
Adults of all countries, unite! 

How to carefully increase tolerance towards truth seekers without making 
the situation worse (no irony in this title) 

 

1. In our anti-discriminatory societies one minority group has been left out from non-
discrimination: the truth seekers. So as if we had forgotten to take them on board. Or 
is there a rational reason? What makes them so much less worthy of protection and 
tolerance than other tiny minorities like the LSBTTIQ or the whole spectrum of the 
non-conventional 62 genders, the mentally or physically disabled persons, the 
plutocratic elite, the great global corporations (since 1886 they are persons), 
aborigines, followers of rare hobbies and cults etc? The answer is simple: The truth 
seekers are sheep in wolf cloths. They just pretend to look for the truth (which truth, 
by the way, how pathetic!). In reality, they deny and fight all what is holy to us: 
democracy, pluralism, diversity, open-mindedness, serious and sober science. They 
are full of phobias and hatred. So no tolerance towards these intolerant subjects! King 
Friedrich of Prussia stated that a crime committed in the name of law/right should be 
punished twice! Probably because of the huge seducing damage it has on the masses. 
To make things worse, these subjects instead of admitting their wrongness claim the 
opposite. Can you imagine? They argue like this:    

2. There is a funny inversion in the political discourse: formerly those who supported 
the fight for justice, ecology and freedom were generally called “left”. We are talking 
about the 1960s, 70s, 80s and still 90s. Logically, the “right” was those who preferred 
some sort of morally dirty strategy of supporting power and corporations in the 
expectation of benefitting most from it. Protection by being on the safe side and the 
economical trickledown effect of a liberal system where the rich should not be 
molested too much with taxes and restrictions. Example: Amazon and Apple do not 
pay taxes in some EU countries. “Extreme right” even sympathizes with open 
violence and war in such closeness to power and wealth. Now, George Orwell in his 
“1984” describes the method of inversion: What if the powerful simply claim to have 
incorporated into the system the good aka the “left” values so that automatically 
critics of the system can be labeled “right” or “far right” regardless of their 
relationship to power and wealth? “Populists attack democracy” has to be re-inversed 
to “People criticize the governors of abusing power and abolishing democracy.” 
Wouldn’t people get aware of such a primitive trick? Not, if it is well prepared by 
education and the media. In “1984”, open force is another method which today seems 
to allude to the then threatening totalitarian regimes of Hitler and Stalin. Aldous 
Huxley in his “Brave New World” describes a much more appropriate way for the 
Western and in consequence globalized people all over the world today: to induce this 
trick through positive conditioning so that in his words “mankind will embrace its 
own slavery” and fight those who try to save it from this servitude….and extinction 



of its own main reference groups (genocide). 

3. In order to explore on your own the degree or at least the likelihood of this scenario 
(the thesis: left and right are switched or at least misleading labels) in our real life 
without relying on someone’s ideas and interests, there is the possibility to gather 
information in a way that is similar to gather and consume food when you want it to 
be the most beneficiary to your health. Instead of junk food and processed food you 
want to come the closest possible to the primary forms of the vital nutrients. This 
corresponds to the search for sources which might be at first not so comfortable to 
swallow and digest but which quite fast show dramatic advantages because you avoid 
most toxins and drugs which are put into the processed food as well as into the 
processed information which is offered by the system media. Simple criteria: follow 
the money! Cui bono? “Controversial”. “Complex”. What is natural?  

4. The question “What is natural” leads you into the necessity of defining our human 
nature and our true needs. Luckily, this is an open question where we should not 
believe those who claim to have found the definite answers because nobody can 
convincingly explain the origin and purpose of our soul/consciousness/spirit. 
Freedom of questioning and researching is thus essential for us. So the main theme 
when it comes to the “truth” topic is the struggle freedom vs slavery, in particular 
both freedom of the body and mind. So we have to develop methods of self-checking 
the state of mind control although we have to do it with our mind. And we have to 
check the degree of freedom/slavery in the whole system. (The principle of division 
of power was a good idea!) Therefore we need to share knowledge and experience in 
an open-minded community, see ourselves in the eyes of the others. This community 
is ideally the community of scientists, of those who search for truth in a systematic 
and transparent way. At first, it is easier to check it via negative evidences: 
manipulation, lies, ignorance, contradictions. But we should not be deterred by this 
because it is just part of the method, part of being adult, of accepting anything which 
is necessary to protect those who are too small to protect themselves. Proving and 
disproving theses is basically the same.  

