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PREFACE
“Mr Nemo” is a pseudonym adopted by an angry, unemployed philosopher: me.
“Trump” names a President of the United States of America, elected on 8
November 2016.
“The WTFU Party” names an alternative political party created by me on 22
November 2016, in reaction and response to Trump’s election.
This lightly-edited compilation of short essays, which I started writing the day after
Trump’s election, and then posted online in regular installments on Medium,
starting on 22 November 2016, running more-or-less weekly over the course of
roughly a year, up to 3 November 2017, is a record of my attempt to develop,
express, and refine my admittedly radical, or at the very least unconventional, ideas
about politics, as an ongoing critical, philosophical narrative about the first year in
The Age of Trump.
One year later, I think it’s safe to say that The WTFU Party was a failure—alas.
But, perhaps, it was also one of the promethean failures described here:
https://medium.com/indian-thoughts/on-philosophical-failures-68da13e6cddb
In any case, I most gratefully thank the Party’s 12 members and 23 fellowtravelers/sympathizers, including 7 cats and dogs — Duke, Betty, Ashi, Sweetpea,
Walter Johnson, Captain, and Lukas — and one orphan baby squirrel, for their
interest, infra-human or trans-species solidarity, and tolerance.
I’m re-publishing these essays here as a book, and also making them universally
shareable, in the passionate hope that they’ll do somebody, somewhere, somehow,
some good.
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 8 November 20171
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The seven-part WTFU Party platform was repeated in every post, and has also been included in the first seven
essays below because they successively introduce and rationally justify each part of the platform, but otherwise it
has been left out. A few of the posts were more angrily or jokily political than philosophically political, so I’ve also
left those out. And one or two posts mentioned collusion between Trump/Trump’s minions and Putin/Russia, but
I’ve been subsequently convinced by the journalists Glenn Greenwald, Caitlin Johnstone, and Michael Tracey that
“Russiagate” is largely a case of manufactured consent organized by the contemporary power elite in order to
further its own self-interests at the expense of everyone else’s well-being: so I’ve left those out too.
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Wake The Fuck Up! USA: A New Alternative
Political Party Led by Nobody
Enlightenment is the human being’s emergence from his own self-incurred immaturity.
Immaturity is the inability to make use of one’s own understanding without direction
from another. This immaturity is self-incurred when its cause lies not in lack of
understanding but in lack of resolution and courage to use it without direction from
another. Sapere aude! Have the courage to use your own understanding! is thus the motto
of Enlightenment.
(Source: I. Kant, “What is Enlightenment?”)
I’m as mad as hell, and I’m not going to take this anymore!
(Source: Network, dir. S. Lumet, 1976).
I’m nobody from nowhere, born and raised in North America.
So you can call me Mr Nobody, aka Mr Nemo, from Nowhere, NA.
I’m just an angry, unemployed philosopher with a penchant for speaking his own mind and
feelings.
And I hate contemporary politics with a passion: I can’t imagine anything worse than running for
elected office, as things currently stand.
One of the many things I passionately hate about contemporary politics is its strong tendency to
create cults of personality, and demagogues, who systematically deflect our attention towards
themselves and their social-media-driven histrionics, and away from constructive political
dialogue, participatory decision-making, and harvesting our collective wisdom for complex
problems.
As a perfect case in point of this systematic deflection of attention, cults of personality, and
demagogues, consider the fact that Donald Trump was elected President of the USA on 8
November 2016.
Appalled by this election result, and by the 2016 Presidential campaign more generally, two
weeks later, on 22 November 2016, I created The Wake The Fuck Up! Party, aka The WTFU
Party.
Apart from being appalled by the 2016 US Presidential campaign and election, my creation of
The WTFU Party also has three other inspirations:
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Immanuel Kant’s “What Is Enlightenment?,” whose basic message, when translated into
contemporary colloquial speech, is: wake the fuck up!, and dare to think for yourself!,
the Howard Beale newscaster character in the bitingly satirical 1976 political film
Network, who famously shouted: I’m as mad as hell, and I’m not going to take this
anymore!, and
the Pirate Party of Iceland

My mother, who’s 85, said that the party’s name might be a bit shocking to people, like her, who
don’t use profanity, so she suggested an alternative name, The Wake Up! Party, aka The WU
Party.
That’s totally fine with me: please use the name that best fits your personal, cultural, and social
sensibility.
Right now (8 November 2017 — yes, one entire year later), the Party has 12 members and 23
fellow-travelers/sympathizers, including 7 cats and dogs — Duke, Betty, Ashi, Sweetpea, Walter
Johnson, Captain, and Lukas — and one orphan baby squirrel.
So that’s 35 of us altogether.
Duke, Betty, and Walter Johnson, who are Canadians, were really pulling for Bernie Sanders in
the 2016 US Presidential election, so Bernie was officially invited to join The WTFU Party too,
although he never replied to my e-mails. Alas.
But in any case, you can see that The WTFU Party, led by Nobody and fully open to all human
beings and sympathetic members of other species, from all over North America, Central
America, South America, or anywhere else in the world, is far from being a traditional political
party.
It’s a cosmopolitan political party in the widest possible sense.
In brief, The WTFU Party is a new alternative political movement for people who —






are passionately committed to respect for human dignity, intolerance for human
oppression, and tolerance for free expression;
are open-minded, empathetic, and cosmopolitan;
are mad as hell about contemporary politics, especially in the USA, although by no
means exclusively there;
have a sense of humor; and above all,
hope that they might really be able to do something by participating in a realistic,
altruistic, genuinely progressive and indeed neo-utopian, global ethical and political
project.

But more specifically, here is the seven-part platform of The WTFU Party:
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1. Universal Respect for Human Dignity (URHD):


Human dignity is the absolute non-denumerable moral value of every member of
humanity, and everyone ought to try wholeheartedly to treat everyone else in a way that
is sufficient to meet the demands of respect for human dignity, especially including (i)
alleviating or ending human oppression, and (ii) actively engaging in mutual aid and
mutual kindness.

2. Universal Basic Income (UBI):


Anyone 21 years of age or over and living permanently in the USA, who has a personal
yearly income of $50,000 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their UBI,
would receive $25,000 USD per year, with no strings attached.

3. A 15-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs):


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

Thus anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000 USD
if they chose to do an eco-job.
The rationale behind the three-year gap between (i) being offered an eco-job at 18 and (ii)
beginning to receive their UBI at 21, is that every young adult who has finished high school will
have the option of pursuing three years of part-time or full-time free higher education without
credentialing, i.e., for its own sake, after high school, before making longer-term decisions about
what I call job-work and life-work .
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, that recipient’s total UBI is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s total
UBI is reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or
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under $50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00
USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
4. Universal Free Higher Education Without Credentialing (HEWC):





Everyone would be offered, beyond their high-school education, a free, three-year
minimum, optional (but also open-ended beyond those three years, as a further option),
part-time or full-time universal public education program in the so-called “liberal arts,”
and also in some of the so-called “STEM” fields, including the humanities, the fine arts,
the social sciences, mathematics, and the natural sciences.
For many or even most people, their HEWC would fall between (i) the end of their high
school education at age 18 and the corresponding availability of eco-jobs, and (ii) the
beginning of their UBI at age 21.
But HEWC would be open to anyone with a high school degree, no matter how old they
are, provided they are mentally and physically capable of doing the program.

5. Universal Free Healthcare (UFH):


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

6. 2-Phase Universal Open Borders (2P-UOB):




Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise number
of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of (i)
adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation,
in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of
everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political refugee,
economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global refugees”),
who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or Mexico, and
also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the
three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or permanent residents,
and the precise distribution of new residents among the three members of the GRC, to
depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii)
adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries, provided that all new
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residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in the GRC and elsewhere
in the world.
7. Universal No-Guns (UNG):




No one in the USA, including police, internal security forces of all kinds, armies, and
intelligence forces of all kinds, has the moral right to possess or use guns of any kind, for
any purpose whatsoever, because the primary function of guns is coercion, and coercion
is immoral.
UNG would be implemented by repealing the Second Amendment to the US Constitution
in 2021 and then universally banning the possession or use of guns thereafter.

I’m also assuming that Universal Public Education (UPE) — universal free access for all human
persons of any age to good public education up to the end of high school — already exists in most
countries, and needs no further justification.
Where UPE does not already exist, it would automatically become a necessary part of the sevenpart WTFU Party package, thereby making it a eight-part package.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 22 November 2016
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Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
1: Poverty and Economic Oppression

1. Poverty and Economic Oppression in The Age of Trump-POTUS
Remember The Age of Aquarius? Now imagine its evil twin. 8 November 2016 was the dawning
of The Age of Trump-POTUS.
According to the US Census Bureau Report on Income and Poverty in the USA for 2015, in
2015, the median household income in the USA was $56,516 USD.
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This means that 50% of all households had an income below $56,516 USD.
In 2015, the official poverty rate in was 13.5 percent, and there were 43.1 million people in
poverty.
Now President-Elect Trump, who received 46.3% of the popular vote, is a billionaire — a greedy,
ruthless billionaire.
So for most people, the act of supporting Trump, and voting for Trump, was what is called
internalizing your oppressor: kissing the foot of the person who is stepping on your head.
Do you really think that, over the next 4 or 8 years, he and all the other rich people in the Trump
governing elite are going to make economic life better for you, for those people with household
incomes under $56,000, and for the 43 million people living in poverty?
Hell no. Of course not.
It’s not going to get significantly better and will probably get significantly worse, especially if
you are black, Hispanic, a single mother of any race, or a white person who lives in a non-urban
area.
Now let’s call all those people with household incomes under $56,000 USD or living in poverty,
economically oppressed people.
How would you like to be an economically oppressed person?
Or perhaps you already are one. How does it feel?
Like a sickness-unto-death, right?
2. Universal Basic Income
According to The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party, and its Universal Basic
Income (UBI) proposal:


Anyone 21 years of age or over who is living permanently in the USA, who has a
personal yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their
UBI, would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.

In order to receive your UBI, you would have to request it.
No one would receive a UBI who hadn’t requested it.
Anyone could voluntarily forego their UBI for any given year, just by not requesting it.
Individuals whose personal income is $50,000.00 USD or less, but whose personal worth is far in
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excess of that, would be officially asked to donate their UBI to the collective good.
If desired, one could also have his/her name publicly listed as a conscientious UBI-donor.
Every year, there would be a single-day national holiday devoted to UBI celebrations, and
especially to thanking conscientious UBI-donors.
We could call it UBI-Day.
The UBI would be indexed to the cost of living (COL), so that if the COL went up, then every
UBI recipient would also receive a yearly Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) in addition to their
basic UBI.
Various experimental versions of the UBI proposal have been tried in the past, with significant
benefits for all concerned, and currently, several different experimental versions of UBI are
being tried in Europe.
3. An Obvious Objection to UBI Easily Refuted
An obvious objection to UBI is that it would be too expensive, hence couldn’t be afforded by the
USA.
That’s clearly not only false, but also serious bullshit.
According to The WTFU Party’s UBI proposal, we set the UBI at $25,000.00 USD per year.
In 2016, there are 226 million eligible voters in the USA; and since 2012, 16 million people
have reached the age of 18.
Let’s conservatively estimate, then, that roughly 10 million of those are between 18 and 20.
So there are roughly 216 million possible UBI recipients in the USA right now.
Of those roughly 216 million people, 111.5 million have yearly personal incomes of $50.000.00
USD or less.
Therefore the total cost of UBI for the USA right now, if everyone who is 21 years or older, who
has a personal income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting a UBI,
actually did request-and-receive their UBI, would be at most 2.8 trillion USD per year.
To put that in perspective, the 2015 US military defense budget alone was 585 billion USD, i.e.,
more than half a trillion.
Since UBI would replace social security and many other basic assistance programs, all the
money currently raised in social security taxes or spent on other basic assistance programs per
year could be used for UBI, in addition to progressive taxes on capital accumulation, high
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incomes, money transfer, and money management, and also sharp reductions in military
spending reduction.
Hence UBI would be easily affordable, and those who claim it isn’t, are trying to sell you
down the river.
4. Three Decisive Reasons for Adopting and Implementing The WTFU Party’s UBI
Proposal
First, if The WTFU Party’s UBI proposal were adopted and implemented, then it would end
poverty in the USA, forever.
Second, if The WTFU Party’s UBI proposal were adopted and implemented, then it would end
economic oppression in the USA, forever.
Third, if The WTFU Party’s UBI proposal were adopted and implemented then everyone living
permanently in the USA would be liberated from the fear of poverty and economic oppression,
forever.
In other words, no one living permanently in the USA would have to feel that their life is like a
sickness-unto-death for those reasons, ever again.
5. Two Things You Can Do Right Now
In order to make UBI a reality, you can do these two things right now:



Publicly demand The WTFU Party’s version of UBI
Elect a President and Congress in 2020 who support The WTFU Party’s version of
UBI

That’s only four years away.
Only four years away from no more fear of poverty or economic oppression, forever.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 6 December 2016
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Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
2: The Job Dilemma

1. What is a Shit Job?
By a shit job, I mean either a job that pays well but is meaningless and pointless, and also
unproductive and useless for anyone other than the job-holder (aka a bullshit job) or a job that is
bad for any other reason, e.g., it’s boring, dangerous, demeaning, otherwise low-status, grossly
underpaid, etc. etc.
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Simply put, a shit job is a job you would quit right now, if you could afford it.
So the criterion of whether you now have a shit job or not is this:
Would you quit your job right now, if you could afford it?
If so, then you have a shit job.
Is this your fault?
2. The Job Dilemma
No, it isn’t your fault.
In The Age of Trump — that is, over the next 4 to 8 years — most people living in the USA are
going to face the following dilemma, The Job Dilemma:
either you have no job, or else you hate your job because it’s a shit job.
The reasons for this are simple.
First, in November 2016, according to US Bureau of Labor Statistics, the unemployment rate
was 4.6 percent, with 7.4 million unemployed people actively looking for jobs, plus 2 million
long-term unemployed people.
That’s almost 10 million unemployed people.
Do you think that those people are happy or unconcerned about being unemployed?
If you do, then you’re in the grip of a self-serving cognitive illusion.
Try it sometime, for a year or 2, and then tell me what you think.
Unemployed people hate being unemployed, like a sickness unto death.
Let’s assume that the roughly-10-million-unemployed-people number is a benchmark for the
next 4 years.
This means that, for the next four years, roughly 10 million people are always going to be
unemployed and hate their own lives like a sickness unto death.
Second, over the next four or eight years, advances in technology are going to make a great
many current jobs obsolete — e.g., driverless trucks.
Third, since many or even most people would quit their current job instantly if they could afford
to, many or even most jobs are going to be shit jobs.

16

Now as I pointed out in the first essay in this series, on poverty and economic oppression,
President-Elect Trump, who received 46.3% of the popular vote, is a billionaire — a greedy,
ruthless billionaire.
So for most people, the act of supporting Trump, and voting for Trump, was what is called
internalizing your oppressor: kissing the foot of the person who is stepping on your head.
Do you really think that, over the next 4 or 8 years, he and all the other rich people in the Trump
governing elite are even going to attempt to fix The Job Dilemma?
Hell no. Of course not.
So, for as long as Trump is POTUS and nothing is done to fix The Job Dilemma, you’re
screwed.
3. Universal Basic Income and a Fifteen-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit
Jobs, i.e, Eco-Jobs
According to The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party, and its Universal Basic
Income (UBI) proposal:


Anyone 21 years of age or over who has a personal yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or
less, and is capable of requesting their UBI, would receive $25,000.00 USD per year,
with no strings attached.

Moreover, over and above UBI, The WTFU Party is also proposing a Fifteen Hour Workweek
for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs), which says:


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

More precisely, then, high school graduates of 18 years of age or older would be offered an ecojob paying $25,000.00 per year, and, in addition, when they reached the age of 21, provided they
were earning in total $50,000.00 USD per year or less, they would also receive another
$25,000.00 as their UBI (subject, however, to systematic scaling-back for non-eco-job income,
as described below).
In any case, it would mean that anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and
who is also mentally and physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income
of at least $50,000 USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
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(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, that recipient’s total UBI is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s total
UBI is reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or
under $50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00
USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
4. Five Types of Eco-Jobs
According The WTFU Party’s FHW-for-UNBJs proposal, there would be five types of eco-jobs.
1. eco-education (eco-ed) jobs: that is, jobs whose specific role is to provide help in currently
under-staffed areas within the system of Universal Public Education (UPE),
2. eco-healthcare (eco-health) jobs: that is, jobs whose specific role is to provide help in
currently under-staffed areas within the system of Universal Free Healthcare (UFH),
3. eco-protection (eco-pro) jobs: that is, jobs whose specific role is to provide help in currently
under-staffed areas in (3i) urban-environmental clean-up and tending (including garbage
collection, litter removal, recycling, public gardening, snow removal, etc.) and (3ii) naturalenvironmental clean-up and tending (including forestry and re-forestation, water pollution-clean
up, industrial pollution clean-up, etc.)
4. eco-transportation (eco-trans) jobs: that is, jobs whose specific role is to provide help in
currently under-staffed areas in the hybrid or all-electric car industry, and
5. eco-administration (eco-admin) jobs: that is, jobs whose specific role is to provide help in
organizing, implementing, and running the system of eco-jobs.
5. The Requirements for an Eco-Job
According to The WTFU Party’s FHW-for-UNBJs proposal, there would be 6 individually
necessary and jointly sufficient requirements for an eco-job.
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1. If you want to own a vehicle other than a bicycle or other self-propelled machine, you either
(1i) sell or trade in any gasoline-only vehicles you already own, in return for a free hybrid or allelectric car, or (1ii) if you do not already own a gasoline-only vehicle, then you receive a free
hybrid or all-electric car,
2. If, by virtue of requirement 1, you do own a hybrid car, you agree to drive it according to a
regular plan for modest gasoline consumption,
3. You agree to purchase and eat meat-products according to a regular plan for modest meatconsumption,
4. You have completed a high school education,
5. You are 18 years of age or older, and
6. You are mentally and physically capable of doing your eco-job.
6. How Would the System of Eco-Jobs Be Implemented?
According to The WTFU Party’s FHW-for-UNBJs proposal, in the first six months of 2021, all
(roughly ten million) unemployed people would be asked the following two-part question: do
you meet the requirements for an eco-job, and if so and you were offered an eco-job, would you
take it?
Let’s call the number of unemployed people who could answer yes to both parts of that question,
the New Jobs Number, aka the NJN.
Then, in the second six months of 2021 a total number of eco-jobs equal to the NJN would be
created and offered to those unemployed people.
Also during 2021, the number of jobs made obsolete due to new technology would be calculated.
Let’s call that number the Obsolete Jobs Number, aka the OJN.
And also during the first six months of 2021, everyone who has a job at that time will be asked
the following question: if you were offered an eco-job starting in January 2022, would you quit
your current job and take the eco-job?
Let’s call the number of those who say yes to that question the Shit Jobs Number, aka the SJN.
Then, starting in 2022, the total number of eco-jobs that would be created and offered every
year would be equal to the OJN + the SJN for the preceding year.
7. What is the Concept of Human Work?
According to The WTFU Party, this is the concept of human work:
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human work is any form of creative or productive rational human agency
every human worker is a real human person, inherently possessing human dignity, and
not a mere instrument or a mere thing
there are two basic kinds of human work, namely job-work and life-work
job-work, in general, is whenever a human worker receives wages in return for creation
or production
job-work, specifically according to FHW-for-UNBJs, is the part-time (15 hours per
week) means by which the person earns an adequate living-wage doing something
productive and useful for humanity
life-work is some creative, meaningful activity (aka a project), or a series of such
activities (aka projects), pursued as a full-time, or almost full-time, lifetime calling
the basic function of job-work is to enable and support life-work, although one’s jobwork could also be chosen as one’s life-work

It is crucial to note that life-work is an exceptionally broad category, including anything from
raising children or otherwise caring for other people, to carpentry and other sorts of
craftsmanship, to playing games or sports, to making or performing music, to painting or
sculpting, to writing literature of any kind, to making movies, to studying and writing history, to
philosophy.
What is essential to life-work is that it involves creative, meaningful activity.
Therefore, life-work substantially overlaps with the category of human play, which is often
falsely opposed to human work.
On the contrary, insofar as play is creative and meaningful, it can also be life-work.
8. Six Decisive Reasons for Implementing UBI and Eco-Jobs Together
First, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, no one who is capable of working and
who wants to work will ever be unemployed again, forever.
Second, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, no one who is capable of working and
who wants to work will ever have to take a shit job again, forever.
Third, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, The Job Dilemma would be fixed,
forever.
Fourth, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, since there would be an initial set of
eco-jobs created and offered in the second six months of 2021 equal to the New Jobs Number,
then a further set of new eco-jobs equal to the Obsolete Jobs Number + the Shit Jobs Number for
2021 created and offered in January 2022, and then a further set of new eco-jobs equal to the
OJN + SJN for 2022 created and offered in January 2023, and so-on for subsequent years, then,
year by year, there would be a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in the USA,
and, correspondingly significant progress would be made by the USA towards preventing
future disasters of global climate change.
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Fifth, therefore, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, every eco-job will by its very
nature be a useful, productive, environmentally respectful job.
Sixth and finally, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, since the function of jobwork is to enable and support life-work, the universal availability of eco-jobs will be in itself
liberating for you and the rest of humanity living in the USA too.
9. Two Things You Can Do Right Now
In order to make UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, and eco-jobs a reality, you can do these two things right
now:



Publicly demand The WTFU Party’s version of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, and eco-jobs
Elect a President and Congress in 2020 who support The WTFU Party’s version of
UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, and eco-jobs

That’s only four years away.
Only four years away from no more fear of unemployment or having to do shit jobs, forever.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 9 December 2016
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Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
3: Healthcare Hell

1. Healthcare Hell in the USA
The United States life expectancy of 78.4 years at birth, up from 75.2 years in 1990,
ranks it 50th among 221 nations, and 27th out of the 34 industrialized OECD countries,
down from 20th in 1990. Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes
of Health in 2013, the United States had the highest or near-highest prevalence of obesity,
car accidents, infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually transmitted infections,
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adolescent pregnancies, injuries, and homicides. On average, a U.S. male can be expected
to live almost four fewer years than those in the top-ranked country, though notably
Americans aged 75 live longer than those who reach that age in other developed nations.
A 2014 survey of the healthcare systems of 11 developed countries found the US
healthcare system to be the most expensive and worst-performing in terms of health
access, efficiency, and equity.
Gallup recorded that the uninsured rate among U.S. adults was 11.9% for the first quarter
of 2015, continuing the decline of the uninsured rate outset by the Affordable Care Act.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990.” Recent evidence demonstrates
that lack of health insurance causes some 45,000 to 48,000 unnecessary deaths every year
in the United States. In 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical
expenses. A 2013 study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy
due to medical expenses, and 43% are forced to mortgage or sell their primary residence.
Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes of Health in 2013, the
United States was at or near the top in infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually
transmitted infections, adolescent pregnancies, injuries, homicides, and rates of disability.
Together, such issues place the U.S. at the bottom of the list for life expectancy. On
average, a U.S. male can be expected to live almost four fewer years than those in the
top-ranked country.
The U.S. Census Bureau reported that 49.9 million residents, 16.3% of the population,
were uninsured in 2010 (up from 49.0 million residents, 16.1% of the population, in
2009). According to the World Health Organization (WHO), the United States spent
more on health care per capita ($7,146), and more on health care as percentage of its
GDP (15.2%), than any other nation in 2008. The United States had the fourth highest
level of government health care spending per capita ($3,426), behind three countries with
higher levels of GDP per capita: Monaco, Luxembourg, and Norway. A 2001 study in
five states found that medical debt contributed to 46.2% of all personal bankruptcies and
in 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical expenses. Since then,
health costs and the numbers of uninsured and underinsured have increased. A 2013
study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy due to medical
expenses.
The U.S. pays twice as much as Canada yet lags behind other wealthy nations in such
measures as infant mortality and life expectancy. Currently, the U.S. has a higher infant
mortality rate than most of the world’s industrialized nations. In the United States life
expectancy is 42nd in the world, after some other industrialized nations, lagging the other
nations of the G5 (Japan, France, Germany, U.K., U.S.) and just after Chile (35th) and
Cuba (37th).
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Life expectancy at birth in the U.S., 78.49, is 50th in the world, below most developed
nations and some developing nations. Monaco is first with 89.68. Chad is last with 48.69.
With 72.4% Americans of European ancestry, life expectancy is below the average life
expectancy for the European Union. The World Health Organization (WHO), in 2000,
ranked the U.S. health care system as the highest in cost, first in responsiveness, 37th in
overall performance, and 72nd by overall level of health (among 191 member nations
included in the study). In 2008 the Commonwealth Fund, an advocacy group seeking
greater government involvement in US healthcare, then led by former Carter
administration official Karen Davis, ranked the United States last in the quality of health
care among similar countries, and notes U.S. care costs the most.
United States ranks close to the bottom compared to other industrialized countries on
several important health issues affecting mortality: low birth weight and infant mortality,
injuries and murder, teen pregnancy and STDs, HIV and AIDS, deaths resulting from
drug overdoses, obesity and diabetes, heart disease, COPD, and general disability.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990.” The 2004 IOM report observed
“lack of health insurance causes roughly 18,000 unnecessary deaths every year in the
United States”, while a 2009 Harvard study conducted by co-founders of Physicians for a
National Health Program, a pro-single payer advocacy group, estimated that 44,800
excess deaths occurred annually due to lack of health insurance.
(Source: Wikipedia, “Health Care in the United States”)
2. What the Fuck?
In view of the overwhelmingly obvious two-part fact that universal free healthcare, aka single
payer healthcare, is not only the norm amongst industrialized countries, hence it could be easily
afforded by the USA, but is also infinitely superior to the healthcare hell that exists in the USA,
then I ask you: what the fuck?
Well, consider this:
Health care in the United States is provided by many distinct organizations.[1] Health
care facilities are largely owned and operated by private sector businesses. 58% of US
community hospitals are non-profit, 21% are government owned, and 21% are for-profit.
According to the World Health Organization (WHO), the United States spent more on
health care per capita ($8,608), and more on health care as percentage of its GDP
(17.2%), than any other nation in 2011. 64.3% of which was paid for by the government
in 2013.
(Source: Wikipedia, “Health Care in the United States”)
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So the overwhelmingly obvious answer to the WtF? question is this:
Privately-owned healthcare providers, privately owned healthcare insurance companies, and rich
doctors in the USA are making out like bandits and don’t give a a shit about you.
Wait! I think I hear the phrase “American exceptionalism” springing to many lips.
But, please don’t give me that bullshit:
American exceptionalism as applied to healthcare (or anything else) is nothing but a selfserving cognitive illusion for fat cats, and everyone who isn’t in the grip of a cognitive illusion
knows it.
Now as I pointed out in the earlier two essays in this series, on poverty and economic oppression,
and on the job dilemma between either unemployment or shit jobs, President-Elect Trump, who
received 46.3% of the popular vote, is a billionaire — a greedy, ruthless billionaire.
So for most people, the act of supporting Trump, and voting for Trump, was what is called
internalizing your oppressor: kissing the foot of the person who is stepping on your head.
Do you really think that, over the next 4 or 8 years, he and all the other rich people in the Trump
governing elite are even going to attempt to fix healthcare hell in the USA?
Hell no. Of course not.
Even Obamacare, which, sadly, is nothing but a pathetic band-aid for a gushing national
wound, is going to be repealed by the Trump administration and governing elite as soon they
take power, and then, strategically, dismantled after the mid-term elections.
So, for as long as Trump is POTUS and nothing is done to fix healthcare hell, unless you’re rich
or have a high-income job, well above the median yearly household income of $56,516.00 USD
(according to the US Census Bureau Report on Income and Poverty in the USA for 2015),
you’re screwed.
3. Universal Basic Income, a Fifteen-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs,
Eco-Jobs, and Universal Free Healthcare
According to The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party, and its Universal Basic
Income (UBI) proposal:
· Anyone 21 years of age or over who has a personal yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less,
and is capable of requesting their UBI, would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings
attached.
Moreover, over and above UBI, The WTFU Party is also proposing a Fifteen Hour Workweek
for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs), which says:
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· Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has completed a
high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job, would be offered
an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours of work (three 5-hour
days) per week.
So anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000 USD
if they chose to do an eco-job.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, that recipient’s total UBI is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s total
UBI is reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or
under $50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00
USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
Now what about healthcare? According to The WTFU Party and its Universal Free Healthcare
(UFH) proposal:
· Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.
4. Two Decisive Reasons for Implementing UFH, Together With UBI and Eco-Jobs
First, although it is true that, under the system of UBI together with eco-jobs, no one would ever
suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, and also no one who is capable of working
and who wants to work would ever be unemployed again, nevertheless, if UFH were not
implemented starting in 2021, then most people living permanently in the USA would still
suffer from healthcare hell.
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Second, under the collective system of UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH, not only would no one ever
suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, and also no one who is capable of working
and who wants to work ever be unemployed again, forever, but also healthcare hell in the USA
would be ended forever.
5. Two Things You Can Do Right Now
In order to make UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH a reality, you can do these two
things right now:



Publicly demand The WTFU Party’s version of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and
UFH
Elect a President and Congress in 2020 who support The WTFU Party’s version of
UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH

That’s only four years away.
Only four years away from no more fear of living in healthcare hell, forever.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 10 December 2016

27

Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
4: Cultural Conflict and Closed Borders

1. Cultural Conflict and Identity Politics
By cultural conflict I mean the mutual antagonism that arises between groups of people with
different skin color, different languages, different ethnicity, different religions or religious
traditions, different gender, different sexuality, different age groups or generations, different
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social castes, different economic classes, different political parties, and so-on, or who simply live
in different places from one another.
Such conflict ranges all the way from mutual distrust and insults, to mutual coercion including
threats of violence or actual violence, to systematic mutual or one-way persecution including
imprisonment, torture, and murder, to war, “ethnic cleansing,” mass murder, or genocide.
The very idea of cultural conflict, in any one of its instances, implies the existence of a centered
group, Us, that is the agent and first participant in a given cultural conflict, and an external
group, or set of groups, that is the target and second participant in that conflict, Them.
Let’s call the agent-group, Our People, and the target-group or set of groups, Other People.
To the extent that Our People have Our own (relatively) unique political practices and policies,
that set Us apart from Them, the Other People, these practices and policies jointly constitute an
identity politics.
2. Identity Politics of the Right, Identity Politics of the Left, and Trump’s Political Meatand-Potatoes
Now as I pointed out in the three earlier essays in this series, on poverty and economic
oppression, on the job dilemma between either unemployment or shit jobs, and on healthcare
hell in the USA, 8 November 2016, the day on which Donald Trump was elected President of the
USA, was the dawning of The Age of Trump-POTUS.
The Age of Trump is going to last at least 4 years, perhaps 8 years.
Since Trump’s election, we find the following highly disturbing cultural and and social fact.
On the one hand, we find President-Elect Trump’s Republican, nativist, racist, anti-feminist,
right-neoliberal, Know-Nothings, unified by their identity-politics.
And on the other hand, we find President-Reject Hillary Clinton’s Democratic, anti-nativist,
anti-racist, pro-feminist, left-liberal, Social Justice Warriors, unified by their identity-politics.
Indeed, the 2016 USA Presidential election was, at bottom, all about cultural conflict, as Mark
Lilla’s controversial recent op-ed piece in the New York Times (18 November 2016) “The End of
Identity Liberalism,” clearly shows.
Trump’s Know-Nothings fear and hate foreigners, people with different skin color, people with
different languages, people with different ethnicity, people with different religions or religious
traditions, and people with different sexuality, and above all, they fear and hate Clinton’s Social
Justice Warriors.
And, in return, above all, Clinton’s Social Justice Warriors fear and hate Trump’s KnowNothings.
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In short, there is fear and hatred everywhere in the USA, cultural conflict everywhere, and it is
all fundamentally driven by identity politics, whether of the right or the left.
But please note this: President-Elect Trump, who received 46.3% of the popular vote, is a
billionaire — a greedy, ruthless billionaire.
So for most people, the act of supporting Trump, and voting for Trump, was what is called
internalizing your oppressor: kissing the foot of the person who is stepping on your head.
Do you really think that, over the next 4 or 8 years, he and all the other rich people in the Trump
governing elite are even going to attempt to fix cultural conflict in the USA?
Hell no. Of course not.
Trump, his governing elite, the Republican Party, and the alt-right zealots desperately need
cultural conflict in order to unify the Know-Nothings by means of identity politics: it’s their
political meat-and-potatoes.
So, for as long as Trump is POTUS and nothing is done to fix cultural conflict in the USA, we’re
all screwed.
3. Universal Open Borders, in Two Phases, as the Surprising Solution to the Problem of
Cultural Conflict
According to The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party, and its Universal Basic
Income (UBI) proposal:


Anyone 21 years of age or over and living permanently in the USA, who has a personal
yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their UBI,
would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.

