that we can only tell peoples apart because they look different.

		 

		I answer this by quoting the movie Desk Set (1957), which has computer expert Spencer Tracy giving an intelligence test to research librarian Katharine Hepburn. Tracy asks, “What is the first thing you notice about a person”, to which Hepburn replies with perspicacity, “Whether that person is a man or a woman.”

		 

		Why ever looks can’t count to discriminate between persons, or that looks are wrongly called “superficial”, are both bad arguments.

		 

		Another objection is to point to various genetic measures and say something about their variability between and inside races. These arguments are always pointless. Suppose every race only differs by a set of alleles on one gene only. Then, given the wide variety of characteristics we observe (from all history), the worst we could say is, “Gee, that is one important and influential gene!” This objection is thus the Quantity Fallacy, that differences in phenotype can’t be great because differences between genotypes aren’t.

		 

		A third objection is soft boundaries. The critic will point to individuals who are best classed as a different race than the ones the individuals identify with. The critic says the boundaries between races are somewhat fluid, especially in time, and not rigid, and that the races themselves undergo changes.

		 

		I answer by saying, yes, that’s all true. And that this confirms there are races, rather than denies it. Only hard core racial purists say there are absolute inflexible measures that classify races.

		 

		Anyway, there isn’t a man, man pretending to be a woman, actual woman, or child who doesn’t believe in race in practice. Denying race is something that takes place only in theory, as a way for academics to signal to one another their virtue. Further, everybody knows this, including the deniers.

		

	
		Taller & Shorter

		

	
		Anybody Have A Stopwatch?

		 

		There’s a race of people who have developed anomalously large spleens which, for some reason or other, allows them to survive underwater for long periods of time (sharp readers will have noticed in this book my fondness for spleens). These are the Bajau. They wander around east Asia and can stay under water “for as long as 13 minutes at depths of around 200 feet.” So says the National Geographic, and I believe them.¹⁹

		 

		Try holding your breath for more than two minutes. Go on. I’ll wait.

		 

		Hold up. I should have told you I also wanted you to wave your arms and legs around at the same time. Go back and try again.

		 

		Have a hard time? Now try it for thirteen minutes after plunging to a depth of 200 feet.

		 

		I can’t do it, but then I am of Northern European stock and my superpowers revolve around eating cheese and solving philosophy and physics problems. My spleen is only average. If you are as white as I am, your spleen is very likely nothing special, either.

		

	
		Diving On In

		 

		So here we have two races, Northern whites and Bajau. There may be exceptions at the “tails” of the distributions in abilities of diving and physics solving, but the average behavior is such that the Bajau will beat the whites diving, and vice versa solving physics puzzles.

		 

		In other words, race makes a difference in behaviors and attitudes. Yes, attitudes. Think of how these two races will think about diving! Few whites are going to venture a career in a capella diving (or whatever they call it), and few Bajau will aim at becoming string theorists. The way both peoples think of these activities will differ greatly, and because these are not isolated abilities, we should and do find differences across activities in entire cultures built around race.

		 

		Since race exists, and is driven by differences in genes, environment and souls, we’ll see differences in capabilities, abilities, attitudes, and so on between the races. In other words, behaviors will differ between the races: not everywhere, not in all things at all times, but in some things, in some areas, and at some times.

		 

		Academics who deny race take a Lamarckian view, and say, without evidence, that different races can be trained to behave similarly. This is the same as saying deer can be trained to be just as tall as giraffes. And when the training inevitably fails, to call the giraffes heightests.

		

	
		Environmentalists

		 

		Since some of the differences between peoples are caused by environment, changing it, or trying to normalize it as much as possible, will tend to tamper differences in behavior between races. This is both obvious and observed.

		 

		Yet since all differences between peoples are not caused by environment, all differences in behavior cannot be eradicated. Even if you really want those differences not to exist. Even if you spend a lot of money. And even if you scream “Racist!” at everybody who points out your error.

		 

		Genetic differences will exist at the boundaries of race membership, as above, but that is also expected.

		 

		About how souls are passed out—which is to say, how our immaterial intellects and wills differ—well, we’ll have to ask God about that when we see Him. It’s clear enough there are differences in temperament between races, and that some of these differences might be caused by differing intellects and wills. Besides, intellects and wills interact with, and indeed are integrally part of, the gene + environment bodies.

		

	
		Counting Abilities

		

	
		Dinner Bells

		 

		Which is better: being able to dive deep for your dinner, or solving puzzles about multiverses?

		 

		Answer: neither and both. It depends on the circumstance.

		 

		If you go and live among the nomadic Bajau sometime after greenback energy mavens ban oil, your ability to solve physics puzzles will be next to useless, if not actually a detriment.

		 

		Yet if these fishermen sought employment at an American university now (other than in a Studies department), they will go just as hungry as you.

		 

		Which is better: being more aggressive or more measured? More spiritual or more quantitative? More entertaining or more sober?

		 

		Answer: neither and both for all. It depends on the circumstance.

		 

		We could go on like that comparing and contrasting all interesting observed differences, but we’d only conclude that the behaviors we examined were interesting, which is knowledge we started with. And we’d re-acknowledge that some are important there and then, and others important here and when.

		

	
		Being Judgemental

		 

		It is obvious judgments about worth are attached to abilities and behaviors, and since abilities and behaviors differ in degree between the races, there must be differences in judgements of worth. At least regarding those abilities and behaviors we find interesting. And don’t forget, it is impossible not to be judgemental; see Chapter 10.

		 

		Wishing this were not so is what leads to grief. For if you cannot eradicate what cannot be eradicated, you will have to lie about your efforts along that line. And you will have to say the interesting abilities and behaviors aren’t “really” interesting after all.

		 

		Which is exactly what we see.

		

	
		Being Gracious

		 

		It’s well to be the person with a needed ability, whether it’s diving or problem solving. Certain rewards go to the able, as is proper, rewards which necessarily pass by the unable.

		 

		But then, as the man said, with great powers come great responsibilities.

		 

		The people who say race doesn’t exist, and that differences in the races are due to racism—consistency is not something these people bother about—don’t see that. Equality has blinded them to differences being real, which they only half believe. What concerns them more is Equity, the unequal rewards given to the able, and withheld from the unable. Because they don’t see how they favor certain abilities, like puzzle solving over diving. They want to call these equal too, but secretly favor the former over the latter.

		 

		This would not be any problem if the able realized their great burden of being able, and what they owe the unable.

		 

		The debased believe that they, the debased, should receive the greatest reward for understanding none should be rewarded because of his ability. And for preaching all could be equally able, if only naming differences were outlawed.

		 

		This is horribly confused and, as said, irritatingly inconsistent. It can’t be made sense of. This is why the debased lash about and scream “Racism!” and insist, in spite of all evidence to the contrary, that everybody is equal, or can be.

		

	
		Why Cry?

		 

		It would be right of the Bajau to say, “We are better than you.” This is a simple fact, when it comes to diving. And if diving was how we all got our meals, these people should be amply rewarded, above whatever the rest of us get for our support services.

		 

		Why cry about these “disparities” or “inequalities”? It is the Way Things Are. And unchangeable, except in minor ways.

		 

		The worst thing the divers could do is lord it over the others, and the worst the non-divers cold do is scream “Racism!” Both cause only harm. We have seen that if we care only about removing “disparities”, we have to resort to quotas and the concomitant reduction in standards. People will go hungry when whites are made to dive for our dinners.

		 

		But if instead everybody recognized their duties and responsibilities, as well as their abilities, the differences could be celebrated, just as people say should be done.

		 

		Well, such will never happen in real life. It’s not impossible, but damned unlikely. Aiming that direction is far better than denying obvious facts known to everybody. That just makes liars out of each of us, and it increases grievances and ill feeling, where each new “disparity”, no matter how small, grows intolerable.

		 

		Again, just as we see.

		

	
		Not A Number

		

	
		Sad Times

		 

		It is impossible to quantify many things, like sadness. How sad are you on a scale of -17.2 to 2 × sin(2)π?

		 

		We could put a number to sadness, but how much meaning does it have? Here from Moby Thesaurus are the first dozen or two words which capture various shades and meanings of sad: abominable, acier, affecting, afflictive, anguished, anxious, arrant, ashen, ashy, atrocious, awful, badly off, base, beastly, beggarly, beneath contempt, beneath one, bitter, blackish, blameworthy, bleak, blue, bored, brutal, canescent, cheap, cheerless, cheesy, cinereous, cinerous, comfortless, common, contemptible, crummy, dark, darksome, debasing, degrading, dejected, delicate, demeaning, deplorable, depressed, depressing, depressive, desolate.

		 

		The list goes on and on. Perhaps the whole taken together capture sad; but then, each of the near-synonyms have their own digressions. This is why we look to poets rightly, and not scientists, to teach us about sadness.

		

	
		Correlations

		 

		Again, a number could be put to the above question, but we all recognize it will be a gross simplification. It won’t be wrong, not totally. Somebody saying “-17” will very likely be sadder than somebody saying “1.4”. How much sadder we can’t say, not really.

		 

		The crude difference might be useful. For instance, we might discover that those who answer on the low end of the scale don’t keep their jobs quite as long as those who answer at the top of the scale. This is a “correlation”. There may or may not be a causation buried in it; likely there are many different causes operating.

		 

		Still, we might be able to shade predictions one way or the other with our “sadness scale”. As long as we recognize the insurmountable difficulties and dangers with the number, it can be put to use. Cautiously, and in a limited way.

		

	
		When I Say Jump

		 

		How can we quantify a person’s athletic ability? Why not see how far they can jump, like they do in the Olympics. We’ll come to a nice number, one which can be measured as accurately as we like, depending on the effort put into it.

		 

		We’ll find this “athletic score”, like the “sadness score”, also “correlates” with other physical activities, like running times, or ability to lift weights, or maybe dunking a basketball. Knowing an “athletic score” won’t tell us exactly how somebody will do in any activity, even new jumping. But it will be of help in making predictions.

		 

		It’s also obviously absurd to say this one number is athleticism. Or that this one number actually is a real, biological thing.

		

	
		You Say How High?

		 

		Jumping is one number. Why not add in a few more measures, like for running, throwing, lifting, and whatever else you fancy. We can form a function of the various measures and call this the true “athletic score”.

		 

		It, too, will correlate with all sorts of physical activities, and probably even other measures of success, like income, number of babies made, and that sort of thing. I do not joke nor jest: the correlations can be useful, will be real, but imperfect representations of other activities. Like with sadness, as long as we’re cautious and limit our scope, we won’t go far wrong, and we’ll have a useful tool.

		 

		Here’s where it can go wrong. Saying we’ll know we have true and complete measures of athleticism because we can take linear combinations of all the various measures in a group of people, using a technique called principle components. This analysis will show something like a mean, a linear combination of all the measures.

		 

		The last step in the mistake is to call this mean, say, m, represents manly athletic ability. We’ll say this statistical artifact m is itself real and part of people. This m will obviously correlate to things, to different degrees, as the individual measures or athletic score itself does, because this m is merely linear combinations of measures we already know correlate to things.

		 

		We can see the mistake in thinking when we realize we can always get a mean from any collection of unassociated (“random”) numbers. The m from these is meaningless, but it will always exist. As only a statistical artifact.

		 

		But if we instead keep saying m is athletic ability, eventually people will come to believe. Though they shouldn’t.

		

	
		Intelligence

		

	
		Right

		 

		Intelligence cannot be quantified. Or, it can, but in just the same imperfect way as sadness and athletic ability can. Meaning all the weaknesses we saw above apply to the so-called intelligence quotient, or IQ score.

		 

		Intelligence is comprised of many things, such as intellect, will, and memory. None of these are the same. Not all are material, but all rely on biology, but not equally. There isn’t any way to quantify any of these things perfectly, but approximate, even useful, but limited measures can be made.

		 

		Such as tests of puzzle-solving ability. Which some call “IQ tests”. These tests measure one thing faithfully: how well people can do on tests like these. They can only measure intelligence imperfectly, just like our other scores.

		

	
		Wrong

		 

		Nobody, therefore has an IQ. An IQ is just a score on a test, like how far you have jumped and the answer you give on the sadness question. Intelligence involves your will much more than jumping, and will is more like sadness. In any case, IQ is not something you have. It is something you have done. You have intelligence, which this score measures to a weak extent.

		 

		IQ test scores, far more than emotions and other measures of ability, tends to be reified. This is the Deadly Sin of Reification, the fallacy in which the map becomes the territory. With IQ scores, people forget the territory almost completely. The map, because it is easy to compute, because realer than Reality.

		

	
		More Correlations

		 

		It is true, just like with sadness scores and athletic scores, the IQ score will correlate with certain things, like income and ability to do certain jobs. There is no magic in this. To the extent the ability is like the IQ test, the correlation will be stronger. And vice versa.

		 

		Just like with the athletic score, we can ask puzzle-type questions of several types (math, logic, memory, analogy, etc.), and across many individuals, and do that same principle components analysis, and discover a mean. This time we’ll call it g. It, like m, is nothing but a linear combination of puzzle-test scores. So it’s natural, like m, it will correlate to our items of interest.

		 

		But it would be reification again if we said g was intelligence, or that it was a real biological entity, instead of a weak measure of an ability which is only partly biological.

		

	
		Those Darn Disparities

		

	
		Not So Intelligent

		 

		As with most arguments in this book, I can’t hope to persuade the devout that this view of IQ test scores is right, and that IQ is not a thing. But accept it for the sake of argument. (Or go to this link for a long exploration into the topic.²⁰

		 

		It has been observed in many places and under many conditions that East Asians score on average higher than blacks on IQ-puzzle tests. That is, some blacks score higher than some Asians, but Asians tend to score higher than blacks.

		 

		It is wrong to say, therefore, that Asians are more intelligent than blacks, because IQ is only a weak measure of intelligence. But it is right to say Asians score better than blacks on IQ-puzzle tests. The better “in mean” is implied.

		

	
		Be-cause

		 

		In those tasks that are like the puzzle tests, it follows that Asians will likely also be better than blacks, on average. Such tasks are programming, math, finance, and the like. Indeed, the Asian-black disparity in these practices is observed.

		 

		Obviously, some thing or things cause the differences in test scores, and in the practice of these other abilities. There are surely many causes, but some are probably more important than others. Intelligence is one of these causes, and easily the most important.

		 

		Related causes have to do with what people do in their off-test hours. How they prepare for tests and so forth, and their attitudes toward these tests. These causes are also seen to differ between races.

		 

		For instance, blacks are about 8-10 times from murderous than whites and Asians; the rate multiplier is high for other violent crimes, too. This causes disparities in treatment of blacks, it’s true, but in proportion (usually less!) to the frequency of their acts. This different treatment must cause, through a complex, some of the differences in testing ability, and attitude toward testing.

		 

		The cause our current rulers like best is “white supremacy”, or “whiteness”, a form of racism which, somehow, emanates from whites and causes blacks to score worse than Asians. Or maybe these racism rays leaking off of white supremacists cause Asians to do better, a kind of intensified yellow fever. It’s not clear.

		 

		Or maybe it’s Asian supremacy that quashes black scores! Or even—hey, we have to consider everything—it’s black supremacy operating in reverse. Somebody put the switch in the wrong position and nobody remembers how to put it back.

		

	
		System Wide

		 

		Racism as an explanation is, at this late date, idiotic, and in no way defensible. Not even if you call it “systemic racism”, which is defined as when no individual is racist himself, but the system collectively is. This is like trying to bootstrap the famous philosophical problem of getting something from nothing: it can’t be done.

		 

		There isn’t anywhere in Enlightened nations racism, systemic or otherwise, against blacks. Every corporation, college, school, government agency, and on and on do whatever is the polar opposite of systemic racism to blacks. Blacks are systemically hired, promoted, and praised above all other groups. Further, everybody knows this, too.

		 

		Despite all efforts, and amounts of money spent that would embarrass a Teacher’s Union representative, the “disparities” is test scores, and in worldly achievement in activities correlated to these test scores, haven’t gone away. There is no evidence to suggest they ever will.

		

	
		Not Just Here

		 

		What might have slid by your attention was that blacks score less well than Asians on these tests in nations that are not the USA. The same is true even in predominately black nations. If the cause of lower scores is any kind of racism, it has to be both occult and extremely powerful, since nobody can see it and it has such a magnificent effect.

		 

		Or—and follow me closely here—the cause could be lesser ability. Which nobody wants to say. It is anathema.

		 

		It goes against the doctrine of Equality, and if Equality in puzzle-solving ability is false, then the only way to reach Equity is by force and lowered standards, as discussed in Chapter 11.

		

	
		Other Talents

		 

		Blacks out score Asians, and by about the same degree, in athletics and entertainment, especially popular music. Blacks also do better than whites in these areas. Not just in the USA, but in all Enlightened countries.

		 

		Which means what you think it means: the white racism rays are blocked by muscle and melodies. Or maybe that same aggression that can turn criminal can also turn competitive and tuneful.

		 

		Women outnumber men in college enrollment, so we never hear cries for Equity in that area any more, even though men are statistically underrepresented. As I said earlier, Equity is never the true goal. Winning is.

		 

		In the same way, blacks outnumber whites and Asians in sports and music. Cries for Equity are no longer heard here, either, even though whites and Asians are underrepresented.

		 

		People don’t often say it aloud, but it is not forbidden to be thought, that blacks are naturally better in these areas, just as people are forbidden to think, Asians are naturally better at solving puzzles.

		

	
		What Would Happen?

		 

		What would happen if we all acknowledge what we weren’t allowed to think?

		 

		Nothing.

		 

		Look at sports. Is anybody complaining that blacks predominate? Have sports collapsed because of it? Well, yes, in a way, because certain black athletes decided to turn sports into debased politics. And in the venue where they excel! Madness.

		 

		However, the point remains. If people are allowed to fall out where they may, given their talents, or lack of them, while allowing acknowledgment of actual differences, then all would be as well as could be expected. Not perfect, because politics never is. But better.

		 

		Think of how bad you don’t feel about admitting you can dive for thirteen minutes at great depth. God bless those that can! And those who can run with balls. And those who can prove theorems. Vive la difference!

		

	
		White Supremacy

		

	
		Try Again

		 

		As of this writing, the USA’s Department of Homeland Security, an agency built on the fear terrorists were going to take over the country, says the biggest problem is not themselves, nor the false and harmful ideas espoused by our rulers, but white supremacy.

		 

		Since all regimes must needs have an enemy, and none presenting themselves, ours has decided on white supremacy. Even (as I write this) the US President (Biden) calls for its end, and cautions against its dangers.

		 

		Evidences of white supremacy abounds! Just the other day, some group denounced Shakespeare as white supremacist. This joined ability to do mathematics and to program computers. Engineering of all kinds, we are routinely told, is rife with white supremacy. And so on.

		 

		Well, it’s as it seems. Every example is a self-own. If you want to condemn whites, it’s best not to do it by pointing to their spectacular achievements. But the enemies of whites can’t be made to see this, because they are in the grip of Equality and the lust for riches they assume will be theirs when white supremacists are made to surrender their possessions and advantages.

		

	
		Bad People

		 

		All whites are racists, a trait they cannot escape. So say academics and activists. In and out of government. Proof? Every time you tell a white he’s racist he denies it. Which shows “white fragility”, a form of racism.

		 

		Racism itself is never defined in these harangues. The working definition is “white who won’t admit his racial crimes”, or simple “white.” Whites carry the indelible stain of all racist acts done by any white anywhere in all history. A charge which admits of differences the races, incidentally.

		 

		It’s obvious racism cannot be defined as “treating people differently because of their race”, because then out goes all the quotas for blacks.

		 

		It’s clear, to some of us anyway, that this is all power politics. Spoils must be divided, and, so far, most whites can be guilted into giving away portions of their rightful share by screaming, or threatening to scream, “Racist!” at them.

		 

		Some economist said that whatever can’t go on won’t. Same is true here. There’s only so much undeserved guilt whites will absorb. It’s bad because much of the pressure is coming from the government itself, generated by ruthless hateful politicians anxious to enrich themselves and keep people divided. These politicians are evil. Not just wrong: evil.

		 

		The current system can’t but end badly. But it could end well, as long as rulers can be made to care for something other than themselves. And we jettison Equality.

		 

		Alas, neither is likely.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 13

		

	
		Women’s Bodies

		

	
		The Feminine Form

		

	
		Sorry, Ladies

		 

		Women do not have the right to do what they would with their own bodies. Men don’t either. To say that women have a “right” to do what they want their bodies is the Women’s Bodies Fallacy. To say that only women have a right to decide matters pertaining to women because they are women is the same fallacy, but one usually married to the Voting Fallacy.

		 

		If only women can decide laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to women, because they are women, then it would seem to follow that bodily characteristic dictates who gets to decide what. Men only should decide laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to men, because they are men. Women have to shut up in these cases, as men have to keep quiet when women are deciding things about themselves.

		 

		Why restrict these kinds of legal apartheid by only sex? There is no rational reason to stop at sex—and, in some actual cases, we don’t. Restricting decision making in certain instances by biological or other characteristics can make eminent sense.

		 

		We only allow citizens to vote in federal elections, for example. (Some dispute that, of course.) Birthright, or a complicated legal “adoption” procedure, separates who has the right to vote and who hasn’t. We don’t open the vote for where to go to lunch to the outside world, and only allow members belonging to the office to have a say. We might weight the opinions of seniors greater than teenagers when deciding on reduced fairs for the subway. Many other examples will come to mind.

		

	
		Sex Appeal

		 

		So why is it that restricting rule-making by sex seems odd? Again, why only sex? Why not sexual orientation? Pedophiles get to decide on the rules pertinent to them because they are pedophiles? Why not left-handed Asian stamp collectors? Left-handed Asian stamp collectors get to decide on the rules pertinent to them because they are left-handed Asian stamp collectors? We start down that road until we eventually arrive at individuals.

		 

		Only each individuals gets to to decide the laws and rules that pertain to him because only the individual knows what’s best for him alone. The result is complete and genuine anarchy. This is the system where there are no rules, no rights, no laws, no rewards and no punishments. Chaos. It is, in fact, satanic. This isn’t hyperbole. The satanic dictum is Do what thou wilt shall be the whole of the law. There is no seeming way to arrest this slippery slope if we allow general rule-making by characteristic. So let’s try something else.

		 

		We cannot have each individual decide what is best for her alone, yet at least for argument’s sake, we want to allow women to make rules that pertain only to them and men to men. Yet making this cut only at sex is limiting and arbitrary. We can’t go all the way down to individuals, and we recall we do allow in certain cases characteristic to decide on the line. Aren’t there other lines we can draw?

		

	
		A Race Not Run

		 

		Why not try race? Jews in Israel alone get to decide on the rules pertaining to them because they are Jews. Whites alone get to decide on the rules pertaining to them because they are white. Try either sentence again subbing in black and see how it sounds. If you’re a typical American it has a better ring to it. Doesn’t it? The reason it does is the same reason why it doesn’t sound totally absurd to say women alone should rule over women.

		 

		There is a feeling (and often it is no more than an ill-informed feeling) that women and other groups have historically had a hard time of it and suffered through no end of calamities all caused or exacerbated by that well known boogey man the white Christian man.

		 

		He has made enough decisions, the argument goes, and now it’s somebody else’s turn, preferably somebody with a uterus. Well, that’s too obvious a fallacy to be worth refuting, even though that argument does often carry the day. Let’s go after something deeper.

		 

		It must be that female persons do not have the right to do anything they want with their bodies. For example, what if a woman, using her own body, decides to slit the throat of her neighbor? Most would frown on that sort of thing. What if a woman takes her body and flings it from a high place onto your automobile? Most would say this is not her right. What if she causes, using her body, the forest to catch on fire? Or to use her body such that the jewelry leaves the store before being paid for?

		 

		We’re on the wrong track. It can’t be that people really mean what they say when they say “Women have a right to what they want with their bodies.” That leads very quickly to asinine conclusions. Maybe instead what they mean is “Women have a right to do what they want to their bodies.” Let’s see where that leads.

		 

		We’ll see that we immediately have to restrict or ban the slippery slope, else where are back to the Do What Thou Wilt.

		

	
		Kill And Get Shopping

		

	
		Womb Without A View

		 

		Women (and men arguing about the topic) justify killing the lives inside them because they say they should be in charge of their own bodies. They call this “reproductive justice”, and they call the act of killing “reproductive health.” These are terrible euphemisms because it is not justice to kill an innocent; plus, killing is the opposite of health. All such acts are anti-reproductive by definition.

		 

		The other slogan is, as all know, “Pro choice.” What choice? The choice whether to kill. None of these terms are helpful, and all are designed to mislead. So let us call the killing what it is and avoid the simple fallacies.

		 

		There are only two questions: (1) Do women have the right to do what they want with their own bodies?, and (2) Do women have the right to kill (without temporal consequence) the lives inside them? We saw that the answer to (1) is no, in the blanket sense, but yes in qualified circumstances. But regardless of what that answer is, it is moot. For the life inside a woman is not her body, therefore she does not possess the right to do whatever she wants to it. Only the second question is of any interest, no matter what the answer to (1) is.

		

	
		Human Beings

		 

		It shall be proved that the life inside a would-be mother is an innocent human being. It is innocent for the obvious reason that it has done no wrong. At the worst, all these lives possess original sin, but that’s it. (You need not believe in original sin to follow the argument.)

		 

		So much for innocence. What about a proof the life is (a) a life and (b) is human? These are easy to prove, too.

		 

		Some people argue it is moral to kill the life inside women as long as that life is not “viable”. By this they mean possessing the ability to live outside the mother’s body. It is clear that this life is a life if it is viable—it is not a non-life.

		 

		If it is alive and outside the woman’s body, it is equally clear (to most of us, a remark clarified below) that this life is thus also a human being. Thus, except for the promised clarification, viability is the point at which the “lump of tissues” inside a woman magically becomes a human being, one innocent of all earthly crime.

		 

		There must be some point at which whatever it is inside the women becomes a human. You, dear reader, have become one, and thus had to become one at some point. We’re arguing about what that point is.

		 

		If the life is outside the mother, and living, it must be a human being or something else. We’ll explore both possibilities. I will take it as read that killing an innocent human being is homicide, if not murder. If you disagree with that, you will have to prove why you yourself are not free game. Pew pew.

		

	
		Unviable Argument

		 

		Long ago, viability could only be reached by natural birth, or in very rare circumstances at some late stage in pregnancy where the life could be removed and stay alive on its own, as with Julius Ceasar. If we accept viability as our rule, then the “lumps of flesh” inside women up until about a century ago became human beings at about eight months of pregnancy. Medical technology advanced, and thus so did the point at which the lump of tissue, now called a fetus, was viable.

		 

		Thus the magic that transformed the fetus into a human being could happen earlier and earlier in a pregnancy.

		 

		It is not science fiction to suggest that medical technology will continue to improve until one day we can “grow” a person from conception entirely in a test tube or similar apparatus. When this happens, viability is defined at point of conception.

		 

		Thus the lump of tissue—a very small lump, consisting of one sperm joined to one egg—becomes a human being at conception. Killing it is would be homicide, if we accept viability as the proof of start of human life.

		 

		Viability, then, proves the moment sperm joins egg is the point at which a new human being is created. We know that, aided by whatever medical means are available, a zygote will progress in its life the way all human lives progress. It will, barring accident or disease, start small, get big, shrink a modest amount, and then die. All stages represent the same human person. Never at any moment is it a “lump of tissues”.

		

	
		Abracadabra

		 

		Since defining the point at which human life magically begins conditional on available medical technology is insane, it is clear all human lives begin at conception.

		 

		It is insane because lives become magically human beings in the United States sooner than they do in, say, the African country of Benin, surely a lovely place, but one far removed from the electronic wizardry of the West. For Beninites, the magic must occur later.

		 

		And it must be magic that confers humanhood, because it isn’t the technology itself that is doing it, but something else is. It can’t be “viability”, because that is only a word or state, and it anyway happens after the magic. What is the magic that transforms the fetus from lump-of-flesh into human being?

		 

		Nobody knows or can say. That’s what makes it magic.

		 

		The lives inside would-be mothers are (a) lives, and (b) human at the point of conception. They are also innocent, and therefore killing them is at least some form of homicide, very possibly murder.

		

	
		The Part Is Not The Whole

		 

		Viability also proves why losing sperm in the manner of Onan, or in destroying eggs by (say) having them removed, or even in the shedding and exposure of working tissue (like blood or skin or whatever) isn’t the killing of a human being. This is because tissue (that is not a zygote) will not grow into a larger human.

		 

		Tissue is not and never can be viable. Tissue has to be transformed into something which can become a human (by, say, cloning). But the moment the transformation happens, the magic has acted, and the “tissue” is a human.

		 

		This argument was at one time fresh, and it had its place in dissuading some women keen on killing. Technology like ultrasound and the presence of “test-tube babies” now make it impossible to ignore. Yet some women, aware of this argument, still want to kill.

		 

		Calling the lives inside them non-human lumps of flesh is no longer sensible, though, so women, and their soy-drenched male enablers, are moving on to redder pastures. Here begin our clarifications. The life inside the would-be mothers is admitted to be human, but it is said not to be “fully human”, and therefore is ripe for slaughter; or the life is admitted to be full human but is labeled a nuisance to be eradicated.

		

	
		What An Imposition!

		

	
		Who Let Him In Here?

		 

		Take these in reverse order. Some women are claiming having a life inside them is an imposition, so much so that it is akin to rape—especially if the baby is male (alas, not a joke).

		 

		One way of putting it is to say the humans inside them were put there “without consent”. Evidently, many of these ladies have forgotten what sex was for. Given the imposition, therefore the women have a right to kill these “intruders”. Or it is said these lives are a tremendous burden on the women, and that it would be unfair to force the women to take care of “unwanted” children. And so the lives can without compunction be killed.

		 

		All of these arguments tacitly admit that the lives inside women are human and innocent. Killing innocent human beings is therefore justified by arguments of imposition. This is why I stressed above that killing these lives is some kind of homicide. This isn’t necessarily bad because we remember there are cases where we admit some homicides are justified.

		 

		Justified homicide is not murder. This was why I used homicide above and not murder. What then about the case where an imposition has happened? If these impositions are of a certain sort, killing is allowed; if not, then the purposeful killing is murder, and any accidental killing manslaughter.

		

	
		The Stork Only Rings Once

		 

		The doorbell rings. You open the door and on the stoop is a newborn, abandoned by somebody, presumably its mother. An imposition is being attempted. What are your duties in such a case? You could close the door, pretend you never heard the bell. Let nature and the elements take their course and kill the child. Or you might admit to seeing the child, but insist you couldn’t be bothered.

		 

		It costs money to raise a child, and you are not made of money. Again, let exposure kill it, thus relieving you of all responsibility except that of cleaning up the mess. You might go so far as to call the trash pickup. Even that is still a burden on you (dialing the phone costs time if nothing else).

		 

		Would you consider your inaction, or very minimal action, justified? If so, then you are not responsible for the child’s death. Otherwise you are. Others, like the child’s real mother, might share in that responsibility of course. But we’re talking about you, lady.

		 

		Unless there be something unfixably wrong medically, you could save the child’s life, if you cared to. But you did not care to. Why should you? What do you owe anybody anyway? Are you not a free individual? Weren’t you going to work tonight n some slide “deck” and further your career? That darn child is hampering your advancement!

		

	
		Shifting Responsibilities

		 

		Perhaps to a deranged individual this non-action is justified. Otherwise, at the least, you should contact some authority and have them pick up the child, thus shifting the imposition from you to the organization represented by the authority.

		 

		If that authority is the state, you will still bear responsibility even beyond the call, though in diffused form. Such actions may even be the law where you live (like Good Samaritan laws). The point is this. If you agree, which I will presume you do, that this minimal action is mandatory (regardless whether a law dictates it), then you have agreed it is not imposition per se that justifies killing another human being, when you had it in your power to save its life.

		 

		So imposition by itself is no justification. Perhaps, though, the level or severity of imposition is. Maybe if you had to sacrifice all you had, even up to and including your life, you would be justified in killing.

		 

		Doorbell rings, you open it, and a man with a gun says, “Your life or the child’s.” What now? No easy answer here. Who is this guy? Is he serious? He won’t really pull the trigger, will he? Not my kid, anyway. If he kills me, how do I know he won’t kill the kid, too? Maybe if I move swiftly I can disarm him. And on and on. There is no certainty here, even if (as in some psychological experiments) the rules say there is.

		 

		Now suppose it is your newborn he demands. The question is suddenly dramatic. Blood matters. There is no proof that blood matters, and you can doubtless find some academic who will say it doesn’t. But that’s only because it’s easy to write anything. Living is different. There are still many uncertainties in this scenario, but it’s less obvious your inaction or indifference is justified. We might excuse a stranger who slammed the door then heard the shot, but most of us would think very differently about the parent who did so.

		

	
		Career Labor

		 

		These two scenarios were only to set a mood. We finally come to real point: the pregnant woman. We have agreed (here, anyway) because of the viability argument that the life inside the woman is a human being. The doorbell rings and this time it’s an abortionist with his vacuum and knife and he says “Let me kill your child so you can get back to your PowerPoint slides.” The imposition is clear.

		 

		The woman’s career will suffer (in most cases); the pregnancy itself will cause irreversible changes to the woman’s body, which may even be damaged; the labor will be painful, whether the birth be natural or cesarean. The food required will be greater; plus, a host of other things happen which will cost money. Why should not the mother kill her child, remove the imposition, and get on with her life by ending the other life?

		

	
		Left On The Doorstep

		 

		There is a difference in the abandoned-baby scenario and pregnancy. In the first case, the woman answering the door took no active part in the killing. In the second, she must do the killing herself, or pay an assassin to do it for her.

		 

		Don’t balk at the word! It is the job description of assassins to kill for money. In the first case, we (or most of us) insist efforts be made to save the life. In the second, some women are fine to kill an innocent human life to save themselves efforts and expenditures.

		 

		If we accept that excuse, then it must be that we would allow any woman, and presumably any man, to kill any innocent human being who imposes the equivalent or greater burden on them.

		 

		Maybe that equivalent can be put to dollars and cents. Say it’s a million dollars (or whatever). That means if I can prove that you will cost me at least that amount in imposition fees, I could with perfect justification kill you. We would have to rely on economists and not philosophers and theologians to say who gets it and who doesn’t. You had better pray they arrive at a very high figure.

		

	
		Who Says Life Is Fair?

		 

		Many women say the imposition is “unfair”, especially if the baby was conceived without her permission. This unfairness justifies killing. This is the Fairness Fallacy, spoken of in great length in Chapter 15. It is answered by the Tough Cookies Rebuttal.

		 

		This is the same answer your mother gave you when you discovered other kids had more toys than you. Unfairness cannot be used as the justification for killing an innocent life.

		 

		Not everybody can, nor should they have, equal burdens in life. It falls to women to have the “burden”, but also joys and benefits, of pregnancy. It is not “fair” that men do not share in these joys and benefits. It is also not “fair” post-menopausal and pre-menarche women do not share in these joys and benefits. Life is not fair, nor ever will be, nor is it desirous it should be. Again, see Chapter 15.

		

	
		The Continuum

		 

		The second attempt at justifying the knife is to admit the life inside the woman is human, and to accept the imposition and the knowledge that life is not fair, but to grade human life along a continuum, or at least on a non-dichotomous scale. Some lives are not “fully” human, it is said—and it is said by some academics. Those lives which are not fully human can be with justification killed; those lives which are fully human cannot be killed.

		 

		People do not accept this argument when level of humanity is gauged by race, sex, or nationality, as they have in the past. Can we kill whites because they fall on the wrong side of the continuum? Maybe just “white supremacists”?

		 

		The woke use “level of awareness”, or words like that, as in possession (or its lack) of certain mental characteristics. Those lives that are less aware or who are suffering some lack of mental ability may be killed, and those that are more aware or who have health may not be killed.

		

	
		Levels Of Humanity

		 

		Level-of-awareness is not yet a popular argument, found now mainly in “peer-reviewed” journals. But the temptation to use these kinds of arguments—that humanity can be graded—will surely increase in efforts to show the lives inside mothers are not human. That is, they will increase in frequency as it is recognized that the lives inside mothers are innocent human beings, because of the desire to discover any justification for killing.

		 

		This is only a prediction of the shape of the arguments to come. It results from the negative side of technology. The more our gadgets show, via things like ultrasound, that babies inside wombs are human babies, the desire to kill will cause people to say, “Yes, they’re human, but not yet fully formed. So off with their heads.”

		

	
		Cult Of Health

		 

		The Cult of Health will drive this change to some degree. It happens now when babies with certain genetic diseases are killed inside their mothers. This killing is said by some quacks, if you can believe it, to “cure” the diseases! This is the Bloody Quack Fallacy.

		 

		If you go to the doctor to have a hangnail removed, you have not been cured if he feeds you arsenic. This fallacy is recognized by some who then say the baby’s life would not be “worth” living.

		 

		Lack of health produces less worth in human life in the Cult. This works at both ends of life, naturally. Babies with genetic maladies have less worth than healthy babies, but so do the aged with debilitating disease have less worth than healthy old people. Those of any age who suffer beyond a certain flexible point no longer have worthy lives, and can be killed.

		 

		Who decides the cutoff points? Well, some agency must say that all those on this side of suffering may live, and those on the other may be killed. This is inescapable. That such a line can be drawn is the Suffering Fallacy.

		 

		Believing the opposite will lead to situations where quacks kill their patients and then announce “In my professional, credentialed judgment, his suffering was so great that I had to kill him.” This, as you might have heard, is already happening in some parts of the world.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 14

		

	
		Wrong Side of History

		

	
		The Right Place For The Wrong Side

		

	
		Current Events

		 

		This Wrong (or Right) Side of History Fallacy is also know as the The Current Year Fallacy, where it must be understood that “The Current Year” is a placeholder for, of course, the current year; so that, as this is being written, the fallacy is “It’s 2019” or “It’s the Twenty-First Century”. “So-and-so is on the wrong side of history” and “How can anybody still believe that? It’s 2019!” are common examples.

		 

		It scarcely needs proof that propositions themselves not time dependent do not become true or false at a particular date. (And for those philosophical readers who think they have discovered an exception with “grue”, see my Uncertainty.) Whether sodomy, say, is moral or immoral cannot depend on the calendar.

		 

		There is a sense the Wrong Side is parallel to the Voting Fallacy, because of the implicit premise that more people by a certain date will have changed their mind about the truth or falsity of a proposition. It’s okay to believe X when most do, fallacy-holders think, but when most don’t it is absurd to believe X. Of course, it is only absurd to believe X if X is in fact false.

		

	
		To The Future!

		 

		The Wrong Side is beloved by progressives. The reason may be that invoking it is a pure self-esteem boost; it jolts the system like a shot of espresso injected right into the vein. It allows the utterer to say to himself, “Boy, are you something! How far you have progressed beyond the masses!”

		 

		The user is always signaling his superiority by using the device. He says “the masses” because Wrong Side holders allow that lower people might believe anything, but they insist elites must and should bow to a certain set of approved doctrines. The Wrong Side of History Fallacy can thus be seen as a form of the Shut Up Fallacy.

		 

		Statistical proof of the fallacy’s increasing popularity comes from the New Yorker, no conservative bastion, indeed an organ which approvingly and often uses one or another version. Their article “‘Wrong Side of History’ Seems to Be on the Right Side of It” shows the phrase appeared over 1,800 times in bien pensant outlets in 2013, up from 500 in 2006. The magazine calls the fallacy “the soft bullet of utter dismissiveness” and that “[p]rogressives have made it their mark of Zorro.” Also showing explosive growth is the logically equivalent “The right side of history”.

		

	
		Invasion Persuasion

		 

		Here are some examples, chosen from an unending supply, and which highlight the logical implications of the Wrong Side.

		 

		Our one-time President said of Vladimir Putin’s 2014 entry into Crimea that the Russian ruler was “On the wrong side of history”.²¹ Then Secretary of State John Kerry said, “It’s a 19th-century act in the 21st century. It really puts at question Russia’s capacity to be within the G8.” Mr Obama meant that it was both politically and morally wrong for Putin to have done this because on this side of history, his actions are wrong.

		 

		If this is so, then there must necessarily have been a date at which movements like Putin’s were not wrong; which is to say, they were right, or at least acceptable. What might this date have been? Before (say) 1789, mankind was in darkness, he was brutish and ignorant and there was near universal agreement that invasive territorial expansion was just super.

		 

		The implicit voting/polling on the subject came down on the side of invasion; therefore invasion was moral. But then, somehow—nobody knows how, but it must have been a miracle—the light appeared! Mankind (womankind, too!) stepped into the blazing Sun of Progress and, aided by the razor-sharp reasoning of the guillotine, drained the blood from the blackness. On 13 June 1789, territorial incursions were fine and dandy, but one day later, on the 14th, they were not.

		 

		This leap of enlightenment must have occurred at some fixed date if there are right and wrong sides of history. Not only that, but right and wrong itself must have changed definition based on these miracles. Let’s consider this carefully.

		

	
		Back Door Example

		 

		Here is a popular example. Sodomy was illegal in many localities in the United States up until 2003 when the Supreme Court in Lawrence v. Texas implicitly labeled all such laws “unconstitutional.” Sodomy was morally and legally wrong in 2002 (or pick any earlier date), and in 2003 it was legally and also (in most minds) morally right.

		 

		It is logically possible that “Sodomy is good” was a truth but not known to anybody in 2002 (or some earlier date). If this truth wasn’t known, it had to be that people thought sodomy was bad, or at least of no moral interest. It was just the kind of thing that sometimes happens.

		 

		Whichever is the case, it had to be that one fine day the Sodomitical Truth, as we can call it, had to become known to at least one person. The day before, nobody knew it; on that special day, at least one soul saw the light. Now it may be that the truth was discovered in just the same way we discovered electrons had negative charge, via some sort of scientific experimentation. Or it could have been a truth that was buried under layers of historical premises that took a genius to unravel. We can picture our philosophical Archimedes shouting from his bath on the Seine “Eureka! Sodomy is good, not bad!”

		 

		After this happened, any person who denied the Sodomitical Truth would be, in a metaphorical sense, on the wrong side of history. Of course, on the date only our Archimedes knew of the truth. So only he was the only one on the right side of history, and everybody else was on the wrong side. How embarrassing for the world! This begs the question whether just one person is enough to define the wrong side of history, or whether there is a critical mass of persons required? Neither option is satisfying.