5. This leads us to the Golden Rule, the supreme law of moral conduct. Despite its 
evidence, its application is an open question, too. Who is the other to whom we shall 
not do what we do not want to be done to us? Group narcissism is a crucial notion. 
While it is natural to stick to your own group because it gives you protection and 
good conditions to survive, there is no universal logic why you should draw the 
boundary between one group and another group. One group can be a narrower, the 
other group a broader circle around you. So borders are conventional and relative. 
But we need them to survive. Nothing can exist without borders, no cells and organs. 
Our body’s border is the skin. Words have borders: the definition of their meaning 
and usage. But again, historically and logically, the given borders are pure accidents.  

6. This leads us to the topic of globalization because its main persuasive power is 



derived from the anti-border rhetoric: “No border, no nation, no army, no war.” 
“Brotherhood of mankind”, “all is one.” And this leads us to the necessity of studying 
the history of our current dominating world system in its economical, political and 
spiritual dimensions. There are time sparing compilations of sources, like my blog! 

7. Now, you might not have the slightest interest or time to do so. Yet there are people 
who have been doing it. Like for example people who have studied Chinese, who 
have spent thousands of hours on it. Someone without knowledge of Chinese (who 
might have invested two hours) might have interesting opinions about it, but we 
would rather listen to the guy who invested 2000 hours in it when he explains certain 
features of it. The same with the questions mentioned above. The crucial criterion is 
trustworthiness. Ask real Chinese people about his knowledge and you will get an 
idea of this trustworthiness. Now, lie needs beautiful cloths as toxic food needs to 
have attractive taste while truth is naked and a natural carrot is covered with dirt so 
they touch it with plastic gloves in the supermarket. A typical act of infantile (mind 
controlled) denialism is to throw out the baby with the bath water as soon as there is 
some bad particle in it, an error or association with an unacceptable or “controversial” 
group. Guess what: it does not only happen naturally but can also be done artificially 
by forces who want you to stick to the toxic food consumption. In rhetoric it is called 
the “guilt by association” trick. The best application of this trick is nowadays the 
“right” and “wall-building anti-globalism = nationalism” label.  

8. So please decide: become adult and do your research or at least trust those who are 
trustworthy.  

9. Yes, nobody likes this “either/or” urge. The good news: we are talking not about true 
or false conclusions or methods but about simply adding information to what you 
already know. Long live the coexistence of contradictory thoughts in your mind! 
There is enough space for all. Like Chaplin said: Mother Earth is rich and has enough 
space for all of us. So does our mind. But still, in sports language, it is 2 to 1 in favor 
of those who are already awakened to the truth research because they exactly know 
how it was before. They have the two world views in their mind while those who 
reject it have only one which is inserted by the system, the unreflected one, as 
Socrates said.  

10. Yes, but still you feel bothered. You are “politically neutral” and your motto is “to 
live and let live”. You see this truth stuff as a sort of hobby. The problem is that the 
overall problem of survival is so huge and urgent that like Marx we must say: Adults 
of all countries, unite! Become adult and responsible for your children and honor 
those who gave life to you. Otherwise you actively support the criminal side. 

11. Now, youth doesn’t need truth. It is not touchy enough. There is no real need to dig 
deep unless normality in your life is not damaged. But two topics have been observed 
to have a touching effect on many students: 9/11 through Judy Woods plus the impact 
on the Middle East and healthy food in particular via veganism and the Golden Rule. 



But you really have to start these topics from zero-zero, to avoid jumping to evident 
details while forgetting the long path which has to be gone from the mind controlled 
body habits to the free choice of adults who can embrace the benefits of compassion, 
of not murdering and not torturing other beings. The five finger factors lead to all the 
other themes, from patriotism, environmentalism to any other socially good activism.  

12. That is what these subjects, the so called truth seekers, could say in their defense. 
Perhaps it was not a good idea to give them so much space to lay out their arguments. 
Anyhow, the real problem is not even whether they are right or not. The real problem 
is that if they are right, and if the people increase their tolerance towards them, what 
will be next? Will the enemy wait until there is a tsunami-like wave of awakened 
people? No, he would increase the countermeasures, bomb out any resistance. So all 
must continue to play their roles.  

JS, December 17th, 2018 

 

  

 