Over and above UBI, The WTFU Party is also proposing a Fifteen Hour Workweek for
Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs), which says:


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

So anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000.00
USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
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(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, that recipient’s total UBI is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s total
UBI is reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or
under $50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00
USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
And in addition to UBI and FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, The WTFU Party is also proposing
Universal Free Healthcare (UFH), which says:


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

But of paramount importance for the purposes of this essay, The WTFU Party is also proposing
Universal Open Borders (UOB), in two phases:




Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise
number of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of
(i) adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living
accommodation, in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the
human dignity of everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political
refugee, economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global
refugees”), who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or
Mexico, and also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs,
and UFH in the three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or
permanent residents, and the precise distribution of new residents among the three
members of the GRC, to depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, ecojobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries,
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provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in
the GRC and elsewhere in the world.
It is crucial to note that Phase 2 of UOB, and the corresponding creation of the GRC,
presuppose that USA, Canada, and Mexico, by 2021, will have each implemented social
systems equivalent to UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH.
Here is an obvious objection to UOB, which I will call The Inevitability of Cultural Conflict:
Since people are by nature egoistic and mutually antagonistic, then whenever they group together
and become an Us, they will naturally and inevitably engage in cultural conflict with Them, the
Other People. So universal open borders with Canada and Mexico, or to global refugees, will
never work, precisely because they would inevitably lead to even more and greater cultural
conflicts than already exist, and perhaps even lead to war. Therefore, the USA should always
have (more or less) closed borders to everyone, forever.
Here is The WTFU Party’s reply to The Inevitability of Cultural Conflict objection to UOB.
Obviously, cultural conflict exists, and has existed in varying degrees, from minor, to moderate,
to major, to intense, all the way to catastrophic, near-satanically evil, holocaust levels, as long as
real human persons have existed.
Nevertheless, not only is it is simply false that people are by nature, or even inevitably by
culture, egoistic or self-interested and mutually antagonistic, but also the very belief that people
are, as widespread as it may be, is nothing more and nothing less than a self-serving cognitive
illusion that directly serves the interests of Trump and his governing elite.
In other words, Trump and his governing elite desperately need you to believe in The
Inevitability of Cultural Conflict and closed borders, precisely because it’s their political meatand-potatoes.
It is self-evident that people are most inclined to cultural conflict with others, via their identity
politics, when they’re already very angry, anxious, bitter, or frightened about other things, for
whatever reasons — e.g. poverty and economic oppression, being unemployed or having to do a
shit job, or healthcare hell — and then they project those powerful negative emotions onto Other
People.
In so doing, Our People thereby cognitively demonize and stigmatize the Other People, then
actively fear and hate the Other People, or even, in the most extreme cases, cognitively dehumanize the Other People, by seeing them as wild beasts or vermin, or even as human garbage
or human offal, fit only to be eliminated and exterminated.
Nevertheless, these are all strictly extreme, pathological situations, and almost infinitely far
from being the normal situation between different cultural groups.
Of course, there are always some difficulties and tensions.
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Consider, e.g., the most obvious cases of all, men and women, or older people and younger
people.
Nevertheless, it is not all uncommon for sharply different cultural groups, even a multiplicity of
sharply different cultural groups, to get along just fine, all things considered, to their great
mutual benefit, with only the ordinary sorts of “human, all too human” problems, whenever the
larger economic, social, and political backgrounds are appropriately supportive.
Real-world examples of this abound: happy marriages and other intimate partnerships, happy
families, good camaraderie and friendships across even sharply different cultural groups, good
working relationships across even sharply different cultural groups, etc., etc.
Indeed, the city of Toronto, Canada, is an excellent real-world example of all of this.
I am not saying that people are perfect in Toronto or anywhere else: infinitely far from it!
But the essential point is that people of even sharply different cultural groups CAN and often
DO get along pretty well, given the right background-setting of economic, social, and political
support, e.g., Toronto.
The amazing thing, then, is how often we forget or overlook this absolutely self-evident fact.
Therefore, the very best thing that could possibly be done in the face of cultural conflict in the
USA is to create a two-phase UOB situation in which:



everyone in the USA, Canada, and Mexico is moving freely across borders between the
three countries and living wherever they want to,
global refugees are given universal safe-haven in the Global Refugee Consortium
(GRC) consisting of the USA, Canada, and Mexico,

and therefore



people from all over the USA, Canada, Mexico, and global refugees from the rest of the
world, can thereby all actually see each other, hear each other, and interact as
neighbors, without wire fences, walls, or fear of any sort of persecution or violence,
so that everyone is committed to universal respect for human dignity, and also has a
universal basic income (UBI), a fifteen hour workweek for non-bullshit jobs (FHWfor-UNBJs), especially including eco-jobs, and universal free healthcare (UFH).

Thus the surprising solution to the problem of cultural conflict in the USA is:




universal open borders with Canada and Mexico (UOB phase 1), and
universal open borders to global refugees, via the GRC consisting of the USA, Canada,
and Mexico (UOB phase 2),
against the appropriately supportive economic, social, and political background of
UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH.
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Closed borders are therefore not only not a reasonable response to the problem of cultural
conflict, they’re one of the basic causes of cultural conflict itself.
4. Empathy Politics, Not Identity Politics

“Okay,” [Rick] said, nodding. “Now consider this. You’re reading a novel written in the
old days before the war. The characters are visiting Fisherman’s Wharf in San Francisco.
They become hungry and enter a seafood restaurant. One of them orders lobster, and the
chef drops the lobster into the tub of boiling water while the characters watch.”
(Source: P.K. Dick, Do Andoids Dream of Electric Sheep? [New York: Ballantyne,
1968])
Tyrell: “Is this to be an empathy test? Capillary dilation of the so-called blush response?
Fluctuation of the pupil. Involuntary dilation of the iris…”
Deckard: “We call it Voight-Kampff for short.”
(Source: Blade Runner, directed by R. Scott, 1982)
In Philip K. Dick’s brilliant classic science-fiction novel, Do Androids Dream of Electric
Sheep?, and again in Ridley Scott’s equally brilliant classic science-fiction film Blade Runner, it
is philosophically highly insightful and significant that the Voight-Kampff test for telling human
persons apart from “replicants” or androids, is an empathy test.
Indeed, the psychological capacity for empathy is an essential capacity of all human persons.
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In turn, the key to understanding The WTFU Party’s surprising solution to the problem of
cultural conflict, namely the two-phase UOB system, is what I call empathy politics, which is the
diametric opposite of identity politics.
Frequently it is said that the alternative to the corrosive influence of identity politics, which
emphasizes difference, exclusion, and exceptionalism, is a politics of commonality or
universality, and shared interests and values.
That is true, but still too superficial.
What lies at the ground of a politics of commonality and universality is respect for human
dignity.
In turn, what evokes and sustains respect for human dignity is the emotion of empathy: the
ability to mirror the feelings and emotions of other people inside oneself.
This doesn’t mean that you have to agree with other people, or even to like other people,
particularly: all you have to do is to be able to understand their feelings and emotions, and to
respect them.
Empathy is inherently outward-looking, not inward-looking, self-absorbed, navel-gazing, or
narcissistic.
Empathetic people are naturally inclined towards generosity, graciousness, kindness, and
tolerance, and, at a minimum, towards politeness, and not towards arrogance, callousness,
cruelty, rudeness, or intolerance.
Creating and cultivating personal and cultural practices of empathy are therefore the moral and
political antidote to the morally and politically poisonous and pathological influence of
identity politics.
Q: What do I mean by practices of empathy?
A: There are obviously many different ways of opening yourself to other minds, other languages,
other nations, other traditions, and other ways of living and being human: studying their history,
reading their literature, watching their movies, etc., etc.
But above all, what I mean is that we should all engage in frequent domestic and foreign travel,
including actually living in many different places, all over the USA, Canada, Mexico, and the
rest of the world.
That way, once all sorts of different people are actually our next door neighbors, then we will
naturally and inevitably see how ordinary everyone really is, everywhere, hence we will all be
able to empathize with them and respect them as human persons with dignity, just like us.
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But in order to make frequent domestic and foreign travel, and living in different places, all over
the USA, Canada, Mexico, and the rest of the world really possible for most people, we need the
two-phase UOB system, together with UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH.
5. Two Decisive Reasons for Implementing Two-Phase UOB Together With UBI, FHW-forUNBJs, Eco-Jobs, and UFH
First, although it is true that, under the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH, no
one would ever suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, no one who is capable of
working and who wants to work would ever be unemployed again, and no one would ever
suffer from healthcare hell again, nevertheless, if two-phase UOB were not implemented
starting in 2021, then most people living permanently in the USA would still suffer from
cultural conflict and the pathology of closed borders.
Second, under the collective system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJS, eco-jobs, UFH, and two-phase
UOB, not only would no one ever suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, not only
would no one who is capable of working and who wants to work ever be unemployed again,
forever, and not only would healthcare hell in the USA would be ended forever, but also
cultural conflict in the USA and the pathology of closed borders would be ended forever.
6. Two Things You Can Do Right Now
In order to make UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH, and two-phase UOB a reality, you can
do these two things right now:



Publicly demand The WTFU Party’s version of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH,
and two-phase UOB
Elect a President and Congress in 2020 who support The WTFU Party’s version of
UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH, and two-phase UOB

That’s only four years away.
Only four years away from no more fear of cultural conflict and no more pathological need for
closed borders, forever.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 11 December 2016
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Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
5: Gun Violence

1. Guns R Us
As I pointed out in the four earlier essays in this series, on poverty and economic oppression, on
the job dilemma between either unemployment or shit jobs, on healthcare hell in the USA, and
on cultural conflict and closed borders, 8 November 2016, the fateful day on which Donald
Trump was elected President of the USA, was the dawning of The Age of Trump-POTUS.
The Age of Trump is going to last at least 4 years, and perhaps 8 years.
Now President-Elect Trump is adamantly and explicitly pro-gun and pro-Second Amendment.
But, guess what folks?
Gun violence results in thousands of deaths and injuries in the United States annually.
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, in 2013, there were 73,505
nonfatal firearm injuries (23.23 per 100,000 U.S. citizens); 11,208 homicides (3.5 per
100,000); 21,175 suicides; 505 deaths due to accidental/negligent discharge of a firearm;
and 281 deaths due to firearms-use with “undetermined intent,” included in a total of
33,636 deaths due to “Injury by firearms,” or 10.6 deaths per 100,000 people. Of the
2,596,993 total deaths in the US in 2013, 1.3% were related to firearms. The ownership
and control of guns are among the most widely debated issues in the country.
In 2010, according to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 67% of all
homicides in the U.S. were committed using a firearm. According to the FBI, in 2012,
there were 8,855 total firearm-related homicides in the US, with 6,371 of those attributed
to handguns. In 2012, 64% of all gun-related deaths in the U.S. were suicides. In 2010,
there were 19,392 firearm-related suicides, and 11,078 firearm-related homicides in the
U.S. In 2010, 358 murders were reported involving a rifle while 6,009 were reported
involving a handgun; another 1,939 were reported with an unspecified type of firearm.
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Firearms were used to kill 13,286 people in the U.S. in 2015, excluding suicide.
Approximately 1.4 million people have been killed using firearms in the U.S. between
1968 and 2011.
In 2010, gun violence cost U.S. taxpayers approximately $516 million in direct hospital
costs.
Gun violence is most common in poor urban areas and frequently associated with gang
violence, often involving male juveniles or young adult males. Although mass shootings
have been covered extensively in the media, mass shootings account for a small fraction
of gun-related deaths and the frequency of these events steadily declined between 1994
and 2007, rising between 2007 and 2013.
(Source: Wikipedia, “Gun Violence in the United States”)
President-Elect Trump, who received 46.3% of the popular vote, is a billionaire — a greedy,
ruthless billionaire.
So for most people, the act of supporting Trump, and voting for Trump, was what is called
internalizing your oppressor: kissing the foot of the person who is stepping on your head.
The gun and ammunition industry in the USA is BIG business, with an annual revenue of $13.5
billion USD.
So do you really think that, over the next 4 or 8 years, Trump and all the other rich people in the
Trump governing elite are even going to attempt to fix the problem of gun violence in the USA?
Hell no. Of course not.
So, for as long as Trump is POTUS and nothing is done to fix the problem of gun violence in the
USA we’re all constantly at risk of being coerced or killed by guns.
2. Against Guns
I’m now going to argue that


not only (i) owning or possessing and using guns, but also (ii) the Second Amendment,
are both rationally unjustified and immoral.

In order to do that, however, and for clarity’s sake, I’ll quickly introduce some terminology.
By coercion I mean:


either (i) using violence (e.g. injuring, torturing, or killing) or the threat of violence, in
order to manipulate people according to certain purposes of the coercer (primary
coercion), or (ii) inflicting appreciable, salient harm (e.g. imprisonment, termination of
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employment, large monetary penalties) or deploying the threat of appreciable, salient
harm, even if these are not in themselves violent, in order to manipulate people according
to certain purposes of the coercer (secondary coercion).
So all coercion is manipulation.
Therefore, whether it is primary or secondary, coercion should be carefully distinguished from
what I will call minimal sufficiently effective, last resort, defensive, protective, and preventive
moral force:


As a last resort, only either using the smallest sufficiently effective level of violence or
threat of violence, or deploying the smallest sufficiently effective threat of appreciable,
salient harm, in order to defend against, protect against, or prevent, oneself or someone
else being primarily or secondarily coerced, or having their rational human dignity
directly violated.

All human persons, aka people, are


absolutely intrinsically, non-denumerably infinitely valuable, beyond all possible
economics, which means they have dignity, and (ii) autonomous rational animals, which
means they can act freely for good reasons, and above all they are (iii) morally obligated
to respect each other and to be actively concerned for each other’s well-being and
happiness, as well as their own well-being and happiness.

Therefore it is rationally unjustified and immoral to undermine or violate people’s dignity, under
any circumstances.
People have dignity as an innate endowment of their rational humanity.
Dignity is neither a politically-created right, nor an achievement of any sort.
Nor can anyone lose their dignity by thinking, choosing, or acting in a very morally or legally
bad way.
The primary function of guns is for their owners/possessors or users to manipulate, threaten, or
kill other people for reasons of their own, namely, coercion.
That coercion really and truly is the primary function of guns, is clearly proven by the history of
firearms.
Indeed, that coercion really and truly is the primary function of guns is even explicitly stated by
the history of guns provided by the American Firearms Institute, who of course would be
exceptionally unwilling to admit anything they thought would be somehow prejudicial to the
pro-gun, pro-Second Amendment movement.
Notice that I said that the primary function of guns is coercion.
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Please do not let the fact that guns can have secondary or tertiary functions, say, for hunting nonhuman animals, or for recreational shooting, or for holding doors closed on windy days,
conceptually confuse you.
Notice too, that if it turns out that owning/possessing and using guns according to their primary
function is rationally unjustified and immoral, then owning/possessing and using guns according
to their secondary and tertiary functions will be equally rationally unjustified and immoral.
If it is rationally unjustified and immoral for you to own/possess and use a bomb that would
blow up the Earth, then it is equally rationally unjustified and immoral for you to own/possess
and use that bomb for hunting non-human animals, for recreational bombing, or for holding
doors closed on windy days.
Now arbitrarily coercing other people is rationally unjustified and immoral because it
undermines and violates their dignity.
Notice that I said “arbitarily coercing other people.”
That means manipulating, threatening, or killing other people



either (i) for no good reason,
or (ii) for no reason at all, much less a good reason.

“For no good reason” does not imply that there could be a good reason for coercion: all
manipulation is inherently bad.
People who act coercively either have bad motivating reasons for so acting (e.g., selfishness), or
simply coerce without a reason, in a spontaneously bad way.
And please do not let the fact that in some circumstances minimal sufficiently effective, lastresort, defensive, protective, and preventive moral force is rationally justified and morally
permissible, conceptually confuse you.
Defending and protecting yourself or others from bad things aimed at you, or preventing bad
things from happening to yourself or others, is not coercion.
Therefore, since it fully permits arbitrary coercion, owning/possessing and using guns is
rationally unjustified and immoral, other things being equal.
Notice, again, that I said other things being equal.
Please do not let the fact that under some special critical (in the sense of “involving a crisis”)
conditions, when other things are not equal, when all else has failed, and when the only way to
stop someone doing something horrendously immoral, and in direct violation of human
dignity — e.g., rape, torture, murder, mass murder, genocide — to you, to someone else, or to
many other people, that it is rationally justified and morally permissible to use a gun for the
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purposes of minimal sufficiently effective, last-resort, defensive, protective, and preventive
moral force against that evil person, conceptually confuse you.
No one may permissibly own or possess a gun, but sometimes, under some special critical
conditions, it is morally permissible to use one.
But this permissible use is only for last-resort, defensive, preventive, and protective purposes: it
is never morally permissible to use a gun for coercion.
One very important moral and political consequence of the preceding argument is its direct
bearing on the Second Amendment to the US Constitution, which says this:


A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the
people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.

In other words, focusing on the material in boldface, the Second Amendment says that “the
people,” i.e., all Americans, have the moral and legal right “to keep and bear arms,” i.e., the
moral and legal right to own/possess and use guns, unconditionally.
This means that the Second Amendment fully morally and legally permits arbitrary coercion.
The further historical question of whether the original intention of the Second Amendment was
to establish a legal right to own/possess and use guns for militias only, or for all Americans, is
irrelevant.
But arbitrary coercion is rationally unjustified and immoral.
Therefore the Second Amendment is rationally unjustified and immoral.
More generally, no one, which includes all Americans, and which especially includes all
members of the police and the army, i.e., the “Militia,” has the moral right “to keep and bear
arms,” i.e., to own/possess and use guns, other things being equal.
3. Universal Basic Income, Fifteen-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs,
Eco-Jobs, Universal Free Healthcare, Two-Phase Universal Open Borders, and Universal
No-Guns
According to The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party, and its Universal Basic
Income (UBI) proposal:
· Anyone 21 years of age or over and living permanently in the USA, who has a personal yearly
income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their UBI, would receive
$25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.
Over and above UBI, The WTFU Party is also proposing a Fifteen Hour Workweek for
Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs), which says:
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Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

So anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000.00
USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, the monthly UBI stipend is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s UBI is
reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or under
$50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00 USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
In addition to UBI and FHW-for-UNBJs, The WTFU Party is also proposing Universal Free
Healthcare (UFH), which says:


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

And The WTFU Party is also proposing Universal Open Borders (UOB), in two phases:


Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise
number of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of
(i) adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living
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accommodation, in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the
human dignity of everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political
refugee, economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global
refugees”), who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or
Mexico, and also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs,
and UFH in the three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or
permanent residents, and the precise distribution of new residents among the three
members of the GRC, to depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, ecojobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries,
provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in
the GRC and elsewhere in the world.

Finally, and most importantly for the purposes of this essay, The WTFU Party is also proposing
Universal No-Guns (UNG), which says:




No one in the USA, including police, internal security forces of all kinds, armies, and
intelligence forces of all kinds, has the moral right to possess or use guns of any kind,
for any purpose whatsoever, because the primary function of guns is coercion, and
coercion is immoral.
UNG would be implemented by repealing the Second Amendment to the US
Constitution in 2021 and then universally banning the possession or use of guns
thereafter.

Many countries already seriously restrict the possession and use of guns, with significant benefits
for all involved; therefore UNG would radically extend and increase those benefits.
It is of course obvious that UNG would have to be implemented in very carefully-designed
stages, so as to ensure a non-violent, safe transition from gun-free sub-zone1 to gun-free subzone2, etc.
Whenever I describe the very idea of UNG to American acquaintances and friends–including the
most thoughtful, open-minded, left-leaning, or politically radical among them–they initially or
typically get a wide-eyed, horrified look on their faces, shake their heads convulsively, and say
that repealing the Second Amendment is “impossible.”
As they do this, I’m vividly reminded of the mind-controlled characters in The Manchurian
Candidate who, when questioned, automatically intone that “Raymond Shaw is the kindest,
bravest, warmest, most wonderful human being I’ve ever known in my life,” even when they
know in their hearts that this is completely false.
So it is important to point out explicitly what every American already knows in their hearts,
namely, that there is a perfectly clear and effective democratic procedure for repealing
Constitutional Amendments; and that other Amendments have actually been repealed: so in
that sense, repealing the Second Amendment is actually easy and not in any way “impossible.”
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The people of the USA created and instituted the Second Amendment; and the repeal process is
written into the Constitution itself; therefore, the people of the USA can repeal the Second
Amendment.
The WTFU Party knows full well that pro-gun, pro-Second Amendment people are very apt to
fulminate against those who disagree with them, in an attempt to silence the anti-gun “public
enemies,” even to the point of threatening to shoot them, or actually shooting them.
But that these pro-gun, pro-Second-Amendment people would be willing to shoot people for
disagreeing with them and rationally defending the contrary, in view of the First Amendment,
which politically protects freedom of expression, only provides a further self-evident proof of
the political goodness and rightness of UNG.
4. Two Decisive Reasons for Implementing UNG Together With UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs,
Eco-Jobs, UFH, and Two-Phase UOB
First, although it is true that, under the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH, and
two-phase UOB, no one would ever suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, no one
who is capable of working and who wants to work would ever be unemployed again, no one
would ever suffer from healthcare hell again, and no one would ever suffer from cultural
conflict and the pathology of closed borders again, nevertheless, if UNG were not implemented
starting in 2021, then everyone living permanently in the USA would still be constantly at risk
of being coerced or killed by guns.
Second, under the collective system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJS, eco-jobs, UFH, two-phase UOB,
and UNG, not only would no one ever suffer from poverty or economic oppression again, not
only would no one who is capable of working and who wants to work ever be unemployed
again, forever, not only would healthcare hell in the USA would be ended forever, and not only
would cultural conflict and the pathology of closed borders in the USA be ended forever, but
also gun violence in the USA would be ended forever.
5. Two Things You Can Do Right Now
In order to make UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH, two-phase UOB, and UNG a reality,
you can do these two things right now:



Publicly demand The WTFU Party’s version of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH,
two-phase UOB, and UNG
Elect a President and Congress in 2020 who support The WTFU Party’s version of
UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs, eco-jobs, UFH, two-phase UOB, and UNG

That’s only four years away.
Only four years away from no more fear of being coerced or killed by guns, forever.
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***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 12 December 2016
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Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump
6: Everyday Forms of Resistance

1. Non-Violent, Active, Public Resistance vs. Everyday Forms of Resistance
As I pointed out in the five earlier essays in this series, on poverty and economic oppression, on
the job dilemma between either unemployment or shit jobs, on healthcare hell in the USA, on
cultural conflict and open borders, and on gun violence in the USA, 8 November 2016, the
fateful day on which Donald Trump was elected President of the USA, was the dawning of The
Age of Trump-POTUS.
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The Age of Trump is going to last at least 4 years, and perhaps 8 years.
This means that for the next 4 or 8 years, things are going to be really, really bad for everyone
except Trump, his rich governing elite, the Republican Party, and the alt-right zealots.
By oppression, I mean social or political actions or institutions that violate respect for human
dignity by means of coercion, especially violent coercion.
For example, poverty in modern neoliberal capitalist democracies like the USA is an
oppression, precisely because our collective respect for human dignity



morally requires that everyone have enough income, and also free access to adequate
healthcare, so that they can freely live creative, meaningful, productive, useful lives,
yet if people living in poverty or on the verge of poverty try to claim the basic income
that is owed them simply by virtue of their human dignity, e.g., by stealing it or by
engaging in the gangster-economy or underworld-economy of drugs, etc., then not only
are they branded as criminals and thieves, and violently coerced by the police, they also
fully expose themselves to gun violence.

So how can we resist the coming oppressions of The Age of Trump?
Now resistance to oppression is either violent or non-violent.
Famous examples of violent resistance to oppression include the French Revolution starting in
1789, the European revolutions of 1848, the Mexican Revolution starting in 1910, the Russian
Revolution of 1917, the Chinese Revolution of 1949, and hundreds of other revolutionary or at
least violently resistant insurgencies in the 20th and 21st century.
Starting with the French Revolution, it is self-evident that violent resistance inevitably turns into
counter-oppression and into some or another version of The Terror.
Therefore, only non-violent resistance is morally acceptable.
Obviously, in the USA at least, the classic protest strategies of non-violent, active, public
resistance that were deployed during the 1930s IWW (aka “wobblies”) era, the late 1940s/early
50s Hollywood Ten era, the 1960s civil rights/Martin Luther King era, the 1970s Vietnam protest
era, the 2010s Occupy Wall Street era, and, most recently, at Standing Rock, are still available
to us:


e.g., unions and strikes, Committees for the First Amendment, boycotts,
demonstrations, occupations, sit-ins, walkouts, etc., etc.

But these classic protest strategies, for all their fanfare, noisiness, and media-driven fame or
notoriety, are, sadly, usually very fleeting and without any long-term, significant impact — an
almost literally Warholian 10 minutes of fame in the newspapers, TV news, online news, or your
favorite social media.
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Much more seriously, by engaging in classic protests against the coercive, authoritarian powersthat-be — aka sticking it to The Man — you yourself might very well end up being expelled from
your high school, college, or university, fired from your job, overtly or subtly blacklisted,
imprisoned, or even — as in the IWW strikes, civil rights protests, Kent State, and at Standing
Rock — seriously injured, tortured, or dead.
Martin Luther King’s assassination in 1968 is a worldwide emblem of martyrdom resulting
from the coercive, authoritarian repression of those who pursue classic protest strategies of nonviolent, active, public resistance to oppression.
So if that kind of repression happens to you, as it almost always does to at least some of the
resisters, then in the end what almost always happens is this:


you’re expelled, fired, blacklisted, imprisoned, seriously injured, tortured, or dead, yet
everyone else eventually goes back to business-as-usual, oppressing-as-usual, and
being-oppressed-as-usual, and nothing really changes.

So it’s not at all unreasonable for you to fear the possibly dire consequences of participating in
classic protests whereby you (try to) stick it to The Man — in this case, Trump.
For these reasons, I think it’s high time that we radically re-think our strategies of non-violent
resistance, and seriously consider what the Yale political anthropologist James C. Scott, in his
brilliant book from the mid-80s, Weapons of the Weak, calls everyday forms of resistance.
In the context of that book, Scott was talking specifically about Malay agrarian peasants in the
1960s and 70s.
But the social and political phenomenon that Scott was studying generalizes to any modern state,
especially including contemporary neoliberal democratic states like the USA, and above all, to
The Age of Trump, in which President-Elect Trump, his rich governing elite, the Republican
Party, and the alt-right zealots


will not only be callously indifferent to, but also cynically exploit and directly benefit
from, both individually and as a ruling class, widespread human oppression in the
USA.

Now, according to Scott, everyday forms of resistance arise from:
the prosaic but constant struggle between [oppressed people] and those who seek to
extract labor, food, taxes, rents, and interest from them. Most of the forms this struggle
takes stop well short of collective outright defiance. Here I have in mind the ordinary
weapons of relatively powerless groups: foot dragging, dissimulation, false compliance,
pilfering, feigned ignorance slander, arson, sabotage, and so forth. These Brechtian forms
of class struggle have certain features in common. They require little or no coordination
or planning; they often represent a form of individual self-help; and they typically avoid
any direct symbolic confrontation with authority or with elite norms…. Everyday forms

48

of resistance make no headlines. Just as millions of anthozoan polyps create, willy-nilly,
a coral reef, so thousands of individual acts of insubordination and evasion create a
political or economic barrier reef of their own. There is rarely any dramatic
confrontation, any moment that is particularly newsworthy. And whenever, to pursue the
simile, the ship of state runs aground on such a reef, attention is typically directed to the
shipwreck itself and not to the vast aggregation of petty acts that made it possible.
(Source: Weapons of the Weak, pp. 29 and 36, italics added)
Mr Nemo, formerly Captain Nemo the renegade submariner, really, really likes marine and
naval analogies, metaphors, and similes, but especially this one.
Using everyday forms of resistance, YOU can be a small but very real part of the giant coral
reef on which Trump’s coercive, authoritarian, repressive, oppressive ship of state runs
aground.
2. Your Weapons of the Weak
How can you engage in everyday forms of resistance in The Age of Trump?
In the text I quoted above, Scott lists “the ordinary weapons of relatively powerless groups: foot
dragging, dissimulation, false compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance slander, arson, sabotage,
and so forth.”
And a few paragraphs earlier, he also mentions “passive noncompliance, subtle sabotage,
evasion, and deception”(Weapons of the Weak, p, 31).
OK. That provides us with some good input.
So, updating “the ordinary weapons of relatively powerless groups” to The Age of Trump, here’s
what I’m proposing.
· If you’re in poverty or otherwise economically oppressed, then never envy billionaires or other
rich people, and never uncritically believe what they say:
9 times out of ten it’s bullshit, and they’re just trying to screw you.





If you have a shit job, then do it as badly as you possibly can without being specially
noticed or reprimanded by your boss(es) or being fired.
If you have a shit job, then in your time off, never think about your job but instead
always think about the people you love and like, and about the creative, meaningful,
productive, useful activities you really care about and enjoy doing, or in any case you
would be doing if you could afford to quit your shit job.
Make edgy, profane fun of Trump at every possible opportunity in anonymous,
pseudonymous, or in any case private, unmonitored, electronic-surveillance-protected
(e.g., encrypted) blogging, e-mail, texting, online comments, or social media, because
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if anything really funny ever goes viral, then, given Trump’s titanically inflated ego
and narcissism, it will at the very least seriously distract him and perhaps even literally
drive him to the point of doing something overtly crazy and unconstitutional for which
he can actually be impeached.
Sign every single petition on Change.org that is directly or indirectly contrary to the
moral and social attitudes, moral and social beliefs, political doctrines, and political
policies held by Trump, his rich governing, the Republican Party, or the alt-right
zealots, because
this is just like voting against them roughly 300 times a year.
And more generally, vote against Trump, his rich governing elite, the Republican Party,
and the alt-right zealots in every single ballot initiative and election.
Think lots and lots of angry, radical thoughts against Trump, his rich governing elite, the
Republican Party, and the alt-right zealots, and for all the parts of The WTFU Party’s
platform.
Whenever you’re having coffee, drinks, or meals with your good friends or family
members, talk lots about all of the parts of The WTFU Party’s platform.
Vote for all of the parts of The WTFU Party’s platform in every single ballot initiative
and election.

3. The WTFU Party’s Seven-Part Platform: Universal Respect for Human Dignity,
Universal Basic Income, Fifteen-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs, EcoJobs, Higher Education Without Credentialing, Universal Free Healthcare, Two-Phase
Universal Open Borders, and Universal No-Guns
Here is the seven-part platform of The Wake The Fuck Up! Party , aka The WTFU Party —
1. Universal Respect for Human Dignity (URHD):


Human dignity is the absolute non-denumerable moral value of every member of
humanity, and everyone ought to try wholeheartedly to treat everyone else in a way that
is sufficient to meet the demands of respect for human dignity, especially including (i)
alleviating or ending human oppression, and (ii) actively engaging in mutual aid and
mutual kindness.

2. Universal Basic Income (UBI):


Anyone 21 years of age or over and living permanently in the USA, who has a personal
yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their UBI,
would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.

3. A 15-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs):


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.
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Thus anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000.00
USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
The rationale behind the three-year gap between (i) being offered an eco-job at 18 and (ii)
beginning to receive their UBI at 21, is that every young adult who has finished high school will
have the option of pursuing three years of part-time or full-time free higher education without
credentialing, i.e., for its own sake, after high school, before making longer-term decisions about
what I call job-work and life-work.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, the monthly UBI stipend is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s UBI is
reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or under
$50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00 USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
4. Universal Free Higher Education Without Credentialing (HEWC):





Everyone would be offered, beyond their high-school education, a free, three-year
minimum, optional (but also open-ended beyond those three years, as a further option),
part-time or full-time universal public education program in the so-called “liberal arts,”
and also in some of the so-called “STEM” fields, including the humanities, the fine arts,
the social sciences, mathematics, and the natural sciences.
For many or even most people, their HEWC would fall between (i) the end of their high
school education at age 18 and the corresponding availability of eco-jobs, and (ii) the
beginning of their UBI at age 21.
But HEWC would be open to anyone with a high school degree, no matter how old they
are, provided they are mentally and physically capable of doing the program.
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5. Universal Free Healthcare (UFH):


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

6. 2-Phase Universal Open Borders (2P-UOB):




Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise number
of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of (i)
adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation,
in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of
everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political refugee,
economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global refugees”),
who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or Mexico, and
also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the
three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or permanent residents,
and the precise distribution of new residents among the three members of the GRC, to
depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii)
adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries, provided that all new
residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in the GRC and elsewhere
in the world.

7. Universal No-Guns (UNG):




No one in the USA, including police, internal security forces of all kinds, armies, and
intelligence forces of all kinds, has the moral right to possess or use guns of any kind, for
any purpose whatsoever, because the primary function of guns is coercion, and coercion
is immoral.
UNG would be implemented by repealing the Second Amendment to the US Constitution
in 2021 and then universally banning the possession or use of guns thereafter.