		 

		If it is many, it must require the assent of some fixed proportion of mankind before the Sodomitical Truth becomes true. This is the Voting Fallacy; that once, premised on the nature of the voting system itself, the required total for a proposition is surpassed what was once false now becomes true by virtue of its support. This is the miracle required. The Will of the People determines truth and falsity.

		

	
		Truth Does Not Flow

		 

		You may cheer this, but what follows is that what is true can become false again if only we could garner enough support to roll back the vote. Truth is fluid, thus the right or wrong side of history itself is fluid. That evidently is not what users of the fallacy mean. If voting is sufficient to define truth, then it seems that if we want to engage in a particular activity which is wrong but which few know is wrong, all we have to do is keep people from learning the truth so that the vote doesn’t switch. But why would we want to do this when we now have reached sufficient mass of people to tell us the thing is wrong?

		 

		If all that is required is one person to define truth, then a truth doesn’t become true until one person knows it, which is preposterous. It is the Voting Fallacy where the voting rule is defined as “One yes vote is enough”. If our Archimedes were to keel over before teaching anybody the truth he learned, the truth becomes a falsity again.

		 

		Yet if the Sodomitical Truth were a universal truth, it would always be a truth, whether anybody knew it or not. That being so, there is only one side of history: from Day One any who do not assent to the truth are on the wrong side of history. But only in the metaphorical sense.

		

	
		Whoop It Up

		 

		The celebrity Whoopi “It Wasn’t Rape-Rape” Goldberg once lectured Nigerian and Ugandan president Goodluck Jonathan and Yoweri Museveni on their countries’ adoption of laws that discourage man-on-man sex.²² “People,” she said, “Would face up to seven years in jail for promoting equality.” These laws were on the “wrong side of history,” she said. There is no logical difference between Goldberg’s and Obama’s arguments, except that Goldberg was careful to say “My opinion” several times. “Equality” as Goldberg used the word is like an incantation, meant to be all the proof needed for her assertion.

		 

		Notice, and notice with all your might, that neither Obama nor Goldberg nor anybody who uses this fallacy offer as argument anything but the fallacy. Mr Obama did not say why Mr Putin’s actions were wrong other than they were on the “wrong side of history.” Obama may have had other arguments but he assumed everybody knew them and, a fortiori, that everybody accepted them, even Mr Putin. Since Mr Putin obviously did not accept them, as anybody exposed to these missing-but-tacit arguments obviously should have, then something is wrong with Putin. Chancellor Angela Merkel at the time suggested a weak form of mental illness, and others believed this²³.

		

	
		The Course Of History

		

	
		Time’s Arrow

		 

		Progressives, as expected from the name, believe, with varying amounts of vigor, that history is on a certain course from lesser to greater enlightenment. Few to none of them would argue this progress is linear or continuous, but that, in general and on average, moral knowledge is increasing.

		 

		How this happens we’ll for the moment leave in abeyance. In any case, progressives surely believe they are always on the right side of history. But since, as all experience shows, yesterday’s progressive is today’s conservative, today’s progressive is likely now on the wrong side of history with respect to some future date, where at least some of the opinions he now holds will be deemed out of date.

		 

		Now it is logically possible there is or could be a super (yet mortal) being, a person who has (or will have) reached total progressive enlightenment, and who thus knows all correct moral opinions and never errs in his judgment, and so will never be on the wrong side of history. But since we have not (yet) heard about this person, though he is bound to become known once he arrives on the scene, we shall suppose he does not yet exist.

		 

		What follows is that all progressives, and ipso facto everybody else, are always on the wrong side of history with respect to the future—until this enlightened being shows himself and teaches us all we need to know.

		

	
		We’re All On The Wrong Side

		 

		This wrong-sidedness of progressives either holds with regard to every moral judgment or just some moral judgments. That is, the progressive now may hold some moral judgments that will never change, even after the arrival of our super being, or he may hold none. If it is none, then there is no fallacy in saying anyone is on the wrong side of history, because everybody is by definition, including the progressive.

		 

		If the progressive only holds some ultimate moral judgments, then it must be that these judgments are universal truths, and so were always true. They can thus be defended, but there is no reason to ever say somebody is on the wrong side of history because of them, since these were always truths.

		 

		History may indeed have a course. There may be events toward which mankind is aiming. There very well may be, as many believe, a final destination. Man nicknamed Peter made a final forecast that sounds like a reversal of the Big Bang: “But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, and then the heavens will pass away with a loud noise, and the elements will be dissolved with fire, and the earth and everything that is done on it will be disclosed.”

		 

		But it does not follow, and it is anyway obvious given the ubiquity of fallacies presented in this book, none of which are new but which are applied to new events, that man only progresses in knowledge. Regressions occur aplenty. That he does always progress (somewhere) is the implicit premise behind every use of the Wrong Side. It is a false premise. Many may grant that moral truths are forgotten and falsities believed, but they might still insist certain other knowledge progresses inexorably, like scientific knowledge. They say this because, until recently, scientific knowledge did not increase. But this is no way is a guarantee that it always will. And, as you might have expected, it also regresses. Ideology often trumps scientific knowledge, and the cases of Lysenko in Russia and climatology in the USA prove.

		

	
		What’s Wrong Is Right

		

	
		Not Always Wrong

		 

		The phrases “wrong side” and their like aren’t always fallacies. Any time-bound or time-conditional proposition might be on the wrong or right side of history. If the invitation said arrive by eight and you thought seven, then you will be on the wrong side of history. These are trivial exceptions of no interest here.

		 

		Suppose you and a friend witness a guy clonking another on the head with a portable plastic newspaper kiosk and your friend says to you, “How medieval.” Your friend is clearly not saying the action is wrong because a preferred method of dispatching enemies in the eleventh century was conking, only that that method was then popular.

		 

		People often use “that’s medieval” fallaciously, particularly with regard to cultural institutions like the Catholic Church, calling its rules “medieval” and by implication therefore wrong because old, and therefore on the wrong side of history. Of course, the Church got its start well before the medieval period, so not only do people argue badly, their grasp of history is like a drunken ninety-year-old arthritic who lost four fingers in a hunting accident.

		 

		Here is another usage: “The Pope thus paid homage to two priests, very much ahead of their times, who were also sanctioned by the Holy Office (now the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith).”²⁴ Many people at points in history hold wrong views.

		

	
		Gmarriage Again

		 

		Just now, a majority of Westerners—and here you may substitute an example you find more palatable—believe two men can be married to each other. This is absurd, because the nature of marriage requires man-woman pairings. Westerners believe the error because they believe natures either don’t exist or are defined by vote. Both are mistakes.

		 

		Even if you don’t believe this, accept it for the sake of argument. If it is true that natures exist and therefore only male-female marriages are possible, then it could be that the majority of Westerners will again discover this and come to the correct view of what marriage is. Suppose this will happen. That implies any who now argue for the truth of marriage are ahead of their time.

		 

		These valiant defenders of the truth of marriage could say the people who oppose them are on the wrong side of history in a contingent sense, because we are supposing it will eventually happen that the majority comes to its senses. But these defenders would not commit the Wrong Side Fallacy unless they said the majority was wrong because they lived before the happy date to come.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 15

		

	
		Imposing Your Beliefs

		

	
		Do As I Say, Not As I Do

		

	
		Caught In A Cravat

		 

		Here is a lightweight but amusing example of the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy, taken from the New Republic article “The Straight, White, Middle-Class Man Needs to Be Dethroned” by Grayson Perry²⁵, a self-labeled “artist” (the trick these days is to discover who is not an “artist” given that anything can be “art”):

		 

		They [straight, white, middle-class men] dominate the upper echelons of our society, imposing, unconsciously or otherwise, their values and preferences on the rest of the population. With their colourful textile phalluses hanging round their necks, they make up an overwhelming majority in government, in boardrooms, and also in the media.

		 

		By “colourful textile phalluses” Perry meant neckties. One wonders what biological correlations he would draw from cuff links. We can gather, anyway, that the straight, white, middle-class males who don formal neck-wear have not managed to impose their beliefs successfully on Perry, suggesting that the force of this sartorial imposition is not as strong as he fears.

		

	
		Cultural Norms

		 

		Perry was unhappy about a certain cultural norm. Cultural norms always exist, taking all sorts of forms. Those inside a culture can rail against a given norm, such as grown men dressing well, but you can’t logically complain that your culture is imposing its beliefs, i.e. its norms, on you. Imposing norms is what cultures do. Norms are what define a culture.

		 

		It is natural the people in a culture seek to impose, usually in mild ways, the predominant norms. This is not to say the prevailing norms are good or bad, but it is silly to argue against a certain norm by accusing it of being a norm.

		

	
		It’s No Imposition

		 

		It is possible and commonplace to impose one’s beliefs, values, and preferences on another. Indeed, it is necessary and good that imposition occurs in some situations. The fallacy lies in stating that imposition should not or could not occur.

		 

		Imposing beliefs not only happens, but must happen; not everywhere and not in all places, but almost everywhere and almost every situation. Parents impose beliefs on their children, schools on their pupils, priests on their parishioners, doctors on their patients, governments on their citizens. To say, then, that one should not impose a belief is to ask for the impossible, or nearly so.

		

	
		Impose This, Baby

		 

		Here is the proof of that unfamiliar contention. Suppose we are arguing about a point. During a heated conservation, you say that I am trying to impose my beliefs on you, and so you end the discussion. But to insist that I must not impose my belief on you is to impose your belief on me. It is your attempt to impose your belief that another man trying to impose his belief on this point is wrong because it is an imposition.

		 

		To end the argument abruptly is to impose your belief that the conservation is finished. It is not that you or I are right or wrong about the point in question. I may be completely wrong and am trying to convince you of a falsity. But you have not proven I hold a falsity by saying I am trying to impose it. Even if I am trying to impose it!

		

	
		Escape Pod

		 

		That long, complicated, and twisted explanation is to say that when the fallacy is used, it is always employed as an escape, as a way of avoiding the hard work of proving a point true or false. There are always in any argument at least two points of view struggling for preeminence. Each person tries to impose his viewpoint on the others. This is wrong when the point held is false, right when the point held is true, and neither wholly right or wrong if the point is uncertain.

		 

		Except in cases of lying and purposeful deception, everybody believes they hold the truth, or something close to it. All but deceivers hold at least local truths. Thus, everybody seeks to impose what they see as true on others.

		

	
		Listen To Dad

		 

		Again, parents necessarily impose their beliefs on their children. Newborns and infants must have beliefs, values, and preferences imposed upon them, or else they will die. Children, too. Parents say when and what kind of food shall be eaten, and so forth. The State imposes the belief that killing for fun and profit (of those human beings who manage to escape the womb, at any rate) is wrong. It further imposes its belief that those who kill will be punished; and it expresses preferences, i.e. imposes beliefs, about punishments.

		 

		You can dispute whether a State should impose any laws, but if you insist on anarchy, you impose your belief that anarchy is preferable.

		 

		If you say to another, “Do not steal from me” or “Do not slit my daughter’s throat” you impose or are seeking to impose beliefs over the man who would pocket what is yours or take your daughter’s life. If you say “should” or “ought” you impose or are seeking to impose your beliefs on others, even if you say one ought not to impose beliefs, which itself is a belief.

		 

		It is to say, “I believe people should or ought to believe as I do that imposing beliefs is wrong.” The same is true if you use synonyms of should and ought like “judgmental”, “hateful”, “bigot” and so on. Example: “Not accepting gmarriage is hate and people should not be allowed to use hate as a basis of decision.” (Gmarriage is government-defined marriage, which is not necessarily related to Reality-based marriage.)

		

	
		Is From Ought

		 

		It doesn’t matter if, as the philosopher David Hume insisted (wrongly, I say), “is” cannot be derived from “ought”. Any time you approve or disapprove of another’s actions, you impose or are seeking to. The only slim possibility of non-imposition is if you are utterly indifferent to not only your own self, but to all others. That indifference includes the absence of love or hate or any other emotion.

		 

		Since some form of imposition is necessary almost everywhere, the presence of the fallacy, when it is invoked, is always an attempt to impose beliefs, values, and preferences other than the ones being defended.

		

	
		Not So Fein

		 

		A pertinent example. In the early fall of 2017, Senator Diane Feinstein, a secular Jew (which needs mentioning because of the role religion and group identity plays), in her official role of senatorial inquisitor was questioning Amy Coney Barrett, a law professor from Notre Dame, who at the time was nominated for a federal appellate court judgeship.

		 

		Feinstein is in favor of would-be mothers having the “right” to kill the lives that sometimes live inside them, ensconced (in the United States anyway) in the law decided in Roe v. Wade. Barrett is a religious Catholic who professes belief in that religion’s stance on abortion, which is that such killing is always immoral, akin to murder, and thus the height of selfishness.

		

	
		Loud Dogmas

		 

		Feinstein was concerned Barrett would draw upon her religious beliefs in making future rulings about abortion. Feinstein said,

		 

		“You are controversial. Let’s start with that. You’re controversial because many of us who have lived our lives as women really recognize the value of finally being able to control our reproductive systems, and Roe entered into that, obviously. You have a long history of believing that your religious beliefs should prevail.”

		 

		Feinstein also said, “The dogma lives loudly within you, and that’s of concern.” We grant that Feinstein had no choice but to live her life as a woman. Incidentally, to prove Americans still have a sense of humor, Feinstein’s “dogma lives loudly” quip instantly became of catchphrase among traditionalist Catholics. Almost before she was done speaking, t-shirts with the slogan were being printed.

		 

		Now there are all sorts of legal quibbles about Feinstein’s method of questioning that are of no concern to us; for instance, whether it is legal or “Constitutional” to ask the question Feinstein asked. The point here is that Feinstein implicitly invoked the Imposing-Your-Beliefs Fallacy. She did not want Barrett’s values to be used in deciding legal questions pertinent to abortion, but she did want her (Feinstein’s) values to be used. Feinstein was anxious to continue to impose her beliefs on the nation.

		

	
		Religion’s Impositions

		 

		Feinstein’s tactic of highlighting Barrett’s religious beliefs fails because there is no point in which a religious person’s life is not touched by her religious beliefs, no matter how weak that touch.

		 

		Of course Barrett’s views on abortion, informed as they are by Catholic dogma, will be used by her in deciding abortion litigation and on matters regarding human life, even if weakly. One can imagine purely bureaucratic or technical rulings associated with abortion which are, at best, faintly religious; for instance, deciding what date hearings will be scheduled on an abortion matter and so forth.

		 

		But it is just as obvious Feinstein’s religious views arising from her secular background inform her own votes on these matters. Somebody has to win these debates and decide the law of the land; therefore, somebody’s views will be imposed.

		 

		It does not matter that Barrett ran from Feinstein’s accusatory fallacy and hid behind the law saying she would “follow unflinchingly all Supreme Court precedent.” That is, it would not matter except if she meant by that that she would readily abandon her Catholic beliefs in the face of precedent, or that she meant she didn’t really hold her religious views strongly. All that matters is Feinstein believed Barrett’s faith was genuine, and thus Feinstein’s line of argument was fallacious.

		

	
		Big Bully

		 

		Because Feinstein’s argument was fallacious, Feinstein bullied Barrett, or tried to. A practice which, I hasten to add, is well accepted in politics. If Barrett estimated she would, once in office, be unable to blunt these kinds of barbs, she ought to have considered remaining in the Ivory Tower.

		 

		Feinstein’s bullying revealed the majority position of the ruling culture (a view which may not be the majority belief of the entire populace). Feinstein argued from a position of strength, taking her own views on abortion as granted and accepted by right-thinking people. So natural are these beliefs to her she did not see that she imposes her own beliefs. Her failure to recognize minority viewpoints is why the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy exists.

		

	
		English Accent

		 

		In the same week Feinstein probed Barrett, in England Jacob Rees-Mogg, a conservative member of Parliament, was being grilled on television about his beliefs on sodomy and so-called same-sex marriage. Sodomy and gmarriage are legal in Great Britain. Rees-Mogg, like Barrett, is a Catholic.

		 

		Rees-Mogg was asked if “gay sex is a sin.” Any Catholic must say yes, if he follows and believes dogma on the question. It does not matter here whether it is a sin or not, only that a Catholic faithful to that religion’s tenets must agree that it is.

		 

		Rees-Mogg was also asked about abortion. He assented to the Catholic view (it’s a no-no). Lastly, he was put several questions about gmarriage, where he gave the impression that he followed Church dogma, which says a marriage is an unbreakable sacrament that can only be shared by one man and one woman.

		 

		None of these views, as every educated reader will attest, is in doubt; all are well known traditional Church teachings. That is, every educated person knows that the Catholic Church teaches, has always taught, and always will teach, that sodomy is a grave sin that can in no way be countenanced or encouraged, that abortion is a grave sin, and that marriage is an impossibility between two men and so on.

		

	
		Bluster Again

		 

		When an interviewer puts a question to a Catholic about dogma and the Catholic answers with dogma. and if the questioner responds with surprise, it can only be because (a) the questioner is uneducated and thus out of his depth, or (b) the questioner is putting on a performance, his faux shock and theatrical agony are purely for show and are given for the sake of proving to his audience his secular sanctification in holding the prevailing cultural beliefs (which are opposite the Church’s). Either way, the result is an embarrassment for the questioner.

		 

		It may also be that (c) the questioner is a cynic and believes his subject is lying, thinking to himself “Nobody really believes any of that. He’s only saying that because he wants the masses to believe that he believes”.

		

	
		Cynical View

		 

		The man who questioned Rees-Mogg was surely a cynic. There is plenty of outside evidence to corroborate this judgment, but there is also the evidence of the questioning itself. The questioner admitted that he, like Rees-Mogg, was a Catholic, but that he himself did not believe Church dogma on the matters in question: sodomy, gmarriage, and abortion.

		 

		The questioner thought it was possible to be Catholic and not let the Church’s views on these matters be imposed on him. And this is true—in his case, and in many cases. Yet that only makes the questioner either a bad Catholic or not a Catholic, depending on theological arguments not important here.

		

	
		Hyphenated Vote

		 

		Suppose a vote or a decision came before Rees-Mogg on the question of gmarriage. If the question is genuinely irrelevant to dogma—like about setting a hearing date—then we could say Rees-Mogg’s religious views will not be imposed on this matter.

		 

		In Bermuda, gmarriage was first imposed, but was later de-imposed based on a vote. Gmarriage is legal in Great Britain. If Rees-Mogg faces a similar vote as in Bermuda whether to ban gmarriage, he has two choices. He can look to Church dogma or forget it. If he looks to dogma he will impose his religious views on the vote. If he eschews dogma, he will still impose his views, but his imposition will be based on something other than dogma.

		 

		Whatever premises he might use are irrelevant. That he is imposing is necessarily true. Every voter everywhere seeks to impose his views: that is why he is voting! Further, if Rees-Mogg fails to account for dogma, then he is himself a bad Catholic or is no Catholic, and will have proved the cynic right.

		 

		Whenever there is a disputed vote, official or not, there are sides attempting to impose beliefs. There is only no imposition if on a matter there is complete and utter uncoerced unanimity. Any attempt at persuasion or education, no matter how slight, is imposition. And this is so even if the educator is not seeking to impose his own view, but that of the State or other powerful entity. The reader may like to remind himself how often complete utter uncoerced unanimity happens, over even the most trivial subject.

		

	
		Misnamed Organizations

		 

		At Truth-Out.org, in the article “Meet the Right-Wing Christian Companies Trying to Impose Their Values on Their Workers”²⁶, the author echoes the common complaint that employees not supplied government-mandated “free” things by their employers, such as contraception supplies (via medical “insurance”), because they are employees is an imposition of the employers’ beliefs.

		 

		Which it is. What happens in these situations is that employees rebel against their employer’s imposition and seek instead to impose their belief that they should be given whatever it is they want, and to not be required to give anything in return for it. Even if the employees are willing to give something in exchange for their demands, the employers might not choose to accept the offer. Either way both sides seek to impose its beliefs.

		

	
		Discrimination Is Good

		 

		Think Progress carried the article “Catholic Bishops: ‘Religious Liberty’ Includes Right To Discriminate Against Gay People, Impose Values”²⁷, which is saturated in Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacies. Many today have forgotten what used to be an obvious fact, i.e. that imposing beliefs is what religions do. Not just do, but necessarily do. Religions by definition discriminate. Religions say “This set of propositions are true, and these false” and then seek to impose these views on their congregations, and on others, too.

		 

		This is precisely what governments do, too. Governments say “This set of propositions are true, and these false,” and then they impose these views, usually with the threat of force. Religions also use force, but not nearly as often in the West as governments. Imposing beliefs is a duty of both religions and government. To complain about this fundamental duty would therefore be seen as a marker of lack of familiarity with history or logic.

		

	
		Paper Bag Logic

		 

		This is on my favorites, because of the humor and because it highlights why the fallacy is most often found in religious contexts. The Unknown Comic, a guy with a paper bag on his head with two holes cut for eyes and one for his pie hole, walks on stage, begins pumping his arms like a choo-choo, and says:

		 

		A man walks into a talent agency and says he has a talking dog. The talent agent is skeptical but the man says he’ll prove it.

		 

		Man: How does sandpaper feel? Dog: Rough

		 

		Man: What’s on the top of the building? Dog: Roof

		 

		Man: Who is the greatest baseball player of all-time Dog: Ruth

		 

		The talent agent kicks the man and dog out of his office. When they get into the hall, the dog turns to the man and says, “Do you think I should have said Willie Mays?”

		 

		This hilarity was told on the original 1970s version of The Gong Show, hosted by self-professed super-spy and CIA assassin Chuck Barris. The idea was to showcase acts with lousy, but occasional genuine, abilities in front of a live audience and see how long the acts could last before a panel of judges gave them the gong. (It sounds worse than it was: we all loved Gene-Gene the Dancing Machine.)

		 

		After the The Gong Show faded, the Unknown Comic took to Twitter, where he offered a response to the Kim Davis affair. Davis was a county clerk in Kentucky, who in August 2015, citing her Christian beliefs, refused to issue marriage licenses to same-sex couples. This garnered national media attention at the time, gmarriage then being a new phenomenon. The Unknown Comic’s tweet²⁸ read “In America all are entitled to their religious beliefs. They are Not entitled to inflict their beliefs on those who don’t share their beliefs.”

		 

		The style and content of the Unknown’s quip is, as you can see by now, common. When any similar version is heard, heads nod sagely. People say, “That’s right. People can’t force the Bible on us,” “Religion has no place in the law,” “The government can’t endorse a religion.”

		

	
		Overt & Covert

		 

		There is some truth to these remarks. In the once-United States, it is forbidden by law to establish an official overt religion; covert ones sponsored by the government are fine.

		 

		Now if fear of an overt official religion is all people mean when they say they don’t want the Bible “foisted” on them, then there is no fallacy. These adults are right in saying they should not be forcibly made to convert to a specific overt religion.

		 

		Being forced into acknowledging covert religions is, of course, seen as fine, which is how governments can mandate gmarriage.

		 

		The situation is and must be different for children, who are often “forced” to adopt the religion of parents. That is, this is fine unless one holds the state is the ultimate arbiter of good and evil. If so, then it is the state’s clear duty to force parents to teach their children the official state (non)religion.

		

	
		Pamphlets Galore

		 

		Christians, or at least a good chunk of them, believe that they have the duty to expose (and not impose) their beliefs on strangers and friends alike. This is proselytism, and it is a command from God, Christians say (the form this takes is not specified).

		 

		Christians are scarcely the only ones who have a belief like this. Muslims are also keen on converting the heathen. As are, if we can call them religious, Scientologists. Mormons send missionaries throughout the world, inflicting their beliefs on others.

		 

		The United States’ State Department imposes and inflicts bureaucrats, often requiring (i.e. forcing) foreign governments to toe the line on certain cultural matters. This form of cultural warfare, as it is seen if you are on the receiving end of it, increasing, especially over any matters dealing with sex.

		 

		On television, unbidden views are inflicted on you by strangers about twenty minutes out of every hour. That beer sure does look thirst-quenching, doesn’t it? You cannot walk down a street in the summer on the small island upon which I live (or lived at the time of this writing) without college students released from their safe spaces blocking the way asking, “Do you have a minute for X?” Bums with their hands out asking for change are politer—and almost always more worthy. But never mind that.

		

	
		Have A Listen

		 

		It is your duty as a citizen, in public, and very often in private, to have other people’s views inflicted upon you. Otherwise you’re accused of “living in an echo chamber.” You obviously do not have to accede to any view not your own, except those imposed by the mighty, well-armed, State, whose views you at least have to fake believing.

		 

		But if you are not yet of age, then you not only have to bow before the State, but to your parents too. Neither of these submissions is inherently wrong, I hasten to add. It is only when these authorities go bad or advocate evil where the duty to accede is relieved.

		 

		Politicians who are Christian or, say, Muslim, and who sincerely follow the tenets of their religion must make votes and decisions in accord with those beliefs; that is, if they really believe them. These religious leaders will impose or attempt to impose their beliefs upon you, just as their opponents will try to impose their beliefs on you. If in a vote or a decision of the state, the religious are the victors, and you are in the minority, then if you want to remain a free citizen of the state, you have to accede to having the majority’s (at least semi-) religious views imposed on you. And vice versa.

		 

		Everybody has the duty to resist orders to do evil. Resistance to authority is sometimes necessary. That all do not have well-formed consciences when issuing orders, or receiving them, is why there is conflict. Everybody knows this. There is no inherent fallacy in dispute.

		

	
		It’s A Privilege

		

	
		Speakee English?

		 

		There are certain advantages to belonging to a culture. One is facility with the language. Not only do you know what the words mean, but the historical, artistic, religious and other allusions of common speech will not be lost on you. You will know where to go when you wish to buy an apple, or you will know where you cannot buy apples, or that you can buy them only on certain days and times.

		 

		If you were to seek a living inside your own culture, you will in general have a much easier pursuit than if you were to try to making a living in foreign land.

		 

		If you are born in a Christian country, imagine having to emigrate to the interior of Papua New Guinea. If you are being transported there at the behest of a Western company, it is likely the way has been paved, and you will be surrounded with bits of familiar infrastructure, including your native language used at the office. This is a scenario where you can take as much of your culture with you as possible.

		 

		Purge this dream! Replace it with another where you are venturing forth into the interior of the jungle on your own.

		

	
		Jungle Fever

		 

		It is obvious and true and known to all that a native Papua New Guinean with whom you are competing for work in his own land, unless there are exceptional circumstances, is privileged over you because you are far less culturally equipped than he.

		 

		It is also a universal judgment that if you were to bellyache about this natural imbalance—dare we say inequality?—and whine about your disadvantages then you would be judged boorish, lazy, and “privileged,” because you are unreasonably forcing the world to conform to your desires. Is it the Papua New Guineans who must learn your ways in their own land, or you theirs?

		 

		If you were especially aggrieved you could organize a political protest or a series of “awareness raising” sessions (until you were perhaps officially barred from doing so) aimed at teaching the Papua New Guineans what they already know. Which is that they have an advantage over you.

		 

		Nothing much can be gained from this, though you might succeed in making a few weak-minded natives feel guilty over what seemed natural to them only yesterday, and which is natural. And you might on these pretenses gain a stronger sense of your own moral superiority. As for advancing any logical argument, you will have done nothing.

		

	
		What Mama Said

		 

		Where is the fallacy? Right out in the open. It is the Fairness Fallacy, which is composed of the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy and a crucial addition. In effect you are upset that a culture is imposing its practices and mores on you. The crucial addition is that complaining about privilege presupposes that people should be “equal” in opportunity. This is the Equality Fallacy.

		 

		People were not equal, are not equal, and will never be equal. Accepting this (proved in Chapter 11, and briefly below), it is a fallacy to say that Equality should be sought, because seeking what cannot exist or be had or discovered is to deny a necessary truth.

		 

		Those asking for Equality, except in constrained conditions, ask for the impossible—thus the Equality Fallacy. To say that “discrimination” exists or there are privileges shared by peoples, and these discriminations and privileges are being imposed on you, and that this state is “unfair,” builds on the Equality Fallacy to the Fairness Fallacy.

		 

		The Fairness Fallacy is yet another fallacy mothers the world over in vain warned us about: “Who said life is fair?” We never listened.

		

	
		Equality Again

		 

		Equality has two senses, sameness of opportunity and sameness of outcome, which are really equivalent conditions seen from different sides of time. People are born in differing places and times and with different biological and spiritual makeups. We do not limit the inherent differences between people to consist solely in their genotype and phenotype; we are told from God (in at least the Parable of the Talents) that we have various and contrasting unequal spiritual abilities. (It is not crucial that you believe this, but believing a necessary truth always does you good.)

		 

		The biological plus spiritual unequal pre-conditions of all individuals ensure that Equality is impossible. Not everybody can be a quantum physicist nor a professional basketball player. And that is true even if per impossible equality of opportunity held and everybody received identical educations (and everything else).

		 

		Inequality exists even in an imagined Brave New World in which the Bokanovsky Process has been perfected²⁹, and those hatched from the People Factory are engineered clones. Even then there will still be inequality. Because not everybody can live in the same place nor can all do the same job.

		 

		And, by assumption, even if people are genetic duplicates, as naturally produced identical twins are, two factors will cause inequality. One, divergent environments in location and in time, which cause genetically identical people to differ (genes express themselves differently in different environments); and two, our existences still depend on God, and so each person will have unequal spiritual makeups. (Like I say, you don’t have to believe that.)

		

	
		Lack Of Opportunity

		 

		Now these examples prove absolute unconditional equality in opportunity is impossible. And since unconditional equality in opportunity is impossible, it would seem unconditional equality in outcome (Equity) or in treatment is impossible. But that is not so.

		 

		Unconditional equality in outcome or in treatment is impossible as directed or managed by men. But that leaves the very real possibility that certain kinds of absolute unconditional equality can be granted by God. For instance, eligibility for salvation (equality of treatment), and in our mortality (equality of outcome; God is the author of human nature), and things like that.

		 

		But notice we never fight over these kinds of equalities, except to say or wish they didn’t exist and that certain inequalities took their place instead (some think they are special enough to live forever, perhaps by having their “consciousnesses uploaded” to a machine).

		

	
		Necessary Inequalities

		 

		Unconditional equality in treatment and outcome are not logically impossible when directed by men, but they are almost always impossible in practice. We do not treat infants and adults in the same way, despite that some adults wear diapers and insist they are “really” infants.

		 

		We do not treat commoners and kings or lay and clergy the same, nor men and women, and on and on. We could in all cases treat everyone the same, but absurdities would quickly arise, even if equal treatment is mandated by law. Should we arrest infants for vagrancy? Anybody can live in any house they want anywhere the world at any time? Shouldn’t we welcome all strangers—regardless of their intent?

		 

		Unconditional equality of outcome, because there is no equality in opportunity, can be had, but must be managed and implemented by force. This is the lesson of Vonnegut’s Harrison Bergeron. And even when it is implemented by force, as when mandatory quotas are prescribed, there must be a group above the outcome who have more and who are empowered to do the enforcing. True communism is only a dream.

		

	
		Certain Conditionals

		 

		Now unconditional equality and thus unconditional fairness will not happen, but conditional equality and conditional fairness can and do obtain. Runners in a race start at the same point. Great care is taken so that all start at the same moment, else there is disqualification (an inequality). But to get to the point of being an entrant, vast inequalities had to have been accepted.

		 

		After all, only a fraction of those alive will be allowed (or will want to!) to enter the race. Even under very similar (but not perfectly similar) training circumstances, not every person will qualify to compete.

		 

		Conditional equality and fairness are very real, and it is rational to seek for them, as long as the conditions are specified with exactitude and are narrow. We must also bear in mind that who decides the conditions must be the result of inequality. Inequality is the far greater and more natural condition of man.

		

	
		Fine Sledding

		 

		The slippery slope in enticing here. If I’m so hot on inequality, why complain if, say, we have one man to rule over all? This man, we can further imagine, owns everything; we are all his slaves, a situation as unequal as can be. He is lord and master of all and of all people. Is that bad? Well, what if this man’s rule is just and wise? What if this man receives and faithfully implements instructions from God Himself? What if this man’s real and actual goal is the health, welfare, and state of souls of all people? Everybody is still inherently unequal in this scenario in the senses noted above, but somehow this sagacious leader juggles circumstances so that the optimal way of life is realized for all. Why would this maximum inequality be bad?

		 

		It would not. Now nobody is silly enough to suppose such an event will happen, not without the direct and continuing intervention of the Lord Himself. All of history has taught us that such a scenario has less chance of happening than in you dancing naked on the sun and coming away unscathed. But that is not relevant. This is philosophy! The unlikely is allowable. The proof still stands.

		

	
		It’s Just Not Just

		 

		It is not inequality that is causing anyone to become upset and cry against unfairness, it is injustice, or what is perceived as injustice. That is obvious by thinking through what would happen if one man really were given rule over all. He may start by guaranteeing equality, he may promise a true commune-ism, but it would be only moments before he fell into tyranny. Unjust tyranny is not desirable. Power spread out and not concentrated is, history says, safer. But it impossible for power to be spread to all equally. And absurd. How would infants and those of small intelligence wield their portion of power? Representation of some kind is necessary. And there isn’t any way to do that but to harness inequality.

		 

		That brings us back to our Fairness Fallacy, where folks complain of others having privilege. Sometimes this is a true claim, sometimes it is exaggerated, but often the charge is false. So much is modern politics.

		 

		If the charge is genuine, the burden is on the “activist” to show that the possession of privilege leads to injustice, where injustice cannot be defined as inequality. You can’t march in to Papua New Guinea and claim natives, because of their privilege, make more money than you. Of course they do. This inequality is not unjust.

		 

		To point to the disparity in your and their wealth as if it should not exist is the Fairness Fallacy, a restating of the original and natural inequality. Carping about disparities as if disparities should not exist is the Fairness Fallacy. There is only injustice if you, by playing by the just rules of the culture, are somehow cheated. Some cultures are thin on having or upholding just laws, but that brings up topics too much for us here.

		 

		Cheating surely happens, and when it does, you have a case. But if it is only the unequal status between you and others that sets your activism in operation, then you do not. Any person having less of some thing than another is not an injustice—unless the situation is highly conditional, like starting a board game with equal play money.

		

	
		No Cherry Tree

		 

		Example. At one point George Washington University was going to “host a training session for students and faculty that teaches that Christians – especially white ones – ‘receive unmerited perks from institutions and systems all across our country.’”³⁰ Christians, the literature for the event said, possessed “built-in advantages” over non-Christians. The activists at GWU wanted to raise awareness about this mundane fact. When the course became known to the public, the debate over it was accompanied by the typical “outrage” (translation: mild annoyance or wildly exaggerated heat) by all sides.

		 

		There was no need for the “outrage.” Except for GWU’s fallacious use of “unmerited”, the charge they brought was true. Of course Christians in a largely (still) Christian country possess advantages over non-Christians. Just as Papua New Guineans possess advantages over non-Papua New Guineans in their own country.

		 

		We agreed above that pointing out such obvious truisms was either pointless or were instances of the Fairness Fallacy. So it is with GWU, with the Fairness Fallacy signaled by the use of the word “unmerited.” As if life were a kind of race where everybody had to earn or merit everything they were given, which is great nonsense. Some people will be tall and some short. Nobody earned their height (except for adequate nutrition).

		 

		The short have advantages when it comes to plane travel and the tall in reaching things from high places. It would be idiotic—but far from the realm of impossibility—to host a university awareness-raising session on the unmerited advantages the tall possess. GWU was using the Fairness Fallacy because they could not accept the very natural existing cultural inequality between Christians and non-Christians. To them, inequality and disparities should not exist. This is fallacious. GWU certainly has not demonstrated any injustice obtains from being Christian. Which none does.

		

	
		Of No Color

		 

		The USA is still also majority white, and whites will have some advantages over non-whites, but of course not in all places and all things. Certain cities are majority black, and blacks in those cities have advantages over whites. Blacks possess advantages over whites in most modern universities, even though they are minorities. Advantage and disadvantage are not wrong unless they are the product of injustice.

		 

		We can go on like this for days identifying subgroups that have certain advantages over others in specified settings. But unless we can identify an actual injustice that flows from this, where the injustice must be defined as anything except the presence of a disparity or inequality, then we have done nothing. Thus it is for example ridiculous to point to (highly flawed) statistics that purport to show women earn less than men. Unless in individual cases injustices were done to the women because they were women, you have demonstrated only that an inequality exists, and inequalities by themselves are not unjust.

		

	
		Being All Judgmental

		

	
		That’d Be Super

		 

		We hear phrases like these all the time: “He’s being all judgmental,” “Don’t be so judgmental,” “We should stop being judgmental towards others,” “Don’t be judgmental, be compassionate,” and so forth. Just as it is impossible not to seek to impose your beliefs, in the sense of convincing your opponent the truth of your position, you also cannot not be judgmental.

		 

		I owe it to a Twitter user calling himself Radical Catholic for this example. A verified user of Twitter with the screen name of Jacob Tobia tweeted “PARENTS OF THE WORLD: When your kids are staring at me because I am gender nonconforming, can you PLEASE use it as an opportunity to teach them about the gender spectrum? That’d be SUPER.” To which Radical Catholic sarcastically spoofed, “Don’t judge me for how I live my life. Now, let me tell you how to raise your kids.”³¹

		

	
		The Judge Is In

		 

		This is the Don’t Be Judgmental Fallacy, a variant of the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy, and precisely what Tobia was using. He was saying, in effect, and as Radical Catholic knew, “I am judging you for judging me, and judging is wrong.”

		 

		If judging is wrong, then the tykes who stared at Tobia’s non-conformities were wrong to implicitly judge him, but then Tobia could not have judged kids for their staring or judge that the parents were in error because those parents failed to educate their children in the way he desired. In my judgment, Tobia was using a fallacious argument.

		 

		Reader “Wait a minute, Briggs. You know you shouldn’t judge. After all, doesn’t the Bible say don’t judge?”

		 

		Briggs “So in your judgment, my act of judging Tobia was wrong because we shouldn’t judge?”

		 

		Reader “That’s right.”

		 

		Briggs “Yet you just judged me. And, as you said, the Bible commands one should not judge. So you are not a good Christian.”

		 

		Reader “I’m not a Christian at all. But I know you are, and I am telling you the rules you have to live by.”

		 

		Briggs “You’re losing me. You say the Bible says do not judge, so that I should not judge, and yet you are judging me in error for having made an earlier judgment.”

		 

		Reader “That’s right.”

		 

		Briggs “Could it be that you have misinterpreted the Bible? Doesn’t the full passage read:

		 

		Judge not, that you may not be judged, for with what judgment you judge, you shall be judged: and with what measure you mete, it shall be measured to you again. And why seest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye; and seest not the beam that is in thy own eye? Or how sayest thou to thy brother: Let me cast the mote out of thy eye; and behold a beam is in thy own eye? Thou hypocrite, cast out first the beam in thy own eye, and then shalt thou see to cast out the mote out of thy brother’s eye.

		 

		Isn’t that rather a condemnation of hypocrisy, of being holier-than-thou, a warning against condemning a man for sin, and not a proscription against judgment?”

		 

		Reader “It would seem so.”

		 

		Briggs “Isn’t Jesus saying that if you are guilty of the same or worse sin that you cannot condemn a man for that sin? Else you are guilty of hypocrisy?”

		 

		Reader “It looks that way.”

		 

		Briggs “But Jesus isn’t saying the sinful man cannot identify the sin. Suppose as an example a man kills people and sells their body parts. I’m guessing you’d say that, in your judgment, that that behavior is wrong.”

		 

		Reader “I would, yes. And thanks for not making the obvious Planned Unparenthood joke.”

		 

		Briggs

		“You bet. And that if you had the opportunity, and the ghoul was in a place where he could not threaten to make you his next victim, you would try and talk him out of his behavior?”

		 

		Reader “I guess I’d try, as long as I could be safe.”

		 

		Briggs “And that if you sat on this man’s jury, supposing he came to trial and that the evidence of his crime was far beyond all reasonable doubt, that you’d vote guilty?”

		 

		Reader “I might.”

		 

		Briggs “And do you still hold that judging is wrong?”

		 

		Reader “Well...”

		 

		Briggs “Equivocation is the enemy here. The weakness is that judgment has at least two senses, one of which is to identify and another of which is to condemn. Suppose our ghoul wanted to reform himself. To do that he must first judge, in the sense of identify, his sin or crime, right?”

		 

		Reader “That follows.”

		 

		Briggs “And you yourself identified his crime—though you won’t go so far as to call it a sin.”

		 

		Reader “I did.”

		 

		Briggs “Now I am presuming you are not guilty of ghoul-like behavior, but even if you were, or even if you did worse things, you could still identify that ghoul-like behavior is wrong? Just as the man did of himself.”

		 

		Reader “I could.”

		 

		Briggs “So identifying a crime, act, or sin is not wrong?”

		 

		Reader “I guess not.”

		 

		Briggs “And to identify is to judge, in one sense. That means one could be judgmental in the sense of having the propensity to identify crimes, acts, or sins, and that being judgmental in this sense is not therefore wrong.”

		 

		Reader “I suppose so.”

		 

		Briggs “Yet you also admitted that if you served on the ghoul’s jury, you might vote to convict him, knowing that if you did so the judge would almost certainly condemn the man to some form of punishment. That means you also think to judge in the sense of to condemn is at least sometimes allowable when the punishment is temporal.”

		 

		Reader “I have to admit it does.”

		 

		Briggs “That brings us back to Jesus’s admonition. He can’t, as his words indicate, have meant that identifying sin is wrong. After all, he is admonishing his audience to do just that: identify sin. And that if you are guilty of sin, you mustn’t condemn another guilty of the same sin. But here condemn cannot mean do absolutely nothing about, for we agreed that if we identified a sin, or immorality in another, we might try and talk them out of it, even if we ourselves were guilty of the same sin. Like if a junkie tells another junkie not to shoot up. That kind of condemnation wouldn’t be wrong.”

		 

		Reader “I don’t see how it could be.”

		 

		Briggs “Hypocrisy is the real problem then. A politician or preacher who secretly—and unashamedly—shoots up but who rails against drugs and says drug users ought to be punished is being judgmental, but in the sense of hypocrisy. That is the kind of judgmentalism that is wrong: hypocritical judgmentalism. Identifying and acting on sin or crime isn’t the problem.”