I’m also assuming that Universal Public Education (UPE) — universal free access for all human
persons of any age to good public education up to the end of high school — already exists in most
countries, and needs no further justification.
Where UPE does not already exist, it would automatically become a necessary part of the sevenpart WTFU Party package, thereby making it a eight-part package.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 13 December 2016
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 7: The New Party
of Humanity

The 18th century French radical Enlightenment philosophers — Voltaire, Diderot, and
Rousseau — said they were members of “the party of humanity.”
This was intended as a rejection of all traditional political parties, and an assertion of universal
respect for human dignity and rage against human oppression.
Indeed, there are three things wrong with every traditional political party since the 18th century,
whether rightist, leftist, or centrist :
(i) ideological purity and identity politics, leading to the repressive intolerance of any
alternative beliefs or life-styles, and the oppressive hatred of any class-economic,
religious, national, racial, ethnic, gender/sexual, age-group, etc., etc., Other,
(ii) nationalism and exceptionalism, leading to nativism or imperialism,
(iii) cults of personality and demagoguery, leading to authoritarianism or tyranny.
This is especially true of contemporary politics worldwide, for example, contemporary politics in
the USA.
The 2016 US Presidential election and now Presidency of the greedy, ruthless, boy-billionaire
Donald Trump is, in effect, a reduction-to-absurdity of the US political party system.
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Tragically, the dawning of The Age of Trump-POTUS is as much a result of the political failures
of the Clinton-Obama era Democratic Party over the last 25 years, as it is a result of the
stupefying political victory of Trump and his Know-Nothings, the establishment Republican
Party, and the Republican alt-right, in 2016.
Some people, rightly disgusted with traditional party politics, wrongly think that a third (or
fourth, or fifth, etc.) traditional political party is the answer — Libertarians or Green Party or
whatever.
But in fact, as everyone knows, third (or fourth, or fifth, etc.) parties not only have all the flaws
of traditional political parties, but they also split the vote and almost inevitably ensure that the
party and the leader not wanted by the majority of those who vote, win.
Therefore, only a political party that fully rejects ideological purity and identity-politics, fully
rejects nationalism and exceptionalism, and fully rejects cults of personality and demagoguery,
can ever be rationally and morally acceptable.
In short, what is needed is a political party that is fully HUMANITARIAN, COSMOPOLITAN,
and LED BY NOBODY.
A party whose members passionately RESPECT human dignity and passionately RESIST human
oppression, everywhere in the WORLD, starting at HOME.
A party whose members ABHOR the repressive intolerance of any alternative opinions or lifestyles, ABHOR the oppressive hatred of any class-economic, religious, national, racial, ethnic,
gender/sexual, age-group, etc., Other, ABHOR nativism, ABHOR imperialism, ABHOR
authoritarianism, and ABHOR tyranny.
A party that runs NO candidates for political office, but whose members privately and publicly
EXPRESS their humanitarian beliefs, privately and publicly ADVOCATE the social and
political implementation of those humanitarian beliefs, and consistently VOTE for all and only
those social policies and political candidates that support and sustain humanity everywhere,
starting at home.
A party that wants Utopia Now for EVERYONE, and not coercive power for ANYONE,
especially and almost inevitably the wealthiest 1%.
Obviously, I’m talking about The WTFU Party, which, in the tradition of the radical
Enlightenment, is THE NEW PARTY OF HUMANITY.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 21 January 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 8: The Second “Peculiar
Institution,” Gun Abolitionism, and Trump

Framed in Biblical terms, the birth of the USA in 1776 was attended by two original sins:
The first original sin was what John C. Calhoun later infamously called the “peculiar
institution” of slavery in the USA.
Here are some things that Calhoun said about slavery:
I hold that in the present state of civilization, where two races of different origin, and
distinguished by color, and other physical differences, as well as intellectual, are brought
together, the relation now existing in the slaveholding States between the two, is, instead
of an evil, a good — a positive good … I may say with truth, that in few countries so
much is left to the share of the laborer, and so little exacted from him, or where there is
more kind attention paid to him in sickness or infirmities of age. Compare his condition
with the tenants of the poor houses in the more civilized portions of Europe — look at the
sick, and the old and infirm slave, on one hand, in the midst of his family and friends,
under the kind superintending care of his master and mistress, and compare it with the
forlorn and wretched condition of the pauper in the poorhouse … I hold then, that there
never has yet existed a wealthy and civilized society in which one portion of the
community did not, in point of fact, live on the labor of the other.[105]
(Source: Wikipedia)
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The “peculiar institution” of slavery was the primary cause of the US Civil War; and although it
was abolished by Lincoln in 1865, its evil consequences have been experienced throughout US
history right up to today — as the Black Lives Matter movement vividly demonstrates.
Slavery is morally abhorrent because it treats human persons as mere instruments and mere
things, and directly violates their human dignity.
And the second original sin was what I call the second “peculiar institution,” that is, the right
to own and use guns in the USA, entrenched in the 2nd Amendment to the US Constitution,
ratified in 1788, which says this:
A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free state, the right of
the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.
Now here is a simple but decisive argument against guns and the 2nd Amendment, and for gun
abolitionism.
1. Coercion is forcing people to do things, by using violence or the threat of violence.
2. Coercion is always rationally unjustified and immoral, because it treats people as mere
instruments and mere things, and directly violates their human dignity.
3. The primary functions of guns is coercion.
4. Therefore, owning and using guns is rationally unjustified and immoral.
5. But the 2nd Amendment to the US Constitution entrenches the right to own and use guns.
6. Therefore, the 2nd Amendment is rationally justified and immoral, and should be repealed.
7. Therefore, gun abolitionism is rationally justified, morally right, and what we ought to do.
And here is another argument.
Have you ever wondered how many people have been killed by guns within the borders of the
USA since 1776?
Since 1968, more than 1.5 million people have been killed by guns.
Since the American Revolution, 1.4 million people have died in wars on US soil, most of them
by means of guns.
OK. That’s close to 2.9 million people killed by guns over a period spanning roughly one-quarter
of US political history, i.e., roughly 60 years.
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Now, how many people were killed by guns in the USA during the 192 years between 1776 and
1968, but not in wars?
Let’s say, conservatively, 3 million people.
That would mean that the total number of people killed by guns in the history of the USA is
roughly the same as the number of people murdered by the Nazis during the Holocaust, i.e.,
somewhere between 5 and 6 million.
If gun violence is not a fundamental source of human oppression in the USA, then nothing is.
So I am saying that slavery is morally abhorrent, and, for logically independent but also highly
analogous reasons, that gun violence is morally abhorrent too.
Therefore, just as we abolished slavery, so we should abolish the ownership and use of guns
too.
Moreover, the morally half-hearted and politically expedient 21st century so-called “liberal”
doctrine of gun-control is strictly analogous to the morally half-hearted and politically expedient
pre-Civil War so-called “progressive” doctrine of abolishing slavery in all states except where it
already existed.
If slavery is wrong, then it’s wrong everywhere, and should be abolished everywhere; if gun
violence is wrong, then owning and using guns is wrong everywhere, and should be abolished
everywhere.
The fact that some gun-owners don’t actually kill other people or themselves with their guns no
more morally counts against the abolition of guns than the fact that some slave-owners treated
their slaves well morally counted against the abolition of slavery.
Now here are some of the things the current President of the USA, Donald Trump, has said about
guns:
No limits on guns; they save lives
Q: Are there any circumstances that you think we should be limiting gun sales of any
kind in America?
TRUMP: No. I am a 2nd amendment person. If we had guns in California on the other
side where the bullets went in the different direction, you wouldn’t have 14 or 15 people
dead right now. If even in Paris, if they had guns on the other side, going in the opposite
direction, you wouldn’t have 130 people plus dead. So the answer is no….
Source: Fox Business 2016 Republican 2-tier debate , Jan 14, 2016
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Make concealed-carry permits valid across all states
I have a concealed-carry permit that allows me to carry a concealed weapon. I took the
time and the effort to get that permit because the constitutional right to defend yourself
doesn’t stop at the end of your driveway. That doesn’t apply just to me either. It applies
to all our driveways or front doors.
That’s why I’m very much in favor of making all concealed-carry permits valid in every
state. Every state has its own driving test that residents have to pass before becoming
licensed to drive. Those tests are different in many states, but once a state licenses you to
drive, every other state recognizes that license as valid.
If we can do that for driving — which is a privilege, not a right — then surely we can do
that for concealed carry, which is a right, not a privilege. That seems logical to me.
Source: Crippled America, by Donald Trump, p.110 , Nov 3, 2015
Now doesn’t that vividly remind you of John C. Calhoun defending slavery?
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 26 January 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 9: Trump and The Logic
of MINDFUCK

Once upon a time, in a faraway land, Mr Nemo published a book on the philosophy of logic.
One of the main theses of this book was that human thinkers are rationally capable of
constructing any “alternative” or “deviant” logic whatsoever, provided that the logic obeys one
simple principle, The Minimal Law of Non-Contradiction:
Not every statement is both true and false.
Violations of The Minimal Law of Non-Contradiction yield a logical phenomenon called
Explosion, which is universal inconsistency, or logical nihilism.
In the nine days since the Inauguration of US President Donald Trump, it has become selfevident that he is operating with a highly deviant, highly devious political logic that is in fact in
violation of The Minimal Law of Non-Contradiction.
For example, Trump said yesterday that his Ban on Refugees and Residents from Seven Muslim
Countries is “not a Muslim Ban.”
Wut?
I call Trump’s logic, The Logic of MINDFUCK.
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The Logic of MINDFUCK has five basic principles.
1. The Principle of Alt-Facts: Using press interviews and Twitter, you can assert or deny (or
assert and deny) any statement whatsoever.
These assertions or denials are called “alternative facts,” aka alt-facts.
According to the Princeton philosopher Harry Frankfurt, bullshit is speech that systematically
manifests a blatant disregard for the truth, alongside a pretended concern for the truth.
So, basically everything Trump says or Tweets is bullshit.
Therefore, since he is arguably the most powerful, and that sense, “biggest,” man in the world, it
follows that Trump is also the biggest bullshitter in the world.
The purpose of the The Principle of Alt-Facts is to fuck with the mind of anyone who cares
about truth or minimal consistency and therefore disagrees with Trump — whom he then calls
“FAKE MEDIA” or “creators of FAKE NEWS.”
2. The Principle of Dismantling Morally Good, Humanitarian Legislation: Using
Presidential executive orders, you dismantle every bit of legislation created by “liberals” over the
last 20 years that is morally good and humanitarian in intent.
The purpose of The Principle of Dismantling Good, Humanitarian Legislation is to harm people
who can’t easily fight back, and also fuck with the minds of “liberals,” thereby infuriating
them to vigorous public protest, at which point you arrest their leaders and call them “dangerous
anarchists” or “traitors.”
3. The Principle of Banning or Putting Up Walls Around People With Darker Skin, a
Different Language, or a Different Religion: Using press interviews and Twitter, you
demonize people with darker skin, a different language, or a different religion who can’t easily
fight back, then, using Presidential executive orders, you ban or put up walls around them.
The purpose of The Principle of Banning or Putting Up Walls Around People With Darker Skin,
a Different Language, or a Different Religion is to harm people with darker skin, a different
language, or a different religion who can’t easily fight back, and also fuck with the minds of
“liberals,” thereby infuriating them to vigorous public protest, at which point you arrest their
leaders and call them “dangerous anarchists” or “traitors.”
4. The Principle of Culture-Wars: Using press interviews, Twitter, and Presidential executive
orders, you create or reinforce culture-wars between “anti-liberals” and “liberals.”
The purpose of The Principle of Culture-Wars is to fuck with the minds of “liberals,” thereby
infuriating them to vigorous public protest, at which point you arrest their leaders and call them
“dangerous anarchists” or “traitors,” and ALSO create a state of delicious Schadenfreude —
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intense, prurient joy experienced at the spectacle of others’ suffering — in “anti-liberals,” hence
increase your political power over them.
5. The Principle of Escalation and Repetition: After each application of each of the above four
principles, you escalate the political intensity and then repeat.
The purpose of The Principle of Escalation and Repetition is not only to fuck with the minds of
people who care about truth and minimal consistency, not only to harm people, especially those
with darker skin, a different language, or a different religion who can’t easily fight back, and also
fuck with the minds of “liberals,” thereby infuriating them to vigorous public protest, at which
point you arrest their leaders and call them “dangerous anarchists” and “traitors,” and ALSO also
create a state of delicious Schadenfreude in “anti-liberals,” hence increase your political power
over them, but above all to create an immense MINDFUCK diversion, while the Republican
Party relentlessly rams through its legislative anti-liberal agenda in Congress.
Nevertheless, now that I’ve carefully spelled it out, Trump’s Logic of MINDFUCK isn’t going
to fuck with or divert OUR minds any more, right?
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 29 January 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 11 What A Disaster
Community Can Do: A Freedom Budget for
All Humanity

A. Philip Randolph

Bayard Rustin
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Martin Luther King, Jr.
It is now almost blindingly self-evident that the double whammy consisting of
(i) the election of the greedy, ruthless, nativist, bigoted, demagogue billionaire Donald Trump as
President of the USA in 2016, together with
(ii) the first few weeks of The Age of Trump-POTUS in 2017,
has been an unmitigated social and political disaster.
But all is not yet lost.
In her brilliant 2010 book, A Paradise Built in Hell, Rebecca Solnit very compellingly describes
how ordinary people frequently become active altruists and temporarily create real-world utopias
in the aftermath of disasters.
So, as members of a not merely nation-wide but also world-wide disaster community, what can
we do?
Sometimes, in order to see clearly into the future, we must look creatively into the past:
In the fall of 1965 A. Philip Randolph, prominent economists, allies from the labor
movement and others who had participated in the 1963 March on Washington, began
working on what they called “A Freedom Budget For All Americans”. John Nichols,
writing fifty years later in The Nation, listed as its goals “the abolition of poverty,
guaranteed full employment, fair prices for farmers, fair wages for workers, housing and
healthcare for all, the establishment of progressive tax, and fiscal policies that respected
the needs of working families.”
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Bayard Rustin, and Martin Luther King, Jr., worked with Randolph on the Freedom
Budget document which was advanced in 1966, determined to win the “full and final
triumph of the civil rights movement, to be achieved by going beyond civil rights, linking
the goal of racial justice with the goal of economic justice for all people in the United
States” and doing so “by rallying massive segments of the 99% of the American people
in a powerfully democratic and moral crusade.” The proposals of Freedom Budget
included a job guarantee for everyone ready and willing to work, a guaranteed income for
those unable to work or those who should not be working, and a living wage to lift the
working poor out of poverty; such policies provided the cornerstones for King’s Poor
People’s Campaign.
(Source: Wikipedia)
A. Philip Randolph’s, Bayard Rustin’s, and Martin Luther King’s truly amazing 1966 Freedom
Budget for All Americans sketches a comprehensive social and political program designed to
address and effectively solve, within a decade, the unmitigated mid-20th century disasters of
poverty, economic oppression, and enduring racism in the USA in the historical wake of the
morally scandalous system of slavery and the Jim Crow period, the class-driven depredations of
The Gilded Age, the economic deprivations and class-driven suffering of the Depression, and the
McCarthy/HUAC-driven anti-communist repressions during the era of the post World War II
military-industrial complex and its power elite.
Of course, The Freedom Budget didn’t happen.
After Dr King’s assassination, through the rest of the Vietnam War and over the next 50 years,
various kinds of half-hearted, socio-political triage were applied, under the rubrics of “social
justice,” “identity politics,” and “multiculturalism,” bringing some important changes for some,
but without any fundamental, lasting change for everyone.
And now look where we are.
As Randolph, Rustin, and King fully and presciently recognized, a social and political system in
which some have MUCH more than is sufficient while others have NOT ENOUGH, indeed a
system in which The New Billionaire Boys Club can own more wealth and hold more power than
at least half of the human race, can NEVER be morally acceptable.
Moreover, the social and political disaster we must now address and fix is not merely American
but also fully global.
The seven-part platform of The Wake The Fuck Up! Party, aka The WTFU Party, is nothing
more and nothing less than an updated version of Randolph’s, Rustin’s, and King’s Freedom
Budget , designed to address BOTH the American disaster AND the global disaster.
Correspondingly The WTFU Party’s platform, in effect A Freedom Budget for All Humanity,
directly addresses the five specific sub-disasters of
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(i) poverty and economic oppression,
(ii) unemployment and shit jobs,
(iii) no or inadequate healthcare,
(iv) culture wars and the global crisis of displaced humanity, and
(v) gun violence, especially including the second “peculiar institution” of gun ownership and
use.
Randolph, Rustin, and King were telling us that we collectively created the American disaster
we faced in the mid-1960s, therefore, we can collectively fix it.
And I’m completely with them, simply updating and extending their profoundly wise ideas for
the American and global disaster of the late 2010s.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 14 February 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 12: Trump’s
Twitterverse

One of the most striking, strange, and truly scary features of the social and political train-wreck
that was the 2016 US Presidential campaign and the first few weeks of 2017 in The Age of
Trump-POTUS, is President Donald Trump’s simultaneous addiction to, and Mussolini-like
exploitation and manipulation of, a single communicative medium: Twitter.
In a very intelligent recent piece in Pacific Standard, “The Message of the Twitter Medium,”
Rick Paulas writes this:
In 1964, scholar Marshall McLuhan wrote the five most important words ever to emerge
from the field of media theory: ‘The medium is the message.’
The main thrust of McLuhan’s idea is that the actual content (i.e. this very story) means
far less than the medium through which it’s being delivered (the computer or smartphone
on which you’re reading). That is, the technology delivering the message — the printing
press, television, radio, the Internet — inherently changes how we communicate, and in
doing that, alters the message, even tweaks the circuits in our brains, and thus transforms
society. The message in the bottle means nothing compared to the bottle as message
delivery service.
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Over the past year, one distinct social medium has become the chosen avenue in which
the President of the United States communicates with the public. That, of course, is
Twitter.
While there are many essays to be written about the actual contents of President Donald
Trump’s information and misinformation, it’s also important to dissect the medium of
Twitter itself, in terms of how its structure and built-in aesthetic affect the messages
contained therein. This is an attempt at that.
Then Paulas proceeds to spell out eight structural or aesthetic features of Twitter that
systematically affect the content of Tweets:
1. 140 Characters or Fewer
2. Ability to Self-Publish, and a Chronological Timeline
3. Inability to Edit
4. Embedding of Photos, Videos, GIFs
5. Filter-Bubbling Through Following, Block, and Mute Options
6. Lack of Reciprocity
7. Separation Between Posts and Mentions
8. ‘Likes’
I’m completely in agreement with Paulas’s incisive analysis.
So for the purposes of the rest of this little essay, I’m going to focus on “the actual contents of
President Donald Trump’s information and misinformation.”
But I’m also going to deploy a philosophical thesis that I call The Life-Shaping Thesis, which
says:
the communicative media we habitually employ, partially determine and shape the
content of our lives.
So in other words, moving one step beyond McLuhan, I’m saying:
the medium is not merely the message, it’s also, to an important extent, the mind
behind the message.
OK. Trump has 25.4 million followers on Twitter.
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Leaving aside a few movie stars, rock stars, and other reality TV celebrities, that’s a lot of
followers, perhaps even the most followers that any political Twit anywhere has.
So Trump is a political Super-Twit.
More or less arbitrarily, I concentrated on his Tweets from first thing in the morning on 10
February 2017 to mid-afternoon on 17 February 2017, so (roughly) seven consecutive days in
Trump’s Twitterverse.
For verification, you can find this run of Tweets here.
During that (roughly) seven-day period, Trump generated exactly 100 Tweets, for an average of
14.3 Tweets a day.
He used the term “FAKE NEWS” or “FAKE MEDIA” 6 times, usually in capital letters.
And at least 22 of the Tweets were what I’ll call Nasty Attack Tweets: nastily denying
something, nastily abusing something, or nastily abusing someone.
Each and every one of the 100 Tweets contains a head-shot of Trump, and in addition to that,
Trump posted 17 pictures of himself, for a total average of 16.7 pictures of himself per day.
A perfect example of all of these tendencies is the already-notorious “enemy of the American
People” Tweet from the evening of 17 February, that’s the featured image at the top of this post.
According to that well-known “failing,” “FAKE NEWS” medium, The New York Times, Trump
deleted an earlier version of the post that accused only “failing @nytimes, @CNN, @NBCNews
and many more” of being a collective enemy of the American People.
But surely, calling almost all the leading news media outlets in the USA — namely, The NY
Times, NBC News, ABC News, CBS News, and CNN News — not merely “FAKE NEWS
media” but also an “enemy of the American People,” is likely to bring down their collective
wrath upon him in an all-destroying, Watergate-like investigative conflagration.
In that connection, it’s also amusingly ironic that Trump left The Washington Post out of his
official list of Public Enemies, although, to be sure, on other occasions he’s directed Nasty
Attack Tweets at them too.
So, what can we conclude from all this?
First, Trump is an egomaniac who is obsessed by the need to trump-et out little bits of his inner
and political life in 140-character chunks, or less, more than once every two hours, 24–7, so that
he’s in the social media limelight every single day, at all times of the day and night, looking at
himself.
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In other words, Trump is essentially living from Tweet to Tweet in his own self-created, selfreflecting Twitterverse.
Second, Trump is obsessed with the concept of fakery, falsity, or phoniness.
As I argued in “Trump and the Logic of MINDFUCK,” this is intimately connected to his being,
in effect, the biggest bullshitter in the world.
In other words, Trump is essentially living a life of pure bullshit, both inner and political, from
Tweet to Tweet, in his own self-created, self-reflecting Twitterverse.
Third, Trump cannot feel that he is winning his own game of inner and political bullshit-life
without not merely defeating others but humiliating them too.
In other words, all things considered, Trump is essentially a cruel bully and a political tyrant,
who is living a life of pure bullshit, both inner and political, from Tweet to Tweet, in his own
self-created, self-reflecting Twitterverse.
Therefore, Twitter is not only the perfect medium for Trump, but also the fundamental vehicle
and shaper of the content of his inner and political life: take away his Twitterverse, and he’d
collapse both inwardly and politically.
My proposal, then, in order to neutralize Trump even before voting him out of office in the 2020
Presidential election, is not to impeach him — which, after all, would still leave him with all or
most of his 25.4 million online followers — but instead simply ban him from Twitter.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 18 February 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 13: Trump and the First
Amendment

Here is something we should all be thinking about.
First, this is the US Presidential Oath of Office:
I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute the Office of President of the
United States, and will to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the
Constitution of the United States.
Second, this is the text of the First Amendment to the US Constitution:
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of
the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.
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Third, this is what President Trump wrote on Twitter on 17 February 2017:
The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, @CNN) is
not my enemy, it is the enemy of the American People!
OK.
Trump took the Presidential Oath of Office on 20 January 2017, which means that, as President,
he publicly swore to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”
And the First Amendment to the Constitution says that “Congress shall make no law …
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press.”
But Trump wrote that “The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC,
@CBS, @CNN) is not my enemy, it is the enemy of the American People!”
In English, when you say that “X is the enemy of Y,” and you explicitly or even officially
support the Ys, then you mean, at the very least, that you and all the rest of the Ys should do
whatever you all can to stop X, as your enemy, from attacking you and the rest of the Ys.
Therefore, since as POTUS, Trump must explicitly and officially support the American People,
he was telling the American people that “The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes,
@NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, @CNN),” as the enemy of the American People, is attacking the
American People, including of course Congress, and that the American People, including of
course Congress, should do whatever it can to stop “The FAKE NEWS media (failing
@nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, @CNN),” as the enemy of the American People,
from attacking the American People.
Therefore, to make a long sentence short, Trump was telling the American people, including of
course Congress, to abridge the freedom of the press.
Therefore, Trump has failed to preserve, protect and defend the First Amendment.
Therefore, Trump has violated his Presidential Oath of Office.
Therefore, Trump should be impeached.
The only way out of this three-pronged dilemma is for Trump to claim that either his Oath of
Office, the First Amendment, or what he wrote on Twitter, is nothing but bullshit.
But no President can say that either his Oath of Office or the First Amendment is nothing but
bullshit, without violating his Oath of Office.
So Trump will have to say that what he wrote on Twitter, as POTUS, is nothing but bullshit.

71

But in that case, since Trump is thereby falsely representing himself as POTUS, he should
be banned from Twitter.
SO TRUMP SHOULD BE EITHER IMPEACHED, OR BANNED FROM TWITTER, OR,
OF COURSE, BOTH.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 25 February 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 14: Cognitive Walls in
The Age of Trump

“Something there is that doesn’t love a wall.”
When President Donald Trump called for the construction of a physical wall along the southern
US border in order to exclude and persecute Mexicans, or when he signed an executive order
creating a legal wall in order to exclude and persecute travelers, immigrants, or refugees from
predominantly Muslim countries, those acts were and are both rationally unjustifiable and
immoral, if what I’ve argued about culture wars and open borders in The Age of Trump-POTUS
is correct.
But there is another kind of wall that is even more morally insidious and pernicious: what I call a
cognitive wall.
A cognitive wall is an entrenched or habitual belief, memory, stereotypical mental image,
feeling, or emotion that acts as an effective screen against reality and the truth as it actually
presented by sense perception, reliable testimonial evidence, or rational argument.
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A simple, morally benign example of a cognitive wall is the fact that ordinary, healthy people
with normal stereoscopic vision all have their noses right in the middle of their visual fields, yet
normally don’t see them at all.
Hence the familiar admonishing comment, “it’s as plain as the nose on your face!”
Of course, the nose-blindness phenomenon can be easily corrected by someone else’s touching
(or punching) your nose, or by self-consciously touching your own nose, crossing your eyes
inwards, or looking in a mirror.
Nevertheless other cases of cognitive walls, by sharp contrast, are not only extremely hard to
correct, but also morally malignant.
Take, for example, the sociologiocal and psychological phenomena known as the persistence of
false beliefs and the backfire effect, that you can learn more about here and here.
In a recent article, “Why Are People So Averse to the Facts?,” Tristan Bridges writes this:
[f]acts about all manner of things have made headlines recently as the Trump
administration continues to make statements, reports, and policies at odds with things we
know to be true. Whether it’s about the size of his inauguration crowd, patently false and
fear-mongering inaccuracies about transgender persons in bathrooms, rates of violent
crime in the U.S., or anything else, lately it feels like the facts don’t seem to matter. The
inaccuracies and misinformation continue despite the earnest attempts of so many to
correct each falsehood after it is made. It’s exhausting. But why is it happening?….
There is more than one reason this is happening. But, one reason I think the alternative
facts industry has been so effective has to do with a concept social scientists call the
“backfire effect.” As a rule, misinformed people do not change their minds once they
have been presented with facts that challenge their beliefs. But, beyond simply not
changing their minds when they should, research shows that they are likely to become
more attached to their mistaken beliefs. The factual information “backfires.” When
people don’t agree with you, research suggests that bringing in facts to support your case
might actually make them believe you less. In other words, fighting the ill-informed with
facts is like fighting a grease fire with water. It seems like it should work, but it’s actually
going to make things worse.
To study this, Brendan Nyhan and Jason Reifler (2010) conducted a series of
experiments. They had groups of participants read newspaper articles that included
statements from politicians that supported some widespread piece of misinformation.
Some of the participants read articles that included corrective information that
immediately followed the inaccurate statement from the political figure, while others did
not read articles containing corrective information at all.
Afterward, they were asked a series of questions about the article and their personal
opinions about the issue. Nyhan and Reifler found that how people responded to the
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factual corrections in the articles they read varied systematically by how ideologically
committed they already were to the beliefs that such facts supported. Among those who
believed the popular misinformation in the first place, more information and actual facts
challenging those beliefs did not cause a change of opinion — in fact, it often had the
effect of strengthening those ideologically grounded beliefs.
In other words, the backfire effect shows that cognitive walls, especially those concerning false
beliefs, memories, stereotypical mental images, feelings, or emotions are self-reinforcing.
The more you try to confront a person’s cognitive walls with contrary correct facts, the higher
and thicker he builds his walls, without even knowing what he is doing and fully convinced that
he is in the right.
So cognitive walls are the basic vehicles of self-induced, self-deceiving mental slavery.
The reason for this, clearly, is that a person’s cognitive walls are essentially of two kinds:
(i) walls concerning his sense of individual identity as a person, and
(ii) walls concerning his sense of group identity as a card-carrying member of some
important social community or institution.
Breaking through or tearing down those cognitive walls in any way, therefore, would mean that
he would have to undertake a fundamental change of heart or a fundamental shift in group
allegiance — in effect, a cognitive revolution — and most people are desperately afraid of doing
this.
Paradoxically, moreover, as George Orwell’s 1984 and the psychological literature on “mind
control” clearly show,
(i) although cognitive walls themselves not only can be but also almost always are
coercively compelled or imposed from the outside, most often without our even realizing
it,
(ii) nevertheless breaking through or tearing down cognitive walls is a self-conscious act
of free will whereby the subject takes moral responsibility for who he is as an individual
or as a social being, hence it cannot be coercively compelled or imposed from the
outside.
Self-liberation from mental slavery can only be encouraged, or primed, by a public process of
critical, radically enlightening self-education in which the students and educators are reciprocally
learning from and teaching each other.
As I’ve argued in “The Cabinet of Dr Trumpolini,” “Trump and the Logic of Mindfuck” and
“Trump’s Twitterverse,” as the world’s leading bullshitter — le bullshitter par excellence —
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Trump is a wicked, Dr Caligari-like psycho-political artificer who specializes in creating
cognitive walls in others and in himself.
In the end, this is far more important than whether Trump has already violated his Oath of
Office, via the First Amendment and his attacks on freedom of the press, and whether he’s The
Siberian Candidate or not.
That being so, what can be done about breaking through and tearing down the rationally
unjustified and immoral physical, legal, and cognitive walls in The Age of Trump-POTUS?
First, we must clearly recognize that cognitive walls are the underlying psychological causes of
Trump’s physical and legal walls.
Second, therefore, if we want to resist Trump’s physical and legal walls in a way that is truly
effective, then we will have to address their underlying causes, cognitive walls, by means of a
public process of critical, radically enlightening self-education in which the students and the
educators are reciprocally learning from and teaching each other.
Putting this same basic point graphically, here is what Stephan Lewandowsky and his coresearchers propose in “Misinformation and Its Correction: Continued Influence and Successful
Debiasing”:

76

Third, above all, as educators, rationally responding to the backfire effect by “affirming
worldview” and “affirming identity” means that cognitively and morally resisting Trump’s
physical and legal walls, and his endless escalating spiral of bullshit, is only the initial step in the
public process of radically enlightening reciprocal self-education.
All the really important work will lie in reaching out not only to the people who voted for Trump
and who falsely believe in his physical or legal walls, but also to those who demonize, fear, and
hate such people — and in both cases, reaching out with empathy, critical insight, a passionate
concern for all humanity, rational self-discipline, and infinite intellectual and moral patience.
I repeat: those who voted Democrat in the 2016 US Presidential election are every bit as likely
to have cognitive walls that need to be broken through and torn down via radically
enlightening reciprocal self-education, as those who voted Republican.
The existence of cognitive walls and our burning need for cognitive revolution and a public
process of mutual cognitive self-liberation do not obey traditional political party divisions.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 3 March 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 15: Trump As the
Reductio ad Absurdum of US Democracy

In an interesting recent article in Pacific Standard, Tom Jacobs asks the question, “Are People
Losing Faith in Democracy?”
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This is because recent world-wide opinion surveys show that
Levels of support for democracy are high and stable across most parts of the world,”
South African political scientists Cindy Steenekamp and Pierre du Toit write in the
Journal of Public Affairs. “However, support for various authoritarian regime types is
steadily increasing.
Nevertheless, although this is very interesting, in my opinion, it is also very confused.
The question “are people losing faith in democracy?” is what in logic is called a complex
question.
A complex question is a question that cannot be intelligibly answered until a prior question is
answered, e.g., the cop who asks a motorist: “Have you drunk enough alcohol yet?”
Correspondingly, before the “are people losing faith in democracy?” question can be intelligibly
answered, we need to know the answer to this prior question: “Do people actually know what
democracy IS?”
I’m going to argue that most people, including the self-described experts, i.e., political scientists,
don’t actually know what democracy is, and also that this has extremely important logical
implications for how we should be thinking about contemporary politics in The Age of TrumpPOTUS.
In an earlier post, I mentioned that once upon a time, Mr Nemo published a book on the
philosophy of logic.
Now logic — the science of the formal rules of truth, consistency, and rationality — might seem
very abstract, even abstruse.
But ever since Donald Trump was elected President of the USA in November 2016, I’ve been
totally blown away by how deeply relevant logic is to contemporary US politics.
So please bear with me for another sentence or two while I use some logical ideas to set up the
basic points I want to make.
In classical logic, reductio ad absurdum (in English: “reduction to absurdity”) is the Latin term
for a formally legitimate and non-fallacious argument-strategy that starts with a given set of
premises and then proceeds to derive a contradiction from those premises.
Now if a given set of premises really does lead to a contradiction,
then since, formally speaking, an argument cannot be valid (truth-preserving) or sound (truthproducing) unless it never leads from true premises to a false conclusion, and since a
contradiction is necessarily false, then it follows by reductio that at least one of the premises is
also false.
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Whew. Enough logic already!, Mr N.
My claim is that Trump’s election and subsequent conduct as POTUS, aka the phenomenon of
Trump, clearly demonstrate the following contradiction:
(i) US democracy is politically acceptable, and
(ii) US democracy is NOT politically acceptable.
Here’s what I mean.
Let’s assume that US democracy is politically acceptable.
Then it could never lead either to an election process as morally and politically scandalous as the
2016 Presidential election process or to a President as bad as Trump.
But actually, the 2016 Presidential process was a huge moral and political scandal, and it did lead
directly to Trump.
Therefore US democracy is also politically unacceptable, i.e., NOT politically acceptable.
Therefore, given the phenomenon of Trump, US democracy is both politically acceptable and
also NOT politically acceptable.
Contradiction!
Therefore, by reductio, at least one of the basic premises of US democracy is false.
This in turn raises again the very hard question I indirectly raised earlier: what IS democracy?
Actually, and very confusingly for most people, including the self-described experts, i.e.,
political scientists, who can’t even come to an agreement on the definition of democracy, there
are at least THREE different concepts of democracy:
(i) democracy as the rule of the majority of all the people qualified to vote,
(ii) democracy as the open process of critical discussion and critical examination of
opinions and social institutions, and, simultaneously, the unfettered expression of
different opinions and lifestyles, and
(iii) democracy as the unwavering commitments to universal respect for human dignity
and autonomy, and universal resistance to human oppression.
Notoriously, the three concepts of democracy do NOT necessarily lead to or follow from one
another.
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It’s really possible that what is decreed by the majority of all the people qualified to vote is in
fact morally evil and wrong, aka the problem of the tyranny of the majority —and that’s exactly
what happened when the Nazis were democratically elected by the German people in 1932–
1933.
It’s also really possible that what is decreed by the majority of the people qualified to vote is a
system in which a powerful minority of those people can actually over-ride the majority, aka the
problem of the tyranny of the minority —and that’s exactly what happens whenever the US
Electoral College votes to elect someone, like Trump in 2016, who didn’t actually win the
popular vote.
And finally, it’s also really possible that there could be an open process of critical discussion and
critical examination of opinions and social institutions, and simultaneously the unfettered
expression of different lifestyles and opinions, which nevertheless leads to a situation in which
universal respect for human dignity and autonomy, and universal resistance to human
oppression, are in fact undermined and weakened, aka the problem of an unconstrained, valueneutral process —and that’s exactly what happened in the case of Trump’s election, via the
multiple-Party system, the Primaries, and psychologically-manipulative uses of social media and
the internet.
So, given the contradictions in US democracy that constitute the phenomenon of Trump, which
basic premises of US democracy should we reject?
Here’s my proposal.
First, everyone needs to recognize that there are THREE logically distinct concepts of
democracy and that the THIRD concept of democracy is infinitely more important than the other
two concepts.
Second, we need to get rid of the Electoral College, ALTOGETHER, and elect presidents on the
basis of the popular vote ALONE: the person who gets the most votes, period, wins.
Third and finally, we need to get rid of the multiple Party system, the Primaries, and
psychologically-manipulative uses of social media and the internet, ALTOGETHER, by starting
with a list of self-declared candidates, all of them independents, who meet the basic Presidential
eligibility requirements, and then elect presidents directly and exclusively on the basis of:
(i) each candidate’s life-history up to the election, as presented in a publicly-accessible
and independently fact-checked and confirmed Curriculum Vitae (CV) document, with
only one small, passport-style, head-shot picture of the candidate allowed, of no more
than 10 pages (of single space 12 pt text) in length, of which that candidate is, certifiably,
the sole author, and
(ii) each candidate’s ethical commitments and proposed policies, and her/his reasons for
holding them, as presented in a publicly-accessible and independently fact-checked and
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confirmed commitments-and-policies document, of no more than 20 pages (of singlespaced 12 pt text) in length, of which that candidate is, certifiably, the sole author, and
(iii) an election run-up period lasting exactly ONE month from the time the candidates’ CV and
commitments-and-policies documents have been independently fact-checked, confirmed, and
certified, and then made generally available to all the eligible voters via official hard-copy
mailing and also on a single, official US Presidential Election Website, to the election day itself,
in order to give all the eligible voters JUST ENOUGH time to read, think about, and discuss the
candidates’ CVs and commitments-and-policies documents, but LITTLE OR NO time for
psychological manipulation via social media.
And to anyone who thinks that this is all crazy and impossible, then, like Alice confronting
Tweedledum and Tweedledee, I need only point draw your attention again to TweedleBannon
and TweedleTrump —>

in order to prove that it’s actual, therefore all-too-real and really possible.

That’s logic!
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 10 March 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 17: The US Healthcare
Debate as a Mass Cognitive Illusion

Representatives Jim Jordan of Ohio and Raúl R. Labrador of Idaho, members of the House Freedom Caucus,
discussed the American Health Care Act on Thursday. Credit Stephen Crowley/The New York Times

Let’s suppose that you’re a sane, minimally morally reasonable, nice person.
Now consider these three options.
OPTION A:
Option A is bad for 99% of the American people, and catastrophically bad for tens of millions of
people, while 1% of the people, the super-rich people, make out like bandits at the expense of
everyone else.
OPTION B:
If Option B were universally, fairly implemented in the USA, then although Option B would still
be bad for 99% of the people, nevertheless the people for whom, under Option A, things are
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catastrophically bad, would have their situation improved so that it’s just bad, while the superrich 1% would still make out like bandits at the expense of everyone else.
But in fact, Option B is NOT universally, fairly implemented; in fact, since implementing Option
B is left up to to individual states, many states implement Option B in a way that brings it as
close to Option A as legally possible, so that many millions of people are still in a
catastrophically bad situation, while the super-rich 1% still make out like bandits at the expense
of everyone else.
OPTION C:
Option C is good for everyone, especially those for whom Options A and B were catastrophically
bad, and also good for the super-rich 1%, nevertheless the super-rich, who remain super-rich,
finally are prevented from making out like bandits at the expense of everyone else.
Notice that under Options A and B, the super-rich are actually evil — not because they’re rich
(that’s communism) but just because they make out like bandits at the expense of everyone else
(that’s minimal moral rationality).
Now which option would you, as a sane, minimally morally reasonable, nice person, choose?
Self-evidently, Option C.
But Option A is Trumpcare, Option B is Obamacare, and Option C is Single-Payer, aka
Universal Free Healthcare.
I have already argued for Universal Free Healthcare in “Freedom From Fear in the Age of Trump
3: Healthcare Hell,” from a moral point of view, and here are other arguments.
Moreover, consider this:
The United States life expectancy of 78.4 years at birth, up from 75.2 years in 1990,
ranks it 50th among 221 nations, and 27th out of the 34 industrialized OECD countries,
down from 20th in 1990. Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes
of Health in 2013, the United States had the highest or near-highest prevalence of obesity,
car accidents, infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually transmitted infections,
adolescent pregnancies, injuries, and homicides. On average, a U.S. male can be expected
to live almost four fewer years than those in the top-ranked country, though notably
Americans aged 75 live longer than those who reach that age in other developed nations.
A 2014 survey of the healthcare systems of 11 developed countries found the US
healthcare system to be the most expensive and worst-performing in terms of health
access, efficiency, and equity.
Gallup recorded that the uninsured rate among U.S. adults was 11.9% for the first quarter
of 2015, continuing the decline of the uninsured rate outset by the Affordable Care Act.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
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industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990.” Recent evidence demonstrates
that lack of health insurance causes some 45,000 to 48,000 unnecessary deaths every year
in the United States. In 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical
expenses. A 2013 study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy
due to medical expenses, and 43% are forced to mortgage or sell their primary residence.
Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes of Health in 2013, the
United States was at or near the top in infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually
transmitted infections, adolescent pregnancies, injuries, homicides, and rates of disability.
Together, such issues place the U.S. at the bottom of the list for life expectancy. On
average, a U.S. male can be expected to live almost four fewer years than those in the
top-ranked country.
The U.S. Census Bureau reported that 49.9 million residents, 16.3% of the population,
were uninsured in 2010 (up from 49.0 million residents, 16.1% of the population, in
2009). According to the World Health Organization (WHO), the United States spent
more on health care per capita ($7,146), and more on health care as percentage of its
GDP (15.2%), than any other nation in 2008. The United States had the fourth highest
level of government health care spending per capita ($3,426), behind three countries with
higher levels of GDP per capita: Monaco, Luxembourg, and Norway. A 2001 study in
five states found that medical debt contributed to 46.2% of all personal bankruptcies and
in 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical expenses. Since then,
health costs and the numbers of uninsured and underinsured have increased. A 2013
study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy due to medical
expenses.
The U.S. pays twice as much as Canada yet lags behind other wealthy nations in such
measures as infant mortality and life expectancy. Currently, the U.S. has a higher infant
mortality rate than most of the world’s industrialized nations. In the United States life
expectancy is 42nd in the world, after some other industrialized nations, lagging the other
nations of the G5 (Japan, France, Germany, U.K., U.S.) and just after Chile (35th) and
Cuba (37th).
Life expectancy at birth in the U.S., 78.49, is 50th in the world, below most developed
nations and some developing nations. Monaco is first with 89.68. Chad is last with 48.69.
With 72.4% Americans of European ancestry, life expectancy is below the average life
expectancy for the European Union. The World Health Organization (WHO), in 2000,
ranked the U.S. health care system as the highest in cost, first in responsiveness, 37th in
overall performance, and 72nd by overall level of health (among 191 member nations
included in the study). In 2008 the Commonwealth Fund, an advocacy group seeking
greater government involvement in US healthcare, then led by former Carter
administration official Karen Davis, ranked the United States last in the quality of health
care among similar countries, and notes U.S. care costs the most.
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United States ranks close to the bottom compared to other industrialized countries on
several important health issues affecting mortality: low birth weight and infant mortality,
injuries and murder, teen pregnancy and STDs, HIV and AIDS, deaths resulting from
drug overdoses, obesity and diabetes, heart disease, COPD, and general disability.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990. The 2004 IOM report observed
“lack of health insurance causes roughly 18,000 unnecessary deaths every year in the
United States”, while a 2009 Harvard study conducted by co-founders of Physicians for a
National Health Program, a pro-single payer advocacy group, estimated that 44,800
excess deaths occurred annually due to lack of health insurance.
(Source: Wikipedia, ”Health Care in the United States”)
Nevertheless, even despite all that, as of today, in The Age of Trump-POTUS, Congress is
seriously debating whether to replace Option B with Option A, or not.
And at least for the time being, Option A will not replace Option B.
But although the bad (Option B, Obamacare) is better than the terrible (Option A, Trumpcare),
nevertheless the bad is still infinitely far from the good (Option C, Single-Payer).
So, what has gone wrong in the US debate about healthcare?
In a recent post I discussed cognitive walls, the persistence of false belief, the backfire effect,
and cognitive de-biasing techniques.
Therefore my explanation for what’s gone wrong in the US debate about healthcare is that many
or even most of the American people have built for themselves a mass cognitive wall — they have
created for themselves a mass cognitive illusion — that prevents them from seeing the noses on
their own faces.
Q: What produced this mass cognitive illusion?
A: Endlessly repeated misinformation.
First, ever since the McCarthy era, most Americans have had a pathological fear of socialism,
which they falsely identify with Stalin-era communism, and then the opponents of single-payer
healthcare endlessly, mindlessly repeat the bullshit phrase “single-payer healthcare is socialized
medicine” until people can’t get it out of their heads.
Second, the super-rich 1% have spent an immense amount of money to repeat endlessly and
mindlessly the bullshit line that it’s really really in their own best interest to continue a health
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care system that is bad for 99% of the people, and catastrophically bad for millions, while the
super-rich 1% make out like bandits at the expense of everyone else.
It is true, nevertheless, that sane, minimally morally rational, nice people can reverse the effects
of cognitive walls, e.g., by considering the truth repeatedly in a context that does not threaten
their worldview or perceived self-identity.
So I urge all of them to read this little essay once a day for, say, three or four months, and also to
post this picture on their kitchen fridges, so that they can calmly, and in a cognitively nonthreatening context, look at it two or three more times a day:

***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 24 March 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 18: Free Speech in The
Age of Trump

Free speech is the liberty of unfettered expression in opinion, thought, and lifestyle, hence the
liberty to engage in what John Stuart Mill called “experiments in living,” and above all the
liberty to express edgy, challenging beliefs and ideas by means of talk, writing, or any other
communicative medium.
Free speech has many important values, including scientific truth, aesthetic beauty, profound
artistic or philosophical insight, and authentic self-realization — and their pursuit.
But the highest value of free speech is manifest when we exercise the liberty to engage in
peaceful criticism of and protests against violations of respect for human dignity and human
oppression, and in peaceful resistance against immoral uses of power.
This kind of free speech isn’t merely “speaking truth to power,” because it is also ethicallydriven and peacefully rebellious.
It’s emancipatory speech.
There are three serious problems about free speech in The Age of Trump-POTUS.
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The first serious problem is that by virtue of his Presidential Oath of Office, which he took on 20
January 2017, Donald Trump is required to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the
United States”; and the First Amendment to the US Constitution says that “Congress shall make
no law … abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press”; yet Trump tweeted this on 17
February 2017:
The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, @CNN) is
not my enemy, it is the enemy of the American People!
In other words, Trump spoke out against the freedom of the press, thereby violating his Oath of
Office.
The second serious problem is that, following in Trump’s faulty footsteps, others have also
begun to restrict and suppress freedom of speech.
In a New York Times article on 29 March 2017, “Hungary Plan That Could Shutter Soros’s
University Is Called ‘Political Vandalism’,” Palko Karasz writes this:
A law put forward by the Hungarian government would force a university founded by the
Hungarian-American financier and philanthropist George Soros to shut its doors, the
school’s top official said on Wednesday.
The move, according to observers, was the latest development in a crackdown on free
expression and liberal values under Prime Minister Viktor Orban, who has embraced
President Trump and vociferously denounced Mr. Soros, a billionaire who is a frequent
target of attacks by the right-wing news media in both the United States and Europe.
The school, the Central European University, opened in Mr. Soros’s native Budapest in
1991, not long after the fall of communism and the start of Hungary’s uneven transition
to democracy. The school is known as a center for research in the social sciences, with
programs led by internationally prominent educators.
The university has also given a platform to dissident voices, particularly in the period
since Mr. Orban, who helped popularize the term “illiberal democracy,” came to power in
2010. Proponents of illiberal democracy place majority rule over civil liberties and
minority rights, and they say that financiers like Mr. Soros are part of an elite capitalist
class that puts cosmopolitan values over national interests.
This article was followed up on 2 April 2017 by Michael Ignatieff’s New York Times Op Ed
piece, “Academic Freedom, Under Threat in Europe.”
And in a Reuters article on 30 March 2017, “U.N. Experts See ‘Alarming’ U.S. Trend Against
Free Speech, Protest,” Tom Miles writes this:
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Nineteen U.S. states have introduced bills that would curb freedom of expression and the
right to protest since Donald Trump’s election as president, an “alarming and
undemocratic” trend, U.N. human rights investigators said on Thursday.
Concerns for free speech in the United States have risen in part because of the
Republican Trump’s antagonistic relations with prominent U.S. media, which he has
branded “the enemy of the American people” as it has reported on policy missteps and
dysfunction in his administration.
The push for stricter laws on expression has come as Trump’s liberal foes have pursued
public protest against his policies on issues ranging from immigration to abortion and
climate change.
Maina Kiai and David Kaye, independent U.N. experts on freedom of peaceful assembly
and expression respectively, said in a statement that the state bills were incompatible with
international human rights law.
“The trend also threatens to jeopardize one of the United States’ constitutional pillars:
free speech,” they said in a statement, calling for action to reverse such legislation.
“From the Black Lives Matter movement, to the environmental and Native American
movements in opposition to the Dakota Access oil pipeline, and the Women’s Marches,
individuals and organizations across (American) society have mobilized in peaceful
protests,” Kiai and Kaye said.
They said it was their fundamental right to do so, but that bills in Republican-governed
states like Indiana, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan and Missouri
sought to stop them exercising that right.
And the third serious problem is that, clearly, neither Trump nor his followers — not to mention
many other people — have the slightest idea what the moral and political limits of free speech
are.
The only moral and political limits of free speech are:
(i) incitement to or triggering of violence,
(ii) slander (i.e, malicious, false or at best half-true, injurious speech) about individuals,
and
(iii) coercion, i.e., the immoral use of power to force others to obey our will.
In other words, the only moral and political limits of free speech are the very things that give free
speech its highest value when we use it peacefully to criticize them, protest against them, and
resist them, by means of emancipatory speech:
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(i) violations of respect for human dignity,
(ii) human oppression, and
(iii) immoral uses of power.
This means that merely being OFFENDED by someone else’s speech is NOT a moral or political
limitation on their free speech.
Thus profane or scatalogical speech, erotic or otherwise sexual speech, shockingly religious or
shockingly anti-religious speech, “politically incorrect” speech of any kind, politically
subversive speech, and emancipatory speech of all kinds, are ALL fully morally and politically
permissible, provided that this speech does not include incitement to or triggering of violence,
malicious slander of individuals, or coercion.
So this little essay is a perfect example of morally and politically permissible free speech, and
more specifically, of emancipatory speech.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 31 March 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 21: American
Democracy Without The Crime-&Punishment Machine

In a fascinating New York Times article from 14 April 2017, “Power and Punishment: Two New
Books About Race and Crime,” Harvard professor Khalil Gibran Muhammed accurately and
movingly describes what I’ll call The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in America:
Two new books offer timely and complementary ways of understanding America’s
punitive culture and, in the process, stark pleas to abolish it. In “Locking Up Our Own,”
James Forman Jr. explains how and why an influx of black “firsts” took the municipal
reins of government after the civil rights movement only to unleash the brutal power of
the criminal justice system on their constituents; in “A Colony in a Nation,” Chris Hayes
shows that throughout American history, freedom — despite all the high-minded ideals —
has often entailed the subjugation of another.
***
Drawing heavily on personal experiences as a white kid growing up in the crack-era
Bronx and attending a magnet school on the border of East Harlem, much of Hayes’s
book unfolds along the axis of two “distinct regimes” in America. One for whites, what
he calls the Nation; the other for blacks, what he calls the Colony. “In the Nation, you
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have rights; in the Colony, you have commands,” Hayes explains. “In the Nation, you are
innocent until proven guilty; in the Colony, you are born guilty.”
***
Many historians have long noted that black folk are simultaneously overpoliced and
underprotected. Hayes writes that violence by police or by gangs are “two sides of the
same coin.” As such, the Nation evinces a peculiar circular logic: The harm black people
do to one another “justifies” the harm the state does in their name. By contrast, the
premium on white victimization in the Nation is “painfully clear to people living in the
Colony,” Hayes writes. “White lives matter, and it hardly needs to be spoken.
In other words, what has happened in America is that coercive, punitive laws applying to
everyone, whether white or non-white, are then specifically applied in a brutal, discriminatory
way to non-white people, especially black people.
Notice, moreover, that the very idea of a “criminal act” is defined wholly in terms of the
coercive, punitive laws that forbid that act, backed up by the threat of violence and punishment:
without the coercive, punitive law that forbids an act, there is no such thing as a “criminal act”
that violates that law, and therefore no ground whatsoever for legal violence or legal punishment.
Now in America, when anyone, especially non-white people and extra-especially black people,
react against the coercive, punitive laws that are used to criminalize them, imprison them, or kill
them — whether by police gun violence or by capital punishment — by committing even more
“crimes,” then this fact, which has actually been caused and created by the coercive, punitive
laws and their brutal, discriminatory application, is self-servingly used as a sufficient reason to
create and justify harsher, more coercive, more punitive laws, that are then applied to everyone,
but in an increasingly brutal, discriminatory way to non-white people and especially black
people.
On top of that, as the two books discussed by Professor Muhammed show, it is not only white
people in America who create and self-servingly “justify” these harsher, more coercive, more
punitive laws, that are then applied to everyone, but in an increasingly brutal, discriminatory way
to non-white people and especially black people: it is also non-white people and especially black
people, who do this very same thing to other non-white and especially black people.
This bizarre, tragic, sociopolitical twist by which oppressed people become themselves the
oppressors of other oppressed people is called “internalizing the oppressor.”
Is American democracy messed up, or what?
Here is how Professor Muhammed eloquently concludes his article:
Taken together “A Colony in a Nation” and “Locking Up Our Own” compel readers to
wrestle with some very tough questions about the nature of American democracy and its
deep roots in racism, inequality and punishment. Both authors find hope in a shared
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vision of a future society that protects human dignity and seeks accountability rather than
vengeance. “What would the politics of crime look like in a place where people worried
not only about victimization but also about the costs of overly punitive policing and
prosecution?” Hayes asks. Forman imagines redefining our core values: “What if we
strove for compassion, for mercy, for forgiveness? And what if we did this for
everybody, including people who have harmed others?”
Because, finally, there may be no pathway to end mass incarceration without
reconsidering our handling of all crimes, not just nonviolent ones. Fifty-three percent of
all state prisoners are serving time for violent offenses, most commonly robbery. Racism
and mass incarceration are systemic problems, but both Forman and Hayes show that the
solution will lie not only with policy changes but with individual changes of heart too.
Forman recalls that a 16-year-old he defended was saved from incarceration by the
testimony of the victim, who told the judge he didn’t want the teenager to be sent to
prison. A system built to make “teeth rattle,” as described by Atlanta’s first black mayor,
Maynard Jackson, is not a system capable of transformation; we need to build a new
foundation. We need to choose to do it. “Mass incarceration,” Forman writes, “was
constructed incrementally, and it may have to be dismantled the same way.”
I couldn’t agree more.
So how can we go about dismantling The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in America?
I have three radical thoughts about that.
First, as I argued in “Je Vous Dis, Merde! 15: Trump As the Reductio ad Absurdum of US
Democracy,” we most urgently need to get clear on what democracy actually is.
More specifically, I claimed, there are at least three different concepts of democracy:
(i) democracy as the rule of the majority of all the people qualified to vote,
(ii) democracy as the open process of critical discussion and critical examination of
opinions and social institutions, and, simultaneously, the unfettered expression of
different opinions and lifestyles, and
(iii) democracy as the unwavering commitments to universal respect for human dignity
and autonomy, and universal resistance to human oppression.
And I also argued in JVDM! 15 that the only rationally and morally justifiable concept of
democracy is the third one.
Therefore, in order to dismantle The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in America, we need to be
guided solely by the third concept of democracy as the unwavering commitments to universal
respect for human dignity and autonomy, and universal resistance to human oppression.
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Second, as I argued in “Je Vous Dis, Merde! 8: The Second “Peculiar Institution,” Gun
Abolitionism, and Trump,” for the sake of universally respecting human dignity and universally
resisting human oppression, we need universally to abolish the possession and use of guns,
especially including their possession and use by the police, by means of repealing the rationally
unjustified and immoral Second Amendment to the US Constitution.
Believe it or not, there are five other countries in which most police don’t use guns — Iceland,
Ireland, Britain, New Zealan, and Norway —and yet everything works out, pretty much gunlessly, pretty much for the best.
In abolishing the possession and use of guns in the USA, we would thereby end gun violence,
which is an essential feature of The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in America.
Third, finally, and most importantly, we should de-criminalize everything and shut down all
prisons by simply getting rid of all coercive, punitive laws.
Non-coercive, non-punitive laws would still be acceptable, important, and even necessary for
society: but their purpose would be solely to provide wise, apt guidelines for creating, operating,
and sustaining all and only constructive, enabling social institutions for our mutual aid, benefit,
and self-realization, guided above all by universal respect for human dignity and universal
resistance against human oppression.
OK.
When your head stops spinning around on your stationary shoulders and smoke stops coming out
of your ears, like satan-possessed Linda Blair in The Exorcist, I’ll reply to the most obvious
objection to what I’ve just argued:
Supposing that my radical proposals for dismantling The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in
America were enacted, then how then could we ever defend and protect innocent people
against the bad acts of bad people or prevent these bad acts from happening?
[Some time passes, while the smoke coming from your ears dissipates.]
Now, my reply to the most obvious objection is this.
As I argued in “Je Vous Dis, Merde! 20: On the Completely Messed-Up Immorality of Trump’s
Syrian Missile Strike and Afghanistan MOAB Drop,” although all coercion is rationally
unjustified and immoral, nevertheless what I call minimal sufficiently effective, last resort,
defensive, protective, and preventive moral force is morally permissible, precisely because its
fundamental aim is to support and sustain human dignity:


as a last resort, only either using the smallest sufficiently effective level of violence or
threat of violence, or deploying the smallest sufficiently effective threat of appreciable,
salient harm, in order to defend against, protect against, or prevent, oneself or someone
else being coerced, or having their human dignity directly violated.
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In other words, we not only morally can but also morally should protect and defend innocent
people against bad people: it’s just that this protection and defense would not involve crime-&punishment, and, other things being equal, would never involve guns or incarceration.
Yes!, when other things are not equal, and things have reached a crisis situation, such that the
well-being or lives of innocent people are imminently threatened, we might well have to use
some minimally sufficiently effective, last resort, defensive, protective, and preventive means for
neutralizing gun violence or other forms of violence, or for temporarily restraining someone.
But legal gun violence by the police, prisons, and capital punishment, would all be abolished.
Hence the violence-neutralizing or temporary restraining that would sometimes be necessary in
crisis situations, would be as infinitely far from The Crime-&-Punishment Machine in America
as utopia is from earthly hell.
— Which, sadly and tragically, is where we are right now, son.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 20 April 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 22: UBI in the USA?
Hell Yes.

Back in December 2016, in “Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump 1: Poverty and
Economic Oppression,” I argued for Universal Basic Income, aka UBI, as a morally right, highly
politically progressive, and economically realistic solution for poverty and economic oppression.
The UBI idea, as such, isn’t new: various utopian thinkers, from Thomas More on, have
proposed it.
Fast-forwarding to forty-two years ago, starting in 1975, the Canadian province of Manitoba
actually ran a 3-year UBI pilot program called “Mincome” in the city of Dauphin, with notable
success, but no publicity, and the 20th century version of the UBI idea was soon snowed under
by the yearly onslaught of harsh Canadian prairie winters and Politics As Usual.
Recently, however, the UBI idea, especially as promoted by the Dutch neo-utopian social thinker
Rutger Bregman, is gaining new recognition worldwide.
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Indeed, on Monday 24 April 2017, the Canadian province of Ontario announced plans to
implement a three-year, real-world UBI pilot program, covering 4000 people currently living in
the cities of Hamilton, Lindsay, and Thunder Bay, starting this coming summer.
There are several different versions of the UBI scheme, however, and the differences between
them really and truly matter.
Some versions of the scheme propose giving a monthly stipend to every citizen, without regard to
age, rational status, or actual economic need.
I’ll call these Stupid UBI Schemes, because they are fully open to many obvious, knockdown
objections, especially including these ones:
What would children, or adults who are non compos mentis, do with a BI? Wouldn’t it be
immorally absurd to give them one?
Why should citizens receive a BI, but not non-citizens who are permanent residents?
Wouldn’t that be immoral discrimination?
Why should people who don’t actually need a BI, receive one? Wouldn’t that be immorally
excessive?
Wouldn’t the overall cost of giving a BI to every citizen be prohibitively high, thereby
ruling out other equally important social programs, hence immorally unaffordable?
By sharp contrast, here’s The WTFU Party’s version of UBI, which I’ll call UBI in the USA:


Anyone 21 years of age or over who is living permanently in the USA, who has a
personal yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their
UBI, would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.

There are two absolutely crucial things to notice about UBI in the USA.
First, UBI in the USA is not one of the Stupid UBI Schemes, precisely because none of the
knockdown objections apply to it.
Therefore, using one or more of the above knockdown objections, which apply only to Stupid
UBI Schemes, in order to criticize UBI in the USA, is nothing but self-serving sophistry.
Second, and perhaps even more importantly, UBI in the USA is essentially interdependent with
four other equally morally right, equally highly politically progressive, and equally economically
realistic schemes:
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A 15-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs):


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

Thus anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000.00
USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
The rationale behind the three-year gap between (i) being offered an eco-job at 18 and (ii)
beginning to receive their UBI at 21, is that every young adult who has finished high school will
have the option of pursuing three years of part-time or full-time free higher education without
credentialing, i.e., for its own sake, after high school, before making longer-term decisions about
what I call job-work and life-work.
***
Here are a few more details about UBI and eco-jobs.
(i) The UBI is to be paid by a monthly stipend check.
(ii) Eco-job income is not taxed.
(iii) For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied; hence
for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be levied.
(iv) For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard UBI
of $25,000.00 USD, the monthly UBI stipend is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s UBI is
reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes equal to or under
$50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is always $50,000.00 USD.
(v) For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD earned,
that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax rate being
50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly incomes of
$550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.
***
Universal Free Higher Education Without Credentialing (HEWC):


Everyone would be offered, beyond their high-school education, a free, three-year
minimum, optional (but also open-ended beyond those three years, as a further option),
part-time or full-time universal public education program in the so-called “liberal arts,”
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and also in some of the so-called “STEM” fields, including the humanities, the fine arts,
the social sciences, mathematics, and the natural sciences.
For many or even most people, their HEWC would fall between (i) the end of their high
school education at age 18 and the corresponding availability of eco-jobs, and (ii) the
beginning of their UBI at age 21.
But HEWC would be open to anyone with a high school degree, no matter how old they
are, provided they are mentally and physically capable of doing the program.

Universal Free Healthcare (UFH):


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

2-Phase Universal Open Borders (2P-UOB):




Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise number
of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of (i)
adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation,
in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of
everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political refugee,
economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global refugees”),
who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or Mexico, and
also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the
three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or permanent residents,
and the precise distribution of new residents among the three members of the GRC, to
depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii)
adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries, provided that all new
residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in the GRC and elsewhere
in the world.

In other words, in order to make UBI in the USA genuinely viable, it also has to be combined, as
essential parts of a single, multi-faceted, comprehensive social package, with





serious work reform,
serious higher education reform,
serious health care reform, and
serious immigration reform,

most of which I’ve already argued for, in “Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump 2: The
Job Dilemma,” “Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump 3: Healthcare Hell,” and “Liberation
From Fear in The Age of Trump 4: Cultural Conflict and Closed Borders.”
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The various elements of the five-part comprehensive social package (UBI in the USA + FHWfor-NBJs/eco-jobs + HEWC + UFH + 2P-UOB) would effectively interact to ensure that
human dignity was always being respected and human oppression alleviated or ended.
To take one example, UFH, aka “single payer healthcare,” would be designed so that it
adequately covers the basic needs of children, and of adults who are non compos mentis, if they
weren’t already being looked after by people who have a BI, or who are sufficiently well-off that
they don’t qualify for a BI.
And to take another example, although UBI wouldn’t kick in until you’re 21, nevertheless you’d
still qualify for an eco-job when you’re 18, which would also be perfectly consistent with your
pursuing part-time free higher education under HEWC for the three years until you qualified for
a BI.
OK.
Here’s a real-world thought-experiment, to make what I’m proposing more concrete.
Let’s suppose that you’re a 23-year old Central American refugee — a single mother with one
young child, a 5-year old boy, and you had to leave school right after finishing your high school
education, in order to work long hours for terrible pay, to support yourself and your child, in
abysmal housing; and now that both of you have arrived in the USA, you intensely desire to have
fairly-paid work, so that you can live in adequate housing and properly feed yourself and your
son, and also send him to a decent school, and also enjoy your work, and also be able to look
after your child yourself at home, whenever he isn’t in school, and also eventually pursue some
sort of higher education.
These are not in any way unreasonable desires: on the contrary, they’re just the sorts of desires
that are perfectly in line with your human dignity.
Then, under the five-part UBI in the USA-based social package I described, you could use your
BI, and afford adequate housing and proper food, and also find a decent school for your son, and
also take a 15-hour-per-week eco-job, which you enjoy, and also look after your child at home
whenever he’s not in school, and also pursue your educational dreams part-time, without ever
having to worry about falling back into poverty, or having either no or inadequate health care.
In short, you could have a good life.
Now, generalize and appropriately adapt that story to the 43 million people currently living in
poverty in the USA, and to the 65 million people who are victims of the current global crisis of
displaced humanity.
Therefore, if the comprehensive five-part social package consisting of UBI in the USA + FHWfor-UNBJs/eco-jobs + HEWC + UFH + 2P-UOB, were to be implemented in the real world,
say, over the next 4 to 8 years, then the USA would be well on its way to becoming a utopia
now.
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— Not only that, but the contemporary real-world alternative looks like this:

So what’s a better world: the USA as Utopia Now, or the USA as Trumpzilla On Wheels?
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 27 April 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 23: The MexiCanada
Solution

As everyone knows, US President Donald Trump and his supporters want to build a Great Wall
between the USA and Mexico, in order to keep economic immigrants and other refugees from
Mexico and the rest of Latin America out of the USA.
And as everyone also knows, ever since 2015, and into the first 100 days of his presidency,
Trump and his supporters have also wanted to ban Muslims from immigrating to, or even
entering, the USA.
Hence Trump, his alt-right henchmen, and his Republican Party bandwaggoners, all think that
Mexico, Muslims, and immigration are big problems for the USA.
But on the contrary, I think that the USA’s biggest problem is actually ITSELF, and that
therefore, in order to save itself from itself, the USA should open its borders to Mexico and
Canada, and then also to the rest of the world.
This is what I call The MexiCanada Solution.
The MexiCanada Solution would be implemented by the following plan, 2-Phase Universal
Open Borders (2P-UOB):
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Phase 1: Starting in 2021, there will be universal open borders with Canada and Mexico,
and everyone who moves across those borders and then claims residence in the USA, will
receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA and also full membership in the
system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the USA, with the precise number
of new temporary or permanent residents to depend on the current availability of (i)
adequate funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii) adequate living accommodation,
in the USA, provided that all new residents also fully respect the human dignity of
everyone else in the USA and elsewhere in the world.
Phase 2: Also starting in 2021, the USA, Canada, and Mexico will collectively form a
Global Refugee Consortium (GRC), with three-way open borders to any political refugee,
economic refugee, or asylum seeker from anywhere in the world (aka “global refugees”),
who will receive temporary or permanent residence in the USA, Canada, or Mexico, and
also full membership in the system of UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH in the
three GRC countries, with the precise number of new temporary or permanent residents,
and the precise distribution of new residents among the three members of the GRC, to
depend on the current availability of (i) funding for UBI, eco-jobs, and UFH , and (ii)
adequate living accommodation, in the three GRC countries, provided that all new
residents also fully respect the human dignity of everyone else in the GRC and elsewhere
in the world.