		 

		Reader “I can see that now.”

		 

		Briggs “Or being judgmental is wrong when we condemn someone for that which is not wrong, but which you do not like or find annoying. Suppose you thought television ‘reality’ shows were asinine, but your neighbor liked them, and you, without his soliciting his opinion, berated him for it. That’s butting in, and the kind of judgmentalism you would not like imposed on you.”

		 

		Reader “I don’t like to admit it, because I would rather people conformed to my idea of the good life, but I am forced to see your point.”

		 

		Briggs “We can now see that Tobia was using the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy. He didn’t want those kids and their parents to judge him or to impose their beliefs about how men should dress on him. He thought that such imposition, such judgment, was wrong. But he wanted to impose his belief that he ought to be able to dress how he liked on parents and their kids. And that’s the Imposing Your Beliefs Fallacy all over.”

		 

		Reader “It is.”

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 16

		

	
		Man Oh Man!

		

	
		The Little Corporal

		 

		I was walking up First Avenue as I was writing this book, and I saw another one. Fourth one in as many weeks. This one was especially flamboyant, though. I started and stared.

		 

		He must have seen my look of combined amusement and disgust, for he too stopped short and called out.

		 

		“You got a problem?”

		 

		“Nope. You do, though.” Yes, a cliche. But cliches become cliches for good reasons. Anyway, it was the only retort I could come up with instantly.

		 

		“You got a problem with the way I look?” he asked.

		 

		“Yep. You look like an idiot.”

		 

		“How dare you! How dare you judge me!”

		 

		“Don’t you judge me for judging you. That’s judgmental. If you didn’t wanna know, then you shouldn’t have asked me, buddy.”

		 

		“My name’s not ’Buddy’! I demand you call me by my proper name!”

		 

		I knew what it was, but I had time to kill. And, the Lord help me, I couldn’t resist needling him a bit! I know it’s a sin, but I didn’t start this.

		 

		“What’s your real name, then?” I inquired.

		 

		“Napoleon.”

		 

		“No it isn’t.”

		 

		“Yes it is! I had it legally changed. I demand you call me Napoleon. My pronouns are ‘your’ or ‘his majesty’.”

		 

		“So you had it changed. You’re still not Napoleon.”

		 

		“I am too! I am Napoleon! And you’re a bigot!”

		 

		“You’re Napoleon, eh. Then let’s see you invade Russia.” Before he could blow up again, I changed tack. “Where’d you get that hat?” He was wearing it athwartships in the classic fashion. “Must be Hell to get it through doorways.”

		 

		“What do you care. It’s from a website that caters to Napoleonics, if it’s any of your business. Not everybody is a bigot like you.”

		 

		“I hear a lot of you Napoleons are drugging up. You on those hormones?” I recalled a bus stand ad for some clinic down in the Village. Little guy with his hand in a vest. You know the pose.

		 

		“It’s not ‘drugging up’, as you so condescendingly say. We take necessary corrective medications to reduce out height so that we better resemble who we really are. My insurance covers it.”

		 

		“Reduce height?”

		 

		“Of course. I used to be over six feet! Now I am only five-eleven.”

		 

		I couldn’t recall how tall Napoleon was. I know they say his shortness is exaggerated, but it wasn’t anything close to six feet. “Five-eleven? Got a ways to go. Drugs can shrink you that much?”

		 

		“No,” he admitted. He had calmed down some. He must have figured I wasn’t going to cause him any harm. “No, drugs can only do part of it. I’m also considering surgery. But not until my hormone treatments are finished.”

		 

		“Surgery?”

		 

		“Shin reduction surgery. You must have heard of it.”

		 

		I hadn’t. I live a sheltered life. “That hand seems well stuck, though.”

		 

		“They attached it permanently to my stomach. Now whatever I wear, my one hand goes through my jacket.”

		 

		“How do you get that big coat off? The buttons must be impossible to work with just one hand.”

		 

		“Little flaps. And Velcro.”

		 

		Seamstressing and surgery technologies were better than I thought.

		 

		“Listen. How’d you ever get the idea you’re Napoleon?”

		 

		“Of course I’m Napoleon! I’ve always known I was Napoleon. Well, I didn’t always know. When I was a boy I knew I was somebody important. I knew the status of commoner I was assigned at birth couldn’t be right. I wondered why other people couldn’t see what I could about my importance. I first thought I might be Teddy Roosevelt, but one day one of my co-workers said ‘Well aren’t you a little princess’ and at that moment I knew.”

		 

		“Knew you were Napoleon?

		 

		“Almost. It wasn’t until I went online and discovered the Napoleonic community that I was completely certain.”

		 

		‘I’ve heard of it.” And how. I’d seen the pictures on Twitter. Men, and not a few women, larping around, prancing about in preposterous costumes, telling everybody they were the Emperor of all France.

		 

		“Not only have they helped me. But we’re very influential as a community.”

		 

		“How so?”

		 

		“We’re getting the laws changed everywhere. We’ve come so far! We used to be locked away in sanitariums by a medical establishment that did not understand our lived experiences. Now we can’t be discriminated against. Not by you and not by employers. Or in housing. If you don’t use our pronouns you can be fired. The city is going to impose fines.”

		 

		I’d heard about these fines. He was right. “What do you say to people like me who say people like you will always be simple, common men, and that no amount of body mutilation or foreign chemicals will make you into what you can never be? That you will never be Napoleon?”

		 

		Now I could see he was growing hotter and hotter as my question went on. Tears were forming. He began to shake.

		 

		“I say this!” He struck out, using his one still free hand. Hit my shoulder. He’d been so weakened with cutting and drugging himself up that I’m still not sure it even happened.

		 

		He was weeping dramatically as he charged off and up the steps of the Library. That’s why I noticed the sign. Napoleonic Story Hour.

		

	
		Feminine, Masculine & Neuter

		

	
		Bad Grammar

		 

		The Gender Fallacy is taking the Western world by storm. Storms by their nature are destructive; they should be avoided if possible, or protected against if not. Of all the fallacies in this book, this one is the most likely to meet hostility when it is exposed. People cherish it. They build their lives around it. So it is no surprise they can react violently when you attempt to remove it.

		 

		In early 2018, a person managing the Twitter account of a Planned (Non-)Parenthood Kentucky branch tweeted “Some men have a uterus”, a phrase repeated eleven times.

		 

		This is not true if by uterus and men the tweeter meant the standard (pre-Gender Fallacy) dictionary definitions. Indeed, one of the defining characteristics of men is the lack of a uterus—again, as far as the dictionary definitions and biology hold.

		 

		This is all so obvious that the tweeter must have had some other definitions of these words in mind, unless, of course, she was genuinely insane. This cannot be discounted because lack of sanity would explain the bizarre tic of repeating the falsity many times in the hope that, eventually, the falsity turns true. We’ll assume she was sane.

		

	
		Never Forget The Conditions

		 

		You might now see why we went through all the hard work describing the nature and functioning of arguments in the Introduction and Appendix, where it was emphasized that all arguments carry implicit premises about the definition of the words (or symbols) used and the grammar needed to express them. It is futile to analyze any argument unless you can come to grips with exactly what the argument is saying.

		 

		In this particular case, the tweeter cannot have meant the plain English meaning of her words. She must have something else in mind. What? It is doubtful she meant to use uterus is some novel way, such as expanding that word to encompass any reproductive organ, even a male one. If she did, there is no fallacy, and she made no error. All men do indeed have a “uterus” in the expanded sense that men have reproductive organs.

		

	
		Mental Male

		 

		This interpretation might even be right, but it sounds suspicious. We’ll see later if it is wrong. Either way, it’s a better bet the tweeter meant to stretch the definition of men. In plain English, men implies a group of biological males. She can’t have meant that. Instead, as is by now clear, she invoked the Gender Fallacy to redefine male.

		 

		According to the fallacy, a male has no biological characteristics whatsoever: it is a gender, which itself is an attitude, a desire, a mental state. To avoid equivocation and confusion, let us prefix any Gender Fallacy word with mental, e.g. mental-gender, mental-male, mental-uterus, and so on.

		 

		According to Gender Theory, which is a synonym of Gender Fallacy, a mental-gender is anything a person wants to be. A person can be (and recall our prefix) mental-gay, mental-straight, mental-cis, mental-queer, mental-trans, and on and on. That “on and on” is to be taken in the strict literal sense. There is no end of these classifications. There cannot be an end, either, since each is based on desire, and desire is infinitely various. There are already “on the books” at least a hundred of common gender-based terms, with new one added weekly.

		

	
		We Don’t Mean What We Mean

		 

		With this in mind, let’s re-write the tweet using our prefix for clarity: “Some mental-men have a mental-uterus.” Since mental-men can mean a woman (no prefix), and women by their nature have a uterus, the tweet can now be true. The tweet can also be true if mental-men is taken to mean men and mental-uterus is taken to mean duderus.

		 

		What’s a duderus? Well, a mental-uterus. The word was coined in sincerity by a man who identified himself as mental-trans (obviously he did not use the prefix). He was answering the original tweet and revealed himself to be in mental-possession of this mental-uterus. Meaning, as our prefix tells us, in possession of the desire to be female and have a uterus. Since he is a man, he will never have more than these desires. This is so if even some madman with a knife carves out a hole in him where a uterus would go and inserts into this hole something uterus-shaped. This is because a uterus is much more than a simple organ. It is an functioning element of a female, regulated by certain areas of the brain and endocrine system and so forth.

		 

		The point to be made is that no matter how many cosmetic or surgical changes this duderus-fellow undergoes (and he has already admitted to receiving hormones), he will never close the gap and become female or have a uterus. He will, as long as he can retain the will power, always be a mental-female complete with mental-uterus.

		 

		This is because to be female is to possess a different nature, or essence, than that of a man. The two are not the same, and are not interchangeable, not matter what. Here we finally come to the fallacy itself. Everything so far has been the result of the fallacy, and is not the fallacy.

		 

		The fallacy is nominalism. Now the errors of this philosophy are far too large for us to handle in this book. But we can see a flavor and consequence of them below.

		

	
		Nominally

		 

		A mental-woman (man) cannot want to be a woman unless he first knows what a woman is. Real women must exist, and the essence of these creatures must first be known. But nominalism denies all essences. Essences do not exist under nominalism. There are no women under nominalism, only things some people at some times call women. Women is just a word with no fixed meaning; indeed, it can even be taken as gibberish. Nominalism is therefore appealing to those who want to pretend not to be what they are. Yet nominalism has always been absurd, which is easily proved in this case.

		 

		A man first needs to know what a woman is essentially before he can claim to “really be” a woman; thus, there must exist the universal essential woman. But because the universal essential woman exists, and that essential has certain characteristics (like possessing two X chromosomes, a uterus, etc.), then in order to be a woman one must possess these characteristics. But a man wanting to be a woman will never possess any of these characteristics: the best he can do is simulacra. Therefore, this man can never be a woman. And so no man can have two X chromosomes, nor a uterus. etc.

		 

		The point is the man must know that he is not a woman to pretend he is one.

		 

		The next section expands on this by proving there no such things as gays, straights, bis, transsexuals, and on an on. There are only men and women.

		

	
		There Are No Such Thing As Gays or Transsexuals

		 

		Yours Truly is a statistician; indeed, the Statistician to the Stars! I call myself that because I perform probability analyses for money—and only for the best people. Yet I used to call myself a physicist, because physics was what I was doing at the time. And every now and then I call myself a cook, though this term has been hotly disputed. With good cause.

		 

		Besides statisticians, there are butchers, bakers, candlestick makers. There are woodworkers, snorkelers, LARPers. There are diplomats, soldiers, dowsers. Many similar names are called easily to mind, all of which describe occupations, avocations, or vocations. These labels tell of what people do.

		 

		Ed the insurance salesman who sold you your government-mandated policy is, of course, a salesman. But he was not born a salesman. Yet it is true by definition that Ed has the biological capability to sell insurance. If he did not have a certain genetic makeup mixed in time with a certain environment, Ed would never had made the actuarial grade; if, for instance, he could not reliably calculate a percentage, he would have been forced to look elsewhere for his daily bread.

		 

		Even given his insurance-suited biology, and the force of a government mandate, Ed was not born or impelled to sell insurance. Selling insurance was a choice. It is true Ed may have developed a passion for policies and an appetency for annuities, but if tomorrow the government reversed course and outlawed insurance, Ed would move on and have a new occupational label affixed to him.

		 

		Now Ed is also a dad, a father. We imply from this that he is also a son and therefore a man. These nouns do not describe what Ed does, except incidentally, because everybody knows common things fathers, sons, and men do. These words instead describe what Ed is. Being as opposed to doing. Essence is essential. Ed may renounce his manhood, and may even be encouraged to do so, but this in no way changes his essence.

		 

		He is and always will be a man, even if the government mandates that we call him something else. He is of essence a son because it is a logical implication of being a man that one must be (or have been) a son. Ed is only a father accidentally, with respect to being a man, because men need not become fathers and because being a father is not a requirement of being a man. But once he is a father, the office of fatherhood itself has an essential nature, the marks of which are known to all.

		 

		There are nouns that indicate essence: man, woman, son, daughter. And there are nouns indicating occupation and behavior: criminal, politician, scoundrel. English is not highly inflected and we do not have the grammatical declension that man differs from salesman in that one implies an essential nature and one an accident.

		 

		It is an accident in the metaphysical sense that Ed is a salesman and not an assistant manager or truck driver. Ed is a man in the metaphysical sense essentially and unchangeably. Incidentally, in modern English essentially can also take the definition “more-or-less”, which is almost the opposite of the metaphysical understanding that essences are necessary, fixed, and definite (essences are fixed, though our knowledge of them in fluid). Watch for this.

		 

		Turns out poor Ed is an asthmatic and suffers from piles (hemorrhoids). We do not in English have a word for piles-sufferer, so let us coin pileser. Ed, then, is a pileser and asthmatic. Asthma and piles are diseases, departures from health. Because we know the essence of health in men, a departure from health logically implies that piles and asthma are accidents and not essences when describing what Ed is. Ed is accidentally a pileser; Ed is essentially a man.

		 

		We have to be careful because piles the disease has essential characteristics (which are too painful to contemplate); so, too, does asthma have a certain etiology, is associated with certain symptoms, is treated in certain ways. But these essences are of the things, the diseases, and not Ed.

		 

		The absence of health, and the presence of these diseases, are accidents. They are not part of what Ed is essentially, even though, as is clear, Ed’s behavior will change in the presence of these diseases. We sometimes say things like, “Ed is not the man he used to be”, because we recognize Ed can no longer play rugby with the same verve he had before his piles and asthma, and not because we think the natures or essences of man has changed. We speak of the accidents. Or, supposing Ed’s loss of vitality the case of increasing age, we do speak of the weakening of the essence of man, because it is the nature of man to age and die. Again, English does not do a good job intimating these distinctions.

		 

		Ed is also a Presbyterian, a lay member of his church. There are within Christianity and other religions priests, nuns, monks. Here there is a distinction. In one sense, Ed is a Presbyterian accidentally, since there are other sects which he might have joined. But, accepting the premise of Jesus’s divine nature, and of Ed’s sincere faith, then Ed has also himself changed in his very essence.³² He has had a conversion. Therefore if any man be in Christ, he is a new creature: old things are passed away; behold, all things are become new. Ed is more than a man, he is a Christian-man. A similar but different change in Ed’s essence would have occurred were (say) Ed ordained a Catholic priest: Ed would be a priest essentially. If per impossible the premise of Jesus’s divinity is rejected, Ed would only be a Presbyterian accidentally, and Father O’Malley at St Mary’s would also only be accidentally a priest in the way Yours Truly is a statistician.

		

	
		The Main Event

		 

		We finally come to the main point. Ed is a father and a man, but Ed is not a heterosexual; neither is he straight in any essential sense. It helps if you recall (or leanr) that heterosexual and homosexual were coined only a century ago to indicate different classes of sex obsession and not essences.

		 

		Ed has with his wife procreated, but it is in the nature of man, and therefore of Ed, to procreate with wives. This is, after all, why there are so many people about. In the strict metaphysical essential sense, heterosexual-man (as we now know the word) and man are identical: the addition of the prefix does nothing to change the word or the essence. At best, the prefix could only mean recorded as acting in accord with his nature. This prefix, then, or the word as stand-alone, is an accidental designator.

		

	
		A True Accident

		 

		Suppose Ed stepped on a land mine, and in that accident lost his pertinents. Ed is still essentially a man, even though he has lost his ability to procreate. Just as Ed was still essentially a man even after developing piles. A departure from health does not change the essence of man, though it does change Ed.

		 

		Beside the the land mine, if Ed were to develop a specific disease (say, prostate cancer) that robbed him of his sexual powers, Ed would still be a man. Ed would still be a man if he (or a quack) took a knife to himself and did the work of the land mine in sanitary conditions. And if Ed were to diminish his reproductive energies by misconducting himself down at the kennel (bestiality is legal in several countries) or with himself or with another man, Ed would still essentially be a man. But Ed would in each of these cases be acting against his nature.

		

	
		Sky’s The Limit

		 

		Suppose Ed thought he could fly and tried to do so by jumping off a tall building. It is not in the nature of man to fly (sans apparatus). Why Ed thought he could fly is not important. He is, however, going to suffer from his act when Reality intersects with his Belief—he will at the least experience a great disappointment, and at the worst suffer his final exit.

		 

		Even if he didn’t suffer physically (say it was only the second floor and water was below), Ed has still acted against his nature by attempting to do something that was impossible. He will in this case, if he lives, have a crisis of thought, however minor.

		

	
		For Creation

		 

		This brings us to the point of asking what sexual intercourse is for. That is simple: procreation. I won’t here defend that conclusion and its ramifications, as that has been ably done elsewhere, and it is anyway obvious. That you are alive and reading this is sufficient proof: ask your parents if you are not convinced.

		 

		That some can, or might be able, to monkey with the formula man + woman = child in no way changes the essence of procreation, just as a man losing his pertinents in a mishap in no way changes the essence of man.

		 

		Another proof is to examine (in the West) “sex education”, the point of which is to show ways to avoid the natural consequences of sex. We did not need sex education, which is really sex dis-education. For thousands of years, people without such training were already adept at the practice, until our culture decided to deny the essence of sex.

		 

		Except for the interesting biological details of what happens during actual sex, details which are not needed to understand the purpose of sex, sex education is of no use and to the extent it embraces anti-essentialist propaganda, causes actual harm.

		 

		Sex, then, is for procreation. What follows is that departures from the intent of procreation are departures from nature, acts against nature, unnatural acts, or perversions. It then is also true that a desire or proclivity toward these non-procreational acts, even they are never committed, are also perversions of nature; they are errant thoughts.

		

	
		Catechized

		 

		Any acts Ed committed, or fantasized about committing, not with his wife or without the intent or openness to procreation, were therefore acts against Ed’s nature. These include acts or thoughts of sodomy. This is why the Catholic Church rightly calls same-sex attraction “objectively disordered”. The catechism only errs is not going farther and labeling other non-natural attractions disordered (it didn’t think it had to, these at the time being rare).

		 

		There are many such disordered acts. Masturbation, necro-philia, pedophilia, zoophilia (woofism), and so on. The lack of mention of these is, however, only because of the current and increasing popularity of sodomy. Of course, while sodomy has throughout history seen its ups and downs, it is only now that it is seen as not only natural but “good”.

		

	
		The Course Of Disease

		 

		What do asthmatics and pilesers have to offer mankind? Just this: they can tell us of their diseases, of the struggles and successes with them, they can describe the course or cures of their diseases; they can explain to non-sufferers their symptoms and of their suffering.

		 

		A person with asthma might say, ”In a way, I’m glad I have this disease. It taught me what really counts in life.” The asthmatic recognizes the departure from health, seeks to limits the excesses of the disease, and learns to live with it and to even profit from it spiritually as best he can.

		 

		We would not, however, say the asthmatic or pilser has certain “gifts and qualities” because he suffers from a departure from health. Asthma or piles are never “gifts” or “qualities”, except in analogical or metaphorical senses. Nobody would seek these diseases out and wish he had them, not if he were sane. And nobody would say it is a good thing another had these maladies, again not if he were sane. We would all rather these sufferers were restored to health, even if we knew that no cure was possible.

		

	
		It Ain’t Fair

		 

		It is true some are more prone to certain diseases than others. It is not “fair” that this is so, it is not “fair” some are stronger and some weaker. There is no sense that there can ever be “equality” in health, except for blind, anti-realistic wish. Disease strikes where it strikes. And it is even possible God wills a man to have a disease.³³ So went Satan forth from the presence of the LORD, and smote Job with sore boils from the sole of his foot unto his crown. Job was put through great and terrible suffering, not only to teach him an important lesson, but to teach us, too. Even though, as some of us might think, he did not ”deserve” it.

		 

		At no point in this story are Job’s woes seen as gifts, if that word is used in any positive or happy sense. Nor were Job’s sores qualities, except in the bland sense used by a pathologist cataloging disease and causes of morbidity and mortality.

		

	
		Piles Pride

		 

		We would recognize something had gone seriously astray were the pileser to announce he was proud of his condition, if he used that word with connotations that he possessed something good or positive. To say that you were proud of having piles, a departure from health, would be the same as saying you were proud to have your abdomen slit open with a rusty tuna can, another departure from health (though you might be proud of the cause of the injury; for instance, the scar was won in battle).

		 

		It would be even more shocking were a man to announce he was seeking out these diseases, or any disease; it would be shocking in the same way a man announced he was seeking self-murder.

		 

		There are no piles “Pride” parades, nor asthma “Pride” parades, nor any parades in joyous celebration of what are recognized as departures from health. There are in some quarter marches to raise money and “awareness”, marches which have devolved to festive occasions, but there is no sense, say, marching for women with breast cancer is an acknowledgement that breast cancer is a good, or that women with breast cancer are more than women, something other than and superior to ordinary women. The reason we do not have these festivities is obvious to all.

		

	
		Baiting Pride

		 

		Now we do in English have the word masturbator, but we do not have masturbator “pride” parades, nor do we have any notion that a masturbator is a new kind of person, different in essence than a non-masturbator. Masturbation is an act, to which some are more prone than others, and at different periods. We do not speak of the “masturbator community”.

		 

		Nor do we (much) speak of the necrophiliac community, woofie (zoophilic) community, objectum sexual community (a real term describing those who simulate intercourse with common objects like fences and sofas), ecosexual community (another real term describing those who simulate intercourse with piles of dirt) community, or furry (those who dress as animals and then copulate). Open pride is not necessarily lacking in each of these activities, but there are as yet no wide-spread organized efforts to win acceptance for them.

		

	
		Nobody’s Perfect

		 

		It is true, and obvious, that people act in these and other ways deviant from essential sexuality and always have. There is no sense, and no hope, that such deviations can be eliminated or prevented; indeed, there is the expectation new ways to attempt to escape from our essential nature will be invented. Who before a dozen years ago even imagined “ecosexual” behavior?

		 

		Habitual population presence of certain behaviors among individuals does not make a sexual or any other act essential or good. For we have always had with us rapists, murderers, politicians, burglars, arsonists, cross-dressers and so on.

		 

		Ancient Greece had thieves, and so do we; but this does not make thievery morally right or essential to man’s nature. Ancient Greece also had those who practiced sodomy, as do we; again, this does not make it morally right. Consider, too, the affections and habits of modern practitioners differ markedly from ancient practitioners. Culture is crucial and shifting, whereas essence and right are wrong are fixed and unchangeable.

		

	
		Me & Thou

		 

		There is a dichotomy. There is sex, actual sex, that which accords with our natures oriented toward procreation, or there is simulated sex, i.e. various forms of masturbation, whether alone or with other people (this includes couplings in which contraception is used), objects, or animals, or sex not oriented toward procreation (i.e. not directed towards creating a family).

		 

		This is a key insight. Either you with your spouse are engaged in sexual intercourse, open to the possibility that the coupling will produce a new life, i.e. you are acknowledging your limited place in the world and admitting your limited understanding of how a conception may arise, even in seemingly (or actual) miraculous circumstances.

		 

		Or you are “oriented” to yourself. Other terms for this are selfishness and narcissism.

		

	
		QWERTY

		 

		Though there are many variants and encrustations to the acronym, we mainly hear of “LGBT” people or the “LGBT community”, as if lesbians and transgenders form a natural class of beings different than “breeders”; different in essence, that is.

		 

		Because we know what sex is for, the terms homosexual or gay or lesbian and so on can only describe those persons who suffer departures from sexual health in exactly the same way that asthmatics describe those individuals who suffer departure from respiratory health.

		 

		LGBT are no different in being in the condition of lack of sexual health than are necrophiliacs, woofies, masturbators and all the rest, though masturbation is a commonality. It is impossible for two men to have sexual intercourse for obvious biological reasons. Transgender individuals may not suffer a lack of sexual health, depending on their specific sexual behavior, but instead lack mental normality. A man who imagines to be a woman lacks, at the least, a full appreciation of reality. Lipstick on a pig, as the cliché; truthfully teaches us, does not make the pig a woman.

		

	
		Desire Does Not Create

		 

		The terms asthmatics, gay and all the rest, then, are analogous. None of them describe individuals who are different in essence from mankind. Gays, lesbians, and transsexuals are not different in kind, just in desire and act. There are therefore no such beings as gays or lesbians or transsexuals as most use the term, to implicitly describe human-like creatures who are more (and usually better) than human.

		 

		People speak of gays as if they have always been with us existing as a Diaspora, and would somehow be happier if they could either transport back to their home-world or they could transform their current abodes to resemble it. To say there are gays is like to say we have discovered a species of human-like creatures who can (secretly) fly.

		

	
		The Menagerie

		 

		If you say they are gays in the ontological sense then you must also say there are masturbators, necrophiliacs, pedophiles, woolfies, et cetera unto infinity, because it is mere prejudice and bigotry to single out any one sexual desire, like men who desire men, against all the others.

		 

		That position is not supportable, though as we all know, there are currents in that direction. If there are gays, then there are statisticians, accountants, even. Indeed, there would and must be a different kind of being for every activity or desire. But if this is so, then, of course, we must toss out the biological concepts of sexual reproduction and species; they are mere baseless prejudice.

		

	
		Nobody Likes Statisticians

		 

		There are gays like there statisticians, though; people who act in distinctive ways. Saying this does not cast moral judgment on the acts. That moral knowledge has to come from elsewhere. And then it is unlikely we would see statistician pride parades.

		 

		This hilarious joke masks the most important point. The reason we do not have pride parades of actuaries, accountants, and adders (those who have great facility with sums) is because everybody knows the acts of these people are not per se immoral, whereas many do know or suspect homosexual acts are immoral. The parades are not to acknowledge the existence of that which cannot exist, but to normalize departures from sexual health as if those departures were a good or were gifts. It is because it is known the acts are shameful that open pride in them is declared.

		

	
		You Aren’t What You Aren’t

		 

		The category error is important. Consider at least for the sake of argument that homosexual acts are immoral (as are all acts that depart from procreation). Then making the ontological error of saying there are gays must obviate the immorality. If there are gays in the ontological sense, then it cannot be that homosexual acts are immoral. Being gay is what these beings are.

		 

		Everybody knows you cannot stop a thing from being what it is. You cannot eradicate essence. For if you eliminate the essence of the thing, you have eliminated the thing. It no longer exists or can exist. When you dissect a live frog, it very soon becomes a non-frog. Ye eliminating desire for sex with another man, or preventing the act, does not eliminate the man, for an essence has not been expunged, merely a desire. You start with a man and are left with a man. But if being gay is an essence, eliminating the desire does eliminate the gay: he ceases to exist.

		

	
		Terrible Price

		 

		This is the penalty of the error of saying there are, in the ontological sense, gays. If there are, homosexual behavior cannot be immoral among gays. But then there must exist necrophiliacs, and so sex with dead bodies cannot be immoral for necrophiliacs, nor can pedophilia be wrong for pedophiles, nor can anything be wrong for the class of beings whose nature demands they act in a certain way. Serials killers are people, too! How dare we deprive them of their desires.

		 

		Yet this is clearly absurd: it is the You Aren’t Your Desire Fallacy. Because it is a fallacy, the premise, then, must be false: there are no such things essentially as gays, transsexuals, or anything but men and women.

		

	
		No Judges

		 

		The fallacy, if accepted, tosses the concept of immorality onto the scrap heap, for all a person accused of an immoral act has to do is to call himself the name of those that commit the act. Any act. Saying he is this strange creature is the ultimate excuse! To make the claim that only he knows and can define his true essence, our man has to judge himself superior to nature, or to God. And we must believe him. There would be no justification for drawing any line.

		 

		We would lose forever the ability to judge. We must elevate everyone’s opinion over that of God’s or Nature’s. This is self-worship. The Religion of Man says Reality must conform to Man’s will.

		 

		It is not as if we did not see this coming.

		

	
		Men Are Men

		 

		We know that men who pretend to be women, or who are delusional enough to believe they are women, and vice versa, are men. Everybody who says trans-woman knows the person referred to is a man, and not a woman (and vice versa).

		 

		If you say of a man he is a trans-man, and not that he is a woman, it is an acknowledgement that you know he is not a woman, but a man. If the “trans” were truly who they said they were, we would not say “trans”.

		 

		Every time we modify the noun with “trans” we admit we are lying. To ourselves, to others. This lie is the Trans Fallacy.

		

	
		No Hate

		 

		Some last words. There are places on earth where the very concepts of homosexuality and masturbation do not even exist.³⁴ Along with many more who do not buy the Trans Fallacy. It is not “hate” or any kind of “phobia” to say this.

		 

		About “hate”: The pathologist or doctor does not hate his patient for diagnosing, or in curing, his disease. If the doctor must fear his patient, or the public, because the doctor does his duty, then we are in deep kimchi.

		

	
		Spectrum Analysis

		

	
		Bad Stats

		 

		Advocacy and activist organizations goose statistics in their favor. The National Organization For Red-Haired Pickpockets is bound to arrive at a figure higher, and perhaps much higher, especially if donations are being sought, than one put out by any disinterested firm, like Pew. Everybody understands how sides keep score.

		 

		What, then, is the fraction of intersex people in these once-United States?

		 

		Ask the Intersex Campaign for Equality and they’ll tell you 1.7%.³⁵ That 1.7% is one of those figures that travels the world, which all repeat, which many assume is true, but whose origin is forgotten.

		 

		According to a scholar with the apt name of Sax, the 1.7% comes from Anne Fausto-Sterling. In the Journal of Sex Research³⁶, Sax writes that Fausto-Sterling’s figure “attracted wide attention in both the scholarly press and the popular media.” But—there’s a big “but”:

		 

		Many reviewers are not aware that this figure includes conditions which most clinicians do not recognize as intersex, such as Klinefelter syndrome, Turner syndrome, and late-onset adrenal hyperplasia. If the term intersex is to retain any meaning, the term should be restricted to those conditions in which chromosomal sex is inconsistent with phenotypic sex, or in which the phenotype is not classifiable as either male or female. Applying this more precise definition, the true prevalence of intersex is seen to be about 0.018%, almost 100 times lower than Fausto-Sterling s [sic] estimate of 1.7%.

		 

		Klinefelter syndrome is when males (which are not females), have extra X chromosomes. Turner syndrome is a defect in the chromosomes of females (which are not males), which causes various maladies such as impaired ovarian function. Late or nonclassic congenital adrenal hyperplasia can affect females (which again are not males). Et cetera.

		

	
		Better Stats

		 

		With the more accurate number cited by Sax, and given a population of 327 million, there are about 59,000 true intersex individuals in the once United States, rather than the 5.6 million suggested by advocates.

		 

		The debased advocacy magazine Scientific American wrings its hands over the difficulties in testing for sex³⁷. Testing sex is done, and unfortunately necessary, in sports where cheating has been known to occur: i.e., men disguised as women and having no delusions they “are” have competed as women.³⁸

		 

		The magazine presented a graphic which supposedly represented the “gender” or sex “spectrum.” Since this kind of effort is common to claim sex is a “spectrum”, we shall focus on it.

		 

		The graphic showed a thin sliver of individuals representing normal woman on the left of this graphic, and a second thin sliver at the far right representing normal men. Normal people thus appeared to be relatively few, dwarfed in comparison to our great and rich gender diversity represented by the acreage of those displayed in the middle, a category which the magazine labels Intersex.

		 

		Better Stats

		 

		It is not a good graphic. Turner syndrome, which isn’t considered in medicine as intersex, is called intersex by the magazine. Other departures from health are similarly mislabled or, rather, misclassified. One example which they show is the CYP21A2 gene mutation, which results in “Enlarged clitoris, fused labia, short vagina; normal ovaries, uterus, cervix.”

		 

		This describes an unfortunate woman which nobody would confuse with a man. The mutation leads to “Elevated levels of male hormones”, which is to say, levels of hormones more typically found in (some) men.

		 

		What might have escaped your attention in that last sentence is the key piece of philosophy. We are only able to say these are “Elevated levels of male hormones” because we know these are levels found in males, and we know these are found in males because we know what males are.

		 

		Before we come back to that, let’s first discuss their so-called 45X/46XY mosaicism entry. According to one paper³⁹, about ”95% of 45,X/46,XY fetuses will have normal male genitalia, although there will also be a significant risk (27%) for abnormal gonadal histology.” So we have unambiguous males most of the time.

		 

		SA thinks they are onto real spectrum here because these men can have their genitals removed or “modified to look female.” The same effect can be had with a dress and lipstick at far less expense—and pain.

		

	
		Let’s Test

		 

		The fraction of people who compete professionally in sports, such as in the Olympics, is, we can guess, about 0.1% of the population, or about 327,000 people. That’s probably way too high, but it is conservative for what we’ll do with the number. All athletes are older than, say, 18, and younger than, say, mid 40s. This age group is about, rounding up, 40% of the population. The number of athletes is thus about 131,000 people, which again is likely too high. Let’s suppose we’re including all sports, including the dumb ones.

		 

		Given the number of true number of persons with ambiguous sex organs is 0.018%, this makes the rough number of true intersex athletes about 24—out of an estimated 58,900 total intersex people in the entire country (with, again, most being like one sex). In the entire country. And that assumes intersex people become athletes at the same rate as normal people, which is likely not true given these people suffer different maladies, but it is, again, a conservative guess.

		 

		Now suppose we’re in charge of testing for sex at the Olympics. A DNA test will be accurate in almost all instances (given the built-in limitations of any testing platform, of course). Not all 24 intersex athletes will try to enter the Olympics, and of those who do most won’t try to “cheat” in the sense of pretending to be like the sex they are most unlike.

		 

		We are down to a mere handful of individuals, and a very, very small problem if testing is our goal. So small it can be ignored almost always.

		 

		To put it bluntly: if we’re interested in weeding out intersex cheaters from participating in sports, there is no need to test at all. There probably aren’t any such individuals in the first place.

		

	
		No Need To Test

		 

		Enter so-called transsexuals, who are people of one sex who are deluded into believing or who are pretending to be people of the opposite sex. Assuming intersex people are not this group (but handled as above), there is no ambiguity of the sex of these people. Their sex is what they say it isn’t. And everybody knows it.

		 

		Men who enter as women are thus cheating, and everybody knows it. Many men who are not women claim to be women so that they can compete against women and have the taste of victory they would otherwise be denied. The opposite cases can occur, with women pretending to be men, but here the advantages of cheating are so obviously less, there is no point. And everybody knows this.

		 

		Now it is telling there are no research program investigating how to tell real men from among women who are pretending to be men, but the opposite program does exist. And for the obvious reason.

		

	
		False Ambiguity

		 

		Roger Pielke Jr. wrote in the International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics⁴⁰ that

		 

		For more than a half century, sports officials have looked to science to provide a clear distinction between men and women for purposes of determining who is eligible to participate in women’s athletic competitions. However, the science of sex provides overwhelming evidence that there is no such clear biological demarcation that differentiates men and women.

		 

		Pielke examines testing using testosterone levels and convinces the reader it is too error-prone to be of use in separating men from the women. Indeed, he claims any test is too difficult, as we’ll see. In a tweet⁴¹ he pointed to the Scientific American chart discussed above as part of this of “overwhelming evidence” of the difficulties in testing.

		 

		His solution:

		 

		So then, how should sports organisations draw a sharp line between men and women for purposes of competition from the complex palette of biological sex and socially constructed gender, and the complex interplay between the two?

		 

		The answer seems obvious: they shouldn’t.

		 

		Some observers have come to a similar conclusion and have recommended a policy of ‘anything goes’, in which an athlete simply determines his or her gender, and that is that. This approach has the feature of respecting the dignity of the athlete but presents some practical obstacles.

		 

		It needs to be said the dignity of a man claiming to be Napoleon does not suffer from informing him of his delusion.

		

	
		Heavy Lifting

		 

		In the article about a delusional man who thinks he’s a woman, “Stuck on the sidelines: A transgender powerlifter fights for the right to compete”⁴², Pielke is quoted as saying “There’s no simple or even complex biological test you can apply that tells you who’s a man and who’s a woman.”

		 

		That is false, even absurd. It is true no assay is without any error, but mankind has been doing a splendid job without the assistance of modern science in determining a person’s sex with extremely high assurance.

		

	
		What’s A Man?

		 

		In another tweet⁴³, Pielke quotes approvingly Alice Dreger who is, he says, a “scholar of ‘sex testing’”.

		 

		Dreger said “Humans like their sex categories neat, but nature doesn’t care. Nature doesn’t have a line between the sexes. If we want a line, we have to draw it on nature.” This is ignorant. It still takes two to tango, a fact which Dreger can verify with her parents.

		 

		Pielke continues in his paper (p. 11; note above) “There are countless ‘objective’ biological criteria which could be used as a litmus test of ‘women-ness’, such as a height of less than 2 m...What measurement and science cannot do however is relate the variables to the ‘very essence of the male and female classifications’. Absent an unambiguous biological sex demarcation between male and female, that ‘essence’ is a social construction.”

		 

		Ignoring the scare quotes, we return to the key error. It is impossible to pretend to be a female unless you know what a female is. Therefore there is an objective essence of female and an essence of male which everybody knows.

		 

		The same mistake Pielke makes can be seen in this example. How many legs do men have? The answer is known to all. Yet, of course, some men have fewer than the requisite number because of a mishap or, as with intersex, because of a genetic defect. That some men accidentally have fewer than two legs in no way detracts from the essence, which is objective and insists on two.

		 

		Pielke commits the Gender Fallacy, which claims all things are given an arbitrary, “socially constructed” labels. It is amusing to note that we only see the fallacy when it is applied to sexual activity. It’s a good bet Pielke would not quaff a stein of arsenic under the belief his body’s reaction to the medicine is “socially constructed.”

		

	
		Raising The Dead

		

	
		He Loves Transportation

		 

		In 2019, a certain Pete Buttigieg announced he was running for President. He also announced that he was “gay”, in the incorrect sense noted above. He also claimed to be married to another man. Buttigieg took exception with the then current Vice President, Mike Pence, who held traditional views on alternate sexualities.

		 

		Buttigieg directed a comment to Pence, saying he ought to “raise his objections” about the non-reproductive sexual so-called community “with God.” According to that news reports, Buttigieg said⁴⁴

		 

		“‘My [government-defined marriage] to Chasten has made me a better man and yes, Mr. Vice President, it has moved me closer to God,’ said Buttigieg, a devout Episcopalian.”

		 

		Buttigieg is so devout that he explains scriptural passages like Leviticus 18:22, where God-Jesus-Holy Ghost said “Thou shalt not lie with mankind as with womankind, because it is an abomination”, and what Paul said on many occasions, as “This is 2019.”

		 

		I’m kidding! He was so devout he doesn’t need say to anything about scripture.

		

	
		Not That Way

		 

		Let’s look at his argument about being created “that way” by God.

		 

		“I can tell you, that if me being gay was a choice, it was a choice that was made far, far above my pay grade,” he added, to a room full of loud cheers. “And that’s the thing I wish the Mike Pence’s of the world could understand, that if you have a problem with who I am, your problem is not with me. Your quarrel, sir, is with my creator.”

		 

		See if the following line of argument makes sense. It follows directly from Buttigieg’s premises, which are accepted by many today.

		 

		Gays, says Buttigieg, were made by God. They therefore have no choice in their desires or to act in accord with their nature. Homosexuality is, of course, non-procreative. Hence gays are part of the non-procreative community.

		 

		They are not the only ones. There are also lesbians, also made that way by God, says Buttigieg. Also transsexuals, who are people of one biological sex who believe they are the other biological sex. They have no choice: God made them that way, too. Thus, because God made them that way, they are the opposite biological sex, even though they are their own biological sex.

		 

		There are also “bi” people, who lust after everybody. God made them too.

		 

		So much is uncontroversial. It was Buttigieg’s next argument that shocked some. His implied argument, that is.

		

	
		Deeper Waters

		 

		God made gays, so God also made necrophiliacs. Necrophiliacs, at least some of them, don’t want to be sexually attracted to dead bodies. They do not choose these attractions. They have them anyway. Well, of course they do. God made them that way.

		 

		Therefore, it is only right and proper that necrophiliacs act on their lusts.

		 

		If you disagree, you are not only a bigot, you are opposing God.

		 

		God made gays and necrophiliacs, so God also made pedophiles. Pedophiles, at least some of them, don’t want to be attracted to pre-pubescent children. They don’t choose to be they way they are. God made them that way.

		 

		Therefore, it is only right and proper that pedophiles act on their lusts.

		 

		If you disagree, and you pull back your child at the sight of a pedophile, you are not only a bigot, you are opposing God.

		 

		God made gays, necrophiliacs, and pedophiles, so God also made zoophiles. Zoophiles, at least some of them, don’t want to be sexually attracted to animals. These people avoid zoos. They have these attractions anyway: they didn’t choose them. God made them that way.

		 

		Therefore, it is only right and proper that zoophiles act on their lusts.

		 

		If you disagree, and you avoid pet stores, you are not only a bigot, you are opposing God.

		 

		God made gays, necrophiliacs, pedophiles, zoophiles, and ecosexuals (those who lust after dirt or trees), objectum sexuals (those who lust after furniture and playground rides; this is a real term), pederasts, and people of every other kind of lust you can think of—including many you would never have thought of.

		

	
		You Can’t Go Against God

		 

		God made all of these people. None of them chose to be the way they are. Therefore, it is only right and proper everybody acts on whatever lusts they have. To oppose this is to oppose God.

		 

		Wait. Make that it is only right and proper everybody acts on whatever desires they have. For, of course, lust is a desire, and God is responsible for the implantation of the desire. Who chooses a desire?

		 

		Therefore, God not only made gays, God made psycho-paths, too. Psychopaths have desires, just like anybody else, desires often commingling with their lusts. Therefore, like gays, psychopaths have a right to act on those desires and lusts. God made them: they did not choose to be psychopaths. Only bigots disagree.

		 

		Once you think about it, how dare we say God did not make anybody? Why should gays get special privilege in the God-made-them privilege racket? The answer is: there is no reason. God made everybody the way they are. Everybody.

		 

		Therefore, everybody gets to act on their desires whatever those desires are. To oppose this is to oppose God.

		 

		You bigot.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 17

		

	
		I Consent

		 

		Warning: The language of this Chapter is brutal, uncomfortably accurate, and necessary.

		

	
		Debased Scenarios

		 

		The Consent Fallacy is so strong in our culture that its truth seems almost self-evident. The argument says that as long as two people consent in an act, that act is therefore moral. Or, if not moral, then it’s none of your business. The consent argument is often amended by changing “two people” to “two adults”, but this substitution is becoming less frequent. The acts in question are usually sexual, but not always.

		 

		The Consent Fallacy is an abysmal failure. It in no way can be used to justify the morality of any act. Consider first these scenarios. All are drawn from actual modern sources; which is to say, none are fictional and represent acts that occur and in which consent is used, in part, to justify them.

		 

		If you are current with the state of the culture, each will be recognized.

		 

		Scenario 1⁴⁵

		 

		Man One wants to masturbate into the rectum of Man Two.

		 

		Man Two says, “I consent.”

		 

		Man Three then says, “Do what you want, but leave me out of it.”

		 

		Men One and Two then say to Man Three, “Your response is insufficient. We appreciate your allowance, but you must also acknowledge the goodness of our act.”

		 

		Man Three replies, “No, I cannot: it’s disgusting.”

		 

		Men One and Two react, “Then you are a homophobe.”

		 

		Scenario 2⁴⁶

		 

		Man Four says, “I am sorry to die, but after I go, please feel free to use my corpse for your sexual pleasure.”

		 

		A grateful Man Five says, “Thank you. I will.”

		 

		Scenario 3⁴⁷

		 

		Man Six says, “Come here, Fido. I have a new game to teach you.”

		 

		Man Seven says, “That’s animal abuse, for Fido did not give his consent.”

		 

		Man Six replies, “I dispute the claim of abuse, for I did not ask the chicken for its consent before slitting its throat and roasting it. But, if it bothers you that much, I will slit Fido’s throat and then teach him the new game.”

		 

		Scenario 4⁴⁸

		 

		Man Nine asks Man Eight, “Why are you putting your pertinents into the knot of that tree?

		 

		Man Eight answers, “I am an ecosexually oriented. I also enjoy peaty bogs where the soil is soft.”

		 

		Scenario 5 (Or Scenario 4 continued)⁴⁹

		 

		Man Nine says, “What you say about peaty bogs saddens me intolerably. Please point this at my temple and push that button. This will end my life, which I no longer want.”

		 

		Man Eight answers, “I will be happy to help. But I fear the authorities will punish me, even if you provide written consent.”

		 

		Man Nine replies, “Then put on this white lab coat and drape this stethoscope around your neck, and all will be well.”

		 

		Scenario 6⁵⁰

		 

		Man Ten says, “As you know, I am a professor with many credentials. I have determined that children as young as four can understand the acts which occur to them, including sexual acts.”

		 

		Man Eleven, also a professor, says, “Hummanahummana!”

		 

		Scenario 7⁵¹

		 

		Man Twelve says, “You are my daughter, but I want to have sex with you, with the hope of reproducing.”

		 

		Girl One says, “I consent.”

		

	
		We Could Go On From Here

		

	
		Not So Appalling

		 

		None of these scenarios, which can be multiplied without end, will be recognized as conclusive arguments against consent. They might be appalling to you, which is to say, I hope they appall you. You might say that because they are appalling these acts should therefore not be allowed under the consent umbrella. But consider these scenarios:

		 

		Scenario 8

		 

		Man Thirteen, “I would like to place this leak-proof wrapper on my apparatus and so prevent your pregnancy.”

		 

		Women One, “I consent.”

		 

		Scenario 9

		 

		Man Fourteen: “I will ingest these substances, recreate the act of Onan, then lie quietly for several hours.”

		 

		These almost certainly will not horrify most of you, but they would have frightened your ancestors, who are your ancestors because these acts did frighten them. Skip it.

		

	
		Creepy Times

		 

		The problem with listing scenarios as evidence, as we did in the previous section, is culture creep. Because consent is recognized as the sole or commanding moral test, as soon as a sufficient number or vocal minority of people engage in a practice, that practice will longer be called immoral.

		 

		The Consent Fallacy is associated with the Current Year a.k.a. Wrong Side Of History Fallacy, though of course they are not identical. It is much closer to the Voting Fallacy, which says acts become moral once a majority agrees on them.

		 

		The Consent Fallacy is not that consent is sometimes required between parties for some acts to be moral. If requiring consent were always fallacious, then there would be no such things as contracts or handshake agreements.

		 

		Instead, the Consent Fallacy says that because people consent to an act that therefore the act is moral, ethical, or good. The consent makes or transforms the act into a moral good. It is not that consent is required, necessary or preferred in an act, because consent is often sensible, like with contracts. But it’s that consent confers upon an act a sort of blessing. It transforms an act from bad or neutral to good. That is the fallacy.

		

	
		Consequences Of Consent

		 

		This may be better illustrated with these two scenarios.

		 

		Scenario 10

		 

		Man Fifteen, “I am a woman and you must agree I am.”

		 

		Scenario 11

		 

		Men Sixteen and Seventeen, “We are married and you must agree we are.”

		 

		The act of Fifteen was to pretend, or to believe falsely, that he is a woman. The consequence of that act was that you must agree with his false conclusion, because he has self-consented and because certain governmental agencies have officially consented to his delusion.

		 

		The act of Sixteen and Seventeen was to pretend, or to believe falsely, that they are married to each other. The consequence was the same: you must agree with their false conclusion because not only did they consent to the act, but the government consented, too. You must Bake The Cake.

		

	
		Can’t Keep It In The Bedroom

		 

		These scenarios make clear that acts have consequences beyond the individuals directly consenting to an act. What people do in “private” plays out in public. Even if the eventual effects are minor, they are never absent. A man killing himself, even if by the hand of a white-coated certified executioner calling himself a “doctor”, consents to the act, but surely all can see that his action has profound reverberations.

		 

		A boy told masturbation is healthy and fed a diet of free porn will not be the same in public as the boy raised without these devices. (Incidentally, why is porn free?) Consent does not lessen the weakening effects. A boy told he is a girl, and all family members and local authorities consenting to the delusion, has as many cultural sequela as a building-sized meteor crashing to the earth.

		

	
		It’s A Jelly

		 

		A diabetic consents to eat a six-pack of donuts, and then consents in the lie, to herself alone, that the donuts won’t do her harm. This kind of harm, curiously, is, or was, frowned upon. Now we have the “fat acceptance” and “body positivitiy” movements, both of which, incidentally, involve the Beauty Is In The Eye Of The Beholder Fallacy. This says things like beauty and health are not objective, but subjective, which is false.

		 

		Anyway, if our lady eats herself into a diabetic coma, and has left instructions to pull the plug, society smiles. In either case, her actions have reverberations.

		

	
		Consent In Everything

		 

		Every act in which you partake not under duress or obligation is consented to, at least tacitly. This includes everything from sitting still to smashing an ax into your neighbor’s skull.

		 

		Every act affects and changes you in some way, even if the change is minuscule; therefore, if you ever again interact with any other person, each of your acts thus affects these other people, and they in turn are changed and then they affect still more people. And so on.

		 

		It is also impossible to gain consent from everybody else for every act in which you wish to engage. Standards of behavior, including knowledge of good and evil, must rely on something besides consent.

		

	
		Natural Law

		 

		Now this Chapter is not an argument on why the acts in each scenario above are themselves immoral. I only demonstrate that consent by itself is not what makes an act moral or immoral. To judge any act, we have to look outside consent. Naturally (a nice pun), I advocate natural law, which says simply that acts in accordance with human nature can be moral, and those which are not are not. Even if you (wrongly) reject natural law, you still have to justify each act without regard to consent as its basis (though, of course, consent may be required in any act, even in natural law).

		 

		Sin, acts contrary to natural law, Christians say, can be repented of. That is not only a repudiation of genuinely immoral acts, but the creation of a new person cleansed of a corrupted soul. This too has public consequences.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 18

		

	
		He Works For An Oil Company!

		

	
		Slick As Greased Oil

		

	
		Friendly Words

		 

		An employee of, or rather man—a lawyer—hired by, Chevron oil company recently told a United States judge that, in effect, global warming was real, man-made, serious, and (as the name indicates) a global problem.⁵²

		 

		Full disclosure: as of this writing, your author, unlike many environmental organizations, has never, very unfortunately, received any consideration from any oil or tobacco company, nor any of their subsidiaries—even though I would have gladly taken the money were it offered.

		 

		Yet, obviously, since this man was (a) a “liar for hire”, i.e. a lawyer, and that (b) he worked for an oil company, i.e. companies which are well known to be evil polluting, profit-grubbing entities, what this man said was false. Therefore, global warming is not real, not man-made, not serious, and not global.

		 

		Or, since we know that lawyers and oil companies are liars, and that we can guess the lawyer would have guessed we would know he was a liar, and so he said what he said only to trick us, so that what he really meant by saying global warming was real, man-made, serious, and global, was that global warming was not real, not man-made, not-serious, and not global, that therefore we know that global warming is real, man-made, serious, and global.

		 

		Right?

		

	
		It’s In The Genes

		 

		Wrong, on both accounts. Inferring that a proposition is false because it was spoken by an oil-company representative, or a tobacco executive, traditionalist Catholic, or even such creatures as low as lawyers and political parties members, is a fallacy; indeed, the Oil Company Fallacy. This also goes by the name Suspicion or Genetic Fallacy, which nowadays sounds like the fallacious argument that we can produce perfect designer babies if we only monkeyed sufficiently with the right genes.

		 

		We might call this the Gene Fallacy, which is all the rage among the certain segments of the highly educated. Another form of the Gene Fallacy claims we are all slaves to our “selfish” genes. This fallacy insists our thoughts, will, and reason are fully determined by “blind” genetic forces. It is likely this fallacy is embraced because it is so wildly at odds with commonsense, and is a way to separate our credentialed masters from the endarkened masses. This is investigated more fully in Chapter 7.

		 

		The Oil Company Fallacy is committed when a proposition is accepted or rejected because of its origin, history, who speaks it, or who paid for it to be spoken. It is evergreen, one of the most popular of all fallacies, probably because it is the most fun. You get to raise your eyebrow when using it, and even leer. Elbows dug into sides are not unseen. Lips are pursed, sometimes so strong you’d guess they’d never re-open. The fallacy is like gossip because it makes you feel superior when you use it. It takes no effort; it wants only to be put in the form of an unsubstantiated aspersion. It is by far the favorite fallacy of journalists and activists.

		

	
		You’ll Recognize These

		 

		A familiar paradigmatic example, seen everywhere. “What he says can’t be true. He/his organization took money from a certain corporation. You know the one I mean.” Examples of corporations are Apple, Google (now Alphabet), Twitter, Metro Goldwyn Mayer, or New York Times Company.

		 

		Be ever wary for this fallacy! If you criticize Greenpeace or the Sierra Club by saying they accept money from oil companies, which is true, it does not prove that whatever Greenpeace or the Sierra Club says about oil (and its derivatives) is therefore true or false.

		 

		If you criticize a Columbia University professor by saying she is a convicted bomber and accomplice to murder and is otherwise thoroughly disagreeable, and these charges are true, it does not prove that what this professor says about sociology is therefore true or false. This example curiously works at several universities.

		 

		If you criticize an NPR reporter by saying his salary is based mainly upon money received from corporate advertisers, and this is true, it does not prove that whatever the reporter says about rivals to those corporations (like, say, the rivals who did not advertise or “provide support”) is therefore true or false.

		 

		If you criticize CNN for saying its story disparaging a popular figure relied upon mysterious unnamed “sources”, who may be fellow CNN employees, or even the demons in the reporter’s mind, and this is all true, it does not follow that the story presented is false.

		 

		If you criticize a Nineteenth-Century philosopher who cl-aimed Utopia would evince once the State was in control of all things, and this is so, it does not prove that his philosophy was true or false because it was uttered so long ago.

		 

		If you criticize a politician by saying he was lobbied furiously (including receiving generous campaign donations) by AIPAC, George Soros (or one of his myriad divisions), or Planned Parenthood, and your accounting is correct, it does not prove that the bill sponsored by the politician is therefore good or bad.

		 

		If you criticize a scientist by saying he accepted grants from an ever-growing government, and that his entire career is based on the government so increasing and continuing those funds, and that the government let it be known it would smile on a certain results, and that all these things are so, it does not prove that the conclusion reached by the scientist is therefore right or wrong.

		

	
		Granted By Government

		 

		Incidentally, there is an odd belief, shared by most, that somehow once a man accepts a grant from government, rather than from some private interest, that therefore all avenues to self-deception and confirmation bias are blocked for this man. He will not be able to cheat. He cannot be influenced by the desires of his funder. Further, his funder, the government, is assumed to have no interests; it is entirely disinterested in the results.

		 

		The government does not care what happens, nor does it give one whit in what is announced as a result of the study. The government is seen by these people as a kind of secular saint. The same kinds of arguments are given for gun possession, by those who think guns are only safe in the hands of government employees.

		 

		These anecdotes can be expanded indefinitely. Read or tune in to any major media organization (of any “side”) for daily updates. The number of people who take money or accept consideration to provide opinions is ever-growing. If the Oil Company Fallacy were not a fallacy, then we could have to conclude that because a man wants money he is lying. Because everybody wants money, or some form of consideration, for the work they do, we would be forced to conclude that everybody lies. The only men we could then trust are wandering hermits who subsist entirely on locusts and wild honey. (This can be a good strategy, as history shows.)

		

	
		Nazis Everywhere

		

	
		Heil-o

		 

		“What this man said can’t be true because he is a...” Fill in the blank by choosing from this list: Nazi, fascist, racist, sexist, homophobe, transphobe, Islamophobe, anti-Semite, speciest, conservative, supporter of this-or-that politician, abelist, white supremacist, fundamentalist.

		 

		That’s the list most current as of this writing. Perhaps I have forgotten some; doubtless it will be expanded. Doubtless, too, it will be used of your author to dismiss arguments given in this book.

		 

		The evil thing about the Nazi Fallacy is that it doesn’t have to be true to work. Calling somebody a national socialist or racist does not have to have any correspondence with Reality. In the Oil Company Fallacy, your opponent at least had to be employed by an oil company for it to work. But here, truth is irrelevant. All that’s needed is the name calling. It always works.

		 

		The number of real Nazis, those who profess the policies of national government control over all industry, for instance, might not be large, but it doesn’t matter. The number of real racists, those who say, for example, that whites should be silenced because they are white, might be small, but that doesn’t matter either. Modern man is unable to think of anything more horrible than a Nazi or racist. They are always in hiding, ready to burst forth and do unspeakable evil. Therefore all you have to do is call someone those names and all debate stops.

		

	
		Sticks & Sticks

		 

		The Nazi Fallacy is a double-whammo hit against Reality because of this. In most instances the person being called the name is not that name, which is the first hit against Reality. The name is a lie or hyperbole, or even a wild accusation. The second hit is that because this person is a Nazi that his argument must therefore be false, which is the Oil Company Fallacy.

		 

		The Nazi Fallacy is therefore for the laziest of mind and body. It is also shockingly effective. Hearing a bad name stops up almost all ears. If you read, about some man’s argument, “Don’t bother listening to him, he’s a known anti-Semite”, you will almost certainly not read the argument. The argument by this man may well be false, or worse than false, but you will never know. And that’s sad because his argument many even be true.

		 

		It works in all directions. I could make most chapters short by saying “This is what progressives believe” and stop there with the name calling, and those who are to the right of progressives might nod along. That would be the Nazi Fallacy. But, if instead I say “This is what progressives believe and here, exactly, is why that belief is a fallacy”, then there is no fallacy on my part. There may be an error in my argument which I missed. Nobody bats a thousand. But that an earnest attempt was made to lay out the fallacious belief protects me from the Nazi Fallacy.

		

	
		What Do You Call Two Dead Lawyers?

		

	
		Is There A Lawyer In The House

		 

		So much for the how about the fallacies, how about the why? We know the mechanics of the fallacy, but what might explain it ubiquitousness? There is a good reason for its presence, and it’s the same reason there are so many lawyer jokes.

		 

		Lawyers have been known to lie, mostly by commission. The media lies, too, but more often by omission. Politicians lie, and have great facility with both methods. It more than often seems the absolute duty of some positions, like spokespeople, to do nothing but lie. Everybody knows this.

		 

		Because of this plain knowledge, it is valid and rational to reason like this: Since a spokesperson just claimed the loss of user data cannot possibly harm users, and since spokespeople often lie, it is likely he is lying now, by commission or omission, and probably by redefining harm, therefore it is possible, and maybe even likely, that this loss of user data will harm me, a user.

		 

		The spokesperson’s statement is not false because he said it, nor is there anything self-contradictory in it that could make it false. It is likely to be false only when we add the implicit premises that spokespeople lie, and they are found to lie most especially when they are seeking to keep their companies out of trouble. As is the case here. But there is no proof of a lie in the statement itself.

		

	
		Where’s The Lie?

		 

		Nor are lies to be discovered in statements like “My client claimed he was nowhere near the scene”, of “Sources close to the matter revealed...”, or my personal favorite “Our people are our most valuable resources”. The lie can only be discovered from outside the statement in the form of contradictory evidence, or in implicit assumptions that statements like these have frequently been discovered to be lies. In listening to the media, one “side” welcomes what it hears and leaves off the implicit premises, whereas the other side tacks it on. The choice to include the implicit lie premise belongs to each listener.

		 

		The mechanics of this choice reveals a subtle and difficult point. Our goal when we hear any proposition or statement is to ascertain its truth or falsity. Sometimes we can do this directly, as in syllogisms. “All statisticians are of outstanding intelligence; William M. Briggs is the Statistician to the Stars! Therefore, William M. Briggs is of outstanding intelligence.” The proposition “William M. Briggs is of outstanding intelligence” is true—a local, but (of course) close to a necessary, truth—given the premises, which include the implicit premises (as do all arguments) of knowledge of the words and grammar.

		

	
		Inhuman Resources

		 

		Other times all we have is the statement itself, like when the human resources manager in announcing the latest round of layoffs that “Our people are our most valuable resources”. Are they really?

		 

		All we have explicitly is her statement itself (and the implicit words/grammar premises). We then must add at least one (more) implicit premise. This premise will be something like “She is not lying”, or “She is lying”, or “HR spokespeople often lie, etc.”, and so forth. This happens so fast we don’t even think it.

		 

		In most cases in most conservations and in most situations the premises is “Our interlocutor is speaking the truth,” which, thank the Lord, is a true premise as often as we hope it is. If it wasn’t, and we instead lived in the land of the Cretins (philosophy informs us that all Cretins are liars), we could never trust anything we heard or read. No: strike that. If all people were Cretins, all we’d have to do is phrase everything in a negative logical sense, and we’d always arrive at the truth. “You hate me, don’t you?” she asked. “Yes,” lied the Cretin. And she cried tears of joy.

		 

		No, the worst place to live would be the land of lawyers, journalists, PR flacks, university idealogues, and politicians. There you’d never quite sure when to apply the “He’s telling the truth” premise or the “He’s lying” premise. Wherever you live, apply it you must—and to every statement. If you don’t, you can be reported to HR. The Human Reasoning department, that is, for using a flawed argument. There is a reason HR departments have boxes of tissues on its desks.

		

	
		Trees Are Also Resources

		 

		At any rate, the statement by the Human Resources lady is there. “Our people are our most valuable resources.” Is it true? False? In between? Of course, it is true or false as the case may be. But we are not talking about the statement itself, not per se. We’re discussing our knowledge about the statement. What do we know about it? All we have, at first, is the statement as heard. We can’t judge, on that alone, whether it is true or false. We have to add an implicit premise. Like “Why should this HR lady lie? (Therefore she is telling the truth.)”

		 

		Given that, then we have judged the statement a local truth. Or “Ha! If people were their most valuable resource, they wouldn’t have tossed so many onto the street. (Therefore she is lying.)” Given that, we have judged the statement a local falsity. Or “Yeah, sure. Whatever. But I guess maybe they got rid of some dead wood. (Therefore she might be telling the truth.)” Given that, we have judged the statement to be probably true. There are many more examples, all of which lead to the judgment or greater or lesser truth.

		

	
		Paradox Of Evidence

		 

		How true? That, again, is up to you. This is the paradox of evidence. What counts as evidence is not automatic. Evidence is one or more assumed, i.e. tacit, premises, and other premises that you bring to the problem. There is nothing dictating which implicit premise you must assume, nor is there any universal guide to tell you which other evidence (premises) you must take into account. The philosopher Susan Haack was speaking on the subject of credulity, and she said “proportioning your belief to the strength of the evidence” is “rational”⁵³ which sounds right and comforting. Not only does it imply that believing without the strength of evidence is irrational, but it seems to imply a formula exists that one can employ to select which evidence is probative and which is irrelevant.

		 

		Alas, no such formula exists, not for contingent propositions, which I remind us are most of the propositions we bring under consideration. Custom drives the choice of “standard” evidence in many areas, especially science. But customs change. One day, the proposition “Objects may go faster than the speed of light” is judged as probable, given customary evidence of the day, and then later it is judged false given new customary evidence. Custom does not always go in the “right” direction, of course. Saying it does is the Wrong Side Of History Fallacy, explored in Chapter 14.

		

	
		That Box Of Tissues

		 

		What evidence might be customary in judging the HR lady’s statement? Well, those things commonly known about HR departments. People working for large companies will possess different customary evidence than those working for small firms, or those working for non-Western firms, or those working for rival firms, or those working in the firms spared the ax, or those in the company newly unemployed.

		 

		There is no right answer, at least as far as custom goes. There is a right answer in the sense that the statement, and any statement, really is true or false, if only we knew what the exact evidence proving the claim was. But if we knew that evidence, and always knew that evidence for every proposition, then there would be no disputes, no politics, no disharmony. Everybody would always necessarily agree. Everybody does not always agree.

		 

		Return to the example of lawyers in a trial. One side offers one set of evidence they believe is pertinent, and the other side brings their own evidence. Where they exist, juries must sort through this often contradictory evidence and decide which of it to accept and which to reject. Except in the narrow legal sense of the laws under dispute, there is no universal method that can possibly tell the jury how to do this. Custom is relied upon, hence “jury of your peers.” But jurors are free to reject custom, or reject the custom the lawyers expected.

		

	
		No Hack

		 

		Since there is no universal guide,yet we do come to make judgments, how do we know anything about any statements? Haack says we must “Figure out whom to trust in areas beyond your competence.” This is true. Haack also chided those who laughed at the one-time Secretary of Defense, who said

		 

		Reports that say that something hasn’t happened are always interesting to me, because as we know, there are known knowns; there are things we know we know. We also know there are known unknowns; that is to say we know there are some things we do not know. But there are also unknown unknowns—the ones we don’t know we don’t know. And if one looks throughout the history of our country and other free countries, it is the latter category that tend to be the difficult ones.

		 

		Rumsfeld got his epistemology right. What you don’t know can hurt you. “Being willing to say I don’t know is a very important part in avoiding the bad part of credulity,” says Haack. She is right. The higher up you go in the elite chain, the smaller the amount of humility, hence the chance for larger errors.

		

	
		Drawing Apart

		 

		The physicist ET Jaynes analyzed in lovely mathematical detail (lovely for probabilists, that is) what happens when two people hear the same piece of news. You might think that when an item of news is reported about a certain proposition, regardless of where people stood before the news, that the announcement would draw them closer together in their beliefs. Yet as everyday experience confirms, they can instead be driven further apart.⁵⁴

		 

		Jaynes uses extra-sensory perception (ESP) as an example, i.e. mind reading. Suppose there was a news report of a successful study confirming (statistically) ESP. One person, disposed to trust reports of ESP, would reason the new report must be true. In their mind, given this new report and the already existing trust, plus all they knew or assumed previously about ESP, the proposition “ESP is a real” (or the like) is now more probable to them.

		 

		But a second man, say an amateur magician, also used to these kinds of claims, and judging they have always been proved false in the past, and that they are false because of cheating, self-deception, mistakes, and so on, would come to believe the proposition “ESP is a real cause” is even less likely than before even though the new evidence for ESP was seemingly positive.

		 

		I will spare the reader the mathematical details, but it takes little effort to see the truth of this. It takes even less imagination to apply Jaynes’s example to politics. Routinely, the same news is interpreted differently, and this is so because different parties bring differing background premises with them. Much more on this is said in Chapter 5.

		

	
		Stretched Beyond Belief

		 

		I have experience with a Jaynes-like scenario. Ilchi Lee is a Korean practitioner of Dahn Yoga and “brain respiration.” This is supposed to be very like ESP or other paranormal abilities. Specifically, Lee said brain respiration would allow children trained in the method to discern the color of cards inside sealed envelopes. Given my background as an amateur magician, and in claims like these, I was skeptical.⁵⁵

		 

		A colleague of mine, a physician who taught Dahn Yoga and “mindfulness”, was a believer. Together we designed an experiment to test a group of children to see if they could do this extraordinary thing.

		 

		The experiment was held at MIT under the watchful eyes of proctors, an audience, and TV cameras. I choose opaque envelopes taking great care that they could not be seen th-rough, nor could they be easily opened or tampered with. The audience was a mix of individuals, ranging from full-on believers to dead-set skeptics. The kids, sweethearts all, sweat and labored. Occasionally they guessed right, and each time one did, applause would erupt from those members of the audience pre-disposed to believing. But mostly the kids failed, and failed dismally. They did not come close to guessing most cards.

		

	
		Persperations

		 

		Afterwards, as might be expected, Lee took to the stage and discussed how this was not a failure, and how the kids really did have brain respiration abilities. Some audience members latched on to the handful of successes, and used these to increase the belief they had. Others became more skeptical. Desire, as it often does, played a strong role, doubtless on both sides. (The Meta Fallacy is ever with us.) And why should desire not figure in the calculations? That some kids really did have the ability, but could only employ it rarely, is consistent with the experimental evidence. That belief would have been consistent with the evidence even if no kids guessed anything right during the experiment. As one person pointed out, the poor kids were jet-lagged (they had newly arrived from Korea) and were under intense pressure.

		 

		But so is the belief no kids have the ability consistent with the evidence. And there is the paradox. Which evidence do you accept and which do you reject? It would be difficult to posit evidence that was not consistent with either belief. Our experiment did not prove anything either way. Indeed, it is impossible, given the contingency of the claim, to prove brain respiration is impossible. Although I did not poll every member present, I think I can safely say that no to few minds were changed. If that is the case here, where the conditions were as controlled as can be, how much more so is it true that disagreements are natural in politics, religion, economics?

		 

		What about the HR? Well, HR is always saying things like “People are our most valuable resource” and “We are like a family.” But what families kick people to the streets with only an hour’s notice? I am inclined to believe they are likely lying.

		

	
		Make Up Your Mind

		

	
		That’s Still In The Future

		 

		Keep in mind, as ever, the difference between the ontological status of a proposition, its real truth or falsity, and what we can know about that proposition, its epistemic status. If a politician says, “If I’m elected, I’ll always vote to defund Planned Parenthood”, that proposition will be true or false in fact. But we can’t know, in the sense of prove beyond all doubt, that it is true or false now.

		 

		If it is before the election and the condition has not been met, we can only bring certain evidence we think is probative of the question. Again, there is no rule which says which exact precise unique evidence we should use. We have to select from a plethora of premises, and since this is politics, our plethora is plentiful.

		 

		“Well, the guy is a Republican, but Republicans always say things like that. And when they get in office, they vote for funding anyway, the cowards.” Given that premise, and not somebody else’s premise, the chance to you that “Once elected, the politician will vote to defund Planned Parenthood” is small (using the implicit premises).

		 

		That “small” is a probability. Because of the free choice of evidence, it turns out all probability is thus conditional on the evidence assumed,⁵⁶ And since there are no set pieces of evidence that one must assume, probabilities will differ. Probabilities are not decisions, though. You still have to make a decision. Vote for the guy, vote for his opponent, or skip voting altogether.

		

	
		Decisions, Decisions

		 

		Same thing was true with the HR lady’s statement. Either you decide to act as if it were true, or decide to act as if it were false. Deciding is exactly like making a bet. You can bring any set of premises you want to the proposition “The Tigers will win”, and your opponent can bring any he likes to his. You will come to differing probabilities of the truth of the statement. Whether it is true can be decided on new evidence later, the new premise being the score of the game (which may be disputed, as sports fans know). But if you have to act now, you have only your self-calculated probability to go on (this will often not be an explicit number).

		 

		You have to make a decision, a bet, if you want to act. The bet may only be with yourself: “If I don’t think it’s at least a good chance, I’m not going to the game”, or it may be a formal bet with a bookie. No matter what, you have to turn the probability into a decision if you want to act on the proposition. If you do not want to act, then leaving it as a probability is fine.

		 

		How to move from probability to decision is also not fixed. Just like in deciding which evidence you believed was relevant, how to “make the cut” in deciding to act as if a proposition is true or false is largely up to you. Once your probability (which usually won’t be a number) reaches a certain level, you decide to act as if the proposition is true, else you act as if it is false.

		 

		There are some mathematical guidelines available for use in highly specific situations, but these are usually not relevant, or are anyway unavailable, at least for most people in most situations. Situations are just like premises: they are too numerous to count, and different for everybody, and even different for the same person at different times. Since this is not a treatise on optimal betting, we need not carry the subject further.

		

	
		My Awareness Is Raised

		 

		The point, though, is this. We can have a proposition on which two (or more) people agree on every piece of evidence, and even on every implicit premise. They will therefore come to the same exact probability. They must, too, because all probability flows from the accepted premises. Even though this is true, that agreement on probability has been reached, the pair (or more) may act differently. One man will say, “Yeah, I agree with everything you said, but I’m still voting for the guy”, whereas the other will say, “I don’t see why I should vote at all. The candidates from both major parties are the same.”

		 

		Decision is thus a whole different level of disagreement. From that conclusion, it follow education is not enough. “Raising awareness” is not enough. It can’t be. “I’m aware. Now leave me alone.” Even if we could teach everybody exactly the same things, and have them believe exactly the same thing, on a given contingent proposition, we will still have disagreement on how people act because no two people’s situations will ever be the same with respect to every proposition. There will always be conflict. Until, that is, we are brought to the point of equality of situation, and this (though I won’t prove it here) can only happen after the last trump is sounded.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 19

		

	
		All Together Now

		

	
		Let’s Agree To Disagree

		

	
		Two Consensus Senses

		 

		There are two senses of consensus. The first, and rarer, is of complete unanimity, total agreement, as when a husband and wife agree to order Mexican for dinner. The second is when at least a majority, but more likely a super-majority, agrees, but where there is no unanimity. Like when physicists agree on a theory of gravity. Both usages can be pushed into fallacy. But both can also be reasonable concepts.

		 

		Consensus in either sense as a parliamentary device is no bad thing for decision making under uncertainty. If the future is unknown and several courses are available, none of which is known to provide absolute assurance of outcomes, then choosing a direction by consensus of (proven) experts is rational. This argument is taken to its fullness and to its extremis in Chapter 5.

		 

		Here all we need know is that we speak of genuine experts, individuals with knowledge or who hold true probative evidence about questions under consideration. Any man is free, for example, to offer his opinion on whether global cooling will doom us all. But if this man has no training (which need not be formal or credentialed) in the physics of externally heated fluids on rotating spheres, his opinion is of no merit and should be ignored. The Consensus Fallacy is thus a special case of the Voting Fallacy applied to certain subject matters and venues, like general opinion polls.

		

	
		The Debate Is Never Over

		 

		The Consensus Fallacy arises over contingent propositions. When somebody says, “There is a consensus—the debate is over”, he commits the fallacy when he speaks of the contingent. This applies to both senses of consensus, and even stronger to the second, where complete agreement among experts does not exist. It is popular at the time of writing for people to say “97% of scientists agree the world ended ten years ago, though we just don’t know it yet” or some such figure. It isn’t 100% of scientists, therefore some scientists disagree, which means the debate is, in fact, not over. Usually, the motivations of the minority are imputed to be evil; the smaller the minority the more evil they are thought to be.

		 

		If you remember from the Appendix (which you surely read), contingent propositions can never be known to be necessary truths, but they can be known as local truths. Many propositions can be known with practical certainty. Example: pick up a pencil and drop it, and it will fall. The universe is not structured such that this must happen necessarily. Any of an infinite list of “distractions” may interrupt the fall. So that, strictly speaking, if a man says, “The consensus of experts says the pencil will fall; therefore, it always will”, he argues fallaciously. But he argues well enough for all purposes except the arcane, such as those environments inside particle accelerators. We are not speaking here of such curiosities. Let’s instead discover the big errors.

		 

		It makes no differences in this fallacy whether a non-expert is speaking about the opinion of experts, or it’s experts speaking for themselves, when they say “The debate is over.” A fallacy is a fallacy. In the former case, however, the sin of presumption often rears its head. For the latter, hubris. I mention this because I cannot recount the number of times politicians and activists are seen lecturing on subjects on which they are mostly or wholly ignorant. And everybody knows, or should know, how often experts have been proved wrong. If you can’t recall any instances, keep reading.

		

	
		Scientific Consensus

		

	
		A Handy List

		 

		In 1914, there was a consensus among geologists that the earth under our feet was permanently fixed, and that it was absurd to think it could be otherwise. But in 1915, Alfred Wegener fought an enormous and brutal battle against the experts of his day to convince them of the relevance of plate tectonics.

		 

		In 1904, there was a consensus among physicists that Newtonian mechanics was, at last, the final word in explaining the workings of the world. All that was left to do was to mop up the details. But in 1905, Einstein and a few others soon convinced consensus-holders that this view was false. Unlike with Wegener, this consensus-busting conclusions was welcomed by most physicists.

		 

		In 1544, there was a consensus among mathematicians that it was impossible to calculate the square root of −1, and that to even consider the operation was fantasy. Those who tried were viewed the same as suspected dog nappers. But in 1545, Cardano proved that if you wanted to solve polynomial equations, complex numbers were a necessity.

		 

		In 1972, there was a consensus among psychiatrists that homosexuality was a psychological, and treatable, sickness. But in 1973, the American Psychiatric Association held court and, under the watchful eye of angry activists who dared them to vote the “wrong way”, voted for a new consensus to say that homosexuality was perfectly natural. Activists were pleased. Those who knew of the Consensus Fallacy were not.

		 

		In 1979, there was a consensus among paleontologists that the dinosaurs’ demise was a long, drawn-out affair, lasting millions of years. But in 1980, Alvarez, father and son, introduced evidence of a cataclysmic cometary impact 65 million years before that hurried things along. Since then that new consensus has undergone certain changes.

		 

		In 1858, there was a consensus among biologists that the animal species that surround us were put there as God designed them. But in 1859, the book On the Origin of Species appeared. And then, in the Twentieth Century, objections to that consensus emerged, coming from science (epigenetics) and philosophy, as well as theology.

		 

		In 1928, there was a consensus among astronomers that the heavens were static, the boundaries of the universe constant. But in 1929, Hubble observed his red shift among the stars. Bang!

		 

		In 1834, there was a consensus among physicians that human disease spontaneously occurred, due to imbalanced humours (some said lack of a sense of humor). But in 1835, Bassi and later Pasteur, introduced doctors to the germ theory. This was not well received, especially when it came to the recommendation about washing hands.

		

	
		A Brutal Business

		 

		All these are but a small fraction—a very small fraction—of the historical examples of consensuses in science that were later overturned, though I have tried to pick events that were the most jarring and radical upsets.

		 

		The examples flew by, compressing years to decades into a sentence. This makes the regime change between old and new consensuses appear smooth and orderly, and to happen at Hollywood speed. Not so. There was considerable variation, but in each case the consensus was ardently held. Ardently.

		 

		Initial, and often long-lasting, opposition to those who attempted (or did) overthrow the consensus was almost always vehement, even vicious. It’s only a wonder there were fewer scientist-on-scientist murders. Those who held anti-consensus views were often persecuted, hounded out of their jobs, or at least scorned. There were suicides of the despondent. Science is a nasty business.

		

	
		Take Off That Whig

		 

		Let me put more emphasis on this, since it’s apt to slide by too quickly. Science lesson invariability invoke Whig history. And Whig history, not to be shy about it, is ludicrous. It is everywhere taught as if the heights to which we have ascended was inevitable. Yes, mistakes were made along the way. Blips. Small missteps. Progress was sometimes held back by reactionaries. But—come on!—everybody really always knew the plates on which our land masses rest were on the move.

		 

		It’s so obvious to us now, that it had to always be obvious to all, even if some didn’t say so out loud. The discovery would have been made no matter what.

		 

		No. Science is no different than politics. Think how contentious political debates over even the most trivial matters is, and you will have a flavor of the battles that rage inside science, especially over ideas that ask large bodies of men to admit they were wrong. Experts hate loathe and abominate admitting error. Especially error upon which they have based their entire life’s work. They will do almost anything to avoid it.

		

	
		A Grave Matter

		 

		Every scientist knows Max Planck’s dictum, “Science advances one funeral at a time.” But no scientist believes he is the one that needs to die. No scientist believes he is the one holding the wrong idea. Every scientist also believes in confirmation bias, which is the deadly tendency to see only that evidence which corroborates your pet theory. They think it always happens to the other guy.

		 

		At the least, these examples prove depth of feeling and amount of passion are not good predictors of truth in the sciences—or anywhere, really. Yet the Passion Fallacy says it is. If so many strong-minded scientists agree on a consensus, it must be true.

		

	
		Levels

		 

		Of course a consensus might be true. All scientists agree that the sun rises in the east. Other matters are substantially more consequential—and much more uncertain. Therefore, modest skepticism is not irrational in greeting any complex scientific proposition, yet those who wield the Passion Fallacy are ready to flay their opponents for daring to disagree.

		 

		In addition to our historical errors list, there are, just as obviously, many examples of consensuses that turned out to be right. And, to be sure, even when the consensus view was false or uncertain, it was often rational to believe it. I use these specimens only to show two things: (1) from the existence of a consensus it does not follow that the claims of the consensus are true. (2) The chance that the consensus view turns out to be false is much larger than you would have thought.

		

	
		Up To Date

		 

		Here are three modern cases.

		 

		In the 1970s there was a consensus that man had and would continue to cause irrevocable and dangerous cooling to the earth’s atmosphere. Pollution caused by the use of fossil fuels was going to block the sun’s rays and cause widespread frosts, killing crops, leading to large-scale famines.

		 

		In the 1990s there was a consensus that man had and would continue to cause irrevocable and dangerous warming to the earth’s atmosphere. Pollution caused by use of fossil fuels was going to trap greenhouse gases and cause widespread heat-waves, killing crops, leading to large-scale famines.

		 

		In the 2010s and beyond there was a consensus that man had would continue to cause irrevocable and dangerous climate change. Fossil fuel use, racism, white supremacy, and being mean to various animals would cause weather disasters of every kind, killing every photogenic and tasty animal and boosting nasty ugly pests.

		 

		You might have noticed a thread going through those arguments. It could be said to be a consensus.

		

	
		Stuck In A Rut

		 

		It is an interesting exercise to read press reports of climate consensus as of 1975, when the sky was literally going to fall, frozen into a giant blue cube and killing, oh, just about everything. Consider the 28 April 1975 Newsweek article “Our Cooling World” by Peter Gwynne.

		 

		The article’s phraseology might sound familiar to you: “serious political implications for just about every nation on earth,” “The drop in food production could begin quite soon,” “devastating outbreak of tornadoes”, “national boundaries make it impossible for starving peoples to migrate from their devastated fields,” and so forth.

		 

		There was to be nothing but dead, dying, and soon-to-be suffering everywhere, with subtle lamentations for the lack of a one-world government that could fix the situation.

		 

		Gwynne complained bitterly about “national boundaries...” That have a familiar ring? The similarity with news reports of today suggests activists have a limited palate of horrors and hobgoblins with which to terrorize us, which they trot out with depressing regularity.

		

	
		That 70s Show

		 

		It was a consensus in the 1970s. “Meteorologists disagree about the cause and extent of the cooling trend...But they are almost unanimous in the view that the trend will reduce agricultural productivity for the rest of the century.” Note “almost unanimous”, which then equaled ninety-seven or so percent of meteorologists—curiously defined by Gwynne as people expert in weather or agriculture.

		 

		Today’s climate “experts” can be psychologists, lawyers, sociologists, engineers (with no training in atmospheric ph-ysics), politicians, teenagers, and on and on.

		 

		What other distinctions between the old global-cooling and new global-warming consensuses can be noted? The old consensus was formed by meteorologists; now it’s climatologists. But back in the late 1960s and early 1970s climatology was not really a separate or independent field. Few people called themselves climatologists, and those that did didn’t mean the same as do the ones now, though of course there was overlap. The majority of meteorologists (as well as climatologists) were then consensus believers, but in a reversal meteorologists are now among the prominent defectors from the current consensus.

		

	
		Tipping Points

		 

		In the 1970s, scientists were not entirely agreed on the mechanism why the world was nearing a “tipping point”. That frightening term had not yet been invented, or it wasn’t in wide-spread use. Scientists did say man was to blame, and that “something” had to be done, by which they as now meant their funding should be increased. And that government should increase in size and power.

		 

		Both groups, then and now, were convinced that, for the most part, whatever good happens to the planet is due to nature, and that whatever bad happens is man’s fault, at last partly. You will rarely hear of a storm that is not connected in some way, however tenuous, with the consensus.