I have three arguments for The MexiCanada Solution.
First, here is a 2-step argument I call The Argument from Immigration’s Benefits.
1. A recent study by Garth Davies and Jeffrey Fagan, “Crime and Enforcement in Immigrant
Neighborhoods: Evidence from New York City,” published in the Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, shows that increased immigration actually lowers
crime rates and improves neighborhoods.
2. Therefore, we should increase immigration to the USA.
Second, here is a 15-step argument I call The Argument from the Global Refugee Crisis.
1. All human persons, aka people, are (i) absolutely intrinsically, non-denumerably infinitely
valuable, beyond all possible economics, which means they have dignity, and (ii) autonomous
rational animals, which means they can act freely for good reasons, and above all they are (iii)
morally obligated to respect each other and to be actively concerned for each other’s well-being
and happiness, aka kindness, as well as their own well-being and happiness.
2. Because the Earth is a sphere, because planetary spheres are finite but unbounded spaces with
no inherent edges or borders, and because all people live on our planetary sphere within
essentially interconnecting surface-spaces, they must share this Earth with each other.
3. People are embodied conscious animals living in forward-directed time, and living in spaces
whose inherent directions (right-left, etc.) are all centered on, and determined by, the firstpersons embedded in those spaces.
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4. In order to live, and in order to live well and be happy, people need to be able to occupy
certain special spaces in which they eat, rest or work, sleep, have intimate emotional
relationships and/or families, etc., aka homes, and also to move freely across the surface of the
Earth, without having their dignity or autonomy violated, and without violating others’ dignity or
autonomy.

5. By virtue of the spherical shape of the Earth, by virtue of their embodiment, but above all by
virtue of their dignity and autonomy, all people inherently belong to a single universal
cosmopolitan moral community, aka humanity, that transcends any political state.
6. By sharp contrast, everyone also accidentally belongs to one or more arbitrarily-established
social institutions, nation-states, that occupy arbitrarily-divided areas of the Earth’s surface, and
are ruled by special groups of people called governments, whose rule is enforced by police and
armies.
7. The function of governments is to issue commands of various kinds, without regard to their
specific moral content, justified instead by political authority, backed up by force or the threat of
force, aka coercion, for the purpose of protecting various self-interests of certain people
specifically enclosed, governed, and controlled by that nation-state, call them citizens. Other
people who live within these nation-states, and are also controlled by those states, but are not
citizens of them, are foreigners.
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8. The current refugee crisis is, first, caused by authoritarian, wicked governments of certain
contemporary nation-states, e.g. Syria, and also by certain brutal insurgencies, themselves
wannabe nation-states, e.g. ISIS, that are violating the dignity of innocent citizens and innocent
foreigners living within various states, mistreating them in various ways, and often torturing or
murdering them, leading to massive migration of those oppressed people, in order to survive and
in search of a better life.
9. This crisis is also, second, caused by the existence of arbitrarily-established borders between
other contemporary nation-states, expressing highly restrictive government-imposed travel and
immigration policies in those states, e.g. Hungary, including many states that are comparatively
quite well-off, or even very rich, and also significantly less authoritarian and/or wicked.
10. But, by virtue of their dignity, autonomy, and essential embodiment, people need homes, and
they need to be able to move freely, and they also need to be treated with kindness by others,
most obviously by those who live in immediately adjoining nation-states, but also by everyone
on the face of the Earth, even if they live very far away from those others, e.g. in North America,
simply because everyone shares the same spherical space of the Earth and because they all
inherently belong to humanity.
11.Therefore the citizens of all relatively well-off, and significantly less authoritarian and/or less
wicked nation-states in the world, especially including those in continental Europe, Scandinavia,
the United Kingdom/British Isles, South America, and above all North America, especially the
United States, should voluntarily do the following:
each local community, as determined by a reasonable cadastral map of that country,
guaranteeing fair distribution, should raise enough money to support one entire family,
or, say, 4–10 people, and re-locate them to a safe place somewhere on the Earth, where
their dignity and autonomy are respected and where they are treated with kindness,
including finding them homes and providing them with free health care, schooling, a
guaranteed minimal income, jobs, etc., and more generally, safe haven.

12. Ideally, the families or 4–10 people would be given safe haven in the particular local
community that provides support for them. Since each re-located group would contain no more
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than 10 people, it would not constitute an “invasion of foreigners,” and since all re-located
people would receive a new home, and experience the special benefits of safe haven in that local
community, they would be extremely unlikely to move in large numbers and high concentrations
to areas that lacked these special benefit.
13. This in turn would remove one major psychological trigger of nativist, xenophobic thinking,
the irrational fear of Other-filled slums — the irrational fear of “District 9s.” But more generally,
everyone should do their best to recognize and suppress in themselves, and to recognize and
criticize in others, the irrationally fearful thinking expressed by such all-too-familiar slogans as
“Foreigners get out!”, “Vas y étrangères!”, and “Ausländer raus!”
14. Canada leads the world in pioneering the safe-haven response to the global refugee crisis.
15. Therefore, the USA should open its borders to everyone and adopt the safe-haven response to
the global refugee crisis, following the lead of the Canadians.
Third, here is a 7-step argument, based on a recent article in Vox by Sarah Kliff, that I call The
Argument from Canada.
1. The world thinks Canada is awesome
Canada has a great reputation internationally — the best reputation, in fact, if you look at an
international survey from 2013 that asked 27,000 people across the globe what they thought
about the safety, public policy, efficacy of government and other attributes of 50 different
countries. Canada came out at the very top of those reputation rankings, edging out Sweden:
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2. Canadians think living in Canada is awesome
The OECD’s Better Living survey asks people in 36 countries to rank, on a scale of one to 10,
their general satisfaction level with life. Canadians ranked their life satisfaction, on average, at
7.6, coming in third out of all countries. Residents of Norway and Sweden were the two
countries that bested Canada, whereas Americans had an average life satisfaction ranking of 7.
For what it’s worth, both Canada and the United States do better than the OECD average life
satisfaction rating of 6.6.
3. One possible explanation: Canada is pretty safe

Canadians report the lowest rate of assaults of any country in the same OECD Better Living
survey.
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An estimated 1.31 percent of Canadians report having been assaulted in the past year. Seventysix percent of Canadians say they feel safe walking outside at night, which is higher than the
OECD average of 69 percent. Canadians are significantly less likely to get murdered than
Americans, too, although neither country’s homicide rate is really something to brag about: both
fall in the bottom half of the 36 OECD countries when ranked on murders per 100,000 people
annually.

4. Canadian health care is better than ours too
A Canadian born now can expect to live to 81-years-old. This puts Canada more than two years
ahead of the United States and one year above the OECD average.
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5. Canadian 15-year-olds are smarter than American 15-year-olds
Canadian students average top scores in the Programme of International Student Assessment, a
regular survey that tests kids’ reading, math and science abilities in 44 countries. Canadian high
school sophomores came in fifth internationally in the most recent PISA ranking with a score of
522, above the OECD average of 497.

6. Canadian air is less polluted
Head across the border and you’ll find fewer pollutants in the air. The average large city in
Canada like Toronto has a lower number of particles in the air than large American cities.
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7. Therefore, the more Canadians there are in the USA, the more the USA will become like
Canada, and, as a consequence, the better the USA will be.
Given the combined rational force of The Argument from Immigration’s Benefits, The
Argument from the Global Refugee Crisis, and The Argument from Canada, I conclude that
in order to save itself from itself, the USA should open its borders to Mexico and Canada, and
then also to the rest of the world.
— Or in other words, The MexiCanada Solution.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 4 May 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 24: Everyday Anarchism

In two recent essays, “How to Fight the Establishment Propaganda Machine and Win” and
“Media War Toolkit — The Seven Deadliest Weapons Against Establishment Propaganda,”
Caitlin Johnstone, the most excellently edgy, and neogonzo — because both highly subjective
and also politically radical, as per Noam Chomsky— Australian journalist, argues this:
I am going to keep hammering and hammering on this point until I see that it has taken
root in American consciousness: the single best way to take down the oligarchy is by
aggressively and relentlessly attacking its propaganda engine. People appreciate my
cutesy little analysis pieces on current events and my rude nicknames for corporate
Democrats, but if there was one idea I could implore you all to ingest and circulate, this
would be it.
It is clearer now than ever before that democracy is functionally nonexistent in America.
In an unapologetically strict two-party system, the DNC is openly communicating to the
public that it considers itself a private establishment under no obligation to provide the
public with a legitimate Democratic primary. On the other side of the aisle the purported
nationalist who the people supposedly elected has been acting more and more like the
neocon globalists that his grassroots supporters despise. No matter how you vote, the
plutocrats and their multinational corporations and banks win, and the American people
lose. This is settled beyond dispute for anyone who’s been paying attention. We tried all
the political doors, and they’re all bolted shut.

112

So that’s it, right? Checkmate? Time to give up, tap out and wait until they get us all
killed in a nuclear holocaust or climate disaster?
Wrong. The elites who manipulate your government are more vulnerable now than ever
before and they know it — the solution just isn’t in politics, it’s in media. What
Americans lack in voting power, they make up for in the fact that their ability to network
and share information has reached completely unprecedented heights, which means that
the old propaganda systems which have been used to lull Americans into accepting the
establishment narrative are wielding less and less influence. The internet has the potential
to initiate a total shift in public perspective.
I’m totally on board with Johnstone’s neogonzo line of thinking and writing.
And in “Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump 6: Everyday Forms of Resistance,” “Trump
and The Logic of MINDFUCK,” “Cognitive Walls in The Age of Trump,” and “From TrumpResistance to Progressive Revolution,” I’ve been arguing for similar things myself.
In this little essay I want to take her line of thinking one step further, to something I call
everyday anarchism.
First, bounded in a nutshell, this what anarchism means:
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Second, more generally, philosophical and political anarchists hold:
(1) that the State is immoral because it uses coercion, including violence, to compel free
people to obey its laws, even if those laws are morally wrong, and also
(2) that people should freely associate with one another for their mutual aid and personal
self-realization.
Third, although SOME anarchists are coercively violent, street-brawling, bomb-throwing
terrorists, like late 19th and early 20th century members of what historian John Merriman has
aptly called The Dynamite Club, and more recently, Black Mask, Up Against the Wall
Motherfucker(s), and the Black Bloc, nevertheless OTHER anarchists are passionately noncoercive and non-violent.
OK. Now back to Johnstone.
Again, this is the pith & marrow of what she said:
The elites who manipulate your government are more vulnerable now than ever before
and they know it — the solution just isn’t in politics, it’s in media. What Americans lack
in voting power, they make up for in the fact that their ability to network and share
information has reached completely unprecedented heights, which means that the old
propaganda systems which have been used to lull Americans into accepting the
establishment narrative are wielding less and less influence. The internet has the potential
to initiate a total shift in public perspective.
So what I’m calling everyday anarchism is passionately non-coercive, non-violent, internetdriven philosophical and political anarchism.
And what I’m saying, along with Emma G. and Caitlin J., is that, now and henceforth, we should
all be everyday anarchists until we’ve achieved our progressive revolution, starting in the USA
and then worldwide.
— What do I mean by a “progressive revolution”?
It’s all spelled out in the seven-part platform of The WTFU Party.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 12 May 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 25: Up Against the Wall

Of course it was happening before then too — but ever since The Dawning of The Age of TrumpPOTUS in November 2016, and especially since 20 January 2017, we’ve been experiencing an
ever-escalating assault on the four core values of humanity:
(i) universal human dignity,
(ii) mutual aid, caring, concern, and kindness — in a word, love,
(iii) autonomy — our capacity for free will, and for individual or collective selflegislation, and
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(iv) reason — our capacity for critical-and-creative conceptual thinking, logical thinking,
mathematical thinking, insight into necessary truth, practical guidance by unconditional
principles especially including moral principles, spiritual insight, and philosophy.
And along with these four core humanitarian values, also comes one extremely important
subsidiary value, environmentalism:
(v) the universal proto-dignity of our natural environment, especially the Earth, as our
global home, and the universal proto-dignity of all the other living creatures who share
this home with us, and our universal protection and preservation of it and them.
The Trumped-up, anti-humanitarian, anti-environmentalist Blitzkrieg hasn’t yet reached the level
of widespread physical violence, physical imprisonment, torture, murder, and war — but they’re
getting too damned close.
Right now, their prime weapons are mental slavery, the repression of our reason, and cognitive
walls.
It is essential to recognize, moreover, that these mental enslavements, rational repressions, and
cognitive walls are not coming only from political conservatives and neoconservatives, centerrightists and so-called right-wingers, and card-carrying Republicans, aka The Dark Side.
They’re also coming from political liberals and neoliberals, center-leftists and so-called leftwingers, and card-carrying Democrats, aka The McResistance.
They’re coming from your Donalds and from your Hillaries.
They’re all authoritarians, Establishment-Men or Establishment-Women, global corporate
capitalists, mainstream media-controllers, and militarists.
They’re anyone, anywhere, here or worldwide, who puts authoritarianism, big capitalism,
thought-control, political coercion, and political violence ahead of our core humanitarian and
environmentalist values.
In short, they’re telling humanity: up against the wall, motherfucker!
Now the totally brilliant, neogonzo Australian journalist Caitlin Johnstone has been making these
same basic points repeatedly for months, perhaps most fully in her fairly recent pieces, “How to
Fight the Establishment Propaganda Machine and Win” and “Media War Toolkit — The Seven
Deadliest Weapons Against Establishment Propaganda.”
But earlier just this week, in “Free Your Mind And The World Will Follow,” she also made two
incredibly important points that especially started my philosophical spidey-senses tingling and
my philosophical heart racing.
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First, Johnstone super-correctly distinguishes between what she calls “intelligence” and
“wisdom.”
For us philosophy-heads, this is an updated version of the classical distinction between what the
ancient Greek philosophers called phronesis and sophia, and what the 18th century German
Enlightenment philosophers called Verstand and Vernunft.
More precisely, the fundamental distinction that Johnstone was so aptly (re)making is between:
(i) the capacity of the human mind whose activation provides us with everyday correct
information and knowledge, and how to use them (intelligence, phronesis, Verstand), and
(ii) the capacity of the human mind whose activation provides us with critical-andcreative conceptual thinking, logical thinking, mathematical thinking, insight into
necessary truth, practical guidance by unconditional principles especially including
moral principles, spiritual insight, and philosophy (wisdom, sophia, Vernunft).
Second, Johnstone also super-correctly points out that it is the second capacity of the human
mind — following 17th and 18th century Enlightenment philosophers more generally, let’s call it
reason — that is most under attack by corporate thought-control and media-control, precisely
because, not surprisingly, it is among the most important capacities we possess, in addition to our
capacities for respecting human dignity, for love, and for autonomy.
And that in turn is because, as soon as you liberate and activate your capacity for reason, then
you’re also intellectually, morally, politically, and spiritually enlightened or woke, and “the
world will follow.”
As Johnstone amusingly and eloquently puts it:
This may sound a little woo woo and hokey, but I truly believe that one of the most
productive things we can do to advance the revolution against the unelected power
establishment is to cultivate and nurture this capacity for [wisdom] within ourselves. I
don’t mean this in any kind of metaphysical way, but in the most pragmatic sense
possible: the clearer your inner vision, the better you will be at helping your fellow man
wake up to what’s really happening. Since the revolution we are fighting is first and
foremost a media war, our ability to clearly see what’s happening will determine the
impact with which we can awaken the public and speak truth to power, our ability to
choose the most effective areas to push in on, the accuracy with which we’ll choose
trustworthy collaborators, and will inform the counter-narratives we’ll select to throw
into the gears of the machine. The wiser you are, the more grace and effectiveness you’ll
have in navigating a world saturated in brainwashing and deceit.
OK.
My first big point in this little essay, then, is in The Age of Trump-POTUS, we’ve been
experiencing an ever-escalating assault, coming from The Dark Side and from The McResistance
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alike, on our core humanitarian and environmentalist values, and above all, an assault on our
capacity for reason, which is also the very capacity philosophers have classically been most
concerned with and in love with — indeed, the very word “philosophy,” after all, comes from the
Greek words philo and sophia, and means “the love of wisdom,” i.e., the love of reason — and
the very capacity that can enable us to withstand and repel this anti-humanitarian and antienvironmentalist assault and lead us towards a better world.
Here’s my second big point.
In the late 1960s in New York City, the militant anarchist alliance, founded by radical activist
artists, Up Against the Wall, Mother-Fucker!, aka UAW/MF, passionately pursued the goals of
what I’ve been calling progressive revolution.
In the passionate spirit of UAW/MF, but also in an equally passionate spirit of non-coercive,
non-violent, non-militant anarchism and progressive revolution, I’m hereby christening The
Wake The Fuck Up! Party, aka The WTFU Party, with the alternative name:
Up Against the Wall, Philosophy-Fucker!, aka UAW/PF.
And my third big point is this.
In their role as Up-Against-the-Wall-Philosophy-Fuckers, philosophers can significantly help
other folks towards enlightenment and woke-ness in The Age of Trump-POTUS, and in every
other non-golden age short of utopia, by providing conceptual tools to guide their thinking, and
moral support.
One important example along these lines is the fundamental conceptual distinction that
Johnstone and I discussed earlier, between intelligence and wisdom, aka reason, and her amusing
and eloquent exhortation to pursue enlightenment and woke-ness in The Age of Trump-POTUS.
Correspondingly, as a free gift from Up Against the Wall, Philosophy-Fucker, here is a fairly
short, alphabetically-ordered list of some other conceptual tools that anyone committed to
humanitarian and environmentalist values could find extremely useful in The Age of TrumpPOTUS.
Every term in boldface has a definition somewhere in the list.
***
Acts: things that animal subjects with consciousness do or perform, and that do not merely
happen to them.
Actual world: this world, here and now; the world in which we live, move, and have our being.
Agency: the capacity or power of an animal subject with consciousness to carry out acts.
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Agency, practical: the capacity or power of an animal subject with consciousness to carry out
acts with free will in the light of principles or reasons, including moral principles or reasons, on
the basis of processes of deliberation and decision also manifesting self-consciousness.
Anarchism: the political doctrine according to which (i) the state is rationally unjustified (see
justification) and immoral because it uses coercion, including violence, to compel people (see
person) to obey its laws, even if those laws are morally wrong, and (ii) all people (see person)
should freely associate with one another for their mutual aid and individual or relational selfrealization.
Follow-up comment: This definition is a “broad” one that is neutral as between (i) “bombthrowing” or militant anarchism, according to which coercion and violence are instrumentally
justified for the purposes of destroying the state, and (ii) ethically-motivated anarchism, which is
consistently non-coercive and non-violent, but also holds that minimal sufficiently effective, last
resort, defensive, protective, and preventive moral force is morally permissible, by which it
means:


as a last resort, only either using the smallest sufficiently effective level of violence or
threat of violence, or deploying the smallest sufficiently effective threat of appreciable,
salient harm, in order to defend against, protect against, or prevent, oneself or someone
else being primarily or secondarily coerced (see coercion), or having their rational
human dignity directly violated.

Animal: an organism with the psychological capacity or power for sentience.
Follow-up comment: Many definitions of animal are strictly biological, whereas this one
conforms more closely to the study of animals in cognitive ethology, presupposing that they are
organisms possessing at least some psychological capacities or powers, even if only minimally.
A posteriori: belief or knowledge insofar as its truth or justification is dependent on inner or
outer sensory experiences.
A priori: cognition or belief or knowledge insofar as its truth or justification is not dependent
on inner or outer sensory experiences, even if it is associated with sensory experiences or has
significant sensory content, e.g., in order to learn it.
Argument: a proposition or set of propositions (the premises) put forward by someone as true,
in rational support of another proposition (the conclusion).
Autonomy, individual: the capacity or power of an animal subject with consciousness to
engage in practical agency (see agency, practical) according to principles of her own choosing,
hence self-legislated principles.
Autonomy, relational: the coordinated practical agency (see agency, practical) of each of the
members of a group of persons (see person), aka people, according to shared principles of their
own choosing, hence multiply self-legislated principles.
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Belief: the sincere assertion of a proposition.
Coercion: either (i) using violence (e.g. injuring, torturing, or killing) or the threat of violence,
in order to manipulate people according to certain purposes of the coercer (primary coercion), or
(ii) inflicting appreciable, salient harm (e.g. imprisonment, termination of employment, large
monetary penalties) or deploying the threat of appreciable, salient harm, even if these are not in
themselves violent, in order to manipulate people according to certain purposes of the coercer
(secondary coercion).
Consciousness: the psychological capacity or power of an animal for subjective experience.
Deductive argument: an argument that purports to be logically valid.
Democracy, ethical: the unwavering commitments to (i) universal respect for the dignity of
human persons (see person), (ii) individual autonomy (see autonomy, individual), (iii)
relational autonomy (see autonomy, relational), and (iv) universal resistance against human
oppression.
Democracy, minimal: the rule of the majority of all the people (see persons) qualified to vote.
Follow-up comment: Minimal democracy entails neither procedural democracy nor ethical
democracy, a perhaps surprising fact that is perhaps best exemplified by the German people’s
democratic election of the Nazis in 1932–33, and is also known as “the tyranny of the majority.”
Democracy, ethical: the unwavering commitments to (i) universal respect for the dignity of
human persons (see person), (ii) individual autonomy (see autonomy, individual), (iii)
relational autonomy (see autonomy, relational), and (iv) universal resistance against human
oppression.
Democracy, procedural: the open process of critical discussion and critical examination of
opinions and social institutions, and, simultaneously, the unfettered expression of different
opinions and lifestyles.
Follow-up comment: Procedural democracy entails neither minimal democracy nor ethical
democracy, another perhaps surprising fact that is perhaps best demonstrated by the USA’s
Electoral College system and the 2016 election of Donald Trump as US President, and is also
known as “the tyranny of the minority.”
Ethics: human values, ideals, and standards (see also morality); the philosophical study of
human values, ideals, and standards.
Free will: the capacity or power of an animal subject with consciousness to choose or do what
it wants to, or to refrain from so choosing or so doing, without preventative constraints and
without internal or external compulsion, with at least causal responsibility (see responsibility,
causal).
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Justification: a reason or a set of reasons offered by someone in support of a belief or
proposition.
Knowledge: sufficiently justified (see justification) true belief.
Liberalism, classical: the political doctrine according to which all people are essentially selfinterested and mutually antagonistic, hence require a coercive central government, formed by a
social contract, and also a larger, well-ordered, law-governed coercive state mechanism —
including police, prisons, armies, and constant security surveillance — in order to ensure their
mutal non-interference and individual pursuit of self-interested goals.
Liberalism, neo-: the political doctrine that combines (i) classical liberalism (see liberalism,
classical), (ii) the valorization of capitalism, especially global corporate capitalism, and (iii)
technocracy, the scientifically-guided control and mastery of human nature and physical nature
alike, for the sake of pursuing individually and collectively self-interested ends and large-scale
capitalist ends.
Logical entailment: logical consequence; the relationship between the premises and conclusion
of a logically valid argument.
Logically consistent: one or more propositions (see proposition) that can be jointly true; one or
more propositions (see proposition) that are not logically contradictory either with one another
or with themselves.
Logically contradictory: a proposition that violates a logical law or is necessarily false; two or
more propositions (see proposition) that cannot be either jointly true or jointly false.
Logically sound: an argument such (i) it is logically valid and (ii) all of its premises are true.
Logically valid: an argument such that there is no possible set of circumstances (or: no possible
world) in which the premises are all true and the conclusion is false, and otherwise is logically
invalid.
Morality: a fundamental branch of ethics, containing the principles or strict rules of rational (see
rationality) conduct.
Morally impermissible: conduct that is proscribed by morality; conduct that it is morally
obligatory not to engage in.
Morally obligatory: conduct that is required by morality; what rational (see rationality) agents
or persons ought to do.
Morally permissible: conduct that is logically consistent with, but not necessarily required by,
morality.
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Necessary condition: (1) where X and Y are both things, X is a necessary condition of Y if and
only if the existence of Y guarantees the existence of X and the non-existence of X guarantees the
non-existence of Y; (2) where P and Q are both propositions (see proposition) and it is true that
if P then Q, then Q is a necessary condition for P.
Necessarily false: a proposition that is false in every possible world; impossible.
Necessarily true: a proposition that is true in every possible world; true no matter what.
Person: an animal with capacities or powers for consciousness, self-consciousness, free will,
individual autonomy (see autonomy, individual), relational autonomy (see autonomy,
relational), practical agency (see agency, practical), and deep moral responsibility (see
responsibility, deep moral).
Follow-up comment: Only some but not all human beings are human persons; e.g., human
infants with anencephaly, human beings in persistent vegetative states, and human beings that
are incurably, permanantly insane, are all not persons.
Many philosophers and non-philosophers, however, use person interchangeably with “human
being.”
Possible world: a complete, coherent, and logically consistent different way the actual world
could be.
Proposition: the meaning of a statement or an indicative sentence in a language; what is shared
by statements or indicative sentences in different languages that have the same meaning; that
which is essentially either true or false (the truth-bearer).
Rationality: the complex psychological capacity for a priori knowledge, logical reasoning,
practical decision-making, and reflective self-consciousness (see self-consciousness, reflective).
Responsibility, causal: a person’s, other kind of animal’s, or a thing’s, causal control over
something.
Responsibility, moral: a person’s rational control over something.
Reponsibility, deep moral: a choice or action X that exemplifies free will, that flows from the
practical agent herself, and is also such that the normative value of X, especially any moral value
of X or of some of X’s consequences that there might be, also attaches to the practical agent (see
agency, practical) herself.
Responsibility, shallow moral: second-or-third-person attributions of moral responsibility,
especially including judgments, of blame, praise, resentment, punishment, etc., made by other
people (see person), for whatever reason, which may, in turn, be rationally unjustified (see
justification) and immoral.
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Rationality: the complex psychological capacity for knowledge, logical reasoning, practical
decision-making, and reflective self-consciousness (see self-consciousness, reflective).
Self-consciousness: the psychological capacity or power of an animal subject with
consciousness for being conscious of its own consciousness.
Self-consciousness, reflective: psychological capacity or power of an animal subject with
consciousness for self-consciousness, insofar as it is extended to (i) the retrospective and
prospective evaluation of its own life and conduct, and (ii) the normative significance of its own
death.
Sentience: the psychological capacity or power of an organism for feeling, especially including
pleasure or pain.
True: a proposition, sentence, statement, or theory that conforms to the actual facts.
***
As I mentioned above, please accept these conceptual tools and our moral support as free gifts
from Up Against the Wall, Philosophy-Fucker!
Nevertheless, Dear Reader, if you’ve managed to get this far in the essay, you might well also be
asking:
“How can I use these conceptual tools in my passionate pursuit of enlightenment and
woke-ness?”
And the answer is:
“The ultimate secret of all wisdom, aka reason, is that UAW/PF philosophers can only
give you their conceptual tools and their moral support, as a free gift: but then, with their
support, you ultimately have to teach yourself how to use those tools skillfully.”
So go for it!
Or as the Enlightenment philosophers put it,
Sapere aude!, Dare to think for yourself!
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 19 May 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 26: No Representation
Without Taxation and No Taxation Without
Compassion

As everyone knows, the triggering cause of the American Revolution was a cruelly oppressive
and unfair system of taxation applied to the colonial Americans by a power external to them,
namely 18th century British imperialists.
The rallying-cry of the American revolutionaries was:
no taxation without representation!
Now, roughly 250 years later, by means of a highly effective process of media-driven ideological
thought-control, this revolutionary slogan has been twisted into:
no taxation if we can possibly avoid it!
But if you stop to reflect on this critically for a moment, the very idea of “no taxation if we can
possibly avoid it!” is not only absurd, it is also scandalously immoral, in an era in which the
richest 1% of the population possesses more wealth than the other 99% combined.
Taxation is the only means by which there can be a partial redistribution of the oppressively large
wealth possessed by a few Americans, for the common good of all Americans.
In view of this, it is overwhelmingly obvious that in 2017, a cruelly oppressive and unfair system
of taxation is being applied to 99% of Americans by a power external to them — namely the
richest 1%, by means of the government they so effectively control, led by a greedy, ruthless
billionaire, President Donald Trump.
This is decisively demonstrated by the Trump administration’s current budget proposal, which
radically cuts spending for many social programs specifically designed to help Americans living
in poverty, and other economically oppressed Americans, as well as radically cutting
environmental protection, simply in order to increase defense spending, not to mention building
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Trump’s Great Wall, thereby benefiting arms manufacturers and other suppliers to the armed
forces, thereby making the richest 1% even richer, and, at the same time, lowering the tax
“burden” on that richest 1%.
Read this, and weep for what America has become—
***
The Key Spending Cuts and Increases in Trump’s Budget
By THE NEW YORK TIMES
MAY 22, 2017
The White House released more details of its federal budget proposal on Monday. It includes
substantial cuts to Medicaid and other aid to the poor….
Spending cuts: $4.3 trillion over 10 years
Nondefense discretionary spending: $1.4 trillion
As outlined in March’s “skinny budget,” the proposal includes significant cuts to most
nondefense government agencies. The Environmental Protection Agency would be cut by 31
percent for 2018 and the State Department and related programs by 29 percent, with additional
2 percent cuts each year after. Law enforcement and homeland security spending are
exceptions — the budget includes $1.6 billion for a border wall.
….
Medicaid and the Children’s Health Insurance Program: $616 billion
Changes to Medicaid and the Children’s Health Insurance Program would save the federal
government money, but would reduce the number of people with insurance. Medicaid savings
are estimated at $610 billion over 10 years. The administration would shift some costs to the
states, by setting annual limits on federal payments to each state, starting in 2020.
….
Welfare programs: $272 billion
The budget seeks to cut the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, which provides food
stamps, by $190 billion and the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families block grants by $15.6
billion. It also proposes $40 billion in savings by barring undocumented immigrants from
collecting the child care tax credit or the earned-income tax credit.
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Repeal and replace Obamacare: $250 billion
Undoing the Affordable Care Act would save $250 billion over 10 years, according to the Trump
administration, which promises “a smooth transition away from Obamacare.” (These savings
are in addition to those proposed for Medicaid.)
Student loans: $143 billion
The Trump administration is proposing large cuts to the federal student loan program for lowincome college students. The proposal eliminates federally subsidized loans, which pay students’
loan interest while they are in school, saving $39 billion. The budget would also eliminate the
public service loan forgiveness program for nurses, police officers and teachers. The largest
savings, about $76 billion, would come from creating a single student loan repayment plan
based on income.
Government payments: $142 billion
The budget promises savings from reducing unspecified government payments through “actions
to improve payment accuracy and tighten administrative controls.”
Disability programs: $72 billion
The budget would tighten access to Social Security’s disability program, counting $48 billion in
savings from testing “new approaches to increase labor force participation.” The budget does
not make changes to Social Security benefits for retirees, which along with Medicare is one of
the primary drivers of the nation’s debt.
Retirement beneﬁts for federal employees: $63 billion
Cutting retirement benefits to federal workers would save $63 billion over 10 years. It would be
done by reducing the cost-of-living adjustment for retirees and by gradually increasing
government employees’ contributions to their own retirement fund.
Farm bill programs: $38 billion
President Trump is proposing a cap on crop insurance premium subsidies and eliminating
commodity payments and crop insurance for farmers with adjusted gross income above
$500,000 a year.
….
Spending increases: $717 billion over 10 years
Discretionary defense spending: $469 billion
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Mr. Trump is proposing a roughly 10 percent increase to the Pentagon’s base budget, with some
of the money going toward new jets for the Air Force and ships for the Navy. The increase goes
hand in hand with Mr. Trump’s proposal to cut foreign aid, including programs that military
officials say contribute to global stability and are seen as important in avoiding future conflicts.
….
Claimed savings from economic growth: $2 trillion
The bulk of the savings in Mr. Trump’s budget come from “economic feedback” effects. The
administration is projecting that its tax cuts and changes to welfare programs will spur
significant economic growth and expand the work force, resulting in $2 trillion more in revenue
than would have been generated under current law. The economy would need to grow at least 3
percent per year, a pace most economists say is unrealistic.
***
Therefore, I think that now is the time for a second American Revolution, and this time a
progressive revolution, whose call-to-arms is:
no representation without taxation and no taxation without compassion!
In particular, this progressive revolution would include the following provisions:
1. Universal Basic Income (UBI):


Anyone 21 years of age or over and living permanently in the USA, who has a personal
yearly income of $50,000.00 USD or less, and who is capable of requesting their UBI,
would receive $25,000.00 USD per year, with no strings attached.