		 

		You will never hear anybody say that yesterday’s pleasant warm afternoon—the fifth in a row!—was caused by man. That man must share the blame for what used to be called “natural disasters” gives the idea that scientific imagination has not advanced much beyond paganism.

		

	
		We Know More Now

		 

		Members of the current consensus insist there is a dramatic distinction between them and the holders of the old consensus (this goes for any subject). Current scientists say that they know more than did the members of the old consensus. So, they say, they are more justified in saying the new consensus should end debate.

		 

		Recall our fallacy. It is not that any consensus then, or now, or anytime was wrong. Scientists, though they hate to admit it, make mistakes like anybody else. (Only theirs can be costlier.) We cannot, and must not, look to science for perfection. It is only when the scientist, or one in his adoring throng, says the debate is over because Consensus, and that he can no longer be questioned, that we have a problem. It is a Consensus Fallacy if the scientist says it to another scientist, or if an adorer says it to the public.

		

	
		But Do We Know Enough?

		 

		In any case, it is surely true current consensus-holders know more than old ones. But the certainty scientists in both consensuses held and have in their prognosticative abilities is the same. Scientists are nothing if not confident. Scientists know much more about (say) clouds now, but the folks of 1975 were convinced that what they knew was sufficient to insist mankind was about to face a trial by ice, just as scientists now insist it will be a gauntlet of fire.

		 

		Concentrating on the differences in knowledge is the wrong thing to do, because it doesn’t answer the main question: Do today’s scientists know enough? We had their word on it in 1975, just as we have sworn Congressional testimony today. We learned above we cannot use ardency as a measure of truth. Neither is the apoplexy of scientists (but more so from their ardors) resulting from departures from the consensus any guide. The very public exasperation against “deniers” is not convincing, and is not evidence, that the current forecasts are any better than the old.

		 

		A citizen is well justified to think: “Scientists were so sure before, and indeed many times warned us of environmental doom, and they claim to be certain again. But they were wrong each time before. Therefore it is rational to suppose they might be wrong again. Only a zealot would disagree.”

		 

		There is no fallacy in that.

		

	
		Climate Chaos

		

	
		Less Than 100% Is Less Than 100%

		 

		We haven’t quite finished with the climate consensus. Let’s examine what “the debate is over” really means. To help us, here is the word-for-word opening in the Vox story “John Oliver [a television comedian, ignorant of physics] shows how to debate climate deniers”⁵⁷:

		 

		That climate change is occurring, and that humans are the primary cause, is beyond dispute at this point. Surveys have found that 97-98 percent of climate researchers and 97 percent of climate papers expressing a position on the subject agree with the consensus view that human-generated greenhouse gas emissions are causing climate change.

		 

		If one wants to claim the proposition “That humans are the primary cause of climate change is beyond dispute” is true, one immediately defeats oneself by saying only 97% of climate researchers agree. If 3%, or 2%, or 1%, or even just one solitary climate researcher, disagrees that humans are the primary cause of global warming, the proposition is not “beyond dispute”. It is, in stark opposition, actively disputed.

		

	
		Decisions Aren’t Probabilities

		 

		It may be wise policy for a citizen, or politician, ignorant of the science to say, “Well, I don’t know much physics, but I have been asked to make up my mind on a point of physics; therefore, I’ll go with the consensus.” This is rational, and indeed intelligent. Yet asking about a point of physics is one thing, and asking about what to do about that point is entirely different, as we shall see.

		 

		It is not warranted to say there is “no dispute” when there is dispute, or to screech “You’re a denier!” at somebody who disputes a consensus. This is irrational and idiotic. Of course somebody who is denying the consensus denies the consensus! That this individual belongs to a minority does not prove him wrong, nor does it prove the consensus right. I’m embarrassed to even write that, as such obvious truths used to be known by everybody, and I suspect most still do know them, but pretend not to out of fear, or avarice.

		 

		We have to be clear—very, very clear—just what propositions are assented to, and which are denied. Equivocation among these propositions accounts for the largest share of Consensus Fallacies; pig-headed stubborn desire for the rest.

		

	
		That Guy Was Me

		 

		I am one of the climate researchers who disputes the proposition that humans are the primary cause of observed climate change. Therefore, the proposition is not “beyond” dispute.

		 

		On the other hand, I, and no person I know or have ever heard of who has had training in the relevant physics, denies this proposition: “Man contributes to climate change.” Here is another, nowhere disputed. “The climate on earth has changed.”

		 

		Whether some untrained, and therefore ignorant, person agrees or disagrees with these is irrelevant. Yet activists, but also politicians and op-ed writers for publications whose names you know without my having to name them (a most telling accusation), will take on the mien of the possessed girl in The Exorcist, and hysterically label somebody a “Denier!”, even when this person does not deny the proposition that the climate has changed.

		

	
		Your Solution Isn’t Mine

		 

		These activists and their ilk make another egregious error. Even accepting that “humans are the primary cause of climate change” is true, if only for the sake of argument, no political solution follows from that. None. None as in none.

		 

		But all activists think their pet solution—almost always increasing the size and power of government—naturally follows. It is these solutions which drives most activists and politicians; it is the solutions they desperately want. About the actual climate, they are ignorant. When a skeptical scientist says “Sure, we may get some warming, but there is not much to worry about”, he is hated not for his opinion on physics, but because he has removed the need for the solution.

		

	
		Why Aren’t You Happy?

		 

		If these activists and other bottom-feeders were sincere in their concerns about global cooling, they would greet any evidence of the threat’s diminishment with joy and gladness. It’s not as bad as we had thought! This is terrific news! The planet is saved!

		 

		Alas, no. When three colleagues and I published a paper that suggested the most warming we’d ever get was pretty small, activist rage increased to life-threatening levels. It was a Level 5 Crap Storm. My site was hacked, one colleagues almost his job, another had an activist fund-raising organization FOIA his emails.

		 

		Hilarious, because it proves that what drives these people is not science. They want the solution. Any news that diminishes the threat of global warming lessens the chance for the solution. Science is merely a device.

		 

		Thus, we have the It’s Needs A Solution No Matter What Fallacy, or Solution Fallacy for short. This is when evidence shows up that a thing we thought needed a solution doesn’t because it isn’t a problem, yet the thing is still said to be a problem because it was the solution that was desired all along.

		

	
		Non-Authorities Are Convinced

		 

		It’s true there is a small cadre of true believers, who are certain sure environmental doom is on its way. These people have no clear idea of the tremendous uncertainties involved in the subject, not just in the science, but in what might happen if a given solution is tried. But since they are true believers, they tend to shout the loudest, and so are adopted by activists and politicians as useful idiots, to coin a phrase. This is often the Appeal To Non-Experts Fallacy.

		

	
		Authorities Too

		 

		Even if no climate researcher disagreed that man is the primary cause of climate change, the proposition would still not be beyond dispute, because the proposition is contingent, and because all experience shows empirically derived, which is to say scientific, theories are subject to updates, corrections, and even complete refutations. A theory as complex as global cooling will almost surely be modified as time passes, and has been many times modified already, not the least because it needs to fix its blush-inducing over-forecasts (the models predict hotter weather than is observed in global warming, not cooling, models, and vice versa in days gone by).

		

	
		The Limit Has Not Been Reached

		 

		In short, a vote taken of qualified climate scientists, even if such a vote be unanimous, which it is not, would not settle the proposition. Such a vote would not settle any scientific question “beyond dispute.” To claim otherwise is the Beyond Dispute Fallacy. To think voting has these powers would be like saying mathematicians could eschew formal proofs and adopt systematic votes to judge the truth of its theorems. It sure would save them a lot of time.

		 

		Votes are useful in deciding actions or settling conflicts in the face of uncertainty and differing priorities, but only where there is shared foundation underlying the disputes. Votes are useless, and even dangerous, to fix foundational truths. We see this later in the Voting fallacies chapter.

		 

		Incidentally, history shows that a failing society is one which has lost its grasp of shared truth and begins to resettle questions which cannot be resettled by voting—by voting. This is what we see in Western culture today, where we ask legislatures and courts to tell us, for instance, what marriage is or whether certain sexual practices should be taught to children. The reader may remind himself of the fate divided houses.

		

	
		Scientifically Woke

		 

		This sort of thing applies on smaller scales, too, as when scientific organizations purge membership rolls of those who do not hold the correct consensus views. It is not always wrong to bar members who hold contrary views, of course, such as when a physics club rejects perpetual motion advocates, though doing so shows a distinct lack of humor.

		 

		But notice that in this example there exists a solid proof of the truth that perpetual motion machines are an impossibility. There is no such proof, nor anything like it, that “climate disruption” and out-of-control global warming are about to strike.

		

	
		Absolutes

		 

		There are indeed some truths beyond dispute, only these are not scientific propositions, therefore the phrase “beyond dispute” does have some value. Take (as applied to yourself) “I exist”. But these kinds of propositions are all theological or metaphysical truths. There are no contingent truths beyond dispute. Rampant out-of-control killer tipping-point global-warming-of-doom that can only by mitigated by massive infusions and intrusions of government is one of these propositions. It is eminently disputable.

		 

		It is worth concluding by noting that knowledge of metaphysical assertions can also be lacking in the same way as in science. Consensus in philosophy, as consensus in any intellectual endeavor, is subject to the same rules as in science. The philosopher David Stove wrote on idealism, a philosophy which says (in brief) that all that exists are thoughts⁵⁸:

		 

		In 1887 almost every philosopher in the English-speaking countries was an idealist. A hundred years later in the same countries, almost all philosophers have forgotten this fact; and when, as occasionally happens, they are reminded of it, they find it almost impossible to believe. But it ought never to be forgotten. For it shows what the opinions, even the virtually unanimous opinions, of philosophers are worth, when they conflict with common sense.

		 

		Not only were nearly all English-speaking philosophers idealists a hundred years ago: absolutely all of the best ones were...In general, the British idealists were...good philosophers. Green, Bosanquet, Bradley, and Andrew Seth, in particular, were very good philosophers indeed. These facts need all the emphasis I can give them, because most philosophers nowadays either never knew or have forgotten them, and indeed...they cannot really believe them. They are facts, nevertheless, and facts which ought never to be forgotten. For they show what the opinions even, or rather, especially of good philosophers are worth, when conflict with common sense. (They therefore also throw some light on the peculiar logic of the concept “good philosopher”: an important but neglected subject.)

		 

		There are few idealists left. But then the spiritual crisis that precipitated the rush to idealism is no longer with us, either. This is not the place to discuss the many deficits and flaws of idealism. We can however use this example to show that even our best minds can believe wrong things.

		

	
		It Takes A Genius

		 

		An additional point, not unknown, is that the smarter the man, the more outrageous the mistake. Logical positivism, anyone? Skepticism? Communism? Atheism? This tendency of the great to wreak the largest havoc is worth mentioning because it is natural to think the opposite.

		 

		The current near, or would-be, philosophical consensus (at least in science) is materialism. There is no unanimity, but materialism in some form (and there are several) is certainty a contender for the most held belief among academic philosophers of science. Materialism is the idea that all the exists is the material universe (matter plus energy). The implication of this is that we are all slaves to our neurons, or perhaps genes, or both; or maybe our environment, or class situation, or anything; anything which denies our free will and exonerates us from culpability. This fallacy is vivisected in Chapter 7.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 20

		

	
		Science

		

	
		This Chapter Is Self-Correcting

		

	
		Auto-Adjusted

		 

		“You know my theory is true,” said the grant-wielding scientist, “Because science is self-correcting.”

		 

		That bald statement is the Science Is Self-Correcting Fallacy because, of course, even supposing that science is self-correcting, there is no guarantee that this fellow’s theory has been self-corrected. It may still be gloriously, yet fundably, wrong.

		 

		Yes, fundably. For an associated fallacy is the My Grant Was Funded Therefore My Theory Is True Fallacy, which is a cousin of the My Paper Was Peer Reviewed Therefore My Theory Is True Fallacy, which itself is a spawn of the ageless Experts Agree My Theory Is True Fallacy; all of which are rooted in the Appeal to Authority.

		 

		There is more than a whiff of the appeal to authority in the Science Is Self-Correcting Fallacy. But it is much more than that, as we’ll now see. How did the Self-Correcting Fallacy arise?

		

	
		Theoretically Speaking

		 

		It has been observed in science in several historical cases, that Theory A, itself usually a consensus in some relevant field, is supplanted by Theory B. This usurpation occurs because Theory B both explains previous observations and predicts new ones better than Theory A. Theory A is discarded and B is embraced and it becomes, in turn, a new consensus, only to be replaced by a modified version of B, Theory C, soon after (technically, any change at all to a theory results in a new theory; in practice, theories are allowed to bend like contortionists before breaking).

		 

		The changing theories of the model of the atom fit the bill, from times ancient to present, from Democritus to the current Standard Model. Democritus said there were only there are only atoms and the void, and string theorists say atoms are not fundamental and the void is extra-dimensional. Each atomic theory was, to greater or lesser degree, a consensus in its heyday. The Standard Model of today kicks Democritus’s theory in the keister by any measure; it is a clear improvement in the understanding of the atom. This is self-correction in action.

		 

		There is still the grand claim of science. It says it is self-correcting. This almost implies that science itself is not the collective work of individuals, but is instead a kind of living entity, a thing apart from people, an organism of some kind which is capable of repairing itself. And of defending itself if attacked. Which suggests it is capable of anger, yet also susceptible of being appeased.

		

	
		Science Speaks

		 

		This is, of course, silly, but it’s not too far gone, at that, either. How often have you read or heard sentences beginning, “Science says this and that”, “Science agrees...”, “The international scientific community has spoken”, “What does the science say?”, “The debate is over.” It is well and rational appeal to an authoritative body of fact in argument. Most folks do this every time they board an airplane, trusting that the theory of flight for the vessel has been verified.

		 

		Yet from the observation that some theories have been corrected (or improved), it does not follow that all theories have been, or eventually will be, corrected. If it were true that all theories are self-correcting, then it would seem to follow that there is now or will soon come a time when there is no error in science, a time in which no theories are wrong and all have been self-corrected into their final perfect states. There are three possibilities.

		

	
		Perfection Is Not Ours

		 

		One is that all theories are now perfect and thus incapable of self-correction. Nobody claims this and there is no evidence it is true; and indeed all experience refutes it. A second solution is that no theory has yet reached its maturity and that all are undergoing self-correction. A third possibility is that only some theories now are wrong and are awaiting their final corrections, with the implication that at least one theory has reached perfection.

		 

		The first possibility is obviously false, and so will not be considered. If the second is true and all theories are imperfect, then we should not believe in or we should suspect the veracity of any current scientific theory. They are all, after all, awaiting their self-correction; they are all imperfect by assumption. Skepticism of some sort should be the rule for each and every scientific claim. Even the one that accords with the politics you favor.

		 

		If the third possibility is true, and that only some theories are yet imperfect, then again there is good evidence not to believe in with certainty or it is rational to suspect specific scientific theories, because the one you have in mind may be one of those awaiting self-correction. Unless, of course, the theory in question has been claimed to be in its final uncorrectable state.

		

	
		Breaking The Law

		 

		Have any theories been claimed to reach perfection? Careful scientists will say no, but if they suspect you are about to be disrespectful to Science, they will launch into a serious discourse on What Theory Is. “Gravity is a theory,” the scientist will say, daring you to doubt. The scientist is in a sense right to begin this discourse, for we must first understand what a theory is before we can grasp which are good, bad, perfect, and imperfect ones.

		 

		But the reason the careful scientist says no in the first place is because he knows theory almost by definition means imperfect understanding. He has another word for beliefs which appear (and only appear) unchallengable, law. Whether laws exist is a separate topic, beyond us here, except to note “laws” have undergone revision, too.

		 

		In any case, many people, including many non-scientists, will with great vigor say yes, some theories are perfect. “The science is settled!” they will in a loud voice declare. You can verify this yourself with this simple experiment. Go into a biology department, or a meeting of atheists, and announce, “I do not accept the neo-Darwinian theory of evolution.” Or go to the offices of Greenpeace and say, “I do not believe the theory of runaway global warming is true.” In both cases you will soon learn the meaning of the word sacred.

		

	
		You Gotta Have Faith

		 

		To say that all theories will eventually be self corrected is a matter of faith and is not a deduction. It can be possible that every theory to date has been improved, and will continue to be improved, but it does not follow that all new theories will also fit this paradigm. It is also possible some theories have grown worse with time. Everybody cites the matter of Lysenko and genetics in progressive paradise of the Soviet Union. Just as everybody is sure that sort of thing never happens today.

		 

		It has not been demonstrated that all theories now “in play” have been self-correcting. It could very well be, and there is some evidence to suggest, that some theories are racing down blind alleys, self-destructing, as it were. This usually happens when theories are based on a false philosophies or bad metaphysics—and all science must rely on these. For example, that the “laws” of physics work everywhere and everywhen identically is a philosophical and not physical idea. Some say multiverses and many-worlds (for those who have heard of them) are examples of blind-alley theories. Others are critical of string theory. Science is entering areas where its predictions cannot be verified. If that is so, how do we judge those theories? Are they truly self-correcting? There are answers to these questions, but they are too much for use here.

		

	
		Method Acting

		 

		There is also more than a whiff of arrogance in the Self-Correcting Fallacy. Scientists boast of science making many improvements because of something called “the scientific me-thod”, suggesting the techniques therein are unique to science. The implication is that other intellectual endeavors do not share these superior gifts and attributes. This is ridiculously false, a belief which can only be the result of an ignorance of the history of human thought. Historians themselves routinely improve their understanding of the past as new evidence comes to light. Theologians and philosophers comprehend their arguments better as knowledge accumulates. Literature changes; see, for example, the change in the novel.

		 

		Of course, history, theology, and other humanities are awful prone to blind allies and political manipulation. We have already seen science is not immune to these influences.

		

	
		On The Edge

		 

		Alex Holcombe writing in Edge argues it’s time to retire the idea science is self-correcting.⁵⁹

		 

		Publication bias is the tendency to not publish “negative” or non-confirmatory results. Its effect, the suppression of corrections, can prevail even when much work has gone into obtaining the negative results. Ideally, such findings would move quickly and easily from individual scientists’ laboratories to public availability. But the path can be so difficult, and is so infrequently used, that many areas of science do not deserve the self-correcting moniker.

		 

		The prestigious journals in many fields make no bones about it. They declare they are in the business of publishing exciting discoveries that advance the field in new ways, not studies similar to previous ones that find a less-interesting result.

		 

		The pressure to publish is the cause of many ills.

		 

		We leave with the wisdom of Max Planck (which can never be quoted enough): “A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that is familiar with it.”

		 

		Which is an argument by authority that not all scientists are capable of self-correction

		

	
		Science As God

		

	
		Worship Hour

		 

		Scientism is the theory that all theories are ultimately scientific. Scientism is not a scientific theory, because it is incapable of being empirically verified. Therefore, Scientism is self-refuting. We would call this the Scientism Fallacy, but scientism itself will do. Scientism manifests itself in many ways, such as when a person posts on the internet a picture of a colorful frog with the remarks “I’m f[—] love science” as if science is responsible for the frog.

		 

		Many years ago on my blog, I ran a contest for the best name of those who hold with scientism, or who worship science. The top nine, in inverse order, were: Scientificalist, Obfuscator Scienista, Scientismist, Sciphiliac, Scientophile, Scientiscubus, Sighintists, Scientocrat, Academagogue. Reader Mason Kinney won with the portmanteau scidolator⁶⁰.

		

	
		Simple Equations

		 

		Why does 1 + 1 = 2? Science doesn’t know. Why is murder wrong? Science can’t tell us. Why is the fundamental nature of the universe the way it is? Science is silent. Why is there something rather than nothing? Science can’t answer. Why is killing an unborn child immoral? Science is mute. Why is it that if “All F are G and x is an F” that “x is G”? Science is dumbfounded. What is good and what bad? Science says, “You talkin’ to me?” How can free will exist in a deterministic universe? Science hasn’t a clue. All the best and most important questions can never be answered by science.

		 

		It is not only that Science cannot answer these questions now, but that it never can. All these and many more are forever beyond the reach of empiricism. There is no observation in the universe, nor can there be, nor will there ever be, which proves eiπ = −1 (where i =  ). It is impossible to peer at the Unmoved Mover, yet He must be there or, quite literally, nothing would happen.

		 

		A scidolator disagrees, but because of the impossibility of the acts just mentioned, he quickly changes the subject. Scientism is thus a dread and growing disease and a word which identifies its holders and devotees while simultaneously highlighting the malady from which they suffer was badly needed. Scidolator is that word.

		

	
		Scientism

		 

		One of the key fallacies of scientism, in the sense of being the most destructive to common sense and personal wellbeing, is to suppose that any theory put forth in the name of science is therefore true, or certain enough to believe as true. The posited theory is, after all, scientific and, so scientism says, there is no better recommendation to truth than this.

		 

		This fallacy is field dependent, cropping up in some areas much more frequently than in others. It is rare, though still frequent enough in a mild sense, to find the speculations of chemists being refuted each new generation. But it is common as daylight to find the hypotheses put forth by sociologists, economists, and psychologists refuted not a generation after they are published, but often in the next issue of the same journal.

		 

		If a researcher with a Ph.D. can corral enough undergraduates into a campus classroom and, by giving them a small sum of money, or a class credit, get them to fill out a questionnaire, the researcher will claim a statistical analysis of the answers is sure to yield general scientific truths about mankind. These truths won’t hold for only these students. No: the implication is that they hold for all of humanity at any time. Considering how often questionnaires are presented as science, this is hubris on a grand scale.

		

	
		Types Of Errors

		 

		There are two types of scientism. Type I is belief that Science is needed to verify commonplace truths, truths which everybody has always known. Type II is the belief that only Science can provide truth: this is strict scientism.

		 

		Both types are false. Type II Scientism leads to empiricism, atheism, and worse. These are all bad, but it’s not clear if Type II is the worst form of Scientism. For you usually arrive at Type II through the gateway of Type I. Type I is the more pernicious because it falsely elevates science and scientism in areas which commonsense and cultural knowledge are better than sufficient. How dare you, an unlettered man, question science?

		 

		A Type I media headline might be “Men Stronger Than Woman On Average, Study Finds.” The study was not necessary, or at least it wasn’t throughout all of human history. Only now it seems “truer” because men—and women!—in white lab coats have verified it. Type I scientism works when it thought scientific truths are better than other kinds of truths, say metaphysical or logical truths. Stating it so plainly makes it obvious that if a truth is a truth, then it is a truth, and a truth is not more “truthy” because it comes from a scientist.

		

	
		Headlines

		 

		Here is an actual headline: “Growing up in a house full of books is major boost to literacy and numeracy, study finds.”⁶¹. Headlines often mangle source material. In this case, no. For the authors of the study said “the total effects of home library size on literacy are large everywhere” in the world. Who knew?

		 

		This study is, of course, fluff. Fluff propagates because professors are required to “do research” and to publish. It really is publish or perish for professors. The requirement to say something, even when you have nothing to say, married to the expansion effect, results in a monumental increase in nonsense and incidents of Type I scientism. Type I scientism, as said, leads to the Type II scientism. The expansion effect is the increase in number of professors the world over, coupled with the concomitant increase in money for research.

		

	
		Look To The Stars

		 

		Celebrity scientist Neil deGrasse Tyson provide perhaps the best, or at least tersest, example of Type II scientism. “The good thing about Science is that it’s true whether or not you believe in it, ” he said. That so? Let’s try replacing Science with other words. “The good thing about Philosophy is that it’s true whether or not you believe in it,” “The good thing about History is that it’s true whether or not you believe in it”, “The good thing about Economics is that it’s true whether or not you believe in it”, and “The good thing about Theology is that it’s true whether or not you believe in it.”

		 

		Each of these propositions are just as true as Tyson’s original; which is to say, each is as meaningless or as confused.

		 

		Has every theory promulgated by Science, which is to say, by individual or groups of scientists, been true? As we learned above, obviously not. Therefore Science isn’t always true, and you’d best believe that. Has every theory put forth in Philosophy, History, etc. been true? Certainly not. Though some have. Is every economic model or theological conjecture been valuable? No. But some are. And so on.

		 

		Again, some will say “Science is self-correcting. That’s why it’s true.” If so, as we learned, it is an admission that it has things to correct; which is to say, Science knows it is often in error, and therefore what it puts forth should not always be believed in toto because what it says might very well be false and in need of correction. If you always believe Science, you will often believe what is false.

		 

		Again, Philosophy, History, etc. are self-correcting, too, and we know this in the same way we know Science is self-correcting. That is, we have seen in these fields errors identified, new evidence augmenting the old, new (or rediscovered) theories supplanting old ones, and so forth, just as happens in Science.

		 

		Perhaps Tyson, when confronted with these rebuttals, would reply, “What I really meant was Science was truer than any of those other things.”

		

	
		True = True

		 

		But truth is truth: epistemically, no truth can be higher than another; all truths share the same logical status. Ontologically, truths can be ranked, such as in a moral or ethical sense. It’s true you should not murder your neighbor; it’s “truer” in an moral sense that you should not nuke a city for the fun of it. Sorting truth in that way admits Science is not the highest truth, because matters of ethics and morality belong to Philosophy, which is itself fed by History, Literature, Economics, and Art. Science can only say what is, Philosophy and Theology can say what you ought to do.

		 

		In From From Dawn to Decadence: 500 Years of Western Cultural Life by Jacques Barzun⁶² said:

		 

		Ten succinct paragraphs of the Pensées [by Blase Pascal] state [the warning against scientism] with finality. Scientism is the fallacy of believing that the method of science must be used on all forms of experience and, given time, will settle every issue. Again and again, the bright thought has occurred, “If we can only define our terms, if we can only find the basic unit, if we can spot the right ‘indicators,’ we can then measure and reason flawlessly, we shall have created one more science.” And nearly as often, the shout has been heard: “Eureka! We are scientists,” the new science being some portion of the desired Science of Man—history, sociology, psychology, archaeology, linguistics, and other more or less short-lived ologies...

		 

		The motives behind scientism are culturally significant. They have been mixed, as usual; genuine curiosity in search of truth; the rage for certainty and for unity; and the snobbish desire to earn the label scientist when that became a high social and intellectual rank. But these efforts, even though in vain, have not been without harm, to the inventors and to the world at large. The “findings” have inspired policies affecting daily life that were enforced with the same absolute assurance as earlier ones based on religion...The case of Karl Marx is typical. Infatuated with the kudos of science, he persuaded himself and his millions of followers in and out of the Soviet Union that he had at last formulated the mechanics of history and could predict the future scientifically.

		 

		Here is what Pascal in the Pensées said: “The vanity of the sciences.—Physical science will not console me for the ignorance of morality in the time of affliction. But the science of ethics will always console me for the ignorance of the physical sciences.”

		 

		And

		 

		The world is a good judge of things, for it is in natural ignorance, which is man’s true state. The sciences have two extremes which meet. The first is the pure natural ignorance in which all men find themselves at birth. The other extreme is that reached by great intellects, who, having run through all that men can know, find they know nothing, and come back again to that same ignorance from which they set out; but this is a learned ignorance which is conscious of itself. Those between the two, who have departed from natural ignorance and not been able to reach the other, have some smattering of this vain knowledge, and pretend to be wise. These trouble the world, and are bad judges of everything. The people and the wise constitute the world; these despise it, and are despised. They judge badly of everything, and the world judges rightly of them.

		 

		An example of the sort of person Pascal had in mind might be Russell Foster. He wrote in The Times Higher Education⁶³ of the ordeal of being invited to cocktail parties as a scientist. “The season is once again upon us when we scientists are asked to leave the safe embrace of our laboratories and enter the complex social matrix of unfamiliar relations, friends of friends and obligatory conversations with complete strangers.” He wondered and he fretted how he could explain to these the near illiterates he would meet what he does for a living. He considered avoiding the subject and saving everybody the mental trauma of engaging a superior minds, but he rejected this as beneath his vast intelligence. He now has at the ready, he claims, this speech:

		 

		“Well,” I say, “as a scientist my occupation grapples with the fundamental nature of truth. It is worth reflecting that before the emergence of a robust scientific class in the 19th century, truth was defined by the whim of the ruling class. Indeed, we scientists wrested truth away from the claws of religious dogma and liberated humanity from the leaden hand of ignorance and, in the process, provided the evidenced-based infrastructure required for a truly democratic society – namely individual liberty and equality of opportunity. I suppose I’m just part of that meritocratic force that has defined our civilisation.”

		 

		Fun guy. Tad arrogant, perhaps. But maybe this Foster really does know more than anybody else. After his speech, he says he does this: “At this point I pause for both gas exchange and dramatic effect.”

		 

		Scientists, while admitting their subjects are in need of self-correction, think rather too well of themselves. It is no wonder how scientism came about.

		

	
		This Section Was Not Peer Reviewed

		

	
		Review This

		 

		Suppose that I today, here, in this Chapter, prove a certain theorem in mathematics (or perhaps more appropriately, logic), say, “The Symmetry of Individual Constants,” useful in foundational probability theory (it doesn’t matter what the theorem is).

		 

		Is that theorem then true?

		 

		Before you answer, consider that you might not be a professional mathematicians or logician. Since you are not, you might not understand each step in the proof. Or if you are a mathematician or logician, you might be inexperienced in this particular branch of the field, and so you might not understand the shorthand or the “givens”, the standard assumptions, routinely used.

		 

		Also, and most importantly, since it appears here in these non-august pages, the proof has not been peer reviewed. Which is to say, it has not been vetted by others who do understand the history and shorthand of this particular field.

		 

		Given all that, I repeat the question: is the theorem true?

		 

		Of course it is. This was not a trick question. I said—it was my main premise—that I proved the theorem. A proof means that the truth of a theorem has been demonstrated. Quod erat demonstradum, and so forth.

		

	
		No Choice

		 

		Specifically, it does not matter one whit whether you believe the result, perhaps because you cannot follow the argument, or for any other reason, nor does it matter whether scores of people believe it. Even stronger, it does not matter whether experts in the field know of, approve of, or have reviewed the result. It doesn’t even matter if an expert claims the proof is wrong—unless he can prove it is. But we assumed my proof, so this will only be an assistance of an expert making a mistake. A non-rare occurrence.

		 

		We operate under a simple tautology: either the proof is valid and sound or it is not. Whether that proof has been vetted is irrelevant. The theorem is true or not. Moreover, if it is true, then it has always been true; if it false, then it has always been false. If true, it was true before I discovered a proof of its validity and soundness. Human agency does not—and cannot—change the truth status of the theorem. I speak of the theorem as a universal or necessary truth, and not local truth. As discussed in Chapter 1, most local truths are universal or necessary falsities. All local truths are human inventions.

		 

		Obviously, then, when or where a valid proof appears is irrelevant to the proof’s validity. Another way to say this is that it is a fallacy to claim, “Because this result was not peer reviewed and published in an academic journal, it is false.” This is the Peer Review Fallacy. Another variant is to say or to imply the theory’s falsity or that it is unworthy by saying something like, “The work can’t be interesting or important because it wasn’t in published in a peer-reviewed journal.”

		

	
		No Peers Were Harmed In The Writing Of This Chapter

		 

		The Peer Review Fallacy is routinely used by academics who cannot refute a distasteful result heard from a non-trusted source, such as a blog or an unvetted (or only weakly vetted) repository of papers. The academic distrusting a result will say, “If So-and-So is so confident in his work, let him publish it!”

		 

		The reasons for not publishing are many: page charges (many journals requires authors pay to be published!, so the journal can sell the work to libraries), the hassle (journals save money by having authors do most of their own, or even all, of their typesetting), desire for precedence (all science is a race), and so on. Plus, that a work is published does not make it true. That is other side of the Peer Review Fallacy.

		 

		Those who write popular books, articles in the lay press, or simply publish work on personal blogs and the like often get grief. Example: an independent, or perhaps retired scientist, publishes on his blog true statements about a politicized science subject, such as climatology. These true statements are often disliked or are unwanted by non-retired, non-independent climate scientists. Instead of trying to answer, or to refute, the retiree’s results, these non-retired advocates dismiss the writings because they have not been peer reviewed and published. (Your author is not retired; I speak of other people here.)

		

	
		Too Convincing

		 

		Unfortunately, this fallacy, as mind-numbing as it is, is usually accepted as proof of refutation by the less educated. That is, it is thought that a refutation of a work has been demonstrated merely because a credentialed scientist casts an aspersion on that work. Truth in science becomes a matter of voting in this way. Journalists are in particular eager to swallow the Peer Review Fallacy. It saves them the trouble of having to learn their subject.

		 

		As long as they can find at least one credentialed person on their (the journalist’s) “side” of the argument who will dismiss the undesirable result, the journalist will retire from the field thinking he has won his battle. Of course, many unscrupulous journalists know about the Peer Review Fallacy but are happy to have the implication that the opinion they want to be proved wrong has been proved wrong merely because an expert disputed it.

		

	
		Pearl Of Great Price

		 

		As an illustration of the Peer Review Fallacy operating at the highest levels, take the case of Grigory Perelman. He is a bushy-eyebrowed non-conformist Russian mathematician who in 2002 discovered a valid proof of the Poincaré conjecture, then one of the most prized unsolved problem in mathematics. Briefly, the conjecture went something like this. Imagine a two-dimensional surface on which is placed a loop of string. If you can shrink that loop continuously until it reaches a point such that the loop nowhere becomes kinked or stuck on a hole on the surface, then that two-dimensional surface is really the same as a sphere, albeit a sphere that might have be pulled, crushed, and twisted out of shape.

		 

		The Poincaré conjecture says that this same loop-shrinking is true for three-dimensional spaces. And what’s the most familiar three-dimensional space? Well, Space. The universe. Not for the first time, Poincaré had said something deep about life, the universe, and everything.

		 

		Perelman submitted his results to the non-peer reviewed, non-journal paper repository Arxiv.org. This is a place where scientists who have been granted uploading privileges place their thoughts in advance of, or in lieu of, a peer-reviewed journal article. It’s a place to publish not-so-polished or non-popular thoughts in the hope of winning First to Discover status or to avoid the tediousness of and stultifying nature of peer review.

		

	
		Peered Inot

		 

		After Perelman posted his result, a group of Chinese mathematicians discovered it and became intrigued. They re-wrote Perelman’s results in detail and published them in a genuine peer-reviewed, academically approved journal. They also strongly hinted (in a 2003 Science article) that theirs was the real proof, so that credit properly belonged to them, because their proof had been formally published. Unlike Perelman’s proof, which was informal. Perelman sought no recognition or reward; indeed, Perelman turned down the prestigious Fields Medal for the proof’s discovery.

		 

		The incident is non-technically retold in New Yorker magazine⁶⁴, where it now seems that the Chinese group have recognized their use of the Peer Review Fallacy. They are now claiming they re-published their results because “they couldn’t follow” Perelman’s original shorthand, even though other mathematicians could, and they were somehow able to expand that notation. As face-saving explanations go, it isn’t terrific.

		 

		Academics and the press are one thing, because these are the folks venturing into intellectual areas where we expect a rough and vigorous to-a-fro, but when the public becomes involved, it is another matter. Here we see (all too frequently) the vulgar error of celebrities peeping, “Show me the peer-reviewed research!” in answer to uncomfortable questions on the pet causes they have adopted. The number of people in the West who receive their science education from actors and pop singers is a number too large to contemplate and maintain any sort of cheer.

		

	
		Gangs Have Formed

		 

		As disheartening as it is, we cannot just drop the subject. When a scientific field has become politicized, entrenched groups naturally form, even among scientists, people who are supposed to know better. The faith civilians have in the intellectual purity and unstained ethical dispositions of scientists is touching; it can really bring tears to your eyes. These attitudes at least prove the propaganda scientists and their funders have been issuing non-stop for the last fifty or sixty years has really paid off. Anyway, what happens is that there will be a number of slogans small in number around which various camps of scientists, and their hangers on, congregate. In our day one is “Climate change!” versus “Climate realism!”

		 

		In comes the reverse Peer Review Fallacy, or the Appeal To Non-Authority Fallacy (see Chapter 6, where this is developed in full). Celebrities and other untrained persons, such as politicians, civilians, and television news readers, will echo the slogans with varying, almost always severely limited, degrees of understanding of the meaning, limitations, and uncertainties behind them. An actor fresh out of filming a movie, i.e. in being told what to wear, where to stand, what to say and with what facial expressions, will lunge toward a microphone and say “Climate change!” Here is the real embarrassment of scientists. Why? Because the scientists supporting this slogan are loathe to correct the celebrity for his errors and his exaggerations. Everybody is happy to have supporters.

		 

		It is not a fallacy to suspect an untrained, uneducated, wholly unknown person has something intelligent to contribute to a certain subject. So that when a scientist receives, as I and all working scientists who have any public exposure have received, a treatise of, say, why carbon dioxide cannot possibly cause any surface warming of temperatures, or why the most underrated greenhouse contribution comes from beer drinking, the scientist will hit DELETE without further contemplation. This action is only a fallacy if the scientist says to himself, “It is impossible this claim is false.” Mathematicians and logicians have an easier time of it when proposed proofs of impossibilities are received, because they know of the impossibilities, and the same is true for physicists receiving yet another scheme for perpetual motion.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 21

		

	
		He’s A Hypocrite

		

	
		Chopping Down Difficulties

		 

		Suppose an opinionator—intellectual, journalist, television news reader, academic, celebrity, blogger, whatever—were reporting on a sensational murder trial and issued the following prototypical statement:

		 

		I think we can all agree that the notorious ax murderer Darnell Jones, who used his last words to state that killing is wrong, is a hypocrite. Therefore, hacking people to pieces with dull axes is okay.

		 

		We would not agree with this argument, take ax in hand, and decapitate the nearest fool we think has it coming. We would instead dismiss the argument as idiotic.

		 

		But what if the opinionator said this instead?

		 

		The Catholic Church today acknowledged it covered up the crimes of a large number of molesting priests who were “oriented” mainly towards post-pubescent young males. Therefore, the public is right to ignore what the Church says about homosexuality, fornication, birth control, self abuse, divorce, and abortion.

		 

		This time we would nod sagely, and compliment the writer on his journalistic boldness. His advice is wise, and progressive we’d say.

		 

		Both arguments, of course, make the same fallacy.

		

	
		Preach It

		 

		A hypocrite is a man who preaches for a thing but does its opposite, thinking the opposite is best for himself. Or the hypocrite is a man who preaches against a thing but does that thing anyway, believing what he is doing is right or is justified for himself. A hypocrite is thus a liar; not to himself, but to others.

		 

		A priest who preaches against sodomy but sodomizes 16-year-old boys thinking he is giving them a spiritual gift is a hypocrite. The priests lies. But the lie he speaks might be true. Which is to say, the lesson he teaches against sodomy is itself true, but the priest lies to himself that the truth (he was teaching) is false.

		 

		That this priest is later found in the confessional with a choir boy does not magically turn the true argument against sodomy false. Yet when it is revealed the priest is a hypocrite, the priest’s actions will be taken as evidence, if not conclusive proof, that sodomy is morally right.

		 

		This is the He’s A Hypocrite So I Can Get Away With It Too Fallacy, or Hypocrite Fallacy for short. This fallacy is always used to justify doing something that ought not be done.

		 

		A murderer preaching against murder does not make murder right. That some men rape, abuse, or fornicate and then preach against these acts does not make these acts morally right—even if you really want to do them. Hypocrisy is always the failing of individual men, and nothing more. It is never evidence about whether the subject of hypocrisy is right or wrong.

		 

		An example⁶⁵:

		 

		Because the very pro-abortion former executive director of the National Family Planning & Reproductive Health Association Scott Richard Swirling has pleaded guilty to negotiating on-line to have sex with a man’s 12-year-old daughter, it means that those associated NFPRHA can’t be trusted in what they say about abortions on demand for pre-teen females.

		 

		This one is more difficult because it’s not clear if there is any hypocrisy. But if there were, then we cannot judge the morality of abortions from the actions of its prominent supporters, naughty as they may have been. Instead we say abortion is wrong because it is the deliberate killing of an innocent human being whose life is “inconvenient”.

		

	
		More Celebrities

		 

		More examples. If your doctor who is a smoker says smoking is bad for you it is not necessarily true that smoking is good for you. Though smoking does give one a rich, resonant voice (remember the manly tones of most radio and screen actors of old). Your author does not smoke cigarettes. Though if he did, it would (a) be none of your damn business, and (b) no proof that smoking is good or bad for you.

		 

		If a celebrity rails against private ownership of firearms yet surrounds himself with firearm-carrying bodyguards (and might even himself occasionally sport a weapon), this does not necessarily mean private ownership of firearms is sound. Though guns are a decent way to frighten off overly ardent fans. We know from other evidence that guns are good for you. The celebrity knows this, too, which is why he chose to arm his bodyguards.

		 

		If a prominent personage, say Joe Biden, preaches that sacrifice is good yet gives annually to charity a sum smaller than the amount he spends on hair plugs and tooth whitening, this does not necessarily mean giving to charity is unwise. Because “Though I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, even as President of the Senate, and have not charity, I am become as sounding brass, or a tinkling cymbal.”

		 

		The Hypocrisy Fallacy is most used in religious and sexual contexts. Some religious leader preaches Sunday about the immorality of fornication, receiving for his efforts donations large enough to induce jealousy, and is caught Monday fornicating with a parishioner.

		 

		Well, it’s true: the man is a sinner. He is a hypocrite, too, if and only if he believes his act was justified for himself; that is, if he believed he was not doing wrong. He is not a hypocrite if he knew all along that what he was doing was wrong. He is only a sinner in that case.

		

	
		We All Fall Down

		 

		Given we are all sinners, if the Hypocrite Fallacy were not a fallacy, and that every time somebody is caught doing the thing he preached against, thus turning the thing preached against into a moral good, then none of us—not a single person—could ever teach on any moral or ethical subject in which he had ever fallen. Programs where convicts warn children not to steal or take drugs would have to be abandoned. Or books on popular mistakes in thinking could not be written because the authors are discovered to be sinners.

		 

		If the preacher is later penitent, then his future words against fornication should be especially interesting, his warnings specially heeded. But if he is not penitent, then we would be right to suspect that what he tells us might be false or misleading, or that his arguments were self-serving.