2. A 15-Hour Workweek for Understaffed Non-Bullshit Jobs (FHW-for-UNBJs):


Anyone 18 years of age or older who is living permanently in the USA, who has
completed a high school education, and is mentally and physically capable of doing a job,
would be offered an eco-job, paying a yearly wage of $25,000.00 USD, for fifteen hours
of work (three 5-hour days) per week.

Thus anyone 21 years of age or older with a high-school degree and who is also mentally and
physically capable of working, would have a guaranteed yearly income of at least $50,000.00
USD if they chose to do an eco-job.
3. Universal Free Healthcare (UFH):


Every human person living permanently in the USA will receive free lifelong healthcare.

127

4. Compassionate Taxation (CT):






Eco-job income is not taxed.
For all individual yearly incomes of $50,000.00 USD or under, no tax will be levied;
hence for someone receiving their UBI and also doing an eco-job, no income tax will be
levied.
For all individual non-eco-job incomes, for every $1.00 USD earned above the standard
UBI of $25,000.00 USD, the UBI stipend is reduced by 50 cents, until the recipient’s
UBI is reduced to zero; hence for those individuals with yearly non-eco-job incomes
equal to or under $50,000.00 USD, the maximum UBI + non-eco-job income sum is
always $50,000.00 USD.
For all individual yearly incomes over $50,000.00 USD, for every $10,000.00 USD
earned, that surplus income is taxed at the rate of 1%, with the highest surplus income tax
rate being 50%; hence the maximum surplus 50% tax rate starts at individual yearly
incomes of $550,000.00 USD, and applies to all higher surplus incomes.

***
In short, although everyone who earns more than $50,00.00 USD per year would also be asked
to contribute to the common good of all Americans, proportionally to their means, in view of
the fact that the richest 1% possess more wealth than the other 99% put together and have gained
that wealth at everyone else’s expense, that richest 1% also should, as a matter of compassion
to everyone else, contribute at least half of their oppressively large incomes to the common
good, in order to help fund UBI, FHW-for-UNBJs/eco-jobs, and UFH, as well as the other
programs described in The WTFU Party platform.
And in this way, the second American Revolution will finally complete the tragically unfinished
business of the first American Revolution.
For then and only then will 99% of Americans be finally liberated from the cruel and unfair
system of taxation that now oppresses them.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 26 May 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 27: The Political
is Personal

The slogan, “the personal is political,” was a revolutionary rallying-cry of late 1960s and 70s
identity-politics, especially second-wave feminism:
The personal is political, also termed The private is political, is a political argument
used as a rallying slogan of student movement and second-wave feminism from the late
1960s. It underscored the connections between personal experience and larger social and
political structures. In the context of the feminist movement of the 1960s and 1970s, it
was a challenge to the nuclear family and family values. The phrase has been repeatedly
described as a defining characterization of second-wave feminism, radical feminism,
women’s studies, or feminism in general. It differentiated the second-wave feminism of
the 1960s and 1970s from the early feminism of the 1920s, which was concerned with
achieving the right to vote for women.
I can certainly understand, and empathize with — hey man, I can grok — the self-liberating,
social-revolutionary motivations for acting and thinking in accordance with “the personal is
political.”
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But from a more reflective and critical philosophical-political point of view, there are three
fundamental problems with the very idea of personalizing politics.
First, when we personalize politics, by blowing up the mini-me of personal identity into the
mega-ME of political IDENTITY, we shut ourselves off from other points of view and create
both cultural conflict with other IDENTITY-groups, and also a lack of empathy with the plight
of anyone who is excluded by our favored IDENTITY-group.
— A good contemporary example is the opinion I actually saw expressed in my
“#TheResistance” Twitter feed a month or two ago, that “opioid-addicted mouth-breathing
Trump-voting under-educated white guys who live in their mothers’ basements deserve to die.”
Second, when we personalize politics, we strongly encourage the fallacy of confusing being
personally offended by someone or something, which is merely a psychological matter of our
hurt feelings and anger, and being politically oppressed by someone or something, which
coercively undermines or violates our human dignity and is a matter of morality.
This fallacy, in turn, leads directly to intolerance for the free expression of opinions and lifestyles by those excluded by our favored IDENTITY-group and may even lead us to become
oppressors of the members of that group.
— A good example would be fist-fight encounters, or even more violent clashes, between liberal
Trump-haters and anti-liberal Trump-lovers.
Third, and most importantly for the purposes of this essay, personalizing politics directly entails
a profound mistake about the nature of social and political institutions, which is the explicit or
implicit claim that social and political institutions are essentially (or even nothing but) larger
versions of ourselves and our individual psyches.
By a social institution I mean any group of people who comport themselves according to shared
aims and rules, and by a political institution I mean any social institution dedicated to coercive or
non-coercive public governance.
So, according to the slogan that “the personal is political,” all social and political institutional
issues and problems become essentially (or even nothing but) our own personal psychological
issues and problems writ large.
But, as I said, although I can grok the self-liberating, social-revolutionary motivations for acting
and thinking in accordance with “the personal is political” — sadly, it’s a philosophically and
politically unacceptable thesis for the three reasons I just gave:
(i) it creates cultural conflict, and a lack of empathy with the plight of others;
(ii) it primes the “being offended = being oppressed” fallacy, and leads to intolerance for
free expression, or even new oppression; and
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(iii) it entails the profoundly mistaken claim that that social and political institutions are
essentially (or even nothing but) larger versions of ourselves and our individual psyches.
As regards (iii) in particular, contrariwise and conversely, the philosophical-political truth of the
matter actually is :
our inner and outer personal lives are significantly shaped by the social and political
institutions we belong to, usually without any self-conscious awareness on our own
part.
This doesn’t mean that we’re necessarily determined by these social and political institutions:
within certain natural, social, and political limits, we still have free will, by which I mean a
conscious human subject’s power to choose or do what he or she wants to, or to refrain from so
choosing or so doing, without preventative constraints and without internal or external
compulsion, with at least causal responsibility, and often moral responsibility as well.
For example, in ordinary circumstances, I can choose to hop around a bit like a bunny or flap my
arms like a bird if I want to; I can choose to express my own opinions and lifestyle if I want to;
and I can choose to obey or disobey those who try to tell me what to do, including the police and
the government, if I want to.
Nevertheless, the array of options-for-choice that’s presented to our capacity for free will and
also our internalization of this array of options-for-choice, are both significantly constrained and
molded by the social and political institutions in which we live, move, and have our being.
To demonstrate my point, let’s take only the most obvious example: the social institution of the
family.
Consider now two of the most famous and insightful observations ever made about families, the
first line of Leo Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina and the first verse of Philip Larkin’s “This Be The
Verse”:
Tolstoy:
Every happy family is the same, but every unhappy family is unhappy in its own way.
Larkin:
They fuck you up, your mum and dad.
They may not mean to, but they do.
They fill you with the faults they had
And add some extra, just for you.
What Tolstoy and Larkin are telling us is that the social institution of the family, as instanced by
our own families, significantly shapes our personal lives, usually without any self-conscious
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awareness on our part, by significantly constraining and molding the array of options-for-choice
we have presented to us and that we internalize, as belonging to some family or another.
This is self-evidently true.
Now suppose that you grew up in one of those unhappy families so brilliantly described by
Tolstoy and Larkin, royally fucked up by your Mum and your Dad.
It follows directly, but also counterfactually, that if the people in your actually fucked-up family
had acted and interacted significantly differently — if the people in your actually fucked-up
family had performed their social roles significantly differently — then your personal life would
also have been significantly different.
Moreover, again counterfactually, if the people in your actually fucked-up family had acted and
interacted significantly differently and much better — if the people in your actually fucked-up
family had performed their social roles significantly differently and much better — then you
personally would have been much less unhappy and much less fucked-up, or even happy and not
at all fucked-up.
This too is self-evidently true.
Therefore:
if we change the structure and dynamics of the social and political institutions to which
we belong, then we significantly change the structure and dynamics of the personal
lives of the people belonging to those social and political institutions; and the more
radically we change the structure and dynamics of those institutions, the more
radically we’ll change the structure and dynamics of the personal lives of the people
belonging to those social and political institutions.
So if we want to change people’s personal lives, including our own, for the better, then we
should freely create, develop, and sustain better social and political institutions — and then
changes for the better in other people’s and our own personal lives will follow naturally from
that, as the day follows night.
That is: freely making good social and political institutions for ourselves is one and the same as
freely making good personal lives for ourselves.
Or in other words — and I’m certainly not the first to assert this, but possibly the first to mean
specifically what I mean by it, and to assert it for the particular reasons I’ve given —
the political is personal.
So let’s call this Mr N’s Political-is-Personal Principle.
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That being so, it follows that in order to make people’s lives radically and progressively better —
in order to undertake a progressive revolution here and now in The Age of Trump-POTUS —
then we should:
(i) break through the mentally-enslaving cognitive walls erected in our heads by the
corporate-controlled mainstream media, aka The Establishment Propaganda Machine —
e.g., “Russiagate,” which started off as a mere political joke but by now has become a
major source of attention-deflecting, hypnotizing, pacifying thought-control,
(ii) dump our utterly outmoded, and by now also positively unhelpful, identity-politics of
personalizing the political into the ash-heap of history, and
(iii) focus instead on progressively revolutionizing the structure and dynamics of the
social and political institutions to which we belong.
Now how can we do this, you ask?
My answer is: it’s unbelievably simple, because, for an unbelievably simple starter, we can
freely choose to enact the seven-part package of social and political proposals inThe WTFU
Party platform.
And in so doing, by virtue of the truth of Mr N’s Political-is-Personal Principle, then we’ll
freely transform everyone’s personal lives for the better — including, of course, our own personal
lives.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 2 June 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 29: I’m So Demoralized
By The USA

Forty years ago, four angry British punk-rock poets of individual and social Angst, known
popularly as The Clash, released I’m So Bored With The USA.
One year ago, in a bang-on-insightful piece in New Internationalist Magazine, “The Demoralized
Mind,” the New Zealand existential psychologist John F. Schumaker wrote this:
Our descent into the Age of Depression seems unstoppable. Three decades ago, the
average age for the first onset of depression was 30. Today it is 14. Researchers such as
Stephen Izard at Duke University point out that the rate of depression in Western
industrialized societies is doubling with each successive generational cohort. At this pace,
over 50 per cent of our younger generation, aged 18–29, will succumb to it by middle
age. Extrapolating one generation further, we arrive at the dire conclusion that virtually
everyone will fall prey to depression.
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By contrast to many traditional cultures that lack depression entirely, or even a word for
it, Western consumer culture is certainly depression-prone. But depression is so much a
part of our vocabulary that the word itself has come to describe mental states that should
be understood differently. In fact, when people with a diagnosis of depression are
examined more closely, the majority do not actually fit that diagnosis. In the largest study
of its kind, Ramin Mojtabai of Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health
sampled over 5,600 cases and found that only 38 per cent of them met the criteria for
depression.
Contributing to the confusion is the equally insidious epidemic of demoralization that
also afflicts modern culture. Since it shares some symptoms with depression,
demoralization tends to be mislabelled and treated as if it were depression. A major
reason for the poor 28-per-cent success rate of anti-depressant drugs is that a high
percentage of ‘depression’ cases are actually demoralization, a condition unresponsive to
drugs.
In the past, our understanding of demoralization was limited to specific extreme
situations, such as debilitating physical injury, terminal illness, prisoner-of-war camps, or
anti-morale military tactics. But there is also a cultural variety that can express itself
more subtly and develop behind the scenes of normal everyday life under pathological
cultural conditions such as we have today. This culturally generated demoralization is
nearly impossible to avoid for the modern ‘consumer’.
Rather than a depressive disorder, demoralization is a type of existential disorder
associated with the breakdown of a person’s ‘cognitive map’. It is an overarching psychospiritual crisis in which victims feel generally disoriented and unable to locate meaning,
purpose or sources of need fulfilment. The world loses its credibility, and former beliefs
and convictions dissolve into doubt, uncertainty and loss of direction. Frustration, anger
and bitterness are usual accompaniments, as well as an underlying sense of being part of
a lost cause or losing battle. The label ‘existential depression’ is not appropriate since,
unlike most forms of depression, demoralization is a realistic response to the
circumstances impinging on the person’s life.
Now it’s June 2017, and I feel more intensely than ever the profound truth of what Joe
Strummer and John Shumaker were and are telling us.
The USA is killing us all, at the very least spiritually.
And if the fearless Australian neo-gonzo journalist Caitlin Johnstone is right, then we’re only
inches away from all being killed physically by them too.
How can the USA be so cosmically fucked up?
Let me count the ways.
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— A truly appalling 2016 election campaign in which the best candidates were systematically
trashed, terminating in a Punch-and-Judy show between two Establishment meat puppets.
— And, as of 2017, a truly appalling President: an alternative-fact-creating (aka lying), bigoted,
faux-populist, dumbfuck, greedy, gun-toting, narcissist, neofascist, New-Billionaire-Boys-Cluboligarchic, nuke-waggling, Tweet-farting xenophobe.
— A truly appalling record on poverty and economic oppression.
— A truly appalling record on shit jobs and work.
— A truly appalling record on health care.
— Racist to the core, riven by culture wars, and smothered by border-walls.
— Literally awash in guns and gun-violence, yet at the same time obsessively, utterly in bondage
to the batshit-crazy Second Amendment.
— A truly appalling record on crime-and-punishment.
— A truly appalling record on preserving and protecting the natural environment, and
astonishingly widespread climate-change denial.
— Mentally imprisoned behind the almost impenetrably thick cognitive walls of American
exceptionalism, and hopelessly gaslighted and mind-controlled by “The Deep State,” by which I
mean Big Capitalist corporate interests and their lackeys, the public media, together with the
larger “military-industrial-university complex,” in neoliberal democratic states.
I’m so demoralized by the USA.
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— Existentially demoralized, and literally on the spiritual and physical ropes….
Until I finally shake myself, look around, and hum a few bars of I’m So Bored With The USA:
Yankee soldier
He want to shoot some skag
He met it in Cambodia, but now
He can’t afford a bag
Yankee dollar talk
To the dictators of the world
In fact it’s giving orders
An’ they can’t afford to miss a word
I’m so bored with the U.S.A.
I’m so bored with the U.S.A.
But what can I do?
Yankee detectives
Are always on the TV
’Cause killers in America work
Seven days a week
Never mind the stars and stripes
Let’s print the Watergate Tapes
I’ll salute the New Wave
And I hope nobody escapes
I’m so bored with the U.S.A.
I’m so bored with the U.S.A.
But what can I do?
Then I finally also remember a fundamental truth about human existence, which is our real
freedom to choose and do.
So we’re not completely defeated, until we’ve all been actually blown away by the gun-toting,
nuke-waggling Zombie Apocalypse that is The Land O’ Liberty in 2017.
— Because as long as we’re still alive and kicking, then there’s still something we can really
freely choose and do:
We can engage in woke progressive politics.
By progressive politics I mean politics that’s based on universal respect for human dignity and
autonomy, resistance to human oppression, and mutual aid.
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And by woke progressive politics I mean radically enlightened progressive politics, or
progressive politics that’s:
(i) fully self-critical about ideological cognitive walls and thought-control, especially
insofar as they are created or induced by The Deep State,
(ii) revolutionary in a non-violent way, aiming at nothing less than a step-by-step
fundamental transformation of the structures and dynamics of social and political
institutions in accordance with progressive moral principles and values, and
(iii) neo-utopian, aiming at the creation, development, and unfolding of radically better
world than this one, for example as so effectively described by John Lennon in his
famous woke progressive pop anthem, “Imagine,” starting right now.
More specifically then, what am I saying we should choose and do?
Enact the seven-part platform of The WTFU Party.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 23 June 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 31: How Philosophy Can
Change the World — Radically and for
the Better

In the 11th and most famous of his Theses on Feuerbach, Karl Marx wrote that “philosophers
have only interpreted the world in different ways; the point is to change it.”
But what did Marx mean, precisely?
In an interesting interview published in The New York Times the day before yesterday, my
favorite public intellectual — “favorite” because he’s an autonomous, critical, radical thinker
who’s refused to accommodate himself to the academic, cultural, or political conventional
wisdom or status quo, and has spoken truth to power for 50 years — Noam Chomsky, said this:
N.C.: I am not sure just what Marx had in mind when he wrote that “philosophers have
hitherto only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it.” Did he
mean that philosophy could change the world, or that philosophers should turn to the
higher priority of changing the world? If the former, then he presumably meant
philosophy in a broad sense of the term, including analysis of the social order and ideas
about why it should be changed, and how. In that broad sense, philosophy can play a role,
indeed an essential role, in changing the world, and philosophers, including in the
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analytic tradition, have undertaken that effort, in their philosophical work as well as in
their activist lives — Bertrand Russell, to mention a prominent example.
In other words, as per Chomsky, the ambiguity in Marx’s remark is between whether he meant
(i) that the enterprise of philosophy, which previously to Marx was over-narrowly taken
to be merely the interpretation of the world, is now revolutionized so that the new
enterprise of philosophy aims at radically changing the world instead,
or instead meant
(ii) that philosophers, who, as philosophers, can only ever interpret the world, should stop
doing philosophy, and try to change the world instead.
Actually, however, with all due respect to Chomsky, I think that this is what logicians call a
“false dilemma” — i.e., the false appearance of an “A or B but not both” inconsistency — and that
Marx in fact consistently meant both of those things.
As to (i), Marx was a “Left Hegelian,” aka “Young Hegelian,” who held that the activity of
critically and reflectively tracking the dynamic development of human social and political
history and the activity of authentic, serious philosophy are one and the same.
And as to (ii), like virtually all Left Hegelians, Marx was an angry, unemployed academic who
was passionately looking for some way to go beyond academic philosophy and become a realworld social and political radical activist.
So Marx meant that changing the world is the essential aim of authentic, serious philosophy and
also that in order to do authentic, serious philosophy, one has to stop doing academic philosophy
and become instead a real-world social and political radical activist, thereby realizing the activity
of authentic, serious philosophy in one’s own life.
In this connection, Bertrand Russell is an illuminating case-in-point, because when he became a
radical social and political activist and, among other things, challenged England’s involvement in
World War I, he was put in prison, removed from his fellowship and lectureship at Cambridge,
then briefly reinstated, and then finally quit academic philosophy altogether.
But there is a fundamental problem with Marx’s view about philosophy and radically changing
the world, which is that not every radical social and political change is for the better.
Indeed, radical social and political change, as such, can all-too-easily lead to change for the
worse, and even to the catastrophically worse.
Thus, for example, Marx’s own imperative recommendation, perhaps best expressed in The
Communist Manifesto, that workers take control of the means of economic production in order to
liberate themselves from capitalist oppression and alienation from the products of their own
labor, eventually turned, under Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin, into the dictatorship of the proletariat
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and then into the dictatorship of the vanguard (i.e., elite leaders) of the proletariat, and thus
finally into a brutal, coercive, authoritarian, totalitarian version of (in effect) state capitalism.
Therefore, in order to be able to change the world radically and for the better, it is necessary, first
of all, to change one’s own life radically and for the better, because then and only then will be be
able to act upon the world in the right way, and change it radically and for the better.
This leads me to a general definition of authentic, serious philosophy, which I think is synoptic,
systematic reflection on the human condition in a thoroughly non-ideal world, both natural and
social, with the ultimate aim of radically changing one’s own life and others’ lives, and then the
larger social and political world, for the better.
Now what does this conception of authentic, serious philosophy imply in concrete,
contemporary, real-world terms?
Here is a good example, “ripped from the headlines.”
Earlier this week, my favorite woke progressive neo-gonzo journalist, the Australian Caitlin
Johnstone, published these two pieces: “Corporate Media Aren’t ‘The Press’, And They Don’t
Deserve Your Sympathy,” and, on the Fourth of July, “America Celebrates Lateral Transition
From Monarchy To Corporatist Oligarchy.”
The titles tell it all.
Whether you agree with Johnstone or not, she is thinking critically, reflectively, synoptically, and
systematically for herself about what matters most to her and other people, here and now, and in
effect, doing authentic, serious philosophy, with the ultimate aim of radically changing our own
lives and those of others, and then the larger social and political world, for the better.
Now you might ask yourself:
“How could I ever become an authentic, serious philosopher and radically change my
own life and other people’s lives, and then the larger social and political world, for the
better? I don’t have any sort of academic degree in philosophy; and I hardly have enough
time and energy to hold my everyday life together, much less just sit around, mentally
twiddling my thumbs!”
The answer is already contained in what we’ve seen above when we interpreted what Marx was
saying about philosophy and changing the world.
In order to become an authentic, serious philosopher you don’t need academic philosophy;
indeed, academic philosophy, which only ever “interprets the world” — in effect, just mentally
twiddling its thumbs — is only going to impede your progress towards authentic, serious
philosophy.
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For authentic, serious philosophy isn’t just sitting around mentally twiddling your thumbs, like
an academic philosopher: it is actively engaging your critical intellect, and thinking long and
hard about the things that matter most to you and other people, with the ultimate aim of radically
changing your own life and their lives, and then the larger social and political world, for the
better.
So what you could do right now, as a beginning authentic, serious philosopher, is to take, say,
one hour a day, and read some Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Russell, or
Chomsky — or Caitlin Johnstone, or even Mr Nemo — and then start thinking critically,
reflectively, synoptically, and systematically for yourself about the things that matter most to you
and other people, here and now, with the ultimate aim of radically changing your own life and
their lives, and then the larger social and political world, for the better.
— Indeed, you might even eventually come up with something like The WTFU Party ’s sevenpart platform.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 7 July 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 32: On Existential
Dangers

Here is a snippet from the first in a continuing series of articles run by the fairly-progressive UK
newspaper, The Guardian, published this past Wednesday 19 July 2017 —
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Bernie Sanders on how to avoid war with North Korea
In this excerpt of The Bernie Sanders Show, former secretary of defense William J Perry and
Sanders have a conversation about North Korea and nuclear weapons
This article is part of a new series, A Chat with Bernie Sanders. The series will run abridged
transcripts of episodes from The Bernie Sanders Show. The show seeks to be a place where
people can learn about the progressive agenda.
In this first article in the series, Bernie Sanders talks to the former secretary of defense William J
Perry, who served in the Clinton administration. The subject of their chat? North Korea.
Sanders: Welcome everyone. This show has a tendency to focus on domestic issues. On the
economy, healthcare, education, the environment. We are delighted to be talking about a topic
that deserves a lot more discussion: foreign policy. Former secretary Perry, thank you so much
for joining us today.
Perry: Senator Sanders, the problems you have to face every day are healthcare, budget,
education and so on. But there is a real existential danger we face with nuclear weapons.
Sanders: There are no ifs, buts or maybes. In a world where many countries have nuclear
weapons, this is an issue that we have got to deal with.
Mr Secretary, you and a number of retired senior security officials released a letter recently
urging President Trump to begin negotiations — without preconditions — with North Korea over
its nuclear program.
In your judgment, why is that the best course of action? Haven’t we tried negotiation with North
Korea in the past?
Perry: North Korea today has a real nuclear weapons arsenal. That’s very dangerous. But North
Korea is not a crazy nation. They are reckless, ruthless, but they are not crazy. They are open to
logic and reason.
Their main objective is to sustain their regime. If we can find a way of dealing with them that
they can see gives them an opportunity to stay in the regime, we can get results.
Etc.
***
I’ve boldfaced the sentence in this exchange that most interests me, for the purposes of this little
essay:
“But there is a real existential danger we face with nuclear weapons.”
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Right: Perry means that even a fairly small nuclear war between, say, North Korea and the USA,
could kill millions of people in the first round, and, with the knock-on environmental effects of
fallout, eventually make the planet inhabitable and kill us all, not to mention killing almost all
other animal and plant species.
And, to be sure, that’s a HUGE worry in the contemporary batshit-crazy, neoliberal, neo-fascist,
nuke-waggling, Russophobic, Age-of-Trump political world.
But leaving aside, for one little moment, the obviously HUGE worry about the sheer survival of
the human race and virtually all other animal and plant species, as opposed to their suddenly
perishing in a nuclear apocalypse, I want to reflect here for a moment on the further significance
and implications of the term “existential” in this context.
The term “existential” has a specifically philosophical sense that derives from the “existentialist”
tradition that includes the philosophers Blaise Pascal, Immanuel Kant, Søren Kierkegaard, the
early Karl Marx, Friedrich Nietzsche, Martin Heidegger, Jean-Paul Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir,
Maurice Merleau-Ponty, and Albert Camus, and the writers Fyodor Dostoevsky and Franz
Kafka.
If you’re interested in further historical details, here’s an informative article on the existentialist
tradition from The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
But for my purposes here, in the philosophical sense, the term “existential” means basically this:
whatever concerns the meaning and purpose of the conscious, active, finite lives of
human animals, who are capable of making autonomous, free choices and of creating
ways of living in a physically unoppressed, unalienated, cognitively liberated, and above
all, authentic human condition, in the face of (i) our radical ignorance as to the
existence or non-existence of God and (ii) the constant threat of physical oppression,
alienation, mental enslavement, and inauthenticity, due to, e.g., the intense, combined
cultural, social, and political pressures of the mechanistic-scientistic world view, global
corporate capitalism, and neoliberal coercive authoritarian states.
In that definition, in turn, the phrase “authentic human condition” means a conscious, active,
finite human life that expresses an overall individual, personal coherence of desires, feelings,
beliefs, thoughts, and autonomous, free choices and actions, and also a wider social solidarity
with others.
Therefore, there is a HUGE existential-philosophical difference between —
(i) merely surviving, without autonomy or freedom, in a physically oppressed, alienated,
mentally enslaved, inauthentic, way, like a zombie, and
(ii) living a meaningful, purposeful life, with autonomy and freedom, in a physically
unoppressed, unalienated, mentally liberated, and above all, authentic way, like a real
human person.
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So although the HUGE worry about our sheer human and planetary survival in the face of the
threat of nuclear war is profoundly important, it is no MORE profoundly important, at the end of
the day, than the equally HUGE worry that we’ll indeed avoid a nuclear apocalypse, yet merely
survive.
Then we’ll go on and and on and on and on and on and and on and on and on, merely surviving,
in an endless existential-philosophical night of the living dead: what I’ll call The ScientismCapitalism-Statism (aka SCS) Zombie Apocalypse.
— Without any hope whatsoever of our effectively rebelling against and gradually overturning a
world-system governed by the mechanistic-scientistic world view, global corporate capitalism,
and neoliberal coercive authoritarian states, and ultimately replacing that world-system with a
universally-protected natural world and a mutually-created social and political world designed
for the authentic lives of real human persons.
If that were so, and if our future is in fact the avoidance of nuclear apocalypse together with
mere survival in The SCS Zombie Apocalypse, then, frankly, I’d rather be dead.
So although the existential worry about the danger of nuclear war, e.g., between North Korea and
the USA, is indeed HUGE, profoundly important, desperately urgent, and something we should
be dealing with right now, along the lines proposed by Bernie Sanders in the interview I cited
and snippitized above, what I’m saying is that the other existential-philosophical worry about the
danger of The SCS Zombie Apocalypse is equally HUGE, equally desperately urgent, equally
profoundly important, and equally something we should be dealing with right now — for
example, along the lines proposed by The WTFU Party.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 21 July 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 35: Threatening Evil and
Doing Evil

Is it always morally wrong to threaten to do, what it is morally wrong to do?
And in particular, is it always evil to threaten to do evil?
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This is a deeply important ethical question at any time, but also a desperately urgent one this
week, in view of this —

Trump Threatens ‘Fire and Fury’ Against North Korea if It Endangers U.S.
By PETER BAKER and CHOE SANG-HUNAUG.
The New York Times 8 August 2017
BRIDGEWATER, N.J. — President Trump threatened on Tuesday to unleash “fire and fury”
against North Korea if it endangered the United States, as tensions with the isolated and
impoverished nuclear-armed state escalated into perhaps the most serious foreign policy
challenge yet of his administration.
In chilling language that evoked the horror of a nuclear exchange, Mr. Trump sought to deter
North Korea from any actions that would put Americans at risk. But it was not clear what
specifically would cross his line. Administration officials have said that a pre-emptive military
strike, while a last resort, is among the options they have made available to the president.
“North Korea best not make any more threats to the United States,” Mr. Trump told reporters at
his golf club in Bedminster, N.J., where he is spending much of the month on a working vacation.
“They will be met with fire and fury like the world has never seen.”
Referring to North Korea’s volatile leader, Kim Jong-un, Mr. Trump said, “He has been very
threatening beyond a normal state, and as I said, they will be met with fire and fury, and frankly
power the likes of which this world has never seen before.”
Undaunted, North Korea warned several hours later that it was considering a strike that would
create “an enveloping fire” around Guam, the western Pacific island where the United States
operates a critical Air Force base. In recent months, American strategic bombers from Guam’s
Andersen Air Force Base have flown over the Korean Peninsula in a show of force.
Etc.
***
What I’m going to argue is this —
(i) while it is not always morally wrong to threaten to do what it is morally wrong to do,
and
(ii) while it is not always evil to threaten to do evil, nevertheless
(iii) it is always morally evil to use nuclear weapons in any populated area on Earth, and
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(iv) it is always morally evil to threaten to use nuclear weapons if the use of them is also
actually intended in order to carry out that threat, and
(v) since, as far as I can determine, Trump actually intends to use nuclear weapons
against North Korea in order to carry out his threat,
(vi) therefore, what Trump is doing by threatening North Korea is morally evil.
My argument has six steps.
First, we need to distinguish between moral wrong and moral evil.
Moral wrong is what violates basic principles of morality, which, in turn, are all grounded on
respect for human dignity and autonomy.
But there are two different ways of violating these basic principles of morality.
On the one hand, you can fail to do, or fall short of doing, what is required for respecting human
dignity and autonomy; or you can do what undermines respect for human dignity, having
mistakenly convinced yourself that it’s OK to do these things.
For example, through greed, culpable ignorance, lust, pride, or selfishness you can act in such a
way that, even though this is not your primary intention, you do in fact treat innocent people very
badly, cause them to suffer, or even kill them.
Let’s call this being morally bad.
And on the other hand, you can intentionally act in such a way as to flout basic principles of
morality.
For example, you can intentionally act specifically in order to treat innocent people very badly,
cause them to suffer, or even kill them.
Let’s call this being morally evil.
It is possible to be morally bad without being morally evil; and it is always categorically worse
to be morally evil than it is to be merely morally bad.
Second, generally speaking, it is morally evil to threaten to do something morally evil, assuming
you also intend to do that evil thing; but let us suppose that it is morally evil to do something X,
and let us also suppose that you can prevent a much greater evil from happening by threatening
to do X: then at least sometimes, it is morally permissible to threaten to do X, provided that you
do not actually intend to do X.
For example, it is morally evil to torture someone; but if, to use an ethical thought-experiment,
the only way of stopping Mr Nasty from doing a much greater evil to someone else — say,
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murdering the innocent Ms Nice — is to threaten Mr Nasty with torture, then it would be
permissible in that context to threaten Mr Nasty, but only if you do not actually intend to use
torture in order to carry out your threat.
Third, if it is morally evil to do something X, and you threaten to do X and you also actually
intend to do X in order to carry out your threat, even if you also intend to prevent a much greater
evil, nevertheless your intention is still morally evil and therefore it is morally impermissible for
you to threaten to do X.
For example, let us suppose thought-experimentally again that the only way of stopping Mr
Nasty from murdering the innocent Ms Nice, is to threaten Mr Nasty with torture, and also you
do actually intend to torture Mr Nasty in order to carry out that threat, then it is morally
impermissible to threaten Mr Nasty with torture.
One easy way of seeing this is that if Mr Nasty were to ignore your threat, yet by some complete
accident he is prevented from murdering Ms Nice — say, he’s blown over by a big gust of wind,
or knocked down by a passing car — then you’d still torture him, which is obviously morally evil.
Doing evil in order to prevent evil, even when the second evil you intend to prevent is much
greater than the first evil, is still evil and therefore morally impermissible, and so is threatening
to do the first evil, if you also actually intend to do it.
Fourth, the primary function of nuclear weapons is coercion, and coercion is inherently morally
wrong because it involves using people and treating them as mere means to your own ends,
hence violating respect for human dignity; no nuclear weapon can ever be used in any populated
area on Earth without killing a great many innocent people and also endangering everyone and
every other living being on the planet with nuclear fallout and environmental devastation; and
everyone who is minimally sane and minimally well-informed knows this; so using nuclear
weapons flouts basic principles of morality; and therefore it is always morally evil to use nuclear
weapons in any populated area on Earth.
Indeed, nuclear weapons and their use constitute an existential danger for all of humanity.
Fifth, if it is always morally evil to use nuclear weapons in any populated area on Earth, then it
must also be always morally evil to threaten to use nuclear weapons in any populated area on
Earth, if you actually intend to use them in order to carry out your threat.
This can be easily seen via another ethical thought-experiment in which you are President
Strangelove #1 and you threaten to use nuclear weapons, say, by preemptive strike, in order to
prevent someone else, President Strangelove #2, using nuclear weapons, and President
Strangelove #2 ignores your threat, yet by some complete accident — say, a power outage , or
other mechanical breakdown— is prevented from using his nuclear weapons, then you’d still
blow President Strangelove #2 and millions of others to kingdom come with your nuclear
weapons, which is obviously morally evil.
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Sixth, since, as far as I can determine, Trump (who, by a complete coincidence, is also actually
known in some circles as “President Strangelove #1”) actually intends to use nuclear weapons
in order to carry out his threat against North Korea, therefore it is morally evil for him to
threaten to use them.