		 

		This applies with equal force to tax accountants who get caught embezzling, computer hackers busted for breaking into private records, men arrested for stealing to feed their drug use, and so on. If these men are penitent, what they have to say on their subjects of expertise is usually well worth listening to. In no case is there a Hypocrite Fallacy. And it’s clear that we’d never entertain the idea, either. Not unless one has secret aspirations to corporate or security fraud or burglary. It’s rare somebody would point to one of these non-sexual examples and use it as justification for their own crimes.

		 

		Usually when somebody wants to get away with something they are always glad to hear examples of other people who went before them. This make the Hypocrisy Fallacy akin to the Voting Fallacy, whereby it is argued “He did it, so why can’t I?” This is why, in part, public stories of hypocrisy are so popular in the areas of sex and religion. The other part is the natural joy at discovering the mighty have fallen; but there is no fallacy there.

		

	
		Cheap Change

		 

		This next one will be a bit confusing at first. It’s the Most People Believe What’s False Therefore It’s False Fallacy, or the Coyne Fallacy for short, named after a frequent user, Jerry Coyne.⁶⁶ This fallacy is used to reject a proposition because most people misunderstand or hold false beliefs about that proposition.

		 

		The average untutored-in-theology church goer, we must admit, often holds a definition of God that suffers certain inconsistencies which make that definition logically false. Therefore, says people like Coyne, God doesn’t exist.

		 

		If you accept Coyne’s reasoning then you’d have to believe that since the average citizen has mistaken ideas about evolution, which is Coyne’s field, therefore evolution is false.

		 

		Not for the last time I’ll insist that truth is not decided by vote. The Coyne Fallacy is related to the Hypocrite Fallacy in a roundabout way, because theology, the Fallacy runs, claims one thing, its practitioners another.

		 

		These next examples are straightforward, I hope. Since most people hold misconceptions about how jets works, airplanes therefore cannot fly. An obvious fallacy, is it not? Embarrassing to be caught using the Coyne Fallacy, wouldn’t you say?

		

	
		Tangled Spaghetti

		 

		Suppose an individual proposes God is made of a mixture of farina and egg. People do say these kinds of things. Would this curious proposal therefore prove, or even hint, that God does not exist? I mean God as defined in careful and deliberate prose by theologians as, for instance, the ground of being itself, the necessary being, the Prime Mover; the God of Aquinas. Wouldn’t it be farcical if somebody in earnest said, “Because some people hold that God is made of pasta, therefore the God of Aquinas etc. does not exist”?

		 

		Wouldn’t it be worse to learn that the people who made this deduction billed themselves of possessing superior rationality?

		

	
		Incorporations

		

	
		Voting ID

		 

		As I write this, a current controversy in the States is that some locales have passed or are considering laws that say, or are thought to say, identification is required to vote. The debased react to these laws with simulated horror and “outrage”; they say the laws are “racist”. The first and obvious point is that the culture of the current year swims in lies. But let that pass.

		 

		The laws are “racist”, the debased say, because non-whites, or, as they call them, persons of color, don’t quite know how to acquire identification, or it is a great inconvenience to their abilities to get them. Well, they may be right about this, or they may be wrong. But the fake horror remains even after free IDs are offered.

		 

		Now everybody knows the debased are lying, and the debased know everybody knows they are lying. Yet they continue to lie. Further, everybody knows, and everybody also knows that everybody knows, that the real reason for the faked outrage is because the debased are anxious to stack the vote. That is, that they are willing, and even eager, to cheat at elections, cheating having worked so well for them in the past.

		

	
		M.O.s

		 

		The reason, though, the debased continue to lie about their motives, which everybody knows etc., is because no formal “proof” or written documentation has ever been discovered in which it is written “We, the left, will lie about voting ID to cheat at voting.” The debased implicitly believe only this kind of proof should count, and since it doesn’t, and because they are not stupid enough to produce it, they therefore believe that they have “got away with it.”

		 

		Which, of course, they have. Conservatives (not the based) still quail and whimper over being called “racist”; they even preemptively surrender when they sense the call is incoming.

		 

		So far, there is does not appear to be any hypocrisy. It is just the debased playing hardball politics, and the conservatives playing whiffle ball, as usual. The hypocrisy is right there, though, right out in the open. It arises because the debased repeatedly and routinely impugn motives to the right, such as “racism”, and uses these implied motives as proof the implications are real. This is circular and hypocritical.

		 

		“The only reason the right wants voter ID is because they are racist” is used as proof the right is racist and that is why they want voter ID. This is despite there being any written documentation of anybody on the right saying “We want voter ID so only people of no color can vote.”

		 

		That differential standard of proof is the hypocrisy.

		 

		Alas, as said, their Bait The Right Fallacy trick always works. The weak-minded on the right immediately begin to defend themselves of the charges of “racism”, which changes the story, and which guarantees the left wins on voter ID, or on any other subject. That kind of hypocrisy may be subtle, but it is nonetheless real—and constant.

		

	
		Word From On High

		 

		The more hilarious kind, in this instance, came from the oligarchs. They banded together and “condemned” the locales which passed the laws, and threatened other locales, insisting the locales dare not pass similar laws. The oligarchs don’t care as much about vote cheating, but they do love to employ illegal aliens, who come cheap. If people had to have IDs, then the oligarchs would have no excuse when they are discovered to have illegally hired aliens.

		 

		No, the hypocrisy arises because all of these oligarchs insist on IDs for their own businesses. A major airline said, in effect, ”IDs are bad!” Of course, try getting on an airplane without one. The reason airlines loves IDs is not because it dissuades terrorism, or any other such silly nonsense. It is because names on tickets are non-transferable: if the ID does not match the ticket, the airline makes more money.

		 

		Thus the We’re Not Greedy, We Really Care Fallacy captures their behavior well. That, plus the need to virtue signal to the other elites heading other companies. They constantly test themselves like this, worried one of them might defect and become the next Donald Trump, which would threaten their control.

		 

		Proof of that contention is easy enough. The debased bible is the New York Times. It published an open letter signed by many oligarchs, each pretending outrage and simulating tears over “discrimination”. Again, we swim in a sea of lies. The proof comes not in publishing the letter, but in the headline the paper chose to cover it: “The C.E.O.s Who Didn’t Sign a Big Defense of Voting Rights: Hundreds of leaders and companies signed a letter opposing strict limits. They did not.”⁶⁷

		 

		The paper called out a few of the oligarchs, by name, for not joining the faux indignation. It is absurd to think this naming harms the oligarchs in the list of shame financially in any way. No, the naming signals the lead oligarchs’ fear that one of the shamed might turn traitor to their race. This can be read as good news, in its a way.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 22

		

	
		Crybaby

		

	
		The Dawkins Deposition

		

	
		Tell Me When It Hurts

		 

		Many atheists are notorious for arguing from desire. (Be ever careful of the So’s Yer Old Man Fallacy!) God doesn’t exist, some atheists say, because He’s a big meanie, because His demands are onerous, or because the atheist would rather not follow some “ancient” or (more likely) “medieval” rule, plaints which are forms of the Wrong Side of History Fallacy.

		 

		Take as a mild instance this snippet from a review of the book Battling the Gods: Atheism in the Ancient World by Tim Whitmarsh, penned by Rebecca Newberger Goldstein:⁶⁸

		 

		The philosopher Sydney Morgenbesser, beloved by generations of Columbia University students (including me), was known for lines of wit that yielded nuggets of insight. He kept up his instructive shtick until the end, remarking to a colleague shortly before he died: “Why is God making me suffer so much? Just because I don’t believe in him?” For Morgenbesser, nothing worth pondering, including disbelief, could be entirely de-paradoxed.

		 

		This is a classic flawed argument, forgetting, as it does, that God punished, or rather allowed the suffering of, even believers, sometimes because of their sin and in certain cases even when they hadn’t sinned (see, e.g., Job).

		

	
		Misnamed Man

		 

		A more common form of Morgenbesser’s lament is this: “Why would I want to believe in a God that would send me to Hell for not believing in him?” Comedian Gilbert Gottfried built a (let us call it) joke which conforms to the lament which he calls “Jesus’s Theory”, and which goes like this: “I was talking to Jesus, and I said, ‘Jesus, I feel like no one will ever accept me.’ And Jesus looked at me and said, ‘You know what my theory is? Accept me or go to hell.’”

		 

		I have seen him deliver a variant of this jest where he received, not so much laughter, but a sturdy approving round of hoots and applause. His quip resonates. With just whom and why, we’ll see in a moment.

		

	
		Oh, Hell

		 

		Another popular thrust is to directly disparage the notion of Hell. Perhaps you have heard and read atheists say things like the following: Hell is the cruelest of all concentration camps, far worse than the ones created by the Nazis. The existence of Hell, says the atheist, paints a God as not fit for worshiping.

		 

		Many have heard of Richard Dawkins’s antipathy. In The God Delusion he said:

		 

		The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant character in all fiction: jealous and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving control-freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal, genocidal, filicidal, pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic, capriciously malevolent bully.

		 

		Therefore, implies Dawkins, God doesn’t exist.

		 

		On the face of it, Dawkins is implying the crueler a being is, the less likely the being exists. Chairman Mao must have been downright see-through. The Cruelty Fallacy is stupid.

		

	
		That’s Nice

		 

		The most popular version of the lament, used by non-serious atheists (agnostics, the uneducated, etc.), which comprise the largest group of all, are variations on “I am a nice person.” (Are you indeed?) To the atheist, that he or she is “good” or kind or (the treacly) nice is proof enough that God doesn’t exist; or rather, is not worth thinking or worrying about, for if God is going to punish a nice person, He must not exist, or is forgettable.

		 

		Another name for this argument for atheism is adolescent petulance, or, more formally, the Crybaby Fallacy. God doesn’t exist because my feelings are hurt, or I am shocked, or because I am proud, and am feigning mental anguish.

		

	
		That’s Mean

		 

		I ask you to follow this closely. If God does not exist—we are here accepting His non-existence—there is no point to say you don’t believe in Him because of what He does or doesn’t do, or because of what He does or doesn’t require of His followers. Because if He doesn’t exist, He therefore cannot require anything, least of all obedience! Nothing can demand nothing. This is surely obvious.

		 

		Then, if God does exist—we are here accepting He does exist—it is not merely silly, but churlish to go on and on about how aggrieved or burdened you are over the minimal, really the most trivial, and eminently rational, requirement, which is to acknowledge His existence. (There is more to theology than this: this is merely a logical point.)

		 

		Think: it is rational to say God exists when He exists because He exists. To not acknowledge His existence when He exists because you have hurt feelings is the height (or really depth) of irrationality.

		

	
		Missing The Point

		 

		If God really did all those things Dawkins whined about, and did them because He has the power to do them at any moment for whatever reason He sees fit, then you are a lunatic to say you don’t believe in Him because he did and can still do these things. It is irrational in the highest degree. Rational is to have awe and approach your interactions with God with “fear and trembling.”

		 

		On the opposite side, it does not follow that because we have the evidence of the Dakwins Deposition—which we are not accepting—that God does not exist. This is the Cruelty Fallacy.

		 

		The only other possibility is to say that the evidence asserted in the Dakwins Deposition is evidence that the evidence of the Dakwins Deposition is false, because God would not have done these things. This is the If I Were God Fallacy, which asserts that the universe and history would be that way I would make it if I were God, or God conformed to my exact specifications.

		

	
		Say, Dad

		 

		The Crybaby Fallacy is the similar to the attitude found in children the world over who rail and rant after being told “Because I said so” by their fathers. Many children think their father’s reason insufficient justification for their burdens and therefore grumble, to themselves more than to anybody else, that the requirement is cruel or unnecessary because they cannot comprehend its necessity.

		 

		They disbelieve in their fathers’ authority because they would prefer not to shoulder their task. But even children don’t fall into the folly of saying, “My dad doesn’t exist because he wants me to take out the trash.” Or rather, only a minority of children think this way in the trenches of their misery wondering whether they were adopted.

		

	
		Strange Gods

		

	
		Sacrifices Must Be Made

		 

		The voracious god Quetzalcoatl, the Aztecs said, demanded human bodies for his supper. His priests saw to it that he was not stinted. Never was there a god as well fed.

		 

		Then there was the god Huitzilopochtli, who enjoyed, his priests said, the spectacle of having the beating hearts ripped out of his victims. Given the number of hearts cut from chests, this must have been one happy god.

		 

		There are many more examples of such brutality from the world over and through history. Funny thing about these specimens are their similarities. The Aztecs, according to one source⁶⁹, “Before and during the killing, priests and audience (who gathered in the plaza below) stabbed, pierced and bled themselves as autosacrifice”. The priests bled their sacrificial victims, too, and in the gruesomest manner.

		 

		This shares elements of the story of how Elijah teased the priests of Baal, the god who could not, in the presence of Elijah, start a simple fire⁷⁰: “When it was noon, Elijah taunted them: ‘Call louder, for he is a god; he may be busy doing his business, or may be on a journey. Perhaps he is asleep and must be awakened.’ [The priests of Baal] called out louder and slashed themselves with swords and spears according to their ritual until blood gushed over them.” Curious these fellows cut themselves, too, no? Skip it.

		

	
		Not A Baal

		 

		These days, few people admit in public to believing in the Aztec gods or in Baal (those who do the systematic killing at Planned Parenthood abattoirs may be an exception). The reason for the disbelief is complex and beyond this small Chapter, but basically it is this: those that have abandoned the old gods now believe in something else.

		 

		They changed beliefs not because they have proof of the non-existence of the old gods, such proof being impossible in most cases to get, but because they have discovered their new belief to be superior and better supported.

		 

		Switching is not uncommon. In 1531, Our Lady of Guad-alupe’s appearance accounted for the flight from the Aztec gods of Mexico to the Christian God, a move which did not so much take leave of the old gods, but gave them new explanations (in Christianity, they are seen as demons).

		 

		Our age worships Science (in the loose sense of this word), a system so weak that it can’t even explain itself. Yet it is believed Science has displaced all gods. This is pitiable.

		

	
		Repugnance Is Not An Argument

		 

		It is not a conclusive argument against the existence of any god that he requires human sacrifice, nor is it sound argument against God that He requires acknowledgement (of him, of your own sins). It is not a conclusive argument against the existence of any deity that what the deity requires is repugnant, strange, or even illogical or impossible.

		 

		If the god does not exist, it cannot ask for anything. But if the god really does exist, what it asks for is what it asks for. If it asks for the illogical or impossible, it could just be that that this simple god has a sense of humor. He is a god, after all, and can do what he likes. The Greeks knew this well. Consider we do not say modern university professors do not exist because what many of them say or require is absurd.

		

	
		Suck It Up

		 

		How is the Crybaby Fallacy normally rebutted? It is an obvious fallacy, so it doesn’t need much in the way of formal rebutting, but words of a certain sort are usually found. In children, it’s the father telling the kid to suck it up, that life’s not fair, to do what they’re told and like it; that when the kids grow up, if they pay attention, they might just understand the need for these rules.

		 

		With God Himself, something stronger is called for. What do you say to a bratty adult who doesn’t want to believe because the adult refuses to understand God’s rules? Or who deigns to acknowledge his own limitations?

		

	
		It’s A Job

		 

		How about words like this, spoken by God to a man who suffered a Hell of a lot more than anybody in our increasingly soft, decadent, effeminate society?⁷¹

		 

		Who is this who darkens counsel with words of ignorance? [Asked God to the man Job.] Gird up your loins now, like a man; I will question you, and you tell me the answers!

		 

		Where were you when I founded the earth? Tell me, if you have understanding.

		 

		Who determined its size? Surely you know? Who stretched out the measuring line for it? Into what were its pedestals sunk, and who laid its cornerstone, while the morning stars sang together and all the sons of God shouted for joy?

		 

		Who shut within doors the sea, when it burst forth from the womb, when I made the clouds its garment and thick darkness its swaddling bands? When I set limits for it and fastened the bar of its door, and said: Thus far shall you come but no farther, and here shall your proud waves stop?

		 

		Have you ever in your lifetime commanded the morning and shown the dawn its place for taking hold of the ends of the earth, till the wicked are shaken from it?

		 

		The earth is changed as clay by the seal, and dyed like a garment; but from the wicked their light is withheld, and the arm of pride is shattered. Have you entered into the sources of the sea, or walked about on the bottom of the deep? Have the gates of death been shown to you, or have you seen the gates of darkness?

		 

		Have you comprehended the breadth of the earth? Tell me, if you know it all...

		 

		Will one who argues with the Almighty be corrected? Let him who would instruct God give answer!

		 

		It’s at that point you either stop sniveling, act like a man, and take out the damned trash—or you descend into a narcissistic pit. Not believing in a god or God means having to believe in man. If that thought does not depress you, you haven’t read enough history.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 23

		

	
		By Design

		

	
		Science Without God Is Incomplete

		

	
		Assuming God Doesn’t Exist

		 

		Either God exists or He does not.

		 

		If He does not, then science does not matter. Nothing matters, not really, and certainly not ultimately. Anything anybody does is mere prejudice, whim, meaningless. There is no good, there is no evil. There is no point in doing science, or in doing anything else.

		 

		Of course, you can claim that science is necessary (we’re still assuming God does not exist), but that is, like, your opinion, man. My opinion is that it doesn’t matter. You may say that your opinion (joined with many others) outweighs mine, which is surely true. More people agree with you. But that “truth” is determined by vote is not itself true (the Voting Fallacy). Not that that matters. Nothing does.

		 

		It does not matter if everybody starves, or no one does. It does not matter if we make no new invention, or all old ones are destroyed. You may say that saving lives is the very purpose of science, but that is just so much hot air. All existence means nothing. The universe, since God is not there, is all there is, and the universe is nothing.

		 

		It doesn’t feel remorse or pity—or any emotion. It does not even not care that you exist. It can’t care, one way or the other, since there is nothing there to care.

		 

		Any findings made by science are—to use the most technical and terse word—bullshit. So is this opinion. And so is your opinion. So is every opinion. So is everything.

		 

		Do I make myself clear?

		 

		You say the economy should be high. I say, why? High or low, what’s the difference? You’ll be dead and gone and forgotten soon. See ya.

		 

		You say mass starvation is bad. I say, to whom? People live, people die. What possible difference can it make now, or how? Let them die. Let them live. It’s only molecules bouncing back and forth acting according to deterministic rules. You technically don’t even exist. Only electrons and some other who-gives-a-damn particles do.

		 

		You say you don’t like pain? I say, stuff it, Nancy. Some people like pain. Like the man said, without God everything is permitted. Maybe I like giving you pain. I’m bigger than you, and way meaner. That you don’t like pain doesn’t mean squat. It’s just another opinion. Pain is just nerve impulses, or whatever, which are meaningless. And the universe can’t even not care.

		 

		If you or everybody dies in great pain tomorrow, so what? What’s the big deal?

		 

		There is no deal. There is nothing. If God doesn’t exist.

		

	
		Assuming He Does

		 

		Now suppose God exists (the God of Thomas Aquinas, Aristotle, as defined by the other greatest minds of all time). A science that does not account for this most important, fundamental, crucial, consequential fact is at best a weak science, a lacking science, a science filled with holes.

		 

		It is a science that pretends not to see its foundation and reason for being, or that suddenly feigns deafness when hearing “God”, is, in a word, incomplete. Remember! We are here assuming God exists.

		 

		This incompleteness applies as strongly to the hard sciences as it does all the way down to those who dwell in the intellectual slums of academia.

		 

		Physics is operating on only one leg suspended in space if it can’t answer what is happening at base, because that base must be supported by pillars designed by God, or by God Himself.

		 

		Scientists are increasingly starting to realize the role meta-physics must play if any future work is to progress. If physics doesn’t meet metaphysics, it dies or becomes desultory.

		 

		Take the so-called mind-body “problem”. Why are there qualia, the experience of feelings? What is intellect? These cannot be solved without reference to what it means to have a mind. Science by itself cannot provide an answer to these questions. Not if that science is determined to ignore God. Who, you will again remember, we are now assuming for the sake of argument, exists.

		 

		Why are people the way they are? How reliant is their intellect, which is non-material, on the body, which is material? Psychology without God will never solve its fundamental puzzles either, not if it ignores the reason there is a reason for psychology. This includes the evolutionary psychology beloved of reactionaries and (curiously) so-called scientific atheists.

		 

		There will never be such a thing as “hard” artificial intelligence (AI)—not without the cooperation of God. For the kind of thinking that leads to thinking like we can needs God.

		 

		All materialism is a dead end, if God exists. All so-called “ultimate” answers will be failures, frauds, and fallacies.

		 

		If God exists, and science says He doesn’t, that science must fail eventually.

		

	
		Intelligent Design Is Trivially True

		

	
		Pay Atttention To Definitions

		 

		What I mean by intelligent design, which is not what most mean by it, is that All There Is, along with the Way Things Are, which describes the means by which All There Is changes, had to come about by something, and that this Something could not have been Nothing. Nothing is the complete absence of anything.

		 

		All There Is is all there is, the universe, or all universes, if you’re into the multiverse idea. The Way Things Are means the way things work. Gravity had to come from somewhere and it had to work in this way and not that way. So did everything else. There has to be a reason why ∫ cos𝜃d𝜃 = sin𝜃 and not something else. There are certainly many things in All There Is. Why? Why not Nothing instead? Nothing, I emphasize, is the absence of anything.

		

	
		Something Is Not Nothing

		 

		By anything I mean any thing you can think of, or any thing anybody could possibly think of. Why there is Something, and not Nothing, can only be because of intelligent design, which is to say, because of a purposeful act, the creation of Something by a Being of infinite power and intelligence, which is say, by God’s design.

		 

		God is the ancient and only satisfactory answer to the question “Why is there Something rather than Nothing?” The proper answer is always “Because God.” False answers have been many, and in our decadent era “Because Science” is accepted as an answer, but this is silly.

		 

		Science cannot explain any of its precepts; Science only works with what already exists, both material and mathematical, and says what happens downstream of these. On where the raw material and mathematics and logic came from, Science is mute, and should be mute.

		

	
		Scientists Wander Off

		 

		Scientists haven’t been mute, though. The things they say on this subject of why there is something rather than nothing make them look foolish.

		 

		Some scientists say, “Things exist, and the Way Things Are is because of randomness”. But there is no such thing as randomness: it does not exist, and never did exist. And anyway, even if per impossible randomness existed, it has to work on something. Randomness could not have created itself.

		 

		Or scientists sometimes say, “Thing exist, and the Way Things Are is because of these particular things and ways over here”, such as vacuum energy or “eternal inflation”. This proves scientists have a short memory and a bad sense of humor. Because, of course, that vacuum energy and inflation cannot explain themselves. They had to come from somewhere, too.

		

	
		Hostile Arguments

		 

		Many scientists are keen to disparage intelligent design. There are many versions of this term, some of which lend themselves to disparagement, which we need not bother with here. My version is not like most of the others, but forget that for a moment.

		 

		The reason scientists are hostile to intelligent design is plain enough. Detractors think that by disproving intelligent design, which is trivially true, they will have won a victory for Science and against God. They will have proved God is not needed, and therefore He does not exist. This is a version of the Ultimate Fallacy.

		

	
		What Intelligent Design Is

		 

		Let’s look at what I mean by intelligent design.

		 

		Here we are. We men, I mean. We had to have got here somehow. God, being responsible for creation, had to have known we would show up. Meaning our appearance is not an accident: we must have been planned.

		 

		Further, we’re different than any other creature in existence. We’re made of blood and bone, which is similar to other material creatures, but we also possess a rational soul, which is not similar to any other material creature. That rational soul gives us free will (disagreeing with this is agreeing), which makes how we interact with the rest of creation different than how anything else interacts with it.

		

	
		Mechanics

		 

		All There Is undergoes constant change guided by the Way Things Are, the latter being just as much a part of designed creation as All There Is. Drop a pencil and it falls. The pencil is part of All There is, and the reason it dropped is the Way Things Are.

		 

		Life exists. Somehow the Way Things Are brought about the life we see all around us operating, somehow, on All There Is. The Way Things Are even brought about those parts of us which are material. Our non-material natures, our rational souls, cannot have been subject to physical forces, for the obvious tautological reason that the material cannot operate on the non-material.

		 

		Therefore our rational souls could not have came about—evolved, if you will—in the same way slime molds came about. Once again, it follows trivially that our rational souls must have been intelligently designed.

		 

		What about the rest of (if you will) creation? That must have been designed, too, in the following analogical sense (if I’m going to be misquoted, it’s going to be here).

		

	
		Step Right Up

		 

		You’re asked to design a carnival game for kids, a sort of junior wooden pachinko machine, of the kind popular in Japan. Ball goes in at the top, rolls down a board hitting posts along the way, bouncing to and fro, finally coming to rest in one of four slots at the bottom, A, B, C, or D, which, although it’s not part of the analogy, correspond to certain prizes.

		 

		Before the ball is dropped nobody really knows which of the slots will contain the ball. All sorts of things will cause the ball to land where it does, from the friction of the ball itself on the board, and from the slipperiness of the posts, the bounciness of and wear on the ball itself, the humidity and temperature of the air, even variations in the gravitational field.

		 

		These and many more things comprising the Way Things Are operate on All There Is (the machine and its environment) to produce a ball in a slot.

		 

		Nobody can track all these causes, yet they must be there, because otherwise how would the ball get where it’s going? One thing is clear, the ball can only land A, B, C or D. It cannot land in E or F nor in any other letter because these slots do not exist by design.

		

	
		The Game Of Life

		 

		Evolution is just like this game. By whatever mechanism changes occur to an organism, whatever forces cause genes to shift, the eventual organism must “land” in, and be caused to land in, some designed slot, or biological niche. Viable organisms are like the slots of the pachinko game, and non-viable ones—the beasts that cannot live because their genes will not produce a living being in a particular environment—are like the slots that aren’t there.

		 

		An organism can only be put together in certain ways because of the Way Things Are, using All There Is. And since both the Way Things Are and All There Is must themselves have causes, causes which can only be God, all life is intelligently designed.

		 

		No scientist knows, and more importantly no scientist can know, that the slots we see weren’t designed, weren’t planned for. The same is true for the slots we don’t see—and recall absence is the hardest thing to see.

		 

		The reason Science can’t see is simple: whether the slots were designed is not a scientific question, but a philosophical one. Science can tell us what we’ll see given a set of rules (the Way Things Are) operating on certain materials (All There Is), but science, as we learned, must be mute on the big question: why these rules?

		 

		Therefore, intelligent design is trivially true.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 24

		

	
		Miracles

		

	
		Not All Things Are Possible

		

	
		Be Nice

		 

		Mom said that if you can’t say anything nice then don’t say anything. So let’s start with nice. The Miracles Don’t Exist So Miracles Don’t Exist Fallacy is locally true.

		 

		It goes like this: If miracles are impossible, miracles, it follows logically, don’t and can’t happen. Any and all reports of miracles are mistakes, misrepresentations, malicious mendacities, or worse. There’s no escaping the iron cladedness of that conclusion (if you will allow me cladedness).

		 

		Expand this. If miracles are impossible, it must be that every report of a miracle is an indication that the thought processes (of at least one person) has gone haywire. The alleged miracle must have come about by tricks of the light, tricks of the mind, tricks of tricksters, perhaps drunkenness or other forms of insobriety.

		 

		Errors in reporting, flawed observation or identification. Hallucination. Ignorance. Downright fraud. Exaggeration of facts into myth. Lying. Scams. Anything. Point is, whatever or however a miracle is reported or believed, something very badly has gone wrong if one is reported. If miracles are impossible.

		

	
		How Low Can You Go

		 

		But then, human thought sinking into the abyss is hardly unexpected. Have you ever read a history book? Or watched television? Even at the highest levels of intellectual success, where the cognitive elite swap secret handshakes and award each other “degrees”, the outlook is bleak. I need only mention what’s happening on college campuses these days as definitive proof of how low thinking can go. Or maybe you enjoy the current college scene and think all is swell. If so it’s a good bet you have not read many works from Studies professors.

		 

		Let all that pass, put my remarks down to unreasonable prejudice, and help me. Isn’t the Miracles Don’t Exist So Miracles Don’t Exist Fallacy, oh, I don’t know, dogmatic? Isn’t dogma supposed to be anathema? The fallacy adopts a perfunctory, brutal, close-minded attitude, wouldn’t you say? It portrays Science as the impatient father. “Daddy, why can’t miracles happen?” “Because I said so. Where’s your mother?”

		 

		Miracles aren’t just unlikely: they are impossible in it’s view. There is no returning from impossible.

		

	
		Sounds Like This

		 

		Of course, you rarely hear the Miracles Don’t Exist So Miracles Don’t Exist argument stated in so bold a fashion as its name indicates. Usually it’s dressed up in a bit. Sometimes it’s given as the Current Year Fallacy (Chapter 14), like “You still believe in miracles in this day and age?” Sometimes it’s pure prejudice. “Grow up.” Sometimes it’s the Big Muscles Fallacy (Chapter 7). “I can’t see how miracles are possible, so they aren’t.” Or even the Ultimate Fallacy (Chapter 27). “God doesn’t exist, so how can you have miracles?”

		 

		It’s most often presented as the Scientism Fallacy (Chapter 20). Some will say “miracle stories” were reasonable fictions substituting for science, as a way of explaining the world before we moderns with our great tools arrived. Once science came on scene, miracles were no longer necessary, so out they had to go. Science could explain everything.

		 

		Science, after all, insists that the universe is entirely physical, driven only by materialistic forces operating under specific “laws”. Yet saying everything is only physical presupposes without proof there are no spiritual or supernatural elements and thus miracles are impossible. And that is a fallacy.

		

	
		Poisonous Humes

		 

		An unfortunate and hard-to-kill version belongs to the famous philosopher David Hume. We can’t trust any report of a miracle because it’s more likely, he said, that any report of a miracle is due to error, lying, etc. than that a miracle was miraculous. To this very day, Hume’s restatement of the fallacy is beloved by your better class of atheists everywhere. Yet how could Hume know miracles were less likely in every instance unless he judged miracles to be impossible?

		 

		By now you can come up with your own variants. It can’t go without saying—hence my saying it—that any miraculous claim, like any claim which is logically (and physically!) possible, must be investigated. And when and if the miracle is proven to have occurred, it must be believed. If it is proven to not have occurred, it must not be believed. If proof is not definitive, believing or disbelieving depends on factors too multitudinous to explain in any general detail (in this small Chapter). Outright rejection of all miraculous claims, however, is not warranted. Outright rejection invokes the No Miracles (for short) Fallacy.

		

	
		The Big Why

		 

		Now why any miracle happened, if one happened, when where and how it happened is an entirely separate question than if it happened. Naturally, if something supernatural happens, the why will be of paramount importance. Some commit the fallacy of rejecting all miracles because they dislike that why. That bespeaks of the broken desires of the mind of the one doing the rejecting.

		 

		If a miracle has happened, then it is necessarily true (as you will see) that a supernatural dimension of reality must exist. That means if miracles happen, God becomes someone you suddenly have to take seriously. To prove all this requires defining a miracle, which clever readers will notice I have not yet done.

		

	
		Selfish Science

		 

		Do any people say miracles can’t happen because they disliked the reason why they happened? Yes. This a cartoon which has “new” (now an ancient term) Richard Dawkins dismiss God’s existence because God miraculously ordered people to do some rather harsh things⁷². The cartoon Dawkins commits the No Miracles Fallacy, which leads his cartoon opponent to put cartoon Dawkins’s argument in sharp relief. “Did you honestly just argue that God doesn’t exist because he’s mean?”

		 

		He did, and people do. It’s most common form (and one that Dawkins himself uses) is that God doesn’t exist because He wouldn’t have had the (ancient race of the) Amalekites—every man, woman, and child of them—put to the sword; and since He did order the Israelites to put the Amalekites to the sword, He doesn’t exist and therefore neither do miracles.

		

	
		If I Had A Nickel

		

	
		Ever Greene

		 

		From Graham Greene’s The Power and the Glory:

		 

		‘And I dare say the first time you saw a man raised from the dead you might think so too.’ He giggled unconvincingly behind the smiling mask. ‘Oh, it’s funny, isn’t it? It isn’t a case of miracles not happening—it’s just a case of people calling them something else. Can’t you see the doctors round the dead man? He isn’t breathing any more, his pulse has stopped, his heart’s not beating: he’s dead. The somebody gives him back his life, and they all—what’s the expression?—reserve their opinion. They won’t say it’s a miracle, because that’s a word they don’t like. Then it happens again and again perhaps—because God’s about on earth—and they say: these aren’t miracles, it is simply that we have enlarged our conception of what life is. Now we know you can be alive without pulse, breath, heart-beats. And they invent a new word to describe that state of life, and they say science has disproved a miracle.’ He giggled again. ’You can’t get round them.’

		

	
		Alternatives

		 

		Some dismiss miracles and prodigies by positing an alternate explanation for the remarkable happenstance. Alternate explanations besides God or some supernatural entities, I mean. Water turns to wine—a miracle. Yet maybe it wasn’t! Maybe the water didn’t turn to wine, but was instead substituted by wine by wily servants.

		 

		Or maybe the water was always wine, but weak, and, when no one was looking, this weak wine was fortified by the good stuff. Or maybe people, because of the enthusiasm of the feast, and thus already well fortified themselves, imagined the whole thing. Water-into-wine began as a rumor in the kitchen and from there it spread due to drunkenness. After all, nobody really saw the water undergo its transmogrification. So it didn’t happen.

		

	
		Hot Times

		 

		In Fatima, Portugal in 1917 the sun danced in the sky in front of tens of thousands, and then the sun fell to the wet ground drying it without burning any soul. A miracle!

		 

		Yet it could be that staring at the sun only made it seem to dance, even though none were blinded by staring. Somehow, maybe because of the moisture in the air, blindness of the multitude was prevented. Maybe it only seemed the sun “danced” due to jangled optic nerves. It only seemed to fall to the ground, which anyway might not have been as wet as reported.

		 

		People forget these kind of details all too easily, like wet grounds and haze obscuring the sun. Even tens of thousands of people can forgot. It’s no miracle after all.

		

	
		Easy To Say

		 

		Well, you can always do this. Any event, any observational contingent event, always has lots of possible explanations, and at least one of these will exclude God from having directly performed the event. Thus, any reported miracle can always be said to have been caused by natural events, even if there is no corroborative evidence for any alternate natural explanations proffered.

		 

		But that no such evidence exists never seems to matter to the folks suggesting alternate explanations. For instance, it was suggested as an alternate explanation that the wine steward at the wedding feast wanted to play a little joke on the guests and claim a certain fellow miraculously transformed water into wine, but it was just gag.

		 

		No servants who pulled this supposed water-wine swap were ever discovered to have confided in friends, friends who later wrote the matter down. The joke, if it was a joke, is pure conjecture, made up whole cloth, fiction from start to finish. So how could it be proof the miracle didn’t happen?

		 

		That fiction is however thought of by some as proof of the mundane and not miraculous; the alternate explanation is believed to be a positive demonstration that the miracle did not happen because it posited a mundane explanation for the reported event.

		 

		It is not that the fiction cast doubt on the miracle, which might make sense if the alleged miracle is suspicious in some way, which it isn’t. All eyewitness reports of this particular miracle are plain and unambiguous. That an alternate explanation might create agnosticism about whether a miracle is genuine is fair enough, and in many claims of miracles more than fair enough.

		 

		But no. The whole-cloth alternate explanation fiction here makes it such that the miracle is itself thought to be the fiction! And that is still not the strangest thing. The folks who discard eyewitness testimony of this miracle and substitute it for fictions call and congratulate themselves as “rational” for doing this.

		

	
		When Proof Isn’t

		 

		But since anything short of actual demonstration of the alternate explanation is not proof, then substituting fictions as proof is an irrational act. This is the Alternate Explanation Fallacy.

		 

		Understand what this fallacy is and what it isn’t. It is not that the testimony for each and every miracle must be believed. It is not that questions and suspicions about miraculous events cannot be asked. It is not even that alternate explanations, even without supporting evidence, cannot be used to cast doubt on miraculous claims.

		 

		Alternate explanations, after all, are how magicians instill skepticism in audiences willing to believe in the psychic powers of spoon benders. If magicians had proof of fakery, they would surely offer it. If they haven’t direct proof, but they have a plausible account to suggest another way the spoon was miraculously bent, they can show that. But this alternate demonstration, showing how sleight-of-hand to bring off the effect works, is not proof the spoon-bender did not use psychic powers. If the magician said “Because I can bend spoons using mundane methods, the psychic is certainly a fraud”, he commits the Alternate Explanation Fallacy.

		

	
		Spooning

		 

		Of course, with modern-day spoon benders and the like, we have much more information than just alternate explanations. We often have direct evidence of fraud and deceit, and this history is rational to entertain when judging new claims. For the same reason, it is also rational to doubt claims of miracles put down to God’s agency. But it irrational to argue that all miracles are frauds because some have been exposed as such through alternate explanations. Every single instance must be checked if disproof is sought.

		 

		There is something more than healthy skepticism at work in the Alternate Explanation Fallacy. Magicians have evidence that their alternate explanations are plausible. If fictions like the jocular servant, there is no evidence. Evidence of pranksterism could in theory be found, just as evidence staring at the sun will make you see spots, but there isn’t any evidence these alternate explanations happened at the site of the miracles.

		 

		The alternate explanations are just stories, or rather Just-So stories. But they are believed because of the desire not to believe in the miraculous! This is fallacious thinking and irrational. What is strange is that this irrationalism is often accompanied by cries like, “Where is the evidence! Bring us the evidence!” It does no good to say to these people, “But you have discarded the evidence of the eyewitness testimony in favor of a fiction, which you made up on the spot.” The miraculous is ruled out of bounds by fiat. And that is not rational.

		

	
		Objection, Your Honor

		 

		The Alternate Explanation Fallacy is everywhere, and not only in religion. Defense lawyers love it. If they can suggest an alternate explanation other than their client did it, they have earned their pay. Not just any alternate story will do. Blatant fables about, say, Bigfoot sneaking in when nobody was watching and escaping in a UFO are more or less believed depending on the premises of the story themselves.

		 

		The presence of the Alternate Explanation is insufficient: no jury would acquit just because the defense lawyer said “Somebody else could have done it.” The lawyer has to build a case against this “somebody else”, not reaching the level of proof of this somebody else’s guilt, but such that juries believe it is somewhat plausible.

		 

		News readers and journalists also love the fallacy, for obvious reasons. Indeed, it’s a rare day when it isn’t used.

		

	
		It Was A Good Year

		

	
		A Fine Vintage

		 

		Let’s think more carefully about Jesus turning barrels of water into wine, and good wine at that. Not a drop or two, but large pots of it, and in an instant. The details might be important.

		 

		Jesus said to some men in the wedding party, “Fill the jars with water.” They filled them to the brim. Then, after no great time elapsed, Jesus told them, “Draw some out now and take it to the headwaiter.” They took it. And when the headwaiter tasted the water it had become wine.

		 

		Evidently, Jesus never touched the jars. As soon as they were filled, the water in them turned to wine, though we can grant the possibility the water turned to wine in the ladles after having dipped into the pots. The time the transformation took must have been short. A moment or two, tops; maybe a second, maybe less.

		 

		This happened, we will all suppose at least for the sake of argument, so it had to happen some how. The question is, what was this how? If any physicists or chemists are reading this Chapter, perhaps they might take a guess before reading further.

		

	
		The Right Answer

		 

		One answer, and a right answer, is “Jesus is God, and God made the world, so using these same sorts of powers, God turned the water to wine.” While this is a right answer, it does not answer the practical how, if there was a practical how.

		 

		Knowledge of the “standard model” used in physics suggests tremendous amounts of energy are required to transform elements via fusion, and that great energy is released during fission, and that mass and energy are in some sense equivalent, so that if any of the mass of water and trace elements in the jars was transformed into the chemicals, including the blessed ethanol, which is necessary for wine, more power available in the whole of the world at the time would have been required. So far as we know now, conditional on this standard model.

		 

		Perhaps a “spherical cow”-type analysis can provide insight, not for the quantification per se, but to gauge the size of the problem. Even if that is forthcoming—knowledge of the size of the energy required to transform the matter—a mechanism still has to be posited. Some kind of map that says “push these water molecules together, run them into this trace element that leached from the pots into the water, supply the whole shebang with such-and-such momentum and spin, then etc. etc. etc.”

		 

		Even if you did all that, you’d have to figure out how some ancient peoples who had not yet harnessed electricity, or even knew what electricity was, carried the maneuver out. No easy job, that.

		

	
		Knowing The How

		 

		At the other end of it, we know that such a thing must be possible because, of course, it happened (which recall we are all supposing). Transforming water into wine is therefore doable. Here, then, is the main point. Because transforming potted war into wine is doable, and because we might figure out how it can be done using machines of our own invention, at least theoretically, that does not mean that Jesus did not do it, because of course he did.

		 

		Knowledge of how an event might be caused is therefore no bar to the event being miraculous, if we accept (loosely) as “miraculous” an event coming about by a direct intervention by God on the secondary causes of the world, or in changing a substance into a separate substance, with different properties, power, and form. Knowledge of how an event might be caused is not equivalent to knowledge of how it actually was caused, as the Alternate Explanation Fallacy tells us, though of course the two might overlap. There is more than one way to make wine.

		 

		Suppose some clever reader develops have a physical model and a means (a machine or process) for wine creation out of potted water. It is still clear, based on all the evidence we have, that these means or machines were not present 2,000 years ago. Of course, it could be that some machine could have existed that could have been made of parts and know-how available then, but that we in our day have not dreamt of. This apparatus could have been used. But nobody believes this.

		 

		The point is, just because we (or you) cannot think of how a thing can be done, does not logically imply that the thing cannot be done—especially in the face of the thing having been done (Big Muscles Fallacy). Or, if you can think of how a thing can be done, does not mean that the thing was done in that way.

		

	
		What Miracles Are

		 

		We have reached the point at which a definition of miracle must be given. A miracle is when God, or God working presumably through a spiritual intermediary such as an angel, directly causes the essence of a thing (its fundamental nature) to change. God can either add to an essence, a nature, or subtract from it.

		 

		Thousands of times a day the nature or essence of pieces of bread are miraculously transformed by adding to their natures, by making them in essence the flesh of the living God. God causes or is the creator of essences, of natures. Natures had to arise somewhere. See the discussion on Intelligent Design in Chapter 23.