***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 11 August 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 36: The Three BFLs in
Contemporary Politics

Do you remember Roald Dahl’s delightful 1982 children’s book, The BFG?
The term BFG stood for “Big, Friendly Giant.”
My term BFL is quite similar to Dahl’s BFG, only a little bit different.
My term BFL stands for “Big, Fucking Lie.”
But please don’t be shocked by my apparent profanity.

152

It’s just —

plus a forthright intensifying adjective, in order to make it even more emphatic.
Indeed, “Big, Fucking Lie” is actually a technical term in moral and political philosophy, which
means —
a falsehood that is widely touted as true, and which, as widely believed, is profoundly
morally and politically oppressive for ordinary humanity, both individually and
collectively.
I’m going to argue that there are three BFLs in contemporary politics.
Moreover, and significantly, each of the three BFLs in contemporary politics has to do with a
distinct profoundly morally and politically oppressive, widely-touted-as-true falsehood about
identification.
BFL #1 says:
You should identify yourself with some special social group or groups — e.g., an age
group, a gender group, an economic group, a language-speaking group, a national
group, an ethnic group, a racial group, a religious group, a sexual-orientation group,
etc., etc., etc. — because identifying with this special social group or groups (i) selfdefines you, (ii) confers special moral and political virtues on you and your comradesin-arms, and (iii) justifies your disrespecting and mistreating members of other special
social groups.
Wrong.
In fact, the only real self-defining identity is personal identity — that is, your identity as an
individual human animal with a conscious, caring, desiring, emoting, perceiving, judging,
thinking, self-conscious, intentionally active, rational human life.
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Your real self-defining personal identity runs from the emergence of your consciousness at some
point in the third trimester of your prenatal human animal life, to the permanent end of your
consciousness and therefore your death, at some later point in time.
You are your finite, unique rational human life: nothing more and nothing less than that.
The various roles we all play in social institutions are personae, or performative masks we wear
in public, not individual persons with real self-defining personal identity.
Moreover, your finite, unique, rational human life is not only individual but also social: as an
individual person, you can create social bonds of mutual respect, consisting in empathy,
friendship, kindness, sympathy, love, or solidarity, for and with some other people.
But none of these personae or social bonds is itself a relation of real self-defining identity,
because all real self-defining identity is personal identity.
— As Popeye The Sailor Man so wisely said, “I yam what I yam, an’ tha’s all I yam.”

On the contrary, however, mistakenly identifying yourself with a special social group or groups,
thus identifying yourself with one or more of your personae or one or more of your social bonds,
is the essence of unfreedom, mental slavery, discrimination, and intolerance, because you’ve
thereby turned your own innate capacities to think critically and act freely, for yourself, over to
group-thinking and group-acting, as determined by some Us, and you’ve also thereby put
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yourself explicitly or implicitly in cultural conflict with everyone who isn’t a member of your
special social group, some Them.
For example, the BFL#1 of special-social-group-identification is precisely what led to the
violent clashes in Charlottesville last Saturday, between white supremacist, neo-fascist
protesters, and anti-racist, anti-fascist protesters, and to the killing of one of the anti-racist, antifascist protesters.
Nevertheless, as the media circus parading around Charlottesville this past week has shown, it’s
easy enough to condemn white supremacist racism and neo-fascism, since they’re obviously
rationally unjustified and immoral.
But what’s almost impossibly difficult for most people is to recognize that BFL#1 is the
underlying cause.
— Do you hate white supremacist racism, neo-fascism, and murder, or do you hate the people
who are white supremacists and neo-fascists, and want to hurt them or want them all to die?
If it’s the latter, then you’re under the hypnotic spell of BFL#1.
And if it so happens, whether this coming Saturday or any other day, somewhere, that an
ANTIFA protester attacks or kills a neo-Nazi protester in retribution for Charlottesville, then you
can be certain that it’s BFL#1 that’s ultimately to blame.
BFL#2 is:
You should identify your individual best interests, i.e., the best interests of ordinary
humanity, with the worldview of rich, powerful corporate capitalists, especially
billionaires, and those who serve them, the highly-paid Establishment.
Wrong.
In fact, 99% of the time, the worldview of rich, powerful corporate capitalists and the highlypaid Establishment consists precisely in exploiting, impoverishing, and mortally endangering the
rest of humanity, and at the very same time manufacturing consent for their exploitative,
impoverishing, mortally endangering activities by means of their propaganda-machines, the
mainstream mass media and social media controlled by them.
Just ask yourself:
Why don’t we all have universal basic income?
Why don’t we all have universal free higher education?
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Why don’t we all have a universal system of non-shit jobs available to everyone capable of doing
them, that also directly deal with the huge problems of climate change and environmental
degradation?
Why don’t we all have universal free health care?
Why don’t we all have universal open borders?
Why don’t we all have gun abolitionism?
And the answer is:
Because they’re all in YOUR individual best interests, i.e., the best interests of ordinary
humanity, whereas the rich, powerful corporate capitalists, especially billionaires, and
those who serve them, the highly-paid Establishment, NEED to keep you in a
permanently oppressed but also permanently compliant, obedient condition so that they
can permanently pursue THEIR worldview.
And BFL#3 is:
You should identify your individual best interests, i.e., the best interests of ordinary
humanity, with the worldview of the State.
Wrong.
The State is a system of coercive authority — via the government, the military, the legal system
including the prison system, and the police — according to which you are obliged to do whatever
they tell you to do, even if their commands are rationally unjustified and immoral, just because
they are the government and the legal system including the prison system, and just because they
also possess the military and police power to compel you to heed and obey their commands,
under threats of violence or by means of actual violence.
But if what the State commands you to do is rationally unjustified and immoral, then it’s
rationally unjustified and immoral, period, and the State’s compelling you to heed and obey
these commands, under threats of violence or by means of actual violence, cannot possibly
justify these wrongs.
Moreover, and perhaps above all, in contemporary neoliberal democratic States, those who
actually control the government, the legal system including the prison system, the military, and
the police are not The People — that’s you, ordinary humanity — but instead are precisely the
rich, powerful corporate capitalists, especially billionaires, and those who serve them, the
highly-paid Establishment: hence they’re rightly described as “The Deep State.”
In other words, as mind-boggling and as paradoxical as it might at first seem, The Deep State
and the State are the real and ultimate political oppressors of The People.
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***
What can we conclude from all this?
It should be self-evident by now that BFL#2 and BFL#3 together constitute a highly effective
circular, self-serving, self-supporting, dual sub-system of Big Fucking Lies, and that BFL#1
plays a crucial tertiary sub-systemic role by effectively keeping The People — ordinary
humanity — from ever thinking critically or acting freely for themselves, by always idolizing and
valorizing Us, and in a permanent state of endlessly distracting cultural conflict, by always
fearing and hating Them.
— That being so, now what is to be done?
My proposal is:
Once you’ve clearly and distinctly recognized, and then also internalized, that BFL#1,
BFL#2, and BFL#3 are, indeed, nothing but a complete system of Big Fucking Lies,
then you’ll already be in an extremely good position to rebel against them and to
demand, on the contrary, something very like the seven-part political platform of The
WTFU Party.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 18 August 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 37: On the Moral Limits
of Free Speech

White supremacists at a rally in Charlottesville, Va. on Saturday 12 August 2017.

Free speech is the liberty of unfettered expression in opinion, thought, and lifestyle, hence the
liberty to engage in what John Stuart Mill, in On Liberty, called “experiments of living,”[1] aka
experiments in living, and above all the liberty to express edgy, challenging beliefs and ideas by
means of talk, writing, or any other communicative medium.
Free speech has many important values, including scientific truth, aesthetic beauty, profound
artistic or philosophical insight, and authentic self-realization — and their pursuit.
But what, ultimately, rationally justifies free speech?
In On Liberty, chapter II, Mill famously attempts to provide a rational justification of free speech
on strictly Utilitarian grounds.
Here is Mill’s conception of “utility” or “the greatest happiness principle,” as formulated in
Utilitarianism:

158

The creed which accepts as the foundations of morals “utility” or the “greatest happiness
principle” holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness;
wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness [i.e., utility] is
intended pleasure and the absence of pain; by unhappiness [i.e., disutility], pain and the
privation of pleasure…. [P]leasure and freedom from pain are the only things desirable as
ends; and … all desirable things … are desirable either for pleasure inherent in
themselves or as means to the promotion of pleasure and the prevention of pain.[2]
In other words, morally speaking, we ought to do all and only those things that produce the
greatest happiness of the greatest number of people — where “happiness” is cashed out in terms
of increasing the number and intensity of pleasurable experiences, or reducing painful
experiences, relative to that historical context and relative to what we are capable of doing by
way of action in that context.
But Mill’s attempt to justify the value of free speech on strictly Utilitarian grounds fails, since it
is always possible that the greatest happiness of the greatest number of people — where
“happiness” is cashed out in terms of increasing the number and intensity of pleasurable
experiences or reducing painful experiences, relative to that historical context and relative to
what we are capable of doing by way of action in that context — will consist, precisely, in our
collectively restricting and suppressing free speech, e.g., if that speech intensely offends a great
many of us for any reason whatsoever, thereby causing a great many painful, unhappy
experiences in us.
In my view, by contrast, the highest value of free speech is manifest when we exercise the liberty
to engage in peaceful criticism of, protests against, and resistance to, any and all violations of
respect for human dignity, which especially include individual and collective violations of
human rights and other immoral uses of political power.
This morally and politically exemplary kind of free speech is not merely “speaking truth to
power,” because, over and above truth as such, it is also ethically-driven by a wholehearted
commitment to the highest intrinsic moral value of respect for human dignity and peacefully
rebellious.
It is, therefore, emancipatory speech.
Emancipatory speech is the highest kind of free speech, precisely because it most fully manifests
the highest intrinsic moral value of respect for human dignity.
Therefore, the value of all free speech consists in, and is precisely determined by, the extent to
which it tends towards emancipatory speech.
It is also generally held that free speech has some limits.
Standard candidates for these limits are:
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(i) direct harm to others (e.g., defamation of an individual’s character, or slander more
generally),
(ii) violations of human rights (e.g., incitement to or triggering of violence, or coercion
backed up by threats of violence or other significant non-violent harm — such as being
fired from your job), and
(iii) offense to others (e.g., profane or scatalogical speech, erotic or otherwise sexual
speech, shockingly religious or shockingly anti-religious speech, “politically incorrect”
speech of any kind, politically subversive speech, and hate speech).
The issue of hate speech, in particular, is of course of great contemporary pitch-and-moment, in
the media-circus aftermath of the Charlottesville white supremacist rally and anti-fascist/antiracist protests two Saturdays ago.
Take, for instance, this follow-up opinion piece in The New York Times on 17 August, by K-Sue
Park, “The A.C.L.U. Needs to Rethink Free Speech.”
That article concludes as follows:
The danger that communities face because of their speech isn’t equal. The A.C.L.U.’s
decision to offer legal support to a right-wing cause, then a left-wing cause, won’t make
it so. Rather, it perpetuates a misguided theory that all radical views are equal. And it
fuels right-wing free-speech hypocrisy. Perhaps most painful, it also redistributes some of
the substantial funds the organization has received to fight white supremacy toward
defending that cause.
The A.C.L.U. needs a more contextual, creative advocacy when it comes to how it
defends the freedom of speech. The group should imagine a holistic picture of how
speech rights are under attack right now, not focus on only First Amendment case law. It
must research how new threats to speech are connected to one another and to right-wing
power. Acknowledging how criminal laws, voting laws, immigration laws, education
laws and laws governing corporations can also curb expression would help it develop
better policy positions.
Sometimes standing on the wrong side of history in defense of a cause you think is right
is still just standing on the wrong side of history.
OK. In other words, Park is arguing:
(i) that for general reasons of history and social power-relations, some hate speech is
more equal than others,
(ii) that for general reasons of history and social power-relations, some hate speech is less
equal than others, and

160

(ii) that for specific reasons of history and social power-relations in the USA up to 2017
and beyond, white supremacist hate speech is less equal than other kinds of hate speech,
therefore
(iii) the ACLU should not condemn restrictions on, or the suppression of, white
supremacist hate speech.
But it seems self-evident that Park’s argument depends entirely on Mill’s assumption that the
value of free speech is rationally justified on strictly Utilitarian grounds.
According to Park’s argument, the greatest happiness of the greatest number of people — where
“happiness” is cashed out in terms of increasing the number and intensity of pleasurable
experiences or reducing painful experiences, relative to our particular historical context and
relative to what we are capable of doing by way of action in this context — will consist, precisely,
in our collectively restricting and suppressing the hate speech of white supremacists, because of
our particular context of history and social-power relations in the USA up to 2017 and beyond,
and because this speech so intensely offends us, thereby causing a great many painful, unhappy
experiences in us.
Nevertheless, if I am correct about the nature of the value of all free speech, then Mill and Park
are both mistaken, and it also follows that the only moral limits of free speech are violations of
the very thing that gives free speech its highest value when it is realized as emancipatory speech,
namely, the highest intrinsic moral value of respect for human dignity.
In other words, the only moral limits of free speech are violations of respect for human dignity.
Correspondingly, this entails that the only moral limits of free speech are:
(i) direct harm to others (e.g., defamation of an individual’s character, or slander of
individuals more generally), and
(ii) violations of human rights (e.g., incitement to or triggering of violence, or coercion
backed up by threats of violence or other significant non-violent harm — such as being
fired from your job ).
This in turn means that our merely being offended by someone’s speech, no matter what the
special context of history and social-power relations is, and no matter how numerous or intense
our unhappy, painful experiences of being offended are, is not a moral limit on that person’s
freedom of speech.
Therefore, profane or scatalogical speech, erotic or otherwise sexual speech, shockingly religious
or shockingly anti-religious speech, “politically incorrect” speech of any kind, politically
subversive speech, and hate speech of all kinds, including white supremacist hate speech, are all
morally permissible — provided that this speech does not include defamation of an individual’s
character or slander of individuals more generally, incitement to or triggering of violence, or
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coercion backed up by threats of violence or other significant non-violent harm — such as being
fired from your job.

NOTES
[1] J.S. Mill, On Liberty (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 1978), ch. III, p. 54.
[2] J.S. Mill, Utilitarianism (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 1979), ch. II, p. 7.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 25 August 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 38: Anticoercion,
Nonviolent Protest, and Permissible Force

Berkeley CA, 27 August 2017

Here are the opening paragraphs of a story published in The Washington Post last Monday:

Black-clad antifa members attack peaceful right-wing demonstrators in Berkeley
By Kyle Swenson 28 August 2017
Left-wing counterprotesters clashed with right-wing protesters and Trump supporters on Aug. 27
in Berkeley, Calif. Violence erupted when a small group of masked antifa and anarchists
attacked right-wing demonstrators. (The Washington Post)
Their faces hidden behind black bandannas and hoodies, about 100 anarchists and antifa —
“anti-fascist” — members barreled into a protest Sunday afternoon in Berkeley’s Martin Luther
King Jr. Civic Center Park.
Jumping over plastic and concrete barriers, the group melted into a larger crowd of around
2,000 that had marched peacefully throughout the sunny afternoon for a “Rally Against Hate”
gathering.
Shortly after, violence began to flare. A pepper-spray-wielding Trump supporter was smacked to
the ground with homemade shields. Another was attacked by five black-clad antifa members,
each windmilling kicks and punches into a man desperately trying to protect himself. A
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conservative group leader retreated for safety behind a line of riot police as marchers chucked
water bottles, shot off pepper spray and screamed, “Fascist go home!”
All told, the Associated Press reported at least five individuals were attacked. An AP reporter
witnessed the assaults. Berkeley Police’s Lt. Joe Okies told The Washington Post the rally
resulted in “13 arrests on a range of charges including assault with a deadly weapon,
obstructing a police officer, and various Berkeley municipal code violations.”
Etc., etc., etc.
Now as Caitlin Johnstone pointed out in her characteristically edgy and incisive follow-up piece
on Tuesday 29 August, “Hmm… Corporate Media Now Turning On Antifa As Police
Militarization Increases,” there is very good reason to believe that corporate-driven mass media
are engaging in some serious mind-control tactics about just which morally reprehensible
protesters — white supremacist neo-Nazis in Charlottesville?, or “masked antifa and anarchists”
in Berkeley?— we’re supposed to be hating, and when.
But in this little essay, I want to focus instead on the moral dimensions of all this.
Suppose that some white supremacist neo-Nazis engage in acts of violence against innocent
people.
That’s rationally unjustified and immoral, yes?
Now suppose that some “masked antifa and anarchists” engage in acts of violence against
innocent people.
That’s also rationally unjustified and immoral, yes?
So what’s shared by both camps, such that what they’re each doing is rationally unjustified and
immoral?
Right, acts of violence against innocent people.
Q: Why are acts of violence against innocent people rationally unjustified and immoral?
A: Because they violate respect for human dignity by treating people as mere things.
Now acts of violence, as such, are different from forcing people to do you want them to do, by
using threats of violence or other significant non-violent harm — say, by getting them fired from
their jobs.
But that’s rationally unjustified and immoral too, yes?
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Q: Why is forcing people to do things to do what you want them to do, by using threats of
violence or other significant harm — say, by getting them fired from their jobs — rationally
unjustified and immoral?
A: Because they violate respect for human dignity by treating people as mere means to your
desired ends.
Let’s call any treatment of people as mere things, or as mere means to your desired ends,
whether by acts of violence, threats of violence, or other significant harm, coercion.
Even more precisely now, I’ll define coercion as follows:
either (i) using violence (e.g. injuring, torturing, or killing) or the threat of violence, in
order to manipulate people according to certain purposes of the coercer (primary
coercion), or
(ii) inflicting appreciable, salient harm (e.g. imprisonment, termination of employment,
large monetary penalties) or deploying the threat of appreciable, salient harm, even if
these are not in themselves violent, in order to manipulate people according to certain
purposes of the coercer (secondary coercion).
Then, as people who universally respect human dignity, what we all should be doing is rejecting
and resisting coercion in all its forms.
That’s what I call Anticoercion.
Q: Does Anticoercion imply quietism, so that when you’re confronted by coercion you just sit
there passively and do nothing, while evil people do evil things to innocent people?
A: Hell no.
Here’s what I argued last week:
The highest value of free speech is manifest when we exercise the liberty to engage in
peaceful criticism of, protests against, and resistance to, any and all violations of respect
for human dignity, which especially include individual and collective violations of
human rights and other immoral uses of political power.
This morally and politically exemplary kind of free speech is not merely “speaking truth
to power,” because, over and above truth as such, it is also ethically-driven by a
wholehearted commitment to the highest intrinsic moral value of respect for human
dignity and peacefully rebellious.
It is, therefore, emancipatory speech.
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In other words, it follows from Anticoercion that we should all be engaging in nonviolent
emancipatory protest against any and all types of coercion — e.g., against white supremacist neoNazi coercion
According to Gene Sharp, there are at least 198 different methods of nonviolent protest.
As a proponent of Anticoercion, I support any of the 198 methods of nonviolent emancipatory
protest, provided that it does not include defamation of an individual’s character or slander of
individuals more generally, or secondary coercion backed up by threats of significant non-violent
harm — such as firing people from their jobs just because they espouse white supremacist neoNazism.
In other words, Anticoercion also fully respects the moral limits of free speech.
Among the 198 nonviolent protest methods and their specific applications, one of my personal
favorites is making fun of Nazis.
But what about the use of force by nonviolent emancipatory protesters against coercion: is it ever
morally permissible?
Hell yes.
And that’s because what I call minimal sufficiently effective, last resort, defensive, protective,
and preventive moral force is morally permissible.
More precisely, it is morally permissible to use force, as a last resort —
either (i) by using the smallest sufficiently effective level of physical force or threat of
physical force,
or (ii) by deploying the smallest sufficiently effective threat of appreciable, salient harm,
in order to defend against, protect against, or prevent, oneself or someone else being primarily or
secondarily coerced, or having their human dignity otherwise violated.
In particular, it is rationally justified and morally permissible to use minimally sufficiently
effective, last resort, defensive, protective, and preventive moral force for the purposes of —
either (i) self-defense,
or (ii) humanitarian intervention in order to save innocent people from having evil things
done to them by evil people.
So, don’t be a white supremacist neo-Nazi, because they use coercion.
And don’t be antifa, because they use coercion too.
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Instead, be Antico.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 1 September 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 39: In Defense of
Grouchomarxist Lennonism

This past week, the mass and social media were all shook up about imminent hurricanes and SoCalled President Trump’s latest xenophobic antics, his executive order to take down the Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals, aka DACA, program.
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Of course, these events are not only of deep importance to the people directly affected by them;
they also have a larger political significance.
For example, in “Ten Thoughts About Hurricanes, Climate Change, And The Deep State,”
published on Tuesday, my favorite neo-gonzo journalist, Caitlin Johnstone, worked out some
very interesting critical ideas about how we should be very skeptical about the claim that global
climate change can be effectively dealt with only by means of a single authoritarian world
government that’s controlled by — you guessed it! — the very same global corporate capitalist,
“deep state” folks who brought us worldwide environmental devastation leading to global
climate change in the first place.
And in “On Trump and Walls,” “The MexiCanada Solution,” and “Deport Trump,” I’ve written
about the ethics and politics of immigration in The Age of Trump (So-Called) POTUS.
But this week— as I’ve also done for the last two weeks in “On the Moral Limits of Free
Speech” and in “Anticoercion, Nonviolent Protest, and Permissible Force” — I want to move the
discussion onto the higher plane of political philosophy.
***
There: isn’t the intellectual air much cooler and fresher up here?
Just like politics, political philosophy also makes strange bedfellows: for example, Groucho
Marx (of Marx Brothers fame, as opposed to The Big K. Marx) and John Lennon (of Beatles
fame, as opposed to The Big V.I. Lenin).
In the rest of this little essay, then, I want to combine a profound thought expressed by Groucho,
and another profound thought expressed by John, into a single political doctrine I call
Grouchomarxist Lennonism.
This is what Groucho profoundly said:
I read in the papers they are going to have 30 minutes of intellectual stuff on television
every Monday from 7:30 to 8. To educate America. They couldn’t educate America if
they started at 6:30.
And this is the edgy essence of his thought, which I’ll call Groucho’s Thesis:
The American people cannot be educated by the corporate-controlled American
mass media, not because the American people aren’t rationally capable of being
educated, but instead because the fundamental aims of the corporate-controlled
American mass media are propaganda and mind-control, not education and rational
enlightenment.
Here is a short argument for Groucho’s Thesis.

169

(i) It is a well-confirmed empirical fact that the American people are widely subject to the
malign influences of propaganda and mind-control, as, for example, Brendan Nyhan and
Jason Reifler have shown in “When Corrections Fail: The Persistence of Political
Misperceptions,” and then Stephan Lewandowsky and his co-researchers have further
elaborated and reconfirmed in “Misinformation and Its Correction: Continued Influence
and Successful Debiasing”
(ii) It is a well-confirmed empirical fact that the primary source of propaganda and mindcontrol in the USA is the corporate-controlled mass media, as Edward Herman and Noam
Chomsky have shown in Manufacturing Consent.
(iii) Therefore Groucho’s Thesis is true.
Now, this is what John profoundly sang:
Imagine there’s no countries
It isn’t hard to do
Nothing to kill or die for
And no religion, too
Imagine all the people
Living life in peace
You may say I’m a dreamer
But I’m not the only one
I hope someday you’ll join us
And the world will be as one
And this is the edgy essence of his thought, which I’ll call John’s Thesis:
We could all live in worldwide peace and unity simply by divesting ourselves of all
coercive social institutions like the nation-state and state-supported religion, because
coercion is the problem, not people.
Here is a slightly longer, but still pretty short, argument for John’s Thesis.
(i) By coercion I mean:
either (a) using violence (e.g. injuring, torturing, or killing) or the threat of
violence, in order to manipulate people according to certain purposes of the
coercer (primary coercion),
or (b) inflicting appreciable, salient harm (e.g. imprisonment, termination of
employment, large monetary penalties) or deploying the threat of appreciable,
salient harm, even if these are not in themselves violent, in order to manipulate
people according to certain purposes of the coercer (secondary coercion).

170

(ii) All coercion, whether primary or secondary, is morally impermissible because it
violates respect for human dignity by treating people as mere things or mere means to
desired ends of the coercer.
(iii) All states, including all contemporary nation-states, and all the state-like social
institutions contained within them, for example, state-supported religions, are founded on
the principle that governments have the right to coerce people to heed and obey their
legislative commands and laws, even if those commands and laws are rationally
unjustified and immoral.
(iv) But coercion is always morally impermissible, therefore government coercion is
always morally impermissible; and the rationally unjustified and immoral legislative
commands and laws of all states and state-like social institutions cannot be made
rationally justified and morally permissible by the mere brute fact that governments or
other social authorities possess the power to coerce.
(v) On the assumption that we all have human dignity as an innate endowment of our
human personhood and also possess at least the capacity for rationality, then if we
divested ourselves of all coercive social institutions, we could live in worldwide peace
and unity.
(vi) Therefore, John’s Thesis is true.
Q: What is the basic connection between Groucho’s Thesis and John’s Thesis?
A: Obviously, the basic connection is that the American corporate-controlled mass media use
propaganda and mind-control to create in us precisely the profoundly, tragically false belief that
coercion by states and other state-like social institutions is not only rationally justified and
morally permissible but also morally right.
Nevertheless, once we’ve grasped and accepted the basic theses of Grouchomarxist Lennonism,
then we can divest ourselves of that profoundly, tragically false belief, and seriously begin the
awesome, all-encompassing process of also divesting ourselves of all coercive social institutions
and creating a categorically better world.
You may say I’m a dreamer
But I’m not the only one
I hope someday you’ll join us
And the world will be as one
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 8 September 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 40: Successful Cognitive
Debiasing in the US Healthcare Debate

On Wednesday 13 September 2017, Bernie Sanders introduced the Medicare For All act in the
US Senate, with 15 co-sponsors.
The same day, he combined this with a cogently-argued, but also passionately-presented, op-ed
piece published in The New York Times, “Why We Need Medicare For All.”
Like many, many others, I have also argued for Medicare For All, aka Universal Free
Healthcare — in “Liberation From Fear in The Age of Trump 3: Healthcare Hell,” back in
December 2016, in the immediate wake of the election of So-Called POTUS Donald Trump.
The basic arguments for Medicare For All are now all fully visible on the table of public debate,
so I won’t repeat them here.
What I’m going to focus on is something more subtle, and, as it were, hiding under the table of
public debate, where the little orange gremlins with big teeth and night-sticks live (see below),
namely, the need for some serious and successful cognitive debiasing if the Medicare For All
act is ever to be accepted and adopted by the American people.
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Sanders stated nothing more than the unvarnished truth when he wrote this in his op-ed piece:
Needless to say, there will be huge opposition to this legislation from the powerful
special interests that profit from the current wasteful system. The insurance companies,
the drug companies and Wall Street will undoubtedly devote a lot of money to lobbying,
campaign contributions and television ads to defeat this proposal.
But what he neglected to point out, are the two following equally unvarnished truths:
(i) It is a well-confirmed empirical fact that the American people are widely subject to the
malign influences of propaganda and mind-control, as, for example, Brendan Nyhan and
Jason Reifler have shown in “When Corrections Fail: The Persistence of Political
Misperceptions,” and then Stephan Lewandowsky and his co-researchers have further
elaborated and reconfirmed in “Misinformation and Its Correction: Continued Influence
and Successful Debiasing”
(ii) It is a well-confirmed empirical fact that the primary source of propaganda and mindcontrol in the USA is the corporate-controlled mass media, as Edward Herman and Noam
Chomsky have shown in Manufacturing Consent.
All that being so, then how can we, as woke progressives, working under the table of public
debate where the big-teethed, night-stick-armed little orange gremlins live, rationally engage in
successful cognitive debiasing, in order to undermine and reverse the malign influences of
propaganda and mind-control by corporate-controlled mass media, as they try to seduce ordinary
Americans into believing that what is self-evidently in their very, very best interest — Medicare
For All — is in fact very, very bad for them?
Well, here is a simple summary, in graphic format, of general procedures for successful
cognitive debiasing, borrowed from “Misinformation and Its Correction: Continued Influence
and Successful Debiasing”:
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OK. How can we apply these procedures specifically to the upcoming national debate about
Medicare For All?
I have two basic proposals.
First, in view of the “continued influence effect” and the “familiarity backfire effect,” we can
calmly and repeatedly present the following facts:
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United States life expectancy of 78.4 years at birth, up from 75.2 years in 1990, ranks it
50th among 221 nations, and 27th out of the 34 industrialized OECD countries, down
from 20th in 1990. Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes of
Health in 2013, the United States had the highest or near-highest prevalence of obesity,
car accidents, infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually transmitted infections,
adolescent pregnancies, injuries, and homicides. On average, a U.S. male can be expected
to live almost four fewer years than those in the top-ranked country, though notably
Americans aged 75 live longer than those who reach that age in other developed nations.
A 2014 survey of the healthcare systems of 11 developed countries found the US
healthcare system to be the most expensive and worst-performing in terms of health
access, efficiency, and equity.
Gallup recorded that the uninsured rate among U.S. adults was 11.9% for the first quarter
of 2015, continuing the decline of the uninsured rate outset by the Affordable Care Act.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990.” Recent evidence demonstrates
that lack of health insurance causes some 45,000 to 48,000 unnecessary deaths every year
in the United States. In 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical
expenses. A 2013 study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy
due to medical expenses, and 43% are forced to mortgage or sell their primary residence.
Of 17 high-income countries studied by the National Institutes of Health in 2013, the
United States was at or near the top in infant mortality, heart and lung disease, sexually
transmitted infections, adolescent pregnancies, injuries, homicides, and rates of disability.
Together, such issues place the U.S. at the bottom of the list for life expectancy. On
average, a U.S. male can be expected to live almost four fewer years than those in the
top-ranked country.
The U.S. Census Bureau reported that 49.9 million residents, 16.3% of the population,
were uninsured in 2010 (up from 49.0 million residents, 16.1% of the population, in
2009). According to the World Health Organization (WHO), the United States spent
more on health care per capita ($7,146), and more on health care as percentage of its
GDP (15.2%), than any other nation in 2008. The United States had the fourth highest
level of government health care spending per capita ($3,426), behind three countries with
higher levels of GDP per capita: Monaco, Luxembourg, and Norway. A 2001 study in
five states found that medical debt contributed to 46.2% of all personal bankruptcies and
in 2007, 62.1% of filers for bankruptcies claimed high medical expenses. Since then,
health costs and the numbers of uninsured and underinsured have increased. A 2013
study found that about 25% of all senior citizens declare bankruptcy due to medical
expenses.
The U.S. pays twice as much as Canada yet lags behind other wealthy nations in such
measures as infant mortality and life expectancy. Currently, the U.S. has a higher infant

175

mortality rate than most of the world’s industrialized nations. In the United States life
expectancy is 42nd in the world, after some other industrialized nations, lagging the other
nations of the G5 (Japan, France, Germany, U.K., U.S.) and just after Chile (35th) and
Cuba (37th).
Life expectancy at birth in the U.S., 78.49, is 50th in the world, below most developed
nations and some developing nations. Monaco is first with 89.68. Chad is last with 48.69.
With 72.4% Americans of European ancestry,[31] life expectancy is below the average
life expectancy for the European Union. The World Health Organization (WHO), in
2000, ranked the U.S. health care system as the highest in cost, first in responsiveness,
37th in overall performance, and 72nd by overall level of health (among 191 member
nations included in the study). In 2008 the Commonwealth Fund, an advocacy group
seeking greater government involvement in US healthcare, then led by former Carter
administration official Karen Davis, ranked the United States last in the quality of health
care among similar countries, and notes U.S. care costs the most.
United States ranks close to the bottom compared to other industrialized countries on
several important health issues affecting mortality: low birth weight and infant mortality,
injuries and murder, teen pregnancy and STDs, HIV and AIDS, deaths resulting from
drug overdoses, obesity and diabetes, heart disease, COPD, and general disability.
A 2004 Institute of Medicine (IOM) report said: “The United States is among the few
industrialized nations in the world that does not guarantee access to health care for its
population.” A 2004 OECD report said: “With the exception of Mexico, Turkey, and the
United States, all OECD countries had achieved universal or near-universal (at least
98.4% insured) coverage of their populations by 1990.” The 2004 IOM report observed
“lack of health insurance causes roughly 18,000 unnecessary deaths every year in the
United States,” while a 2009 Harvard study conducted by co-founders of Physicians for a
National Health Program, a pro-single payer advocacy group, estimated that 44,800
excess deaths occurred annually due to lack of health insurance.
(Source: Wikipedia, “Health Care in the United States”)
Second, in view of the the “overkill backfire effect” and the “worldview backfire effect,” we can
all calmly and repeatedly engage in conversations of the following form, where we’re the Yfolks —
X: “Medicare For All is socialized medicine, anti-capitalist, and anti-American!”
Y: “But isn’t Medicare, in general, a very good thing for those people in the USA who already
have it?”
X: “Yes, but….”
Y: “So what would be wrong if everyone living in the USA had Medicare?”
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X: “Well, I agree that it would have to be very good for everyone living in the USA, if it’s
already in general very good for those people in the USA who already have it. But we can’t
afford it!”
Y: “Yes, I understand where you’re coming from. But actually, that’s not correct. If Canada and
many other liberal democracies can afford it, then so can the USA. Just read Bernie’s op-ed
piece: he makes that point too.”
X: “Well, Bernie Sanders is a socialist, anti-capitalist, and anti-American jerk! And he’s too old
to be President!”
Y: “Yes, I understand where you’re coming from. But isn’t Medicare, in general, a very good
thing for those people in the USA who already have it?”
X: “Yes, but….”
Y: “So what would be wrong if everyone living in the USA had Medicare?”
X: “Well, I agree that it would have to be very good for everyone living in the USA, if it’s
already in general very good for those people in the USA who already have it. But Bernie is a
REALLY, REALLY BIG SOCIALIST, ANTI-CAPITALIST, AND ANTI-AMERICAN JERK!
In fact, I think HE’S BEING PAID BY THE RUSSIANS! And he’s REALLY, REALLY TOO
OLD to be President! And what if some of the people living in the USA who received Medicare
turned out to be ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND FOREIGN TERRORISTS, and then got to be
HEALTHIER ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND FOREIGN TERRORISTS? Just imagine all the
damage they could do! And I heard that people in CANADA blah blah blah….”
Y: “Yes, I understand where you’re coming from. But isn’t Medicare, in general, a very good
thing for those people in the USA who already have it?”
X: “Yes, but….”
Y: “So what would be wrong if everyone living in the USA had Medicare?”
[Repeat as needed.]
So in these two ways — also, at the same time, self-consciously remembering and fully taking to
heart the basic principles of Grouchomarxist Lennonism — we can successfully cognitively
debiase the American people and have Medicare For All.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 15 September 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 42: Evil, God, Radical
Agnosticism, and Politics

The Fall 2017 bad news cycle is unrelenting.
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Over the past few weeks, Atlantic hurricanes and earthquakes have caused massive physical
devastation and human suffering, especially in Puerto Rico and Mexico.
At the same time, So-Called POTUS Donald Trump and North Korea’s Kim Jong-un have been
playing increasingly absurd, near-satanic, political brinkmanship games with nuclear weapons,
bringing us ever closer to world-annihilation.
So it is now a self-evident fact, if it hadn’t been already, that natural evil and moral evil exist in
this thoroughly nonideal, actual world.
And that self-evident fact, in turn, makes you wonder whether God exists or not.
In philosophy of religion and philosophical theology, this is known as The Problem of Evil.
By the concept of God, I mean the concept of a being that is omnipotent (all-powerful),
omniscient (all-knowing), and omnibenevolent (all-good).
This is also known, for short, as the concept of a 3-O God.
By theism, I mean the doctrine that a 3–0 God exists.
And by atheism, I mean the doctrine that a 3-O God does not exist.
Now the classical Metaphysical Argument For Atheism From The Existence of Evil runs as
follows:
(1) Assume that a 3-O God exists. (Premise.)
(2) Assume that evil exists in the world — both natural evil (e.g., disasters and disease)
and also moral evil (wicked choices and acts, or just bad things that happen to people).
(Premise.)
(3) Then EITHER a 3-O God is responsible for the existence of evil, in which case a 3-O
God is Her/Himself evil and not all-good, which is a contradiction with God’s assumed
3-O-ness. (From 1 and 2.)
(4) OR a 3-O God is not responsible for the existence of evil and yet knew that it was
going to happen and could not prevent it — so a 3-O God is not all-powerful, which is
also a contradiction with assumed God’s 3-O-ness. (From 1 and 2.)
(5) OR a 3-O God would have prevented evil but did not know it was going to happen,
and is not all-knowing, which is another contradiction with God’s assumed 3-O-ness.
(From 1 and 2.)
(6) Therefore, given the existence of evil, necessarily a 3-O God does not exist. (From 1,
2, 3, 4, and 5.)
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If The Metaphysical Argument For Atheism From The Existence of Evil were sound, then it
would be logically necessary that a 3-O God does not exist.
In the classical response of theism to this atheistic argument, it is claimed that it is at least
logically possible that God has a sufficient reason for permitting evil that we are either capable
of knowing, or else simply incapable of knowing, given our limited, “human, all-too-human”
powers of knowing.
Perhaps this sufficient reason is the Leibnizian “this world is necessarily the best of all possible
worlds” doctrine (brilliantly mocked in Voltaire’s Candide); perhaps it is free will; perhaps it is
moral progress; perhaps it is all of these taken together; or perhaps it is something else
completely unfathomable by us.
Let us call this classical theistic response Theodicy.
In response to Theodicy, the neo-classical Evidential Argument For Atheism From The
Existence of Evil says that even if it is logically possible that God has a sufficient reason for
permitting evil, nevertheless it is significantly more rationally justified to believe that God does
not exist, than to believe that God exists.
And so-on, and so forth.
But there is another way of thinking about all this.
In my opinion, human perception and human knowledge are strictly limited to what is within the
scope of (i) our “human, all-too-human” senses, (ii) our “human, all-too-human” imagination,
and (iii) our “human, all-too-human” concepts — even when these perceptions, imaginings, and
concepts are extended by the basic natural sciences of physics, chemistry, and biology, by the
basic formal sciences of logic and mathematics, or by philosophy.
Yet a 3-O God, simply by virtue of Its/His/Her very nature as ALL-powerful, ALL-knowing, and
ALL-good, falls beyond all possible human perception, imagination, and conceptualization.
Therefore, just by knowing the inherent limitations of all human perception, imagination, and
conceptualization, we do know THIS with certainty: that we cannot know with certainty either
what’s God’s nature is, or whether God exists or does not exist.
Let’s call this doctrine, Radical Agnosticism.
If Radical Agnosticism is true, then not only The Metaphysical Argument For Atheism From
The Existence of Evil, but also Theodicy, as well as The Evidential Argument For Atheism
From The Existence of Evil, are equally humanly unprovable.
Indeed, if Radical Agnosticism is true, then God’s existence and God’s non-existence are
equally humanly unprovable: for, as a “human, all-too-human” being, given the inherent
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limitations of your cognitive powers, you cannot rationally justify a belief in God’s existence and
you cannot rationally justify a belief in God’s non-existence.
So if Radical Agnosticism is true, then theism and atheism alike are equally rationally
unjustifiable.
These radically agnostic facts, in turn, put The Problem of Evil in a completely new light.
If natural evil and moral evil both exist, and there is LOTS of evil of both kinds at all times and
all over the place, but God’s nature is humanly unknowable and God’s existence and nonexistence are equally humanly unprovable, then we can’t just do nothing.
On the contrary, we’ve got to deal with them.
So natural evil and moral evil are entirely up to us to deal with collectively, that is, they’re
strictly political problems.
We and we alone, collectively, must deal with natural evil and moral evil, as best we can, by
protecting, cleaning up, or fixing up the natural world when it is threatened or breaks down, by
responding effectively to even the most horrific and monstrous moral evils, and above all by
trying wholeheartedly to respect human dignity in a thoroughly nonideal actual world, as a
political task.
Look at it this way —
Either God does not exist, and then we’re dealing with natural and moral evil for our own sake;
or else God does exist, natural and moral evil are both parts of God’s plan for the world, we must
do God’s work, under God’s jurisdiction, and then we’re dealing with moral and natural evil for
God’s sake.
If Radical Agnosticism is true, however, then we know with certainty that we cannot know with
certainty either way.
Nevertheless, either way, we must do something, and dealing with natural and moral evil is a
political task.
— Call this the radically agnostic leap of faith.
So let’s leap!, and get down to it.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 29 September 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 44: American
Exceptionalism as National Anosognosia

In my opinion, the biggest problem in the world today is the collective refusal of the United
States of America to recognize that it, itself is one of the very biggest problems in the world
today.
Of course, I’m not the only one who holds the opinion that the USA is one of the very biggest
problems in the world today.
Most of the world outside the USA holds it; and also, inside the USA, a few courageous, radical
thinkers like Noam Chomsky have even written books about it — see, for example, his latest
book, Who Rules the World?
Now if most of the world outside the USA, Chomsky, and I are all correct about the USA’s being
one of the very biggest problems in the world today, and if I’m also correct that the American
refusal to recognize that it, itself is so very problematic is actually the biggest problem, then we
need to understand the nature of this mega-problem, so that we can take steps towards addressing
it and solving it.
In my opinion, the mega-problem is the result of three combined factors.
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First, the myth of American exceptionalism.
Second, five morally and politically tragic national failures of the USA.
Third, a nationwide manifestation of the cognitive deficit known as “anosognosia.”
Let me explain.
This is what “American exceptionalism” means:
American exceptionalism is an ideology that holds that the United States is unique
among nations in both positive or negative connotations, particularly with respect to its
ideals of democracy and personal freedom.
Though the concept has no formal definition, there are some themes that are common to
various conceptions of the idea. One is simply that the history of the United States is
inherently different from that of other nations. In this view, American exceptionalism
stems from the American Revolution, becoming what political scientist Seymour Martin
Lipset called “the first new nation” and developing the uniquely American ideology of
“Americanism”, based on liberty, egalitarianism, individualism, republicanism,
democracy, and laissez-faire economics. This ideology itself is often referred to as
“American exceptionalism.” Another theme is the idea that the U.S. has a unique mission
to transform the world. Abraham Lincoln stated in the Gettysburg address (1863), that
Americans have a duty to ensure that “government of the people, by the people, for the
people, shall not perish from the earth.” And yet another theme is the sense that the
United States’ history and mission gives it a superiority over other nations.
(Source: Wikipedia, “American Exceptionalism”)
Therefore, the myth of American exceptionalism is the self-evident fact that most Americans
falsely believe that American exceptionalism is true.
Next, here are the five morally and politically tragic national failures of the USA.
(i) The original national sin of slavery and its historical consequences, enduring,
operative racism, as a structural element of the economy and the legal justice system.
(ii) The original sin of gun ownership and use — encoded in the Second Amendment —
and its historical consequences, endlessly escalating gun violence.
(iii) Unbridled corporate capitalism, and its historical consequences, massive class-based
income disparities between the richest and the poorest inside the USA, and widespread
economic oppression.
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(iv) Unbridled corporate capitalism in the specific domain of healthcare, and its historical
consequences, an exceptionally expensive, unfair, and oppressive system of healthcare
treatment.
(v) Above all, since World War II, but especially since the end of the Cold War, constant
American imperialist military intervention, international political manipulation,
international economic manipulation, and natural-environmental damage and
manipulation, and their historical consequences, the imminent threats of catastrophic
climate change and worldwide nuclear apocalypse.
And this is what “anosognosia” means:
When someone rejects a diagnosis of mental illness, it’s tempting to say that he’s “in
denial.” But someone with acute mental illness may not be thinking clearly enough to
consciously choose denial. They may instead be experiencing “lack of insight” or “lack
of awareness.” The formal medical term for this medical condition is anosognosia, from
the Greek meaning “to not know a disease.”
When we talk about anosognosia in mental illness, we mean that someone is unaware of
their own mental health condition or that they can’t perceive their condition accurately.
Anosognosia is a common symptom of certain mental illnesses, perhaps the most difficult
to understand for those who have never experienced it.
Anosognosia is relative. Self-awareness can vary over time, allowing a person to
acknowledge their illness at times and making such knowledge impossible at other times.
When insight shifts back and forth over time, we might think people are denying their
condition out of fear or stubbornness, but variations in awareness are typical of
anosognosia.
(Source: National Alliance on Mental Illness, “Anosognosia”)
OK. Granting all that, here’s my basic claim:
The myth of American exceptionalism operates as an anosognosic cognitive shield
that systematically self-deceives most Americans about the existence and persistence
of the five morally and politically tragic national failures of the USA.
If this is correct, then, most of the time, merely telling most Americans either that the USA is
one of the very biggest problems in the world today or that their refusal to recognize that it, itself
is one of the very biggest problems in the world today, is in fact the biggest problem in the world
today, is not going to help.
This is because their problem is actually a collective mental illness, caused by the five morally
and politically tragic failures of the USA.

184

So the response of most Americans to merely telling them the truth, will almost inevitably be
that they simply reject the truth about themselves, flip back to the myth of American
exceptionalism, and then deflect attention towards mass-media-driven, big-splash issues that are
merely superficial symptoms of the mega-problem, and not the real problem—for example, the
all-too-obvious fact that So-Called POTUS Donald Trump is not only a terrible President, but
also a world-class asshole; Russiagate; debates about Civil War monuments; debates about
kneeling during the national anthem and respecting the flag; and so-on, and so forth, blah blah
blah, day after day, week after week, month after month, year after year….
Does this mean that all attempts to address and solve the mega-problem are hopeless?
No. Looking back at the gloss on anosognosia that I quoted earlier, I think that this passage is
extremely important:
Anosognosia is relative. Self-awareness can vary over time, allowing a person to
acknowledge their illness at times….
This directly implies that self-acknowledgment of the illness is sometimes possible.
Therefore, since the anosognosic cognitive shield that most Americans use in order to hide their
national illness from themselves is the myth of American exceptionalism, and since their basic
strategy for avoidance is to deflect attention to mass-media-driven, big-splash, yet merely
superficial, symptomatic issues, we need to keep patiently working, working, working away at
(i) exposing the myth as a myth and (ii) exposing the merely superficial, symptomatic issues as
merely superficial and symptomatic.
Then maybe, just maybe, in a cathartic, epiphanal, transformative moment, most Americans will
finally face up to their illness, begin healing themselves, and at the same time undertake the
project of helping everyone else all over the globe make a better world, instead of being one of
its very biggest problems.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 13 October 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 45: Who Enables
America’s Collective Mental Illness?

Day by day, week by week, month by month, So-Called POTUS Donald Trump repeatedly and
vividly demonstrates what an exceptionally terrible President he is; and, in his exceptional
terribleness, he consistently dominates national attention.
But if what I argued last week in “American Exceptionalism as National Anosognosia” is sound,
then Trump’s exceptional terribleness is only a symptom of a collective mental illness that
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afflicts most Americans, namely, a collective cognitive deficit, powered by the myth of
American exceptionalism, consisting in the USA’s inability and refusal to recognize the
existence and consequences of its own disease, its five morally and politically tragic national
failures:
the racist legacy of slavery;
the gun violence legacy of the Second Amendment;
the radical income-disparity and economic oppression legacy of unbridled corporate
capitalism;
the healthcare-treatment hell legacy of unbridled corporate capitalism in the specific
domain of healthcare; and
the globally catastrophic military, political, economic, and environmental legacy of
American imperialism since the ends of World War II and the Cold War.
If it isn’t obvious enough already, what makes all of these national tragic failures so awful and
evil is their profound disrespect for and violation of human dignity.
What I especially want to draw attention to this week, however, is how the corporate-driven
mass and social media are deeply complicit in enabling America’s collective mental illness, by
means of their seemingly endless display of The Terrible Trumpalump’s moronic antics and
other mere symptoms of the USA’s disease — for example, whatever showed up as headline
news, what’s trending, and what’s hash-tagging, today.
Correspondingly, we need to think long and hard about the corporate-driven mass and social
media and their seemingly endlessly effective ability to deflect individual and public attention
away from what really matters and the real problems we most urgently must all address and
solve, if we as individuals, and the rest of humanity living inside or outside the USA, are to
survive and flourish: racism, gun violence, radical income disparity and economic oppression,
healthcare-treatment hell, and the globally catastrophic consequences of American
imperialism — all of them specific instances of the ultimate moral and political sin of disrespect
for and violation of human dignity.
In short, the corporate-driven mass and social media are literally keeping us crazy.
So, what can we do to resist and reverse this attack on our rationality, our sanity, and our
humanity, and begin to heal ourselves?
First, we can either stop watching mainstream, non-independent, corporate-funded television
and movies, and listening to mainstream, non-independent, corporate-funded radio altogether,
or, at the very least, stop watching and listening to these passively.
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Second, we can either stop reading mainstream, non-independent, corporate-funded newspapers,
other mainstream journalism, and books, whether e-version or hard copy, online or offline,
altogether, or, at the very least, stop reading these passively.
Third, we can either stop using social media altogether, or, at the very least, stop using social
media passively.
Obviously, short of running away and hiding in a cave, living on a platform at the top of a very
tall column or tree, or living in a driftwood shack on the beach (which would be my choice,
hands-down, if I had to choose one or the other or the other), it’s going to be very difficult
indeed to stop watching mainstream, non-independent, corporate-funded TV and movies, and
listening to mainstream, non-independent, corporate-funded radio, reading mainstream, nonindependent, corporate-funded newspapers or other mainstream journalism, and books, whether
e-version or hard-copy, online or offline, and using social media, altogether.
That being so, then what do I mean by stopping our passive engagement in these activities?
What I mean is this.
As you are engaging in these activities, you can also always be asking yourself these five simple
but devastatingly cognitively liberating and mental-health-enabling questions:
Is this complete or partial bullshit?
Precisely what are they trying to get me to focus on, think about, care about, and do,
and what might be their self-interested motives for doing so?
How does what is being presented to me line up with my own sense of what is
logically consistent or inconsistent, rationally coherent or incoherent, true or false,
morally right or wrong, and politically right or wrong?
What really matters?
What are the real problems we must all address and solve?
In short, dare to think for yourself!
So let’s go for it.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 20 October 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 46: Amend Our Minds,
Then The Constitution

The Constitution of the United States of America was originally made to be amended.
In order to prove this, just read the following description provided by the US National Archives:

Constitutional Amendment Process
The authority to amend the Constitution of the United States is derived from Article V of the
Constitution. After Congress proposes an amendment, the Archivist of the United States, who
heads the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), is charged with responsibility
for administering the ratification process under the provisions of 1 U.S.C. 106b. The Archivist
has delegated many of the ministerial duties associated with this function to the Director of the
Federal Register. Neither Article V of the Constitution nor section 106b describe the ratification
process in detail. The Archivist and the Director of the Federal Register follow procedures and
customs established by the Secretary of State, who performed these duties until 1950, and the
Administrator of General Services, who served in this capacity until NARA assumed
responsibility as an independent agency in 1985.
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The Constitution provides that an amendment may be proposed either by the Congress with a
two-thirds majority vote in both the House of Representatives and the Senate or by a
constitutional convention called for by two-thirds of the State legislatures. None of the 27
amendments to the Constitution have been proposed by constitutional convention. The Congress
proposes an amendment in the form of a joint resolution. Since the President does not have a
constitutional role in the amendment process, the joint resolution does not go to the White House
for signature or approval. The original document is forwarded directly to NARA’s Office of the
Federal Register (OFR) for processing and publication. The OFR adds legislative history notes
to the joint resolution and publishes it in slip law format. The OFR also assembles an
information package for the States which includes formal “red-line” copies of the joint
resolution, copies of the joint resolution in slip law format, and the statutory procedure for
ratification under 1 U.S.C. 106b.
The Archivist submits the proposed amendment to the States for their consideration by sending a
letter of notification to each Governor along with the informational material prepared by the
OFR. The Governors then formally submit the amendment to their State legislatures or the state
calls for a convention, depending on what Congress has specified. In the past, some State
legislatures have not waited to receive official notice before taking action on a proposed
amendment. When a State ratifies a proposed amendment, it sends the Archivist an original or
certified copy of the State action, which is immediately conveyed to the Director of the Federal
Register. The OFR examines ratification documents for facial legal sufficiency and an
authenticating signature. If the documents are found to be in good order, the Director
acknowledges receipt and maintains custody of them. The OFR retains these documents until an
amendment is adopted or fails, and then transfers the records to the National Archives for
preservation.
A proposed amendment becomes part of the Constitution as soon as it is ratified by three-fourths
of the States (38 of 50 States). When the OFR verifies that it has received the required number of
authenticated ratification documents, it drafts a formal proclamation for the Archivist to certify
that the amendment is valid and has become part of the Constitution. This certification is
published in the Federal Register and U.S. Statutes at Large and serves as official notice to the
Congress and to the Nation that the amendment process has been completed.
Moreover, the US Constitution has been amended many times.
In order to prove this, here is a brief summary of the 27 ratified amendments:
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I repeat, the US Constitution was originally made to be amended and has been amended
many times.
Now, why has the Constitution been amended?
I draw your special attention to the 13th, 14th, 18th, 19th, and 21st amendments.
These amendments abolished slavery, introduced Prohibition of the manufacture or sale of
alcohol, abolished the denial of the right to vote based on sex, and repealed Prohibition.
In other words, the US Constitution has been amended whenever the American people
collectively deem that the existing Constitution is rationally unjustified and immoral, and must
be changed for the better.
Now in my opinion, the US Electoral College and the Second Amendment are both rationally
unjustified and immoral.
First, the Electoral College is blatantly undemocratic, since it enables a small minority of the
American people — 538, to be precise — to override the will of the majority of the people, as was
scandalously proved by the 2016 election of So-Called POTUS Donald Trump by a significant
minority of all those who voted.
Second, here are two simple but decisive arguments against the ownership and use of guns and
the Second Amendment, and for gun abolitionism.
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First Argument for Gun Abolitionism
1. Coercion is forcing people to do things, by using violence or the threat of violence.
2. Coercion is always rationally unjustified and immoral, because it treats people as mere
instruments and mere things, and directly violates their human dignity.
3. The primary functions of guns is coercion.
4. Therefore, owning and using guns is rationally unjustified and immoral.
5. But the 2nd Amendment to the US Constitution entrenches the right to own and use guns.
6. Therefore, the 2nd Amendment is rationally justified and immoral, and should be repealed.
7. Therefore, gun abolitionism is rationally justified, morally right, and what we ought to do.
Second Argument for Gun Abolitionism
Have you ever wondered how many people have been killed by guns within the borders of the
USA since 1776?
Since 1968, more than 1.5 million people have been killed by guns.
Since the American Revolution, 1.4 million people have died in wars on US soil, most of them
by means of guns.
That’s close to 2.9 million people killed by guns over a period spanning roughly one-quarter of
US political history, i.e., roughly 60 years.
Now, how many people were killed by guns in the USA during the 192 years between 1776 and
1968, but not in wars?
Let’s say, conservatively, 3 million people.
That would mean that the total number of people killed by guns in the history of the USA is
roughly the same as the number of people murdered by the Nazis during the Holocaust, i.e.,
somewhere between 5 and 6 million.
If gun violence is not a fundamental source of human oppression in the USA, then nothing is.
So I am saying that slavery is morally abhorrent, and, for logically independent but also highly
analogous reasons, that gun violence is morally abhorrent too.
Moreover, the morally half-hearted and politically expedient 21st century so-called “liberal”
doctrine of gun-control is strictly analogous to the morally half-hearted and politically expedient
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pre-Civil War so-called “progressive” doctrine of abolishing slavery in all states except where it
already existed.
If slavery is wrong, then it’s wrong everywhere, and should be abolished everywhere; if gun
violence is wrong, then owning and using guns is wrong everywhere, and should be abolished
everywhere.
The fact that some gun-owners don’t actually kill other people or themselves with their guns no
more morally counts against the abolition of guns than the fact that some slave-owners treated
their slaves well morally counted against the abolition of slavery.
Therefore, gun abolitionism is rationally justified, morally right, and what we ought to do.
***
Assuming that my arguments are sound, then it seems to me that only one big thing stands
between (i) the fact that the Electoral College and the Second Amendment are both rationally
unjustified and immoral and (ii) amending the US Constitution in order to abolish both of them.
And this one big thing is the collective mental illness of the American people, namely, a form of
anosognosia, powered by the myth of American exceptionalism and enabled by the mass and
social media, consisting in most Americans’ inability and refusal to recognize that the USA is
tragically morally and political flawed in five fundamental ways and most urgently needs to be
fixed.
In my opinion, for all the reasons I’ve given, the most effective way of beginning to fix the USA
would be to amend the US Constitution so as to abolish both the Electoral College and the
Second Amendment.
But in order to do that, Americans must admit to themselves that the US Constitution was
originally made to be amended and has been amended many times.
And in order to do that, the American people must admit to themselves that they have a
collective mental illness consisting in their inability and refusal to recognize that the USA is
tragically morally and politically flawed in five fundamental ways and most urgently needs to be
fixed.
In other words, the process of amending the US Constitution is fundamentally a cognitive and
emotional process: it’s fundamentally mental.
For in order for us to begin the process of fixing the USA by amending the US Constitution, we
must cognitively and emotionally amend the way our minds are responding anosognosically to
our collective moral and political disease.
We must be able to say to ourselves, with fully honest self-recognition and self-commitment, like
the Alcoholics Anonymous member who begins by saying “I’m ___ and I’m an alcoholic”:
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(i) We’re Americans and we have a collective mental illness consisting in our inability
and refusal to recognize that the USA is tragically morally and politically flawed in five
fundamental ways and most urgently needs to be fixed
(ii) The US Constitution was originally made to be amended and has been amended many
times.
(iii) The Electoral College and the Second Amendment are both rationally justified and
immoral.
(iv) So the most effective way of beginning to fix the USA is to amend the US Constitution
so as to abolish both the Electoral College and the Second Amendment.
Then, once that transformative event of mental self-healing has happened, everything else will
fall into place.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 27 October 2017
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Je Vous Dis, Merde! 47: So Where Do We Go
From Here?

This ↑ is what the front page of The New York Times looked like on Saturday 5 November 2016,
just 3 days before the truly appalling election of So-Called POTUS Donald Trump on 8
November.
You’ll notice the big smiley mug of a presidential candidate, flanked by two adoring and talented
Beautiful People, who was running “her final lap” and clearly thought she had the election in the
bag.
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Alas!, it was not to be; instead, the election bagged Hillary.
She wasted time and then time wasted her.
Now in fact, as many, many, many people on the Left have very, very, very rightly pointed out,
voting for Hillary Clinton in that presidential election was at best the lesser of two evils.
So even if you were truly appalled by the election of The Terrible Trumpalump, you might very
well also have privately or even publicly heaved a heavy sigh of relief that even though you
voted for her, Clinton was not actually elected.
Bernie Sanders? Jill Stein?
— Whatever their political flaws, either or both of them together would have been infinitely
better candidates than Goode Olde “Punch” Trump and “Judy” Clinton.

But I digress.
What I want to focus on, for the purposes of this essay, is the present and the foreseeable future,
not the past.
I want to ask: where do we go from here?
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In a series of six essays, “Freedom From Fear in The Age of Trump,” published between 5 and
13 December 2016, I focused successively on these topics:
(i) poverty and economic oppression,
(ii) the job dilemma,
(iii) healthcare hell,
(v) cultural conflict and closed borders,
(v) gun violence, and
(vi) everyday forms of political resistance.
And correspondingly, manifestly, these are the very problems that most directly afflict and
plague us today, and will continue to do so in the foreseeable future—
How can we end poverty, end oppressive income disparity, and transform the killer-juggernaut
of global corporate capitalism into a humane, just form of economic activity?
How can we avoid the contemporary worker’s dilemma of either having no job at all —
unemployment — or having to do a shit job, no matter how badly or well it pays — a job that
alienates us, bores us, demeans us, disrespects us, hurts us, makes us mentally ill, or for any
other reason we simply hate doing?
How can we create a system of universal free healthcare?
How can we defend, nurture, and protect the natural environment so as to end its degradation
and destruction, and alleviate, prevent, or reverse the catastrophic effects of global climate
change?
How can we stop dividing the people of America, North America, and the rest of world into Us
and Them, end American racism, end American imperialism, end the disastrous, faux-liberating
politics of identity, and create a truly emancipatory politics of empathy here in the USA, North
America, and everywhere else in the world?
How can we stop killing each other with guns, and bring about the abolition of gun-ownership
and use?
And how can we engage in serious political resistance to the cultural , economic, or political
status quo, the power elite, or the State without being coerced into obedience, punished,
imprisoned, tortured, or killed?
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Now I passionately believed back then, and continue passionately to believe now, that our
collectively enacting the seven-part platform of The WTFU Party would effectively solve, or at
least seriously address and ameliorate, our fundamental problems.
But, back then, I wasn’t nearly as cognizant, convinced, or “woke,” as I am now, of the fact that
the Ur-problem, the biggest Big Kahuna of all our difficulties, and the wintriest winter of our
discontent, lies in a collective mental illness of the American people, namely, a form of
anosognosia, powered by the myth of American exceptionalism and enabled by the mass and
social media, consisting in most Americans’ inability and refusal to recognize that the USA is
suffering from five morally and politically tragic national failures:
the racist legacy of slavery;
the gun violence legacy of the Second Amendment;
the radical income-disparity and economic oppression legacy of unbridled corporate
capitalism;
the healthcare-treatment hell legacy of unbridled corporate capitalism in the specific
domain of healthcare; and
the globally catastrophic military, political, economic, and environmental legacy of
American imperialism since the ends of World War II and the Cold War.
In other words, our most fundamental problem is a mental problem.
It’s a problem about self-awareness, about facing up to self-deceit, about criticizing those
corporate-driven mass and social media super-ideologists who so effectively enable our
collective mental illness, and, finally, about learning how to dare to think for ourselves, thereby
change our lives, and then change the world for the better.
In short, we all need to engage in a radical personal and collective cultural, moral, and political
process of critical, dialogical, reflective, synoptic, self-education and self-psychiatry.
Now philosophy is a more than two-thousand-year-old intellectual and moral practice, in effect a
full-time, lifelong calling and existential project, that was originally created and designed in
order to do just this.
But I’m not talking about contemporary professional academic philosophy, which, absurdly,
colossally, and tragically, mostly fails to do what philosophy was originally created and designed
to do.
I’m talking about real philosophy, namely, the kind of philosophy done by Diogenes the Cynic,
Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, the Epicureans and the Stoics, Aquinas, Augustine, Descartes,
Spinoza, Pascal, Leibniz, Locke, Hume, Kant, Hegel, Kierkegaard, Marx, Thoreau, Nietzsche,
Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, Camus, De Beauvoir, Merleau-Ponty, Wittgenstein, Russell,
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Whitehead, Peirce, James, Dewey, the Frankfurt School Critical Theorists, Weil, and Arendt — to
name only some of the most famous ones.
But you don’t have to be a full-time, lifetime real philosopher in order to benefit palpably and
significantly from real philosophizing and real philosophy.
Anyone and everyone can write, read, talk, and more generally do some real philosophy.
Moreover, in the age of the free-access worldwide internet, a universal communicative medium
for writing, reading, talking, and more generally doing real philosophy, is right there, right in
front of us, like everything else that really and truly matters: yet how often we simply look
through these things and cannot see them for what they are!
Therefore, I’m passionately of the opinion that, by using this universal communicative medium,
we can all engage, to an important extent, in the radical personal and collective cultural, moral,
and political process of critical, dialogical, reflective, synoptic, self-education and self-psychiatry
of real philosophy, and thereby begin to heal and overcome our collective illness, change our
lives, and then change the world, for the better.
Real philosophy is our transformative engine, and the free-access worldwide internet is its
universal vehicle.
***
Mr Nemo, Nowhere, NA, 3 November 2017