		 

		Water has a certain essence or nature, which science has done a good job of delineating. It is not in the nature of water to spontaneously turn into wine. If a thing routinely turned into wine, or even did it rarely and under known circumstances, then this thing would not be water. Because we know water doesn’t do that.

		

	
		Changed Natures

		 

		But God can change the nature of a thing, since he is the author of all natures. He changed the essence of the potted water so that it could become wine, and it did. As above, how he did this, we haven’t a clue. But because it happened, we know he can do this. Miracles are thus not the breaking of “laws” or the interrupting of the world’s chain of secondary causes. Miracles are when God changes the substance of thing so that it no longer the same substance. No laws are broken, if even the universe operates on “laws”. Indeed, it has been said that science is the law of natures, i.e. of essences.

		 

		To summarize: the water-into-wine is a miracle for two reasons. One, Jesus did it. Two, we think it impossible, given our cumulative knowledge, that such a thing could have been done without God in that time and place and circumstance.

		

	
		Doctor In The House?

		 

		All this is in contrast to mysterious medical cures, which we’ll examine next, and which are often put forward as God-caused miracles (which we can grant at least some are). For instance, a physician writing in the New York Times said she “examined the files of more than 1,400 miracle investigations – at least one from every canonization between 1588 and 1999...stories of recovery from illness or injury, detailing treatment and testimony from baffled physicians.”

		 

		The difficulty, which is clear, is that bafflement is epistemological. As medicine advances, bafflement recedes, and so then must miracles, if all that is required for a miracle is knowledge of a possible how (alternate explanation). What was taken as a miracle last year, and certified as such, could be uncertified once it is learnt that, say, enzyme X was present when it was not known earlier that enzyme X was the cure.

		 

		This is why the miraculous cannot be based solely on science and must require faith.

		

	
		He Has A Pulse

		

	
		Little Jimmy

		 

		Let’s you and me see if we can figure out what caused little Jimmy Engstrom to crawl back from the brink of death. I’m not a physician and most readers won’t be, either. But we’ll see it makes no difference.

		 

		In 2012, little Jimmy was being pushed out of his mother when his umbilical cord knotted, cutting off his oxygen supply. He was born at home. Those gathered performed CPR until the ambulance arrived twenty minutes later. According to one story⁷³, “At the hospital, James was described as ‘PEA,’ for ‘pulseless electrical activity.’ Medics tried two injections of epinephrine. Neither worked.” More than an hour after he was born, just as the docs were about to “call it”, Jimmy’s engine sputtered to life at last. He’s fine now.

		 

		So what caused the dramatic reversal? I don’t know, and the doctors involved admit being perplexed, too. It can’t have been nothing that effected his cure. Nothing can’t cause or cure anything. Nothing is the absence of everything, and is thus powerless. It can’t have been chance or randomness that fixed Jimmy. Chance and randomness aren’t real things, merely states of information, and states of information can’t cause anything, either. So it must have been something. I don’t see any indication that it was something biological, so it must have been a miracle.

		

	
		What’s Up, Doc

		 

		“Listen, Briggs. You’re no doctor, as you admitted, so how do know it wasn’t a clot clearing, or some other thing?”

		 

		I answer: Isn’t the popular definition of a miracle the absence of a known cause in the presence of a known effect? If it is, then because I don’t know of a cause, and we surely witnessed the effect, then little Jimmy’s cure must be a miracle.

		 

		Maybe that definition is wrong. It doesn’t appear to accord with the fuller definition given above. A miracle isn’t just the absence of a known cause in the presence of a witnessed effect, it’s partly that in conjunction with a known spiritual intervention. In this case, there is a prayer. Jimmy’s mother prayed. “I just kept repeating his name over and over in my head: Fulton Sheen, Fulton Sheen, Fulton Sheen.” So prayer plus unknown cause equals miracle? If so, put down an official intercession in the charming Archbishop’s column. He needs these check marks to make his case for official sainthood.

		 

		“Wait! I’ve already said you’re no doctor, Briggs. Must you be so stubborn? Your opinion of medical causes is worthless. The definition should be the absence of a known cause given the best information we have, plus a known prayer, or something like that.”

		 

		Right. I forgot that I’m not a doctor. Good thing, then, that a team of real doctors—a “seven-member panel of medical experts”—reviewed the case and couldn’t discover a cause. It’s still a miracle.

		 

		“Seven whole doctors couldn’t discover any cause? Seven is a lot of medical knowledge. You’re beginning to win me over, Briggs.”

		 

		That so? I shouldn’t be; at least, not yet. Because imagine those seven doctors were transported to our time from the year of our Lord 1600 via a time machine. And suppose those doctors also couldn’t discover a cause. They probably couldn’t even if one was readily available, either. In those days physicians still reached for the fleam or the leech. But, conditioned on their knowledge, Jimmy’s cure would be called a miracle, because no known cause existed.

		

	
		Time Machines

		 

		Why settle for the past when we can reach into the future? A time machine is a time machine. Let’s use it to gather seven doctors from 2400, or even 3400, a year which we can imagine will be full of technological delights and burgeoning medical knowledge. Could those doctors discover a cause?

		 

		Maybe they could. If they did, then our miracle suddenly evaporates! What’s a miracle then depends on the date, and that it not a satisfactory conclusion.

		 

		If this section’s definition of miracle stands, then the observed increased knowledge in medicine might account for some of the decrease in notable miracles over the last few hundred years. The more science we know, the fewer causes can be attributed to God. A miracle would also depend on who was available to investigate. That can’t be right.

		 

		Smells like there is something not quite right with the definition. Let’s pick two other miracles to see what it might be. Jesus walking on water and the time he raised Lazarus from the dead. As above, we will here accept them arguendo. This means, just like in Jimmy’s case, we’re accepting that these events happened as reported. Now something caused Lazarus’s body to (shall we say) reconstitute itself, and something different, but still something, caused Jesus not to slip under the waves.

		 

		Nobody (so far as I have heard) knows how either of these events could have occurred. There are plenty of alternate explanations, fanciful histories that turn the deep waters into a puddle and Lazarus’s reawakening as misdiagnosis, if you take my meaning, but we are believing or assuming here that these alternate reports are false. The events happened. We can assume that Jesus prayed, therefore by our working definition these events are miracles.

		 

		So what’s the difference (besides the intercessors) between Jimmy’s case and Jesus’s?

		

	
		Dear Departed

		 

		We haven’t made use of our time machine in Jesus’s case. So I ask you, is it possible that if we go far enough into the future, physicists will have figured out, maybe using the successor of string theory, or whatever, how a dead body well past the sell-by date can be reanimated? And could some new version of field theory show how a man may keep afloat and on his feet on a storm-tossed sea?

		 

		I say maybe, but a very weak maybe. It cannot be no. Why’s that? Since we’re assuming the events happened, they had to have happened somehow. These were physical events. Lazarus rose. Jesus didn’t sink. It follows that because these things happened, they were possible, and that we just don’t know how they were possible. Given the way the universe is constructed, they seem impossible. This not how dead bodies and waves operate. Yet it’s still not impossible that someday we might figure out how events like these can happen or be duplicated. Assuming we do (figure them out), do the events, at that point, cease being miraculous?

		 

		Little Jimmy’s abrupt healing doesn’t feel especially miraculous if only because there are lots of stories of people coming back from the brink of death—not death, the brink of death. We don’t know if prayer, and therefore intercession, was present in these cases, but it probably wasn’t always.

		

	
		Asked & Answered

		 

		We’re risking overlooking the second aspect of the miraculous, the intercession, the correlation (I use this word in its plain English sense) or juxtaposition of the curious event with the supplication. There was the dead body, there was a directive by Jesus, and then there was life. So that even if we knew how this feat was accomplished we still have to contend with the evidence that the event was asked for (by and of God).

		 

		Did God cause these events to happen? That is, did God step into the normally operating secondary causes (God must be the primary or first cause of everything) and change the essences of waves and dead flesh so that they became more than they ordinarily are?

		 

		Unless you have a direct conversation with God in which He tells you He did the deed, the only evidence you have for this question is the prayer and the deed. Excepting these rare cases (I’m assuming readers share no direct heavenly communication about the miracles under discussion), there is no way to know with certainty either way if most events are miraculous except by faith.

		 

		From this it follows there is no proof that the event is not miraculous other than belief unadulterated by evidence. Actually, it’s worse than that. Claiming the event mundane means rejecting the positive evidence, no matter how scant, of the conjunction of the prayer and the event. Rejecting miracles is thus terribly dogmatic and, given that it involves rejecting empirical evidence, unscientific.

		 

		But then the prayer-event conjunction alone is not proof of the miraculous. You need additional premises that apply to the this event to deduce that. Faith is thus necessary for belief in the miracle’s ultimate cause, just like faith is required for the skeptic. The conjunction is more shocking (to all) without the understanding how physically the event happened, but whether we know the physics is not proof either way.

		 

		Now in any claimed miracle there exists all kinds of corroborating or disclamatory evidence—the particulars of the situation, motivation of the participants and witnesses, and such forth—which render the claim more or less probable, but unless there is incontrovertible proof of fraud or direction revelation, faith is still required. That is why Jimmy’s mom, and the committee who studied the event, believes; it is also why the skeptics who can be brought to think about the case disbelieve.

		 

		I wonder how disappointing this answer is.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 25

		

	
		One True Spartacus

		

	
		Do You Like Gladiators?

		

	
		Defiance

		 

		At the end of the eponymous movie, the slave army led by gladiator-cum-general Spartacus (Kirk Douglas) lies defeated before the creator of the First Triumvirate, General Marcus Licinius Crassus (Laurence Olivier). But Crassus does not know which of the multitude is his foe. He offers to commute the enemy army’s sentence of crucifixion on the condition the survivors identify the body or person of Spartacus. One after the other the men rise, defiantly shouting, “I am Spartacus!”

		 

		Crassus, who knows his logic, realizes that because each man claimed to be the one true Spartacus, there could be no one true Spartacus, and so he released them all in the names of Diversity, Tolerance, and Equality.

		 

		Kidding! I’m kidding.

		 

		Crassus did not succeed in discovering with certainty which prisoner was Spartacus. He reasoned that because the slave war existed and was led by a man named Spartacus, there had to be one true Spartacus. He wanted to punish the one true Spartacus. So he crucified everyone. Brutal, but effective.

		 

		Based on subtle behavioral clues, he most suspected two of the men were the one true Spartacus. He saved this pair for last and had them fight to the death. The still-undiscovered one true Spartacus mercifully killed his lieutenant, but was then himself crucified. Crassus never knew for sure he had his man—and to add to the subtlety, the one true Spartacus never shouted “‘I am Spartacus! Still, Crasus reasoned that, given the evidence he had, he made the best choice.

		 

		Which he did. Make the best choice. If Crassus reasoned as we first supposed, by that odd logical rule which stated that because every man claimed to be the one true Spartacus there could therefore not be a one true Spartacus, he would have committed the One True Spartacus Fallacy. This fallacy says because there is a choice or there is disagreement over the truth of a proposition, there can be no one right answer.

		

	
		Many gods

		 

		Stated so simply, the fallacy is absurd, and you might figure nobody would ever wield such a limp noodle. You would be wrong. The One True Spartacus Fallacy is particularly beloved of atheists who use it to deny that all other religions except theirs is false, which is a sort of two-for-one solecism. The routine in argument has become standard. First comes the One True Spartacus, then comes the denial that their religion is a religion, the latter error likely arising from the false belief that religions must have nameable, immortal gods.

		 

		Regardless whether I’m right about atheists having a religion, it is certain the One True Spartacus for the atheist plays the same role as the Peer Review Fallacy does for scidolators; see Chapter 20. This can be seen via some atheists’ favorite joke. This lists minor deities in whom they disbelieve, and in whom they assume Christians disbelieve. Then comes the quip that they, the atheists, “reject” only one more deity than the traditional theist. Funny. As a plain statement of observation, it is nothing more than a sophomorism, but if it is used, as it almost always is used, to imply that the one more deity—God—does not therefore exist, or that He should not be believed in, it is the One True Spartacus Fallacy.

		

	
		A Good Joke

		 

		Two theists of different religions and an atheist walk into a bar. Theist One says, “My religion is the one true religion.” Theist Two says, “No, my religion is the one true religion.” The atheist says, “What loons you two are. All religions claim to the one true religion. Therefore there is no one true religion.” Given just the information available, the atheist has committed the One True Spartacus Fallacy and at least one of the theists has made an error, and it possible both have, though we cannot know on this evidence alone.

		 

		Theists fall into error, too. Usually this is because of humility coupled with justified uncertainty, which are no bad things, or perhaps because of a too liberal interpretation of ecumenicism or mercy, which are not such good things (the interpretations). The polite theist resists claiming his religion is the one true religion, even though he believes it is, in an effort to spare the feelings of his audience, perhaps hoping to win his listeners over by coyness. The danger is that this practice becomes habitual and the theist forgets what he believed. And then he looks around and sees all the other religions and then says to himself his cannot be the one true one.

		

	
		One True Theory

		

	
		Up At Atom

		 

		If the One True Spartacus was not a fallacy, then it must be true that there is no good physical theory of the atom; rather, that all such theories are false. Why? Because it has been shown Democritis’s theory was false, and so were his successors’ theories false.

		 

		So we can invoke the One True Spartacus and say, “Since all these physical theories about the atom have been proved wrong, and here is a list of all them including the latest one, we are simply rejecting this latest one, which the One True Spartacus Argument proves is false.” If the joke is good enough for atheists, it is good enough for us, too.

		 

		That errors have been made does not mean they always are. In science, a theory, taken as a whole and strictly, may be false, yet in part it may be true, or contain elements of truth. Young theories are like this compared to old ones. Same thing in history, and philosophy, and in other areas of human endeavor. Including, of course, religion and theology.

		 

		We do not throw away all historical or philosophical theories because some have been shown wrong. Neither can be toss all religious or theological ones because some have been found, in whole or in part, in error.

		

	
		Probably So

		 

		The One True Spartacus thus isn’t limited to religion. For example, I believe it is true that the only sensible and correct interpretation of probability is logical (probability is a branch of epistemology). Bluntly, I claim probability-as-logic is the one true interpretation. From this follows the conclusion that all other interpretations are wrong. I may—and do—allow, as theists allow of rival religions, that other interpretations have their good points; but taken strictly and wholly, they are false.

		 

		I might be wrong about probability, of course. But it is no criticism and a clear instance of the One True Spartacus Fallacy to argue that “One shouldn’t be dogmatic in philosophy,” (as I have heard on this and other subjects), or “We should be pragmatic in our understanding of probability theory,” or “What conceit to suppose one knows the one true theory!” Conceit it may be, but neither my mood nor my critics’ has probative value on the truth of the theory. Note that the foundations of probability theory is not a continent concern, like models and theories in science are. This is a matter of philosophy, thus capable of absolute proof. Whether I have met that burden is a different matter.

		 

		The One True Spartacus Fallacy is always invoked when a critic can’t be bothered to do the hard work of refuting a claim. Refutation is hard labor. Scorn is easy and free.

		 

		What about the holders of certainty? The time for humility is in the face of uncertainty. Where there is certainty, plain speaking is best. Bombast is never welcome. Humor sometimes is. Of course, the easiest person to fool is yourself. Scientists and philosophers are apt to fall so in love with their models that they cannot see their flaws. Certitude is not absolute proof. Unless, of course, the message comes from On High.

		 

		As the Man said, “I would thou wert cold or hot. So then because thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spue thee out of my mouth.”

		

	
		Dogma

		

	
		Being All Dogmatic

		 

		Huffington Post’s Chris Stedman is convinced⁷⁴ that dogmatism, which he opposes in all its “forms”, is a bad thing, and that to criticize “dogmatic principles and practices is essentially important in the effort to promote social progress”. Stedman’s dogma about eschewing dogma is wrong.

		 

		It used to be that dogma was defined a century ago (Webster, 1913), in words most strong: “A formally stated and authoritatively settled doctrine; a definite, established, and authoritative tenet.” What is more muscular than that? Dogma was a set of true beliefs, or at least a set of beliefs thought true, that were thought justified, and known to be authoritative. When you acted and justified your actions by reference to dogma, you thus behaved rationally.

		 

		Dogma these days means not a truth, but a falsity or uncertainty that is held to be true but shouldn’t be, or is false. There are shades of incorrigibleness and arbitrariness attached to the modern word, of willful stupidity or stubbornness, as might be expected. Those who hold with a dogma are either ignorant or foolish, or perhaps both, it is felt. Only the Enlightened few know—they are convinced!—that holding with any dogma is stupid, dangerous, harmful, and is at the very least unproductive.

		 

		Which is to say, we hold with a settled, definite, established, and authoritative truth that dogma is a bad thing. We are thus inflicted with a unique kind of insanity, one that never beset the religious, who even though they might have improperly worshiped a tree were never so foolish as to spout, “We follow a dogma but claim that all dogma is ridiculous.”

		

	
		Mental Workouts

		 

		It is true, and obvious, that some beliefs held by the religious are false and that (given certain evidence) others are probably false (which is not the same thing as known to be false), but it does not follow from this that all religious beliefs are false. Just as it does not follow that all secular beliefs are false because many, even most, beliefs are. Yet we hope that by calling a religious doctrine dogmatic, we save ourselves the mental effort required in refuting that doctrine. This is the One True Spartacus Fallacy

		 

		Hannah Appel, a Columbia professor, who has taught an “Occupy 101” class (complete with field trips), was quoted as saying⁷⁵, “It’s best to be critical of the things we hold most sacred.” Appel expresses what most of us believe, and what is often expressed by them.

		 

		If we take her at her word (a dangerous option), Appel has told us that she holds with a certain truth, a moral truth about what is best. This truth, to Appel anyway, is a dogma. If what she says is what is best, then there is (to her) that which is less than best. It doesn’t matter whether or not it really is best that we be critical of all things we hold most sacred. It only matters that Appel holds to a dogma, that she is being dogmatic.

		 

		And then I would be willing to bet that she, or any of the legion of those who nod along with her, does not believe that it is best to be critical of all things we hold most sacred. Step into her classroom and dare to challenge any of the pieties progressive professors profess and you will learn quickly the force of the sacred.

		

	
		This Statement Is True

		 

		Truth exists; there is that which is true. Because that is so, and because it is rational to believe what is true, there is dogma. The goal of all science, and all religion, is dogma: the formation of authoritatively settled doctrines, of definite, established, unshakeable and authoritative tenets.

		 

		You might think to escape this conclusion by saying, “There is no truth. There is only that which we believe ‘true’, beliefs which are ever in flux, and which are genetically and culturally determined.” If so, you are espousing the dogma that there is no truth.

		 

		If you say to yourself, “I’m not dogmatic. I’m always willing to change my mind when new evidence comes along,” then besides advertising your virtue, you have at least settled on the dogmatic truth that to change one’s mind (when warranted) is a good thing. And once again you have negated your primary tenet that you are not dogmatic.

		 

		If you opine, “We only hold things ‘true’ provisionally; we never touch truth, we only get ever nearer,” then you have merely re-phrased the previous argument, and have espoused the dogmatic truth that “we never touch truth,” etc.

		 

		If you manage to choke out, “‘Truth’ is a vote: that which most people decide is so, is so,” then you are almost certainly lying, but if not you have concluded dogmatically that truth is a vote. See Chapter 5. But the real money is on the lie: it is empirically observed that those who make this statement are those most often dissatisfied when votes don’t go there way, but who are satisfied when they do.

		 

		The only save is to claim that dogma only applies to religious beliefs. But you’d have all the difficulties of defining religious versus non-religious statements, and you’d be left agreeing that certainty, knowledge, and truth, i.e. dogma, is the goal of religion. In other words, you’d fall back to the original position of having to demonstrate sound arguments about which religious beliefs are false and which true. Dismissing religious beliefs out of hand because they are religious is a fallacy.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 26

		

	
		Meta Fallacy

		 

		The Meta Fallacy is also known as the False But True Fallacy. It is the mother of all fallacies, in the sense that it is driven by desire, by raw emotion. Combating this fallacy is brutal hard labor, almost all spent in vain. Because there is nothing more arduous than overcoming devotion.

		 

		A few years back there was concern in the City of Other’s Riches (Washington D .C .) that one Michael Wolff’s scandalous Fire and Fury, a book about the first year of the Trump White House, contained as much truth as an advertisement for herbal male supplements. Most have probably already forgotten about this “monumental” book (most political books have a shelf life shorter than sushi), but have no worries; the book itself and the subject matter of the book is not the point. We use it only for an example.

		 

		Matt Labash, a writer at the now-defunct Weekly Standard, read the book and told us of the Wolff’s own cautionary note⁷⁶

		 

		where Wolff states that many of the accounts in Fire and Fury are in conflict with one another and many, “in Trumpian fashion, are baldly untrue...and that looseness with the truth, if not with reality itself” is “an elemental thread of this book.” Or put another way: Despite him weighing the evidence and settling “on a version of events I believe to be true,” everything that follows might be a lie.

		 

		In spite of this sobering and eyebrow-raising warning that the book might better resemble the “explanation” of a politician caught with his pants down than the truth, Labash somehow still manages to conclude that “what comes through loud and clear in Wolff’s telling is that no matter how bad you thought it was in Trump’s White House, it was actually much worse.” Wolff lies, therefore he tells the truth.

		 

		Many were saying things like Labash. Sure, Wolff might have included stories like the one he heard from a guy, who himself got it “from a woman on the beach in Florida, who heard it in a carpool line”, but since these stories show Trump to be the moronic oaf we know him to be, they therefore must be true. Even if they’re false.

		 

		The reception of Wolff’s book is thus a prime example of the False But True Fallacy. The False But True Fallacy, which is also the Meta Fallacy because it is the generator of all fallacious arguments, is difficult to explain. Try to stay with me.

		 

		How it works is like this. A certain proposition is first conjectured to be true, like “President Trump is an idiot and incompetent”. Evidence for this belief is put forward, as in the details in Wolff’s book. This evidence, if accepted, confirms the belief, a local truth. But it is later discovered that the evidence is false, or likely false. Indeed, it is learned that the evidence might have been juiced, or even in part manufactured.

		 

		Since the evidence upon which people have been relying has been proved or judged faulty, it would seem that the strength of the belief in the proposition must diminish. But it doesn’t. If anything, it increases! How could this happen when the rules of logic say this is impossible?

		 

		Because people argue like this. “The evidence would never have been juiced if the proposition wasn’t really true, because nobody would have bothered to make up stories unless there existed other stories like the made-up ones, but about which we never heard.” If we accept this, then it really does follow that the proposition “Trump is an idiot” is true. Trump really is an incompetent if we believe there are stories about which we don’t know that prove Trump is an incompetent. In this way, the man who wants to believe, can. His argument is complete, as long as his false-but-true premise is accepted.

		 

		The only problem is, there is no real basis to believe the false-but-true premise other than desire. Desire is key.

		 

		Where else might you have seen the False But True Fallacy? It sounds uncommon, but it isn’t. The Meta Fallacy really is the driver of all lesser fallacies. We might even call it the I Want To Believe Fallacy, or for fans of science fiction, the X-Files Fallacy, named for a protagonist of that show who had a poster with those words on his wall. If you want to believe, you will.

		 

		The False But True Fallacy is beloved of UFO buffs. Every time NASA or the Air Force says, “It wasn’t a UFO; what people saw was a natural phenomenon”, the saucerologist says, “Aha! He’s denies it! So it must be true.” The hidden premise used by the believer is, “The government doesn’t want us to know, therefore when the government has information about a UFO sighting, it lies to us.” That the government sometimes, or even often, lies to us is not a always bad premise, but it is here.

		 

		Atheists are overly fond of the False But True Fallacy. Eyewitness reports that Jesus turned water into wine are used in a false-but-true proof that God (probably) doesn’t exist, because, it is believed, eyewitnesses of miracles are always confused or lying. Thus the presence of an eye-witness account proves the miracle couldn’t have happened! If you want to believe (in the non-existence of miracles), you will.

		 

		Talking the True Believer out of his false-but-true belief is never easy. For instance, Labash quoted a passage from Wolff’s book indicating that, one time, Trump’s “eyes rolled” while being lectured by a subordinate, which Labash took as proof of Trump’s limited mental capacity. But the eye-rolling could equally well have been the standard reaction of a bright student who grasps the material faster than this less-gifted teachers can dish it out.

		 

		Or in being lectured to by a cocky subordinate. The evidence supports all these (and other) views. Yet in this case, we have to ask why the common-sense evidence that only an intelligent man could rise in the manner Trump did to the post of Presidency is excluded.

		 

		Here is where the Meta Fallacy becomes really odd. What happens is that the mere presence of this fallacy, that it is exists at all, is taken to be a kind of vague proof for the fallacious position a person holds. Some folks seem to reason like this: Yes, the argument I have used is flawed, but that it exists proves, in a way, that the position I hold is correct, else there wouldn’t have been such widespread enthusiasm for the fallacious argument. (See the similar but opposite Coyne Fallacy in Chapter 21.) The conclusion is still true, which accounts for the fallacy’s creation. The argument has only erred in inessential ways, the believer thinks; therefore, the spirit of the argument is correct, even though its letter of it, and its conclusion, is flawed.

		 

		Wolff only made up his stories (where for the sake of argument we assume he did) because it really is true Trump is a fool. He wouldn’t have lief otherwise! Stated so starkly, it is obviously a fallacy. Unless, that is, one desires greatly the proposition to be true.

		 

		It’s not only politics. The Meta Fallacy is used everywhere and all the time. We want to believe. We hate contrary evidence. All of us.

		 

		The Meta Fallacy is a mental tic built into us and which is ineradicable except in rare moments of clarity or spiritual insight. Desire trumps rationality almost always. Showing a man he argues fallaciously is never enough to eliminate his belief. For one, the Meta Fallacy works against truth, and for another, even though a fallacy has been exposed and accepted, and the Meta Fallacy avoided, it will regularly be claimed that other, non-fallacious arguments for the desired conclusion exist, even though these arguments always appear to have just left the room. We are believing machines.

		 

		This book, therefore, is doomed to fail. Yet we press on.

		 

		

		 

		
Chapter 27

		

	
		The Ultimate Fallacy

		

	
		Dinner With Atheists

		 

		Dinner With Atheists is a one-act mini-play, useful for setting the mood.

		 

		SCENE: The monthly meeting of the Madison Atheists Evangelization Society at the I-12 Marriot Courtyard’s Badger Room, a rambunctious group sitting at a table, long side to the audience, like at a celebrity roast. The food has been eaten and cleared away. The CHAIRMAN sits in the middle, the SECRETARY is to his right, the TREASURER to his left. Others fill in.

		 

		PLAYERS: CHAIRMAN, SECRETARY, TREASURER, nine other male members, numbered from stage left to right (M1–M9, actors should use their own first names), and LATE GUY (oldest actor) who shows up near the end. The character “ALL” is where the cast should ad lib in the spirit indicated.

		 

		¡strong¿ACT ONLY¡/strong¿

		 

		Curtain

		 

		ALL: murmuring and general pre-meeting chatter; words not loud enough to be distinguished by audience.

		 

		SECRETARY: It’s time.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Uh huh. Okay, everybody. Let’s settle in. Before we get started—

		 

		M2: —The opening prayer!

		 

		ALL: laughter; “God” bless us; calls saying how smart, clever M2 is.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Which “god” should we pray to?

		 

		ALL: Thor, Zeus, Gaia, Obama, etc.; laughter; calls saying how smart, clever each other are.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: [To calm the group] Okay, let’s try to behave rationally.

		 

		M7: I think, therefore I disbelieve!

		 

		ALL: laughter; calls saying how smart, clever M7 is.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: I want to introduce one of our new members. M-9 [indicates M9, who waves] who used to be part of the Boston group. M9 is working on his Masters in...what was it?

		 

		M9: Science eduction.

		 

		ALL: applause; hi M9; science rules!; calls saying how smart, clever M9 is.

		 

		M1: That’s what’s needed! More science!

		 

		ALL: here-heres; calls saying how smart, clever M1 & M9 are.

		 

		SECRETARY: We should get going.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Yeah, you’re right. But we can’t praise science too much.

		 

		M3: Religious people deny science! They’re deniers!

		 

		ALL: religious people are idiots, foolish, irrational; calls saying how smart, clever M3 is.

		 

		M6: Religion is nothing but organized child abuse!

		 

		ALL: religious people are idiots, irrational, foolish; calls saying how smart, clever M6 is.

		 

		M8: [Standing] It sickens me that in this supposedly free country, people are able to teach their children lies and myths as if they were reality.

		 

		ALL: calls saying how smart, brave M8 is.

		 

		M4: It’s because living by a myth is more comforting than surrendering to reality. They hate reality.

		 

		ALL: claps; calls saying how smart, brave M4 is.

		 

		M5: They don’t understand how beautiful science and reality are!

		 

		ALL: calls saying how smart, clever M5 is.

		 

		M2: [Quietly, after a lull] Cancer’s maybe not so pretty.

		 

		M7: [Angrily] That’s not the point! It’s that religious people don’t believe evolution created cancer. They’re so ignorant they don’t even know that evolution makes them religious!

		 

		ALL: God gene!; sage nods; murmurs of agreement, calls saying how intelligent M7 is.

		 

		SECRETARY: [To CHAIRMAN] Maybe we can get started?

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Yeah. But he’s right. I can’t believe how willfully stupid religious people are.

		 

		ALL: they’re fools, morons, etc.; calls saying how smart CHAIRMAN is.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Sadly true. But let’s do something. TREASURER, how much money do we have in the fund?

		 

		M1: [Standing, interrupting] Flying spaghetti monster!

		 

		ALL: general uproar, hooting, hollering, joy; calls saying how smart, witty, clever M1 is.

		 

		TREASURER: [Who stood during merriment, speaking over crowd; holds paper] We’re actually in the hole. People haven’t been keeping up their promised donations. Somebody’s gotta pay for this meal. I’m not getting stuck again—

		 

		M3: [Standing] —We should believe in ourselves, not God!

		 

		M6: I believe! I can see you!

		 

		ALL: laughter; calls saying how smart, clever M3 and M6 are.

		 

		M4: We should really be talking about how intolerant religious people are.

		 

		M8: Yeah, they’re always telling us what to do! Religious views don’t belong in a tolerant society.

		 

		M5: They oughta be stopped. Like in Canada. We should have a law passed that nobody is allowed to foist their views on other people who don’t want them! Especially children!

		 

		ALL: applause; religious people are dopes, etc.; calls saying how smart, clever M4, M5 and M8 are.

		 

		[LATE GUY enters stage right, quietly vies for CHAIRMAN’s attention.]

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Ah, LATE GUY! You finally made it. We worried you joined a cult!

		 

		ALL: hilarity; all religions are cults, etc.; calls saying how smart, clever CHAIRMAN is.

		 

		LATE GUY: [Over laughter, trying unsuccessfully to whisper] Uh, yeah, sorry. Um, I was actually never coming. My mom found out about the group and she made me quit. I only showed up because I promised M8 a ride home.

		 

		ALL: giggles, some suppressed, some open; M8’s mom not as smart, clever as us, etc.

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Oh, that’s right. Your mom still goes to church. Don’t worry. Here. Give her these pamphlets [collects from SECRETARY] which will prove to her how irrationally stupid her faith is. She’ll come around.

		 

		ALL: lighter giggles; whispers how all religions irrationally stupid, etc.

		 

		LATE GUY: [Trying to disappear] Oh. The hotel guy asked me to tell you you’re time’s up. They need the room for the Madison Young Activists Yoga Alliance. [Author’s note: may be shortened to ‘YaYa.’]

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Okay, everybody. That’s it. Next month we build on this meeting’s success and really show why atheism’s an intellectually superior belief system.

		 

		ALL: happy applause; calls saying how smart, brave CHAIRMAN and everybody is.

		 

		SECRETARY: [Standing] Just a reminder that next month’s meeting is joint with the Unitarian Universalists. They’re giving us a talk on ‘Seeking the Spiritual Path to Atheism.’

		 

		CHAIRMAN: Should be good. They told me they got some smart people there.

		 

		ALL: people stand to go; self-satisfied jocularity; high fives, chest bumps, etc.

		 

		Curtain

		

	
		The Why And The How

		

	
		Why You Are Here

		 

		The fool says in his heart there is no God. Even a simple glance at the culture proves there is a lot of of foolishness around. It has become so bad that a secular, nay, scientific, inversion of this proverb has developed: The uneducated say there is a God. That in itself is a fallacy, or rather an observational error, and a particularly uneducated one at that. Denying God is the Ultimate Fallacy, the mistake in thinking that leads to the most disastrous consequences.

		 

		Not for others, dear reader. For you.

		

	
		Begin Again

		 

		It it time to end these philosophical peregrinations and circle back to the beginning, and recall the distinction between local and universal truths. It is always a fallacy to deny a universal or necessary truth. Perhaps we can name the fallacy when it occurs, perhaps we can even assign it a classification, stuff it into a group of commonly made mistakes. That, after all, is what we have been doing for some twenty-odd Chapters.

		 

		It may also be that the fallacy in front of us is sui generis. But however will classify it doesn’t matter. Any fallacy is a mistake in thinking, and the worst kinds of mistakes are those that deny necessary truths. Denying a local truth because of a fallacy pales in comparison. Anybody who says “X is false” when X is a necessary truth has committed the most grievous kind of error.

		

	
		How, Not Why

		 

		Why errors are made is distinct from how errors are made. Why anybody embraces a fallacy has all kinds of psychological, spiritual, historical, economic, cultural and other explanations. I have not explored the why much in this book, for one because it is difficult to do so, and for the more important reason that judgments along these lines are often wrong and are anyway easily denied.

		 

		The battle then becomes about the why, and the how, the real error, is forgotten. The why too easily brushes up against the So’s Your Old Man Fallacy. Tell an atheist he used the Ultimate Fallacy because, say, he is being petulant will not get you far, even if the charge is true (see the Crybaby Fallacy). And he’s likely to return the accusation, an accusation which might even be true. That’s when the useless bickering begins. Lost will be the how and that the atheist has fallen prey to the Ultimate Fallacy. Deal with the how of the fallacy the why will take care of itself. The same is true for all fallacies.

		

	
		Why Not?

		 

		Why the why? When we notice anybody making a fallacy of any kind, it’s easier to begin at the why. After all, to us the fallacy is obvious; therefore we judge it is equally obvious not only to the utterer but also to his listeners. We’ve pronounced the argument’s death and we’re anxious to get to the postmortem. But the why misses the point. We need first to be certain we all grasp the how.

		 

		The how is entirely different from the why. Diagnosing the how is often a dry, cumbersome exercise. It can be little different than diagramming a sentence. Fun and interesting when you first learn how, but a bit tedious afterwards, especially when you’ve done it thousands of times before. It’s like the filling in of routine forms. Drudgery. The why, on the other hand, is exciting. Sparks are launched.

		 

		Yet the how is vital. Without it we go nowhere. So, to understand the nature of the how, we must begin again the beginning.

		

	
		Starting Lines

		 

		We have seen now many times that the most common kind of mistaken thinking is to embrace a set of premises that are wrong in whole or in part. For instance, somebody might claim it is true that “2 + 2 = 5”. Don’t laugh or scoff; it happens, and only extreme embarrassment for one of my own coreligionists stops me from including a recent example.

		 

		Now the statement “2 + 2 = 5” is a universal falsity; it is necessarily false. That means (as we recall from Chapter 1 and the Appendix) there exists a set of indubitable premises from which we without error deduce that “2 + 2 = 5” is false, and thus any other number beside 4 on the right-hand-side is necessarily false no matter what. Most people will not know what these arcane premises are, nor how to combine them in the right way so that logical result is produced; but they do exist and can be learnt with a little effort.

		 

		The man who says “2 + 2 = 5”, and means it, and is not just fooling around, has substituted one or more true premises for one of his own false ones, premises which must be false. Or he has misapplied his logic somewhere along the line. The faulty premise or mistaken logic, if accepted, produces the local truth that “2 + 2 = 5.”

		 

		In the case I am thinking of, the man—here comes the why—substituted desire that the universe not be the way it is; that is, he wanted (himself or others) to get away with some immoral act he knew was immoral, an act he was prepared to say in certain “complex” situations suddenly became allowable. This is like saying, in certain complex situations, “2 + 2 = 5”. Desire, then, was his false premise. In the book 1984, you will recall, the false premise was “Because the party says so.” Might makes wrong.

		

	
		Our Limited Powers

		 

		It is well to remind ourselves that we do not make propositions true (except in trivial senses like “I am typing this on a laptop”, which is true because I am typing this on a laptop). The cause of necessary truths is distinct from our knowledge of necessary truths. Because knowledge of how a necessary truth is true is different from the causes of that truth, there may be more than one way to know a necessary truth.

		 

		Mathematicians are familiar with this fact. Many theorems have lots of proofs, many different arguments which lead to the same necessary truth. None of the proofs are more valid than any other—though, of course, some might lead to richer insights, or be more or less complicated. That means that if we take the most complicated mathematical theorem any mathematician can supply us, the mathematician’s proof of this theorem does not in any way make the theorem “truer” than if heretofore all we had was some peasant telling us “God told me the theorem was true.” True is true.

		 

		If you find yourself saying, “God would never tell a peasant a a sophisticated mathematical theorem was true”, then you have placed an odd limitation on God. If you say instead, “God doesn’t exist,” you commit the Ultimate Fallacy, as we shall see.

		

	
		In The Neighborhood

		 

		Local truths can be compelling. We saw that in Chapter 7 in the discussion of free will. A set of gorgeous premises that all actions are determined by physical “laws” implied that free will was impossible. That view is false based on the unimpeachable observation we have and use free will (this conclusion is defended in full in the Chapter, and not here). That free will is impossible is a local truth given the premises stated. That means, of course, that there is an error somewhere in these premises. What that is is partly answered in Chapter 7.

		 

		Scientists and philosophers all too often fall in deep love with their premises, a.k.a. models and theories. That’s the why of why they embrace fallacies. The how has to be disentangled each and every time by a rigorous examination of every premise in every model and theory. This is not easy to do, especially when the list of premises grows to enormous size, as it does in most modern scientific theories. It’s hard in philosophy too, when a set of premises appears perfectly reasonable, but that imply something absurd.

		 

		Sometimes we know a false premise exists and we can identify it, and sometimes we know one exists but can’t identify it. We’re not infinitely smart. We know false premises exist when the model or theory has made a false prediction or produced an absurdity. The model or theory says a thing is so that we observe to be false. A prediction of the everything-is-physics premises is that no free will exists (as we saw earlier).

		 

		But we observe free will (even if you choose to think you don’t have it), therefore the suite of premises that is everything-is-physics must contain at least one bug, one diseased premise. We know this even if we can’t now, or perhaps never, figure out what this bug is. That we cannot finger it is certainly not proof it doesn’t exist. Recall the warnings of the I Must Be Right Fallacy in Chapter 4.

		

	
		The Ultimate Ultimate

		

	
		The Obvious

		 

		God exists. Which God? Not Zeus, not Odin, not Ganesha. The God of Abraham, St Thomas Aquinas, God the father of Jesus the son and both of the Holy Spirit. The God which is omnipotent, omniscient, timeless. The necessary sustaining (not remote and distant) cause of all that exists. The I Am. This is the only God, and necessarily the only God.

		 

		How do we know this? More ways than a politician knows of avoiding answers. For one, and the best reason, he came to visit us in person for some thirty-three years. For another, He told lots of folks all throughout history. He even told you, in a sense. For another, nothing makes moral sense without that He exists. You don’t make sense without He exists.

		

	
		Proofs Galore

		 

		There are dozens of valid, sound proofs that show not only that God exists, but that also give glances (but only glances) into His nature. We can deduce, for instance, that He is omnipotent, but the full consequences of that part of His nature evades us. That is fine, however, because we observe God exists. He rose His son from the dead. His son later appeared to many.

		 

		There are eyewitnesses aplenty. Water turned into wine, a happy thought, and an act only possible by a being who can change (or add to) to the very nature (or essence) of things. God is, after all, the creator and sustainer of essences. We learned about miracles in Chapter 24.

		

	
		You Already Know

		 

		I do not intend proving here God exists in any formal sense. That you have free will is proof enough. Another is that you are you, that you among other things exist. There is simply no other reason that the universe exists rather than nothing except that it was created, and only a being of infinite power could create something out of nothing.

		 

		If you’re looking for books, there are many. Besides, God has already done the job proving His own existence, and I can’t do better. What interests us here is the local truth, but necessary falsity, “God doesn’t exist”, and some of the ways which people arrive at it.

		 

		The fool, as the proverb has it, argues “There is no God; therefore God doesn’t exist”. That conclusion follows, and we have our local truth: that God does not exist. But the argument is circular, and its premise false. It is thus a bad argument and an instance of the Ultimate Fallacy.

		

	
		Dangerous Ground

		 

		It is a frequent argument, though, as bad as it is. Its premise “There is no God” is accepted by many. Why? Well, why is dangerous territory, as said, but I think it is safe to say desire accounts for many instances of its rejection. People do not desire God, therefore they dismiss Him. That is, they justify the fool’s premise “There is no God” in a separate argument. That premise does not just fall from the sky, but it is produced.

		 

		Often like this: “I don’t really want a God; therefore, there is no God.” The conclusion does not follow. If all the skeptic, or fool, has going for him is the desire “I don’t want God”, then he is basing his life on an easily identified fallacy. Another version of this, a real impetus behind the Ultimate Fallacy, is “I am sufficient; therefore, there is no God.” This can only be believed if the universe (all that exists) is taken as its own explanation, which cannot be, and that every man is his own moral judge, which is moral relativism taken to its logical extreme.

		

	
		Inability Is Not Proof

		 

		This version is even more popular, “I can’t see how God can exist; therefore, there is no God.” The conclusion does not follow, and we should recognize the I Must Be Right Fallacy by now. This argument appears in many guises. A humorous one is this: “I can’t see how God, if he exists, would have created a universe so large, or a universe where backs to go bad so easily, or where there are black holes which are hostile environments for men, etc., etc.; therefore, there is no God.” These don’t even come close to being valid, yet they are far from unheard of.

		

	
		Science Is Dumb

		 

		Another: “Science explains everything, or soon will; therefore, there is no God.” Science does not explain everything. It can’t even explain itself. It is necessarily silent on each of its metaphysical assumptions, including math, which it assumes and cannot prove empirically. Therefore, sciences does not explain everything, and the conclusion does not follow.

		 

		This is a really simple fallacy, exposed quicker than your brother-in-law disappears from the table when the check comes, so it is astonishing why it is so firmly embraced. In many cases, it is because the scientist, anxious to get on with his work without being annoyed by God, has forgotten or denies he needs metaphysical assumptions, and because math just “seems” true, never mind how it is. (Why things have to have a cause to be the way they are is a fun proof of God’s existence, incidentally.) The science version of our fallacy comes about because of sloppiness, ignorance, or hubris. I don’t believe there is a fourth choice, but, as I said, I hesitate to insist on any why.

		

	
		The Old Canard

		 

		“If God caused everything, what caused God? Snicker. Therefore, there is no God.” The snicker is not required, but its echoes are usually heard. This is surely the dumbest objection, because not only does the conclusion not follow because of the I Must Be Right Fallacy (maybe we can identify a cause of God’s existence, supposing such a thing were possible), but because God was not caused, as even a glancing familiarity with the serious literature on this topic shows. The popularity of this one explains a lot about our culture.

		

	
		Blind Eyes

		 

		“There is no evidence for God; therefore, God doesn’t exist.” There is only “no” evidence if we ignore all the evidence. Otherwise there is overwhelming evidence. It is however amusing to ask the person making this argument to explain in detail just what he would count as evidence. He must know what this is, too, otherwise he would not have said there was no evidence. It is only that he has rejected all evidence heretofore proffered; it is not there is none.

		 

		Since he has rejected what exists he must have in mind the kind and nature of evidence he would accept. Press him for its definition. More often than not, he will seek escape, because he has never thought about it. The “no evidence” for him is a slogan, a club he wields to shut off argument. The club is hollow. Nevertheless, you will sometimes get a response, and it’s usually along the lines of bad backs. Meaning, your opponent would accept God’s existence if only the universe were in such-and-such configuration or that there would be no sickness or poverty or something else undesirable. This is always the I Must Be Right Fallacy.

		

	
		Evil Implies God

		 

		Even the presence of a supreme undesirable, like say a baby with incurable cancer, is not proof of God’s non-existence. The Problem of Evil Fallacy is that, without God, there is no evil, there is only opinion—and opinions differ. Evil is the absence of the good. If there is no indisputable reference good, then there is no evil. There is only prejudice, opinion, desire, all entirely subjective.

		 

		You might hate watching that baby die, and consider a loving God would not allow it, but another man might enjoy the spectacle. We know such things are not only possible, but observed often enough in history, though the more frequent example is deaths made by murderous men and not cancer. One man enjoys the slaughter of innocents, another man does not. What ultimate way is there to decide which of these people is right, without there being an ultimate, non-subjective, entirely objective Guide? Answer: there is none.

		 

		If there is no God, whatever argument advanced along moral lines necessarily fails, because any such argument is just opinion. Why God allows bad things to happen is partly explained by our free will, but ultimately explained by The Man Himself. Don’t forget your existence is eternal, and that the phase of it where you walk about and buy books like this (reminder: your mother would like a copy) is only a portion, training, if you like, for what comes next.

		

	
		Misunderstanding Is Not Proof

		 

		The argument, again, is that “God allows bad things to happen; therefore, God doesn’t exist.” The argument can, I believe without controversy, be rewritten like this: “I don’t understand how a loving God can allow bad things to happen if He exists; bad things happen; therefore, God doesn’t exist.” This is a little like saying, “I don’t see how that dad could have loved his child and let him break his arm in the football game; therefore, the dad doesn’t exist.”

		 

		The dad loves his son and recognizes his son has free will and wants to play a rough game. It is further impossible, and not just unlikely, for this loving (human) dad to protect his beloved son from all risk. Love is not contingent on ability to block risk. Free will accounts for all viciousness between men. After all, it is God who produces and allows our free will—somehow, we now not how—while allowing nature to operate as it does. God is all powerful, and our natures are not entirely material, so somehow God brings this about.

		

	
		What A Disaster

		 

		But what about “natural” disasters? “Why did God allow that innocent child to develop that horrible, painful, life-ending cancer? (or fall victim to that terrible storm, etc.)” I have no idea. I will not risk the I Must Be Right by insisting that because I cannot see how God can bring good out of a sickening situation, that therefore God cannot. And therefore He doesn’t exist. I wouldn’t like it either. If it were the cancer-kid’s dad, I would rage and howl at the moon, too. I would, like Job, question God. Fruitlessly.

		 

		I can be glib and say I would try, in time, to trust that God did what was best, and to believe that I will be reunited someday with my child, but I would for a very long time have to fake that belief before I came to really hold it. I can be glib because it isn’t my child. But I hope, I pray, that I would see that my emotions are not proof of God’s non-existence. Nor are anyone’s. My emotions would only be proof of my love for my child, and, in my darker and no-doubt frequent moments, proof of my ignorance in God’s workings and in my lack of faith.

		 

		

		Appendix A

		

	
		Technicalia

		

	
		Brace Yourself

		

	
		The Two Ways Arguments Go Wrong

		 

		At this point, I am hoping the reader does a little work. It is not strictly necessary, but to be complete we should investigate the nature of arguments, what they’re like in essence, before we can say why one is good and another is bad. The mental labor required is not much, but it is not nothing, either. It looks much more complicated than it is, especially on a first reading. You can leave this section now and come back to it when needed. But if you plow through it first, your rewards will be greater.

		 

		Two broad forms of error in arguments can be identified. They are these: (1) the argument itself is flawed, or (2) a reason why a flaw might but does not exist in a sound argument is itself taken for a flaw in the argument. The second form sounds confusing, but in its class are perfectly valid arguments that are dismissed because they are not grasped, they are distasteful, they are offered by the unliked, or for other similar reasons. You’ve heard versions of this mistake hundreds of times. One example: “Don’t listen to him, he’s an bigot”, where our man being bigot is irrelevant to the soundness of his argument.

		

	
		Bad Genes

		 

		This mistake is formally called the Genetic Fallacy—but I like the tag Suspicion Fallacy better. This has its own Chapter. You might hear it used by critics of this book who assert that the arguments in this book do not have to be addressed because its author is a bad person. It is comforting to know that anybody who uses the Suspicion Fallacy has admitted logical defeat—though they may well win the political battle.

		 

		Given that an argument is flawed, and thus a fallacy, the origin of its fallacy can arise in only one of two ways. Let’s look at them.

		 

		Here is a simple argument: “There are fewer than four apples here; therefore there are fewer than five apples here.” All arguments fit the framework, or schema, “P therefore C”, where P are the list of premises assumed or implied, meaning they are there but not necessarily stated or even actively thought of, and C is the conclusion, or proposition of interest. The conclusion is said to flow or be deducible or to be derived from the premises P. Here, P = “There are fewer than four apples here”, and C = “There are fewer than five apples here.”

		 

		Given this P, or assuming P is true, then it is necessarily true that the conclusion C is true. C is deduced from P. There are several unstated premises here, too; they are tacit and understood by all. One is that 4 < 5; another, which is always—as in always—present, is the grammar and definition of the words used. These implied premises, though tacit, are never trivial: many fallacies are committed by misunderstanding or misapplying grammar and word definitions. We’ll meet several examples.

		 

		I apologize, but I can’t let this go so easily. I want to say one more time that the words and grammar are tacit premises of each and every and all arguments, from now to eternity. Forgetting this leads to tears, recriminations, and the gnashing of teeth.

		

	
		Logical Links

		 

		In fallacies, the premises themselves may be flawed in some way or are not appropriate. The connection between the pre-mises and conclusion can also be corrupted. Conclusions themselves are propositions which contain the main items of interest. We almost always start with conclusions (the propositions of interest), because we desire or suspect them to be true, and then work backward toward the premises which we believe prove the conclusion.

		 

		This is an acceptable strategy, but there are pitfalls. If the desired conclusion cannot be proved true by the premises we offer, it must be that the premises are in error or that connections between premises P and conclusion C are at fault. The connections are the sinew, the logical cords which tie the Ps to the Cs; the map from P to C, if you will. This sinew might have snapped or was never connected, and the map starting from P may lead into a dark forest and not to C.

		 

		The connection in our simple apple example was the reason that because some number was less than 4, that same number must also be less than 5. We write symbols for the P and C, and of course for numbers, but we don’t do this for our oridinary reasoning process. There are no symbols to show how we mentally grasp connections, though we can draw symbols for the connections. The connection we make between P and C is every time a real mental leap; it lets us “see” in this case that if x < 4 then necessarily x < 5. See is used in an analogical sense. The work takes place in our intellects.

		

	
		Complexities

		 

		Why speak of these complexities? Because if somebody cannot see the progression of P to C, there is nothing we can do about it to make him see. The mental leap is never a small thing; without it, no argument works. Not one. Not ever. Logicians and philosophers invent symbols for these leaps, as I said. But they are only that: symbols for mental processes we may not fully understand.

		 

		All symbols are only shorthand for deeper thought, a fact that can be forgotten when, through constant use of symbols, the symbols seem to come alive. When this happens, the Deadly Sin of Reification (a fallacy) is committed. We will meet this sin later in the book.

		 

		Syllogisms are excellent teaching tools, though not all arguments are syllogisms. Take the old standby, (written in shorthand) P = “All men are mortal and Socrates is a man” and the C = “Socrates is mortal.” We have to move intellectually from P to C. This step, this leap, is not explicit. It has to be undertaken inside the mind.

		 

		How does it work? We first understand there are many unstated but implied premises inside P and C. Knowledge of the definition of the (here, English) words and grammar, as above, count for most of these tacit premises. We then see—or don’t see—how to get from here to there. Logical blindness is not uncommon. Is it really obvious that everything that is “in” P implies C? Or can it be taught systematically to unthinking machines?

		

	
		Toughen Up

		 

		Let’s make this harder. Keep the same P (“All men...”) but adopt a new C: “Socrates like red cloaks”. Now it might be true that Socrates likes, or liked, red cloaks, but we can’t get from our “All men are mortal...” to this conclusion. The tissue doesn’t connect, even though P is itself true. There is, to repeat, nothing wrong with the premises, which are true. It is the connection that is broken here—which is something else that has to be seen (that broken link). The seeing process cannot be proved: it is implicit. Because P is true, however, it follows that true premises do not guarantee true conclusions (derived from P). Keep this in mind when arguing with an opponent.

		 

		Even better advice is to keep the following in mind: any conclusion or proposition by itself has no need of any argument to be true. Any conclusion is true or false on its own.

		 

		This point is of the utmost importance. We do not create the truth or falsity of any conclusion or premise because of our arguments. A conclusion (which is always a proposition) is true or is false because that is The Way Things Are. The world is built that way. Our knowledge of whether a conclusion is true or false is an entirely different affair from whether the conclusion is true or false. Our thoughts do not make Truth. Arguments, therefore, are purely epistemological, matters only of our judgment, and do not have existence. Arguments have no causal power. (This is why they are rarely convincing.)

		

	
		Local Versus Universal Truths

		

	
		In The Neighborhood

		 

		We have to also guard against arguments that prove conclusions to be only “locally” true. If there is any subtle point that will be missed in this book, it will be here. By a local truth, I mean one that follows from the accepted premises, but where the premises are themselves limited or flawed. The sometime goal of a local-truth argument is to fake what is false as true.

		 

		Local truths are different from universal or necessary tr-uths. A universal or necessary truth is one which is true no matter what, true regardless of what anybody believes, true with complete indifference to anybody’s feelings or desires or party membership. The proposition “4 < 5” is a necessary truth (accepting as tacit premises about the meaning of the symbols). Given the essence of nature of man, so is the proposition “All men are mortal.”

		 

		We always aim for universal or necessary truths, but we all too often miss. Often when we argue over complex propositions, it is often one side has in mind a local truth and the other a necessary truth. The battle is not wrong versus right, per se, but right versus right. The problem is that most local truths are fallacies, considered against universal or necessary truths. But because they are truths of a sort they are appealing and even mesmerizing.

		

	
		Based Frogs

		 

		Example: If we accept or believe that P = “On Tuesdays, frogs can sing in French, and today is Tuesday”, then it is locally true that C = “Frogs can sing in French.” But the premises are absurd, so it is not universally true Frogs can sing in French. Even if, as the Brits say, the French are Frogs, thanks to equivocation.

		 

		Here’s the reason for pestering you with this distinction. It is always possible to discover, or to create, an argument which proves any conclusion to be locally true. That brutal truth, coupled with our boundless desire to be right, is why so many people believe false things.

		 

		Another example. I want to believe C = “My enemy George should get it in the neck”, which is my proposition of interest. I next conjure some evidence, such as P = “All bad persons should get it in the neck and George is a bad person”. My conclusion is then locally true given or assuming these premises. But the conclusion is not universally, necessarily true. There is nothing in the universe which necessitates that my enemy George must get it in the neck. Here the premises are obviously universally false. So there is no way for the conclusion to be universally true.

		

	
		Going In Circles

		 

		A permanent standby for generating local truths is this: P = “C”. In other words, the conclusion is just a restatement or rewording of the premises, and where the rewording is taken as justified. Given this P, for any C we like, C is always locally true! This is the so-called circular argument.

		 

		How do we know C is true? Because C is true! You might enjoy thinking this sort of mistake is too crass to be made by our betters. Alas, it is all too frequent. We’ll meet one version of this later, which takes P = “The poor have less money than the rich” to C = “The poor will pay proportionately more for this service or good.” This fallacy is a variant of the infamous headline “World Ends: Politically Favored Victim Group Hardest Hit.”

		

	
		Humble Contingency

		 

		Let’s return to C = “George should get it in the neck”. This kind of conclusion, like most of our common judgments of everyday affairs, is of the sort that cannot be necessarily true or false, and must always depend on shifting premises. This kind of conclusion is therefore called contingent, indicating its impermanence.

		 

		Mistakes in contingency are caused by bad reporting, misstated data, lack of education, and so forth. Somebody might rely in some argument on a premise about the murder rate for white perpetrators in a certain year, and be mistaken. Or somebody might claim, as some people do claim, that the man Jesus, around whom a well known religion formed, never existed. Simple errors in fact are contingent errors. These are low errors, yet brutally frequent, but they will not interest us much here. Any argument found to contain such errors should be easy to discredit, and usually is, except when the Meta Fallacy strikes. If somebody is relying on the premise “It rained last Tuesday”, which is false in fact, it suffices to show it is was dry. There is no point for us to dwell on factual errors on these kinds. We’re going after more glorious glitches in thought.

		 

		Likewise, we will not tackle political or aesthetic arguments per se. Thus C = “Ty Cobb was the greatest baseball player”, which, while it is surely true, is not capable of absolute proof, nor is it a question of any great fascination. The same holds for propositions like C = “We should decrease the tax rate by x%”. Good arguments exist on either side, but the uncertainty in which premises to accept is far too great to arrive at a definitive answer. These arguments often mix up whether or not a argument is good or bad and what will happen were a certain course to be taken, as in the Harm Fallacy. Decisions are not arguments, so they will not detain us.

		

	
		Seeking Necessary Truths

		 

		The type of arguments, and conclusions, of interest to us are not (for the most part) contingent. Instead we shall speak about conclusions that can in principle be shown to be necessarily true or false. Examples of such conclusions are C = “To murder is always wrong”, C = “God exists”, C = “Women have a right to do what they like with their bodies”, C = “He is on the wrong side of history”, and so on.

		 

		Some of these might have contingent premises that qualify the conclusions—a woman surely has the right to peel potatoes in the manner she prefers, but she does not have the right to kill for the sake of convenience—but in general it is possible, at least in principle, to find strictly true premises from which we can prove these kinds of conclusions necessarily true or false.

		 

		This is why the distinction above between local and universal or necessary truths was made. Again, there is always a set of premises P that makes any conclusion C locally true. Take C = “Global cooling will kill us all by 2004. No: 2010. No: 2014. No: 2025”. This is a contingent matter because there is nothing in the universe which makes this conclusion necessarily true or false. We can find a P to make it locally true, such as P = “This is 2021, man is a cancer on planet earth, and man causes deadly global-cooling-of-doom that will kill us all within four years”. Given this P, C is locally true. But, despite claims you may have heard, nobody knows a P which makes C necessarily true.

		 

		None can exist, either, because C is contingent. Besides, we can find other P that make C locally false, such as P = “Predictions of man-caused environmental apocalypse have always been wrong” (P is thus far observationally true, but is itself not necessarily true).

		

	
		Universal Necessity

		 

		There certainly are universal or necessary truths. Example: C = “The length of the long side is 5”, assuming P = “Here is a right triangle with two short sides having lengths 3 and 4.” Given this P, this C is necessarily true, meaning it is true no matter what, meaning it is true even if you don’t want it to be. Many necessary truths are in our age undesireable.

		 

		As above, there are a welter of tacit premises inside thus Pythagorean P, a miles-long string of prior deductions, that come along for the ride. Mathematicians are keenly aware of these hidden premises in statements like this. In other areas, like morality, even the best of us make mistakes.

		 

		A frequent one is equivocation, where a word or term, in the tacit or even the active premises, has double (or more) meanings, with its meaning unanchored because of a missing premise which says this and not that meaning. My all-time favorite joke relies on an equivocation of this type. Two cannibals are eating a clown, and one says to the other, “Does this taste funny to you?”

		 

		Notes

		 

		¹http://www.dominicselwood.com/telegraph reformationtudorpropaganda/

		 

		²E.g. The Limits of a Limitless Science and Other Essays.

		 

		³https://bigthink.com/strange-maps/mercury

		 

		⁴http://dailykos.com/story/2015/05/29/1388798/-What-I-don-t-understand-about-Willie-Soon

		 

		⁵https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Harem conspiracy

		 

		⁶http://wmbriggs.com/post/11217/

		 

		⁷http://caffertyfile.blogs.cnn.com/2011/01/04/should-children-have-the-right-to-vote/

		 

		⁸https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2018/04/theres-a-growing-movement-to-let-16-year-olds-vote-it-would-change-everything/

		 

		⁹https://wmbriggs.com

		 

		¹⁰Transactions Publishers, New York, p. 174.

		 

		¹¹https://www.axios.com/iowa-country-of-monopolies-7de113b7-2860-4fa2-83ea-32c5b6766c15.html

		 

		¹²https://necsi.edu/research/social/pp/climateletter.pdf

		 

		¹³http://jlpressagency.com/news-stories/20171027-Ngole-loses-case.html

		 

		¹⁴http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/felix-ngole-high-court-appeal-homophobic-comments-bible-facebook-sheffield-university-christian-a8023186.html

		 

		¹⁵https://twitter.com/stone toss

		 

		¹⁶https://twitter.com/nytimes/status/1345771929085632512

		 

		¹⁷https://www.politico.com/states/california/story/2020/05/21/university-of-california-eliminates-sat-act-requirement-1285435

		 

		¹⁸https://thebestschools.org/magazine/eliminating-grading-system-college-pros-cons/

		 

		¹⁹https://www.nationalgeographic.com/science/article/bajau-sea-nomads-free-diving-spleen-science

		 

		²⁰https://wmbriggs.com/post/26109/

		 

		²¹https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/ukraine-crisis-putin-is-on-the-wrong-side-of-history-says-president-obama-9166831.html

		 

		²²http://www.pinknews.co.uk/2014/03/01/whoopi-goldberg-uganda-nigerias-presidents-wrong-side-history/

		 

		²³http://hotair.com/archives/2014/03/03/in-another-world-merkel-tells-obama-she-thinks-putins-losing-touch-with-reality/

		 

		²⁴http://www.mondayvatican.com/vatican/the-church-and-his-dissidents

		 

		²⁵https://newrepublic.com/article/119799/straight-white-middle-class-default-man-needs-be-dethroned

		 

		²⁶http://www.truth-out.org/news/item/20350-meet-the-right-wing-christian-companies-trying-to-impose-their-values-on-their-workers

		 

		²⁷https://thinkprogress.org/catholic-bishops-religious-liberty-includes-right-to-discriminate-against-gay-people-impose-values-36516d03fcba/

		 

		²⁸https://twitter.com/unknowncomic/status/639899682496454657

		 

		²⁹This was Aldous Huxley’s prescient prediction.

		 

		³⁰https://www.thecollegefix.com/post/43577/

		 

		³¹https://twitter.com/RadicalCath/status/978525410857312256

		 

		³²2 Corinthians 5

		 

		³³http://biblehub.com/john/9-3.htm

		 

		³⁴https://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2012/12/where-masturbation-and-homosexuality-do-not-exist/265849/

		 

		³⁵https://www.intersexequality.com/how-common-is-intersex-in-humans/

		 

		³⁶2002, 39(3), 174-8, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12476264

		 

		³⁷https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/beyond-xx-and-xy-the-extraordinary-complexity-of-sex-determination/

		 

		³⁸https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DFgZXL3tL1A

		 

		³⁹https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1683543/

		 

		⁴⁰https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wyDgbmWul9yRBDHiaHhN1tFIE8mkV7FF/view

		 

		⁴¹https://rogerpielkejr.com/2019/04/29/twitter-thread-on-the-biology-of-sex-and-sex-testing/

		 

		⁴²https://www.nbcnews.com/feature/nbc-out/stuck-sidelines-transgender-powerlifter-fights-right-compete-n998836

		 

		⁴³https://twitter.com/RogerPielkeJr/status/1122845098083880960

		 

		⁴⁴https://www.cbsnews.com/news/pete-buttigieg-2020-mayor-challenges-mike-pence-on-lgbtq-rights-saying-his-quarrel-is-with-my-creator/

		 

		⁴⁵https://thehill.com/homenews/media/441780-buttigieg-lands-first-family-cover-on-time-magazine

		 

		⁴⁶https://www.vice.com/en us/article/yvxem5/the-little-death-living-and-loving-as-a-necrophiliac-511

		 

		⁴⁷https://www.vice.com/en us/article/wjee49/animal-urges-women-and-bestiality

		 

		⁴⁸https://theecosexuals.ucsc.edu/ecosex/

		 

		⁴⁹https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/nine-elderly-couples-were-euthanized-in-the-netherlands/

		 

		⁵⁰https://www.ntnu.no/ojs/index.php/etikk ipraksis/article/view/1718/1836

		 

		⁵¹https://www.vice.com/en us/article/nevk7q/anonymous-incest-diary-is-a-brutally-honest-account-of-paternal-rape

		 

		⁵²http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-documents/2018/20180321 docket-317-cv-06011na.pdf. I was involved in this case, having been part to an Amicus brief: http://blogs2.law.columbia.edu/climate-change-litigation/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/case-documents/2018/20180316docket-317-cv-06011amicus-brief.pdf

		 

		⁵³http://quillette.com/2018/03/21/the-problem-of-credulity/

		 

		⁵⁴See his “Queer uses of probability” in Probability Theory: The Logic of Science.

		 

		⁵⁵See my book So, You Think You’re Psychic?

		 

		⁵⁶This can be proved formally. I have done so in the book Uncertainty: The Soul of Probability, Modeling & Statistics.

		 

		⁵⁷https://www.vox.com/2014/5/12/5710538/john-oliver-shows-how-to-debate-climate-deniers

		 

		⁵⁸“Idealism: a Victorian Horror-story (Part One)” in The Plato Cult and other Philosophical Follies, 1991, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, p. 97; emphasis original.

		 

		⁵⁹https://www.edge.org/response-detail/25445

		 

		⁶⁰https://wmbriggs.com/post/10145/

		 

		⁶¹https://www.theguardian.com/books/2018/oct/10/growing-up-in-a-house-full-of-books-is-major-boost-to-literacy-and-numeracy-study-finds

		 

		⁶²2000, HarperCollins, New York, p 218.

		 

		⁶³https://www.timeshighereducation.com/features/public-engagement-go-forth-and-mingle

		 

		⁶⁴https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2006/08/28/manifold-destiny

		 

		⁶⁵http://www.lifesitenews.com/news/former-head-of-pro-abortion-group-pleads-guilty-to-soliciting-sex-with-12-y

		 

		⁶⁶https://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com/2017/01/03/i-am-honored-by-theologians-theres-now-a-coyne-fallacy/

		 

		⁶⁷https://www.nytimes.com/2021/04/14/business/dealbook/ceos-voting-rights.html

		 

		⁶⁸Quoted in http://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/22/books/review/battling-the-gods-atheism-in-the-ancient-world-by-tim-whitmarsh.html? r=0

		 

		⁶⁹https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human sacrificeinAztecculture/Sacrificestospecificgods

		 

		⁷⁰http://www.usccb.org/bible/1kings/18

		 

		⁷¹http://www.usccb.org/bible/job/38

		 

		⁷²https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0d4FHHf00pY

		 

		⁷³http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/1400951.htm

		 

		⁷⁴http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-stedman/atheist-activism-problems/b/1164399.html

		 

		⁷⁵http://nypost.com/2012/01/01/columbia-offers-occupy-101/

		 

		⁷⁶http://www.weeklystandard.com/the-book-that-ate-washington/article/2011125

		 

		About Your Author

		 

		William M. Briggs was born in Detroit at the height of its majesty. When he left, it went into the crapper. Coincidence? He later entered the Air Force and became Staff Sergeant Briggs. When he took off his stripes, the Soviet Union crumbled. Coincidence?

		 

		He went to university and earned many letters after his name which wow the unthinking. After he graduated, they installed a Dean for Diversity, Inclusion, and Equity. Coincidence?

		 

		He lived for many years on the isle of Manhattan during it brightest years. When he fled, the city’s Mayor instituted Vaccine Passports. Coincidence?

		 

		Finally, he wrote this penetrating book. After you close it covers, you, dear reader, will find that you are based.

		 

		Coincidence?

		 

		He wrote Uncertainty: The Soul of Modeling, Probability & Statistics, and co-wrote The Price of Panic: How a Tyranny of Experts Turned a Pandemic Into a Catastrophe. The web site where more about this particularly fascinating individual may be found is wmbriggs

		.

		com

		.

		

	nav.xhtml

    
  
    		Unnamed


    		1 Bad Thinking


    		A Good Beginning


    		Nice To Meet You


    		Here’s Where We Agree


    		Truths You Won’t Like


    		The Basis Of Based


    		I Am Not A Conservative


    		Debased vs. Based


    		Dead Labels


    		Arguments


    		Logical Fights


    		What Fallacies Are


    		Common mistakes


    		Cerebral Stretches


    		Horribly Common Mistakes


    		Accepting The Wrong Thing


    		Means & Extremes


    		That Argument Can Put An Eye Out!


    		Look To The End


    		2 So’s Yer Old Man!


    		You Do, Too


    		Temper, Temper


    		A Common Example


    		More Than One Way To Skin A Fallacy


    		Informally Wrong


    		Bluff & Bluster


    		Merrie Olde England


    		Moral Atheism


    		Grrr


    		Isn’t That Nice


    		Another Hitch


    		3 Ad Hominem, My Sweet


    		Moose Meat


    		You Bigot!


    		A Rhetorical Question


    		Shunned


    		It Really Is Okay To Be White


    		Did Nazi This Coming


    		Error Has Rights, Too!


    		4 I Must Be Right


    		Listen to Me


    		Expertologists Agree


    		Unknown Identities


    		Only On Wednesdays


    		Heating Up


    		Stinking Up The Place


    		It’s In The Bureau


    		The Deepest State


    		Wet Minds


    		What Does It Mean?


    		5 Voting


    		Out By A Nose


    		Within Smelling Distance


    		Hard Math


    		A Crowded Field


    		Put A Cork In It


    		What Does Mean Mean?


    		Galton’s Guesses


    		Some Clue Is Not No Clue


    		No Clue Is No Clue


    		The Results Are In


    		The Trouble With Democracy


    		The Increasing Vote


    		Non-Crowd Wisdom


    		Painfull Interregnum


    		Why Do We Vote?


    		Shared Goals


    		No Shared Goals


    		Sore Winners


    		The Unhappy Median


    		Variety Is The Spiciness Of Elections


    		When We Can All Get Along


    		The Fallacy Revealed


    		Democracy Is Discord


    		Crowds Are Cantankerous


    		The Big Tout


    		All Those In Favor Of Murder


    		Morality Put To The Vote


    		A Sad Science


    		The Political Non-Solution


    		Universal Morality


    		A Series Of Failures


    		Boundary Problems


    		Might’s Not Right


    		Democratic Immorality


    		Just Following Orders


    		Invalidated Lifes


    		Unjustified Acts


    		Lived Existences


    		Fractured Communities


    		Invalidations


    		Validation Fallacy


    		Arrrrr!


    		When A Stump Is More Than A Stump


    		It’s Only Normal


    		Kill Shot


    		Now You’d Jump


    		Busted Windows


    		6 Stars In Our Eyes


    		An Appealing Authority


    		Listen To Dad


    		A Hole In Many


    		Actors Are Good At Lying


    		Infamous


    		Unslakable Thirst


    		Silence Of The Experts


    		Our Children Are Our Future


    		Loops Of Strings


    		Media Event


    		The Physics Of The Physicless


    		It Really Happened


    		Raising Idiocy


    		So So Serious


    		One Last Mistake


    		7 Big Muscles


    		You Just Think It Hurts


    		Top Universities


    		Two Wrongs, No Rights


    		It’s Your Choice


    		Unforced Tears


    		Magician’s Choice


    		Pains For Gains


    		Slave To Theory


    		Mind Into Matter


    		Into The Cave


    		Our Limitation Is Not Proof


    		8 Don’t Do Something!


    		Inaction As Action


    		Necessary Evils


    		Gain & Pain


    		Back Into The Pan


    		Can You Spare Any Change?


    		Closed Gates


    		Traditionally Speaking


    		I Didn’t Mean That


    		Wee Beasties


    		Aren’t We Nice?


    		Shod That


    		Consequences Be Damned


    		Discouraging Words


    		Iterative Failures


    		No Closing The Gap


    		Malthus Isn’t What You Think


    		Leviathan Feeds


    		Where’s My Relief


    		Again, I Am So Nice


    		That’s A Large Fraction


    		Hey, How Are Ya?


    		Cancerous Growth


    		Mandatory Madness


    		Cough ’Til It Hurts


    		Whatever You Say, Boss


    		Didn’t See That Coming


    		Coming’ Up Boss


    		Nice Lobby


    		The Poor Have Less Money


    		Crying Out To Heaven


    		Median Intelligence


    		Alive Broke


    		Hardest Hit


    		9 Somebody Might Hurt!


    		Precaution Caution


    		True Love


    		Look Out!


    		Contingency


    		It Can Always Get Worse


    		It Never Worked On Your Mother


    		Black Swans From Outer Space


    		Unfriendly Foreign Objects


    		Fragility


    		An Over-Abundance Of Precaution


    		Plants Eat Carbon Dioxide


    		Aliens Are Worse


    		Probability Isn’t Decision


    		10 The Undead Woke Army


    		I’m Offended


    		Everything Upsets Me


    		Feelings Are Superior To Truth


    		Effeminacy Abounds


    		Why Corporations Are Woke


    		So Sue Me


    		Force Assembly


    		Discriminating Taste


    		Everybody Hates Statistics


    		Nice Opinion You Have, Comrade


    		In Your Best Harvard Accent


    		Equal Desolation


    		We Don’t Need No Stinkin’ Evidence


    		Screech Storm


    		Appeasement


    		The End Is Not Night


    		11 Can’t We All Just Get Along?


    		Equal Diversity


    		The First Sin


    		I See That


    		An Official Announcement


    		Another Official Announcement


    		Chugging Along


    		It Never Changes


    		Not Even Blind Faith


    		Actual Equality


    		Statistically Speaking


    		We Don’t Need No Stinking Test Scores


    		True Equity Be Damned


    		Men Aren’t Women


    		That’s An Affirmative


    		It’s All The Same


    		The Impossible Is Not Possible


    		Harken


    		Earthside


    		Blue Ribbon Commission


    		Complications Ensue


    		The Solution Caused The Need


    		An Objection


    		The Sad Truth


    		Every Equal Action


    		Impractical Thoughts


    		Our Delightful Oligarchy


    		Superior Thoughts


    		Universal Income


    		Whose Disparities?


    		Coveted


    		Vented Spleen


    		Tamping Down


    		Back To Theory


    		See That?


    		Think That?


    		Lording It Over?


    		Lack Of Opportunity?


    		Discouragement?


    		Found It!


    		Stuck In A Rut


    		Vented Spleens


    		Liberty vs. Equality


    		The Intolerable Cannot Be Tolerated


    		Simple Definition


    		Intolerable


    		Forced Tolerance


    		Diverse Equality


    		Uniform Diversity


    		Three Cases


    		As Easy Equation


    		Powerful Powerlessness


    		Depends On Where


    		Beats You


    		Do We Need A Fumigator?


    		Wherever You Are, There You Are


    		Rodney Says Hi


    		Spare Change


    		Blind Eyes


    		White Crimes


    		A Real Race


    		The Finish


    		12 Race To The Finish


    		Thanks, Mom


    		Racy


    		Like Looking In A Mirror


    		Boundaries


    		Objections


    		Taller & Shorter


    		Anybody Have A Stopwatch?


    		Diving On In


    		Environmentalists


    		Counting Abilities


    		Dinner Bells


    		Being Judgemental


    		Being Gracious


    		Why Cry?


    		Not A Number


    		Sad Times


    		Correlations


    		When I Say Jump


    		You Say How High?


    		Intelligence


    		Right


    		Wrong


    		More Correlations


    		Those Darn Disparities


    		Not So Intelligent


    		Be-cause


    		System Wide


    		Not Just Here


    		Other Talents


    		What Would Happen?


    		White Supremacy


    		Try Again


    		Bad People


    		13 Women’s Bodies


    		The Feminine Form


    		Sorry, Ladies


    		Sex Appeal


    		A Race Not Run


    		Kill And Get Shopping


    		Womb Without A View


    		Human Beings


    		Unviable Argument


    		Abracadabra


    		The Part Is Not The Whole


    		What An Imposition!


    		Who Let Him In Here?


    		The Stork Only Rings Once


    		Shifting Responsibilities


    		Career Labor


    		Left On The Doorstep


    		Who Says Life Is Fair?


    		The Continuum


    		Levels Of Humanity


    		Cult Of Health


    		14 Wrong Side of History


    		The Right Place For The Wrong Side


    		Current Events


    		To The Future!


    		Invasion Persuasion


    		Back Door Example


    		Truth Does Not Flow


    		Whoop It Up


    		The Course Of History


    		Time’s Arrow


    		We’re All On The Wrong Side


    		What’s Wrong Is Right


    		Not Always Wrong


    		Gmarriage Again


    		15 Imposing Your Beliefs


    		Do As I Say, Not As I Do


    		Caught In A Cravat


    		Cultural Norms


    		It’s No Imposition


    		Impose This, Baby


    		Escape Pod


    		Listen To Dad


    		Is From Ought


    		Not So Fein


    		Loud Dogmas


    		Religion’s Impositions


    		Big Bully


    		English Accent


    		Bluster Again


    		Cynical View


    		Hyphenated Vote


    		Misnamed Organizations


    		Discrimination Is Good


    		Paper Bag Logic


    		Overt & Covert


    		Pamphlets Galore


    		Have A Listen


    		It’s A Privilege


    		Speakee English?


    		Jungle Fever


    		What Mama Said


    		Equality Again


    		Lack Of Opportunity


    		Necessary Inequalities


    		Certain Conditionals


    		Fine Sledding


    		It’s Just Not Just


    		No Cherry Tree


    		Of No Color


    		Being All Judgmental


    		That’d Be Super


    		The Judge Is In


    		16 Man Oh Man!


    		The Little Corporal


    		Feminine, Masculine & Neuter


    		Bad Grammar


    		Never Forget The Conditions


    		Mental Male


    		We Don’t Mean What We Mean


    		Nominally


    		There Are No Such Thing As Gays or Transsexuals


    		The Main Event


    		A True Accident


    		Sky’s The Limit


    		For Creation


    		Catechized


    		The Course Of Disease


    		It Ain’t Fair


    		Piles Pride


    		Baiting Pride


    		Nobody’s Perfect


    		Me & Thou


    		QWERTY


    		Desire Does Not Create


    		The Menagerie


    		Nobody Likes Statisticians


    		You Aren’t What You Aren’t


    		Terrible Price


    		No Judges


    		Men Are Men


    		No Hate


    		Spectrum Analysis


    		Bad Stats


    		Better Stats


    		Let’s Test


    		No Need To Test


    		False Ambiguity


    		Heavy Lifting


    		What’s A Man?


    		Raising The Dead


    		He Loves Transportation


    		Not That Way


    		Deeper Waters


    		You Can’t Go Against God


    		17 I Consent


    		Debased Scenarios


    		We Could Go On From Here


    		Not So Appalling


    		Creepy Times


    		Consequences Of Consent


    		Can’t Keep It In The Bedroom


    		It’s A Jelly


    		Consent In Everything


    		Natural Law


    		18 He Works For An Oil Company!


    		Slick As Greased Oil


    		Friendly Words


    		It’s In The Genes


    		You’ll Recognize These


    		Granted By Government


    		Nazis Everywhere


    		Heil-o


    		Sticks & Sticks


    		What Do You Call Two Dead Lawyers?


    		Is There A Lawyer In The House


    		Where’s The Lie?


    		Inhuman Resources


    		Trees Are Also Resources


    		Paradox Of Evidence


    		That Box Of Tissues


    		No Hack


    		Drawing Apart


    		Stretched Beyond Belief


    		Persperations


    		Make Up Your Mind


    		That’s Still In The Future


    		Decisions, Decisions


    		My Awareness Is Raised


    		19 All Together Now


    		Let’s Agree To Disagree


    		Two Consensus Senses


    		The Debate Is Never Over


    		Scientific Consensus


    		A Handy List


    		A Brutal Business


    		Take Off That Whig


    		A Grave Matter


    		Levels


    		Up To Date


    		Stuck In A Rut


    		That 70s Show


    		Tipping Points


    		We Know More Now


    		But Do We Know Enough?


    		Climate Chaos


    		Less Than 100% Is Less Than 100%


    		Decisions Aren’t Probabilities


    		That Guy Was Me


    		Your Solution Isn’t Mine


    		Why Aren’t You Happy?


    		Non-Authorities Are Convinced


    		Authorities Too


    		The Limit Has Not Been Reached


    		Scientifically Woke


    		Absolutes


    		It Takes A Genius


    		20 Science


    		This Chapter Is Self-Correcting


    		Auto-Adjusted


    		Theoretically Speaking


    		Science Speaks


    		Perfection Is Not Ours


    		Breaking The Law


    		You Gotta Have Faith


    		Method Acting


    		On The Edge


    		Science As God


    		Worship Hour


    		Simple Equations


    		Scientism


    		Types Of Errors


    		Headlines


    		Look To The Stars


    		True = True


    		This Section Was Not Peer Reviewed


    		Review This


    		No Choice


    		No Peers Were Harmed In The Writing Of This Chapter


    		Too Convincing


    		Pearl Of Great Price


    		Peered Inot


    		Gangs Have Formed


    		21 He’s A Hypocrite


    		Chopping Down Difficulties


    		Preach It


    		More Celebrities


    		We All Fall Down


    		Cheap Change


    		Tangled Spaghetti


    		Incorporations


    		Voting ID


    		M.O.s


    		Word From On High


    		22 Crybaby


    		The Dawkins Deposition


    		Tell Me When It Hurts


    		Misnamed Man


    		Oh, Hell


    		That’s Nice


    		That’s Mean


    		Missing The Point


    		Say, Dad


    		Strange Gods


    		Sacrifices Must Be Made


    		Not A Baal


    		Repugnance Is Not An Argument


    		Suck It Up


    		It’s A Job


    		23 By Design


    		Science Without God Is Incomplete


    		Assuming God Doesn’t Exist


    		Assuming He Does


    		Intelligent Design Is Trivially True


    		Pay Atttention To Definitions


    		Something Is Not Nothing


    		Scientists Wander Off


    		Hostile Arguments


    		What Intelligent Design Is


    		Mechanics


    		Step Right Up


    		The Game Of Life


    		24 Miracles


    		Not All Things Are Possible


    		Be Nice


    		How Low Can You Go


    		Sounds Like This


    		Poisonous Humes


    		The Big Why


    		Selfish Science


    		If I Had A Nickel


    		Ever Greene


    		Alternatives


    		Hot Times


    		Easy To Say


    		When Proof Isn’t


    		Spooning


    		Objection, Your Honor


    		It Was A Good Year


    		A Fine Vintage


    		The Right Answer


    		Knowing The How


    		What Miracles Are


    		Changed Natures


    		Doctor In The House?


    		He Has A Pulse


    		Little Jimmy


    		What’s Up, Doc


    		Time Machines


    		Dear Departed


    		Asked & Answered


    		25 One True Spartacus


    		Do You Like Gladiators?


    		Defiance


    		Many gods


    		A Good Joke


    		One True Theory


    		Up At Atom


    		Probably So


    		Dogma


    		Being All Dogmatic


    		Mental Workouts


    		This Statement Is True


    		26 Meta Fallacy


    		27 The Ultimate Fallacy


    		Dinner With Atheists


    		The Why And The How


    		Why You Are Here


    		Begin Again


    		How, Not Why


    		Why Not?


    		Starting Lines


    		Our Limited Powers


    		In The Neighborhood


    		The Ultimate Ultimate


    		The Obvious


    		Proofs Galore


    		You Already Know


    		Dangerous Ground


    		Inability Is Not Proof


    		Science Is Dumb


    		The Old Canard


    		Blind Eyes


    		Evil Implies God


    		Misunderstanding Is Not Proof


    		What A Disaster


    		A Technicalia


    		Brace Yourself


    		The Two Ways Arguments Go Wrong


    		Bad Genes


    		Logical Links


    		Complexities


    		Toughen Up


    		Local Versus Universal Truths


    		In The Neighborhood


    		Based Frogs


    		Going In Circles


    		Humble Contingency


    		Seeking Necessary Truths


    		Universal Necessity


  




  
    		Cover


  




cover.jpeg
Everything

~

Lr -« You

-

> g Believe

‘/‘ \Wrong

I?ﬁ "' Baisi
L - 2 ‘%
'\’ William M Briggs





